


 



The Delaware Valley Regional Planning Commission is dedicated to uniting the region’s elected officials, 

planning professionals, and the public with a common vision of making a great region even greater.  

Shaping the way we live, work and play, DVRPC builds consensus on improving transportation, 

promoting smart growth, protecting the environment, and enhancing the economy.  We serve a diverse 

region of nine counties: Bucks, Chester, Delaware, Montgomery, and Philadelphia in Pennsylvania; and 

Burlington, Camden, Gloucester and Mercer in New Jersey.  DVRPC is the official Metropolitan Planning 

Organization for the Greater Philadelphia Region — leading the way to a better future. 

 

 

The symbol in our logo is adapted from the official DVRPC seal, and is designed as a stylized image of 
the Delaware Valley.  The outer ring symbolizes the region as a whole.  The diagonal line represents the 
Delaware River and the two adjoining crescents represent the Commonwealth of Pennsylvania and the 
State of New Jersey. 

DVRPC is funded by a variety of funding sources including federal grants from the U.S. Department of 
Transportation’s Federal Highway Administration (FHWA) and Federal Transit Administration (FTA), the 
Pennsylvania and New Jersey departments of transportation, as well as by DVRPC’s state and local 
member governments.  The authors, however, are solely responsible for the findings and conclusions 
herein, which may not represent the official views or policies of the funding agencies. 

DVRPC fully complies with Title VI of the Civil Rights Act of 1964 and related statutes and regulations in 
all programs and activities.  DVRPC’s website may be translated into Spanish, Russian, and Traditional 
Chinese online by visiting www.dvrpc.org.  Publications and other public documents can be made 
available in alternative languages and formats, if requested.  For more information, please call (215) 238-
2871. 

http://www.dvrpc.org/
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Introduction 
 

Title VI of the Civil Rights Act of 1964 and the 1994 President’s Executive Order on Environmental 

Justice (#12898) state that no person or group shall be excluded from participation in, or denied the 

benefits of, any program or activity utilizing federal funds. Each federal agency is required to identify any 

disproportionately high and adverse health or environmental effects of its programs on minority and low-

income populations. In turn, Metropolitan Planning Organizations (MPOs), are charged with evaluating 

their plans and programs for environmental justice (EJ) sensitivity, including expanding their outreach 

efforts to low-income, minority, and other disadvantaged populations, as part of the United States 

Department of Transportation’s certification requirements.  

 

The Delaware Valley Regional Planning Commission (DVRPC) is the MPO for the nine-county, bi-state 

Philadelphia-Camden-Trenton region. To further DVRPC’s mission to plan for the orderly growth and 

development of the Delaware Valley region and to respond to federal guidance on EJ, the agency 

published “…and Justice for All:” DVRPC’s Strategy for Fair Treatment and Meaningful Involvement of 

All People in September 2001. This initial EJ report provided background information and defined EJ; 

summarized DVRPC’s existing EJ-related plans, policies, and public involvement activities; and 

described a quantitative and qualitative method for evaluating the Long-Range Plan (LRP), the 

Transportation Improvement Program (TIP), and other planning programs. DVRPC has since published 

annual updates, providing a summary of activities conducted by the Commission, and new data and 

analysis related to EJ.  

 

Since the introduction of the EJ report in 2001, planning activities relating to EJ have grown and evolved. 

Initially used to evaluate the LRP and the TIP, DVRPC’s EJ  “degrees of disadvantage” (DOD) method of 

analysis has been included in many projects, programs, and studies, with more applications being 

explored each year. This document includes the current DOD method, with descriptions and maps of each 

population group analyzed. Descriptions for each project or program that utilizes the EJ method in fiscal 

year (FY) 2009 are included, such as the TIP, LRP analysis, and corridor studies.  

 

The EJ program at DVRPC is constantly evolving. New programs or projects identify innovative ways to 

employ EJ, while existing programs include new requirements that call for expanded analysis. Finally, 

DVRPC internally strives to make the EJ program more effective over time, reaching into additional areas 

and strengthening current programs.  All DVRPC staff are empowered to incorporate EJ into DVRPC’s 
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day-to-day activities. All employees are provided copies of the Public Participation Plan, the Title VI 

Compliance Plan, and the Title VI and Environmental Justice Quick Reference Guide. Staff also receive a 

copy of The Planner’s Methodology and Checklist which offers an overview of integrating Title VI, EJ, 

and public participation into DVRPC Work Program projects. 

 
Title VI Compliance 
DVRPC’s work in EJ assists the Commission in meeting federal requirements related to Title VI 

compliance. Since its implementation in 2006, Equity & Opportunity, DVRPC’s Title VI Compliance 

Plan, provides a framework for DVRPC’s efforts to ensure compliance with Title VI and related statutes 

regarding nondiscrimination and EJ in DVRPC’s Work Program, publications, communications, public 

involvement efforts, and general ways of doing business. The Title VI Compliance Plan also defines the 

role of the Title VI Compliance Manager, a position within the Commission to manage the overall 

administration of the Title VI program, plan, and assurances. 

 
Limited English Proficiency  
Executive Order 13166 compels federally funded agencies to make services more accessible to eligible 

persons who are not proficient in the English language. DVRPC has made a conscious effort to reach out 

to populations with limited English proficiency (LEP). DVRPC translates a number of Commission 

documents, and takes all reasonable steps in providing Commission documents in alternative languages or 

formats. As online communication continues to increase, DVRPC’s website now offers online 

translations of the DVRPC website through Google. Online translations were launched in the summer of 

2006. 
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DVRPC Environmental Justice 

Degrees of Disadvantage Method 

 

In 2001, DVRPC developed the initial “…and Justice for All” report to identify impacts of disparate 

funding and services on defined low-income and minority groups. Six initial population groups were 

included in this report: non-Hispanic minorities, Hispanics, elderly (older than 85 years), persons with 

physical disabilities, carless households, and households in poverty. This report utilized the most recent 

2000 U.S. Census information available for each population group, though 1990 U.S. Census data had to 

be used for three categories. The report also included quality-of-life factors, such as regional transit 

routes, Job Access and Reverse Commute (JARC) routes, and hospitals. In 2002, two new demographic 

factors were added to the analysis: female head of household with child and LEP, thus expanding the 

DOD from six to eight indicators. By 2003, the U.S. Census released the final demographic information, 

and all eight categories could now be analyzed using 2000 U.S. Census data. Over time, slight 

adjustments have been made to particular categories of the DOD to more accurately define the population 

groups. For instance, in 2008, the elderly population group definition was changed to individuals over the 

age of 75. 

 

Developing a Method 
Neither Title VI of the Civil Rights Act nor Executive Order 12898 provide specific guidance to evaluate 

EJ within a region’s transportation planning process. Therefore, MPOs must devise their own methods for 

ensuring EJ in transportation decision-making. This is a challenging assignment, and serious 

consideration must be given to the available types of quantifiable data, as well as how the data is to be 

used and interpreted.  

 

This section summarizes the technical method that DVRPC initially developed to analyze the adopted 

LRP and the TIP in 2001. DVRPC’s current LRP, Connections—The Regional Plan for a Sustainable 

Future, identifies priority areas for transportation investment consistent with the goals and policies of the 

regional land use plan. The TIP is the regionally agreed upon list of priority projects, required by federal 

law, listing all federally funded and regionally significant projects. Since 2001, DVRPC’s EJ method of 

analysis has been incorporated into many more programs and projects, highlighted later in the report.  

 



4 

Broadly speaking, DVRPC’s EJ method: 

• Identifies groups that may be negatively impacted 

• Locates them in the region 

• Plots key destinations, such as employment or health care locations, that they would access 

• Acknowledges nearby land use patterns  

• Overlays these destinations with the region’s existing and proposed transportation network 

• Determines what transportation service gaps exist for these disadvantaged groups 

 

This analysis illustrates the existing accessibility conditions for residents of the region. DVRPC’s LRP 

and the TIP are then evaluated to determine how they fill these accessibility gaps. This regional technical 

analysis is a people and place-based approach that locates the people most in need and determines how 

the regional transportation system and DVRPC’s programs, policies, and investments impact these 

groups.  

 
Regional Demographics 
EJ is concerned with the impacts of disparate funding and disparate services on defined minority and low-

income groups. Many programs employ the EJ DOD method as the first step of a demographic analysis, 

identifying the potentially disadvantaged population groups first, and then using this knowledge as a 

planning tool for further recommendations. Additionally, DVRPC’s Public Affairs office can then be 

employed to assist with outreach to specific population groups identified through the EJ analysis.  

 

DVRPC currently assesses the following population groups: non-Hispanic minorities, carless households, 

households in poverty, persons with physical disabilities, female head of household with child, elderly, 

Hispanic persons, and limited English proficiency. Each population group has specific planning-related 

challenges.  

 

Using U.S. Census data for the year 2000, these groups are identified and located at the census tract level. 

Data is gathered at the regional level, combining populations from each of the nine counties, for either 

individuals or households, depending on the indicator. From there, the total number of persons in each 

demographic group is divided by the appropriate universe (either population or households) for the nine-

county region, providing a regional average for that population group. Any census tract that meets or 

exceeds the regional average level, or threshold, is considered an EJ-sensitive tract for that group.  
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The impacted demographic groups are defined in the following sections, which include an explanation of 

the population group, as well as the regional threshold. Figures A-1 through A-8, which depict census 

tracts considered significant for each population group, are located in Appendix A.  

 

Population Group: Non-Hispanic Minority 
Regional Total: 1,339,000 people 
Regional Threshold: 24.9% 
County Thresholds: 6.5% to 49.0% 
The U.S. Department of Transportation (DOT) Order (5610.2) on EJ defines “Minority” as:  

• Black:  a person having origins in any of the black racial groups of Africa 
• Asian American:  a person having origins in any of the original peoples of the Far East, 

Southeast Asia, the Indian subcontinent, or the Pacific Islands 
• American Indian and Alaskan Native: a person having origins in any of the original 

people of North America who maintains cultural identification through tribal affiliation 
or community recognition 
 

In addition to the groups mentioned above, the U.S. Census also recognizes two more racial categories: 

Some Other Race Alone and Two or More Races. All five racial categories have been included in this 

analysis. The U.S. Census also recognizes a difference between race and ethnicity, creating separate 

minority categories for Hispanic or Latino and race. The population group recognized in this category is 

non-Hispanic minorities. Hispanic ethnicity, regardless of race, is recognized as a separate category.  

 

The 2000 U.S. Census question on race differed from the 1990 U.S. Census question by offering 

respondents the option of selecting one or more racial categories. There are now 57 possible racial 

categories. Because of this change, 2000 Census data on race is not directly comparable with data from 

the 1990 Census. Thus, caution should be used in interpreting changes in racial composition over time. 

However, the overwhelming majority, 98 percent of the U.S. population, reported only one race. Figure 

A-1 illustrates which census tracts are significant for non-Hispanic minority concentrations 

 

Population Group: Carless Households 
Regional Total: 323,500 households 
Regional Threshold: 16.0% 

County Thresholds: 5.1% to 35.7% 
Carless households are defined in the U.S. Census as having zero vehicle availability. This population is 

often referred to as “transit dependent,” i.e., those who must rely on public transit for their daily travel 

needs and who have limited mobility. It is recognized that not owning a personal automobile may be a 
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lifestyle choice for some, but for others automobile ownership is unattainable due to various constraints, 

including income or disability. Additionally, many carless individuals may take transit to one destination, 

then continue their trip as a pedestrian. Figure A-2 illustrates which census tracts are significant for 

concentrations of carless households.  

 

Population Group: Households in Poverty 
Regional Total: 219,200 households 

Regional Threshold: 10.9% 
County Thresholds: 4.7% to 21.8% 
Poverty, or low income, is defined as personal or household income at or below the U.S. Department of 

Health and Human Services (HHS) poverty guidelines, established as a relationship between income and 

the size of the family unit. These poverty guidelines are updated annually and are used as eligibility 

criteria for federal programs, such as Community Service Block Grants. The 2001 poverty guidelines only 

reflect cost changes through 2000; therefore, they are approximately equal to the Census Bureau poverty 

thresholds for the calendar year 2000. In 2001, a family of four qualified for poverty status if its 

household income was at or below $17,650.  

 

Poverty guidelines are updated every year by the Census Bureau, and an alternative poverty threshold is 

issued by the HHS. Poverty guidelines are used for eligibility by many government programs, such as 

Head Start, the Food Stamp program, and the National Free Lunch program. Many of these programs use 

a percentage multiplier for eligibility, such as 130 percent of poverty to be eligible for the Food Stamp 

program. By 2009, poverty status income for a family of four had risen to $22,050. The HHS poverty 

guidelines for 2001 (approximately equal to the 2000 U.S. Census) and 2009 are shown in Table 1. Figure 

A-3 illustrates which census tracts are significant for concentrations of households in poverty. 
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Table 1: Poverty Guidelines by Family Size: 2001 and 2009 

Size of 
family unit 

2001  
household income 

2009 
Household income 
for 48 contiguous 
states and DC 

1 $8,590 $10,830 

2 $11,610 $14,570 

3 $14,630 $18,310 

4 $17,650 $22,050 

5 $20,670 $25,790 

6 $23,690 $29,530 

7 $26,710 $33,270 

8 $29,730 $37,010 

Each Additional Person: $3,020 $3,740 

Source: Federal Register, Vol. 74, No. 14, January 23, 2009, pp. 4199-4200 

 
Population Group: Persons with a Physical Disability 
Regional Total: 387,900 people 

Regional Threshold: 7.7% 
County Thresholds: 5.1% to 10.7% 
Definitions for “people with disabilities” vary from agency to agency. The U.S. Census identifies six 

disability categories: sensory, physical, mental, going outside of the home, self-care, and employment. 

The Americans with Disabilities Act (ADA) provides comprehensive civil rights protection for “qualified 

individuals with disabilities.” An individual with a disability, according to the ADA, is a person who has: 

(A) a physical or mental impairment that substantially limits one or more of the major life activities of 

such individual; (B) a record of such an impairment; or (C) being regarded as having such an impairment.  

 

DVRPC has decided to identify persons with a physical disability for the disability indicator, but 

recognizes that each disability type has specific challenges. This analysis of the distribution of persons 

with physical disabilities relies on data from the U.S. Census, which defines a physical disability as “a 

condition that substantially limits one or more basic physical activities, such as walking, climbing stairs, 

reaching, lifting, or carrying.” The Census universe for this category includes only the population five 

years and older. Figure A-4 illustrates which census tracts are significant for concentrations of persons 

with a physical disability. 
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Population Group: Female Head of Household with Child 
Regional Total: 149,500 households 

Regional Threshold: 7.4%  
County Thresholds: 4.0% to 11.0% 
“Female head of household with child” is defined in the 2000 U.S. Census as a “female maintaining a 

household with no husband present, and with at least one child under 18 years old who is a son or 

daughter by birth, marriage (a stepchild), or adoption, residing in the home.” This factor was chosen to 

add gender and children into the analysis, as well as to acknowledge the strong correlation between 

female heads of household with child and poverty status. In addition, this group exhibits different travel 

patterns and needs. Figure A-5 illustrates which census tracts are significant for female head of household 

with child concentrations.  

 

Population Group: Elderly Over 75 Years 

Regional Total: 353,300 people 

Regional Threshold: 6.6% 
County Thresholds: 5.3% to 7.9% 
In the last two years, several DVRPC programs have worked closely with the elderly community. 

Mobility barriers and age are linked together. Not every elderly individual has mobility challenges, but 

the likelihood of a challenge increases as an individual ages. Seniors aged 75 years qualify for most, if not 

all, mobility programs that have an age requirement.  

 

In 1900, seniors aged 65 years and older accounted for less than five percent of the total population of the 

United States. Now numbering over 35 million, seniors currently account for over 12 percent of the 

nation’s population. By 2030, the senior population will double to more than 70 million, or 20 percent of 

the U.S. population. According to the 2000 U.S. Census, Pennsylvania has the third highest proportion of 

elderly residents in the country, trailing only Florida and West Virginia. At 19th, New Jersey ranks lower, 

but ranks ninth if the number of persons 60 years and older is counted. Statewide, the number of people  

60 years or older in New Jersey grew by 3.5 percent between 1990 and 2000 to 1.4 million and is 

expected to climb to 2.4 million by 2025. Figure A-6 illustrates which census tracts are significant for 

concentrations of the population aged 75 years and older. 
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Population Group: Hispanic 

Regional Total: 288,300 people 

Regional Threshold: 5.4% 

County Thresholds: 1.5% to 9.7% 
Though often included in many minority definitions, Hispanic is an ethnicity, not a racial category; but it 

deserves separate consideration nevertheless. Hispanics are defined by the U.S. Census as “persons of 

Mexican, Puerto Rican, Cuban, Central or South American, or other Spanish culture or origin, regardless 

of race.” Persons in the 2000 U.S. Census were asked, “Is this person Spanish, Hispanic, Latino?”  Thus, 

persons of Hispanic origin can be of any race. Hispanics should have indicated their origin in the Hispanic 

origin question, not in the race question, because in federal statistical systems ethnic origin is considered 

to be a separate concept from race. This interpretation is based on changes made by the Office of 

Management and Budget in October 1997, requiring all federal agencies that collect and report data on 

race and ethnicity to follow these new standards. Figure A-7 illustrates which census tracts are significant 

for Hispanic concentrations. 

 
Population Group: Limited English Proficiency (LEP) 
Regional Total: 121,700 people 
Regional Threshold: 2.4% 
County Thresholds: 0.8% to 3.9% 
Executive Order 13166 of 2000 on limited English proficiency (LEP) charges all federally funded 

agencies to make services more accessible to eligible persons who are not proficient in the English 

language. LEP is defined in the U.S. Census as “primary language spoken at home other than English and 

speak English not very well.” This captures the populations with a primary language other than English 

spoken at home, including Spanish, Asian and Pacific Island languages, Indo-European languages, and 

other languages. This category includes those who cannot speak English very well or cannot speak 

English at all. The Census universe for this category includes only the population aged five years and 

older.  

 
It is assumed that an inability to speak English well can be a barrier to accessing goods and services, 

including transportation. In addition, identifying these populations and their locations is important to 

DVRPC’s outreach efforts, particularly in assessing the need to make the agency’s publications and 

written materials available in additional languages. Figure A-8 illustrates which census tracts are 

significant for LEPconcentrations.  
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Degrees of Disadvantage 
Each census tract can contain a concentration greater than the regional average for each individual 

population group previously discussed, and any census tract can contain zero to eight categories that have 

been recognized as regionally sensitive. The number of sensitive groups in each census tract is referred to 

as its DOD. Figure 1 illustrates DOD by the number of census tracts that contain zero DOD, one to two 

DOD, three to four DOD, five to six DOD, and seven to eight DOD. Of the region’s 1,378 census tracts, 

76 percent have at least one DOD, which is not surprising given the multiple demographic categories. 

Over a quarter of the census tracts contain five to eight DOD. These areas are recognized as potentially 

highly disadvantaged; thus extra care should be taken when projects or programs occur there.  

 
Table 2 displays the DOD and the number of census tracts in each category. The largest percentage of 

tracts have one to two DOD (36 percent), followed by zero DOD, and then five to six DOD. Ninety-three 

tracts have seven to eight DOD, and these are mostly found in the core cities of Philadelphia, Camden, 

Chester, and Trenton, as well as older boroughs such as Oxford, Coatesville, and Pottstown. 
 

Table 2: Degrees of Disadvantage (DOD) and Number of Census Tracts 

Number  
of DOD 

Number of  
census  tracts 

Percentage 
of  tracts 

0 328 24 

1-2 501 36 

3-4 195 14 

5-6 261 19 

7-8 93 7 
Source: DVRPC,  2003 

 
The region’s four core cities of Philadelphia, Chester, Camden, and Trenton, contain 293, or 83 percent, 

of the 354 highly disadvantaged (five to eight DOD) census tracts in the nine-county region. There are 

1.72 million people who live in these four communities, or 32 percent of the region’s 5.39 million 

residents. Over 65 percent of all the tracts in these four communities contain five to eight DOD, much 

higher than the regional average of 25 percent. Philadelphia has 240 highly disadvantaged tracts, which 

constitute 68 percent of the region's total of highly disadvantaged tracts and 63 percent of all Philadelphia 

census tracts; Chester has 13 highly disadvantaged tracts, which constitute three percent of the region's 

highly disadvantaged tracts and 92 percent of all Chester census tracts; Camden has 20 highly 

disadvantaged tracts, which constitute six percent of the region's highly disadvantaged tracts and 95 

percent of all Camden tracts; and Trenton has 20 highly disadvantaged tracts, which constitute six percent 

of the region's highly disadvantaged tracts and 83 percent of all Trenton tracts.  
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To summarize, over 80 percent of all highly disadvantaged tracts are concentrated in four communities, 

and these communities represent a third of the region’s population.  

 
Method of Analysis Updates 
The DOD method of analysis relies on regional averages for each population group, specifically looking 

at whether a census tract is above or below the regional threshold. In some ways this yes / no approach 

does not paint a true picture of the region. It suggests that some areas just below the line may not have a 

disadvantage. A census tract where 12 percent of the households do not have vehicles is not considered 

disadvantaged (carless household threshold is 16 percent), but should these carless households somehow 

be considered a relevant factor? It also treats all tracts that are above the threshold the same. This is also a 

bit problematic, for there are differences in potential recommended strategies and outreach if a census 

tract has three or 15 percent of the population with a language barrier (LEP threshold is 2.4 percent).  

 

As the majority of the highly disadvantaged tracts are concentrated in four communities, these 

communities may be distorting the regional levels of disadvantage. For example, in Philadelphia the 

overall county averages are greater than each of the regional thresholds. Several population groups are 

highly concentrated here:  65 percent of all carless households in the region live in Philadelphia.  In other 

categories, the county threshold is over twice the regional threshold, as illustrated in Table 3. If 

Philadelphia is removed from the regional analysis, a different picture is painted, for several population 

group thresholds are drastically lowered, as illustrated in Table 4. 

 

If Philadelphia is removed, the regional threshold is lowered by ten percentage points for non-Hispanic 

minority, eight percentage points for carless households, and five percentage points for households in 

poverty. By lowering the threshold levels, more census tracts, and therefore more communities outside of 

Philadelphia, would be recognized as containing sensitive populations.  
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Table 3: Regional and Philadelphia DOD Concentrations 

DOD Category 
Total in 
category in 
Philadelphia 

Percentage of 
total in category 
in Philadelphia 

Total in 
category in 9- 
county region 

Philadelphia as a 
percentage of 
regional total 

Non-Hispanic Minority 743,277 49.0% 1,339,011 55.5% 

Carless Households 210,866 35.7% 323,494 65.2% 

Poverty 128,486 21.8% 219,246 58.6% 

Physically Disabled 151,250 10.7% 387,896 39.0% 

Female Head of 

Household with Child 70,955 12.0% 149,454 47.5% 

Elderly: Over 75 Years 106,095 7.0% 353,321 30.0% 

Hispanic 128,300 8.5% 288,291 44.5% 

Limited English 

Proficiency 55,314 3.9% 121,671 45.5% 

Source: DVRPC, 2008 

 

Table 4: Regional DOD Concentrations Excluding Philadelphia 

DOD Category 
Total in 
category in 
region 

Regional 
threshold 

Total in 
category 
excluding 
Philadelphia 

Regional 
threshold 
excluding 
Philadelphia 

Non-Hispanic Minority 1,339,011 24.9% 595,734 15.4% 

Carless Households 323,494 16.0% 112,628 7.9% 

Poverty 219,246 10.9% 90,760 6.4% 

Physically Disabled 38,7896 7.7% 236,646 6.5% 

Female Head of Household with Child 149,454 7.4% 78,499 5.5% 

Elderly: Over 75 Years 353,321 6.6% 247,226 6.4% 

Hispanic 288,291 5.4% 159,991 4.1% 

Limited English Proficiency 12,1671 2.4% 66,357 1.8% 

Source: DVRPC, 2008 

 

The application of the traditional analysis also has been modified. The Appendix A figures are updated to 

illustrate variations in the overall population concentrations in relation to the regional threshold. This 

approach was first introduced in the Mercer County Human Service Transportation Coordination Plan, 

and later refined in the Demographic Trends and Forecasts in the Philadelphia Region.  

 



14 

The figures in Appendix A are illustrated using the following formula: 

   0 percent to ½ of the threshold = no color 

   ½ of the threshold to the threshold = grey 

   The threshold to 1.5x the threshold = pink 

   1.5x the threshold to 2x the threshold = purple 

   2x the threshold and over = dark purple 

 

Using this format to illustrate the overall concentration levels more accurately assists the agency in 

identifying the sensitive tracts and helps relate one tract to another within that population group. In 

addition, each map contains the overall averages for each county. This assists the agency in identifying 

particular census tracts that may be considered disadvantaged in a particular county, but not in the region 

as a whole. As an example, in Census Tract 1030.01, Richland Township, Bucks County, 9.8 percent of 

households are carless households. The regional DOD threshold for carless households is 16.0 percent, 

while Bucks County is 5.1 percent. In this example, the Richland Township tract would not be identified 

in a carless households analysis at the regional level, but it is significant at the county level. 

 

Finally, the five census tracts in the region and two census tracts in each county with the highest total 

number and percentage of people or households are included for each population group. This information 

is illustrated in tabular format in Appendix A and paired with the relevant population group figure. The 

number in the first column indicates the census tract ranking for that particular category. These tables 

help illustrate how each population group is represented within the region as they relate to each county. 

 

As an example, for Households in Poverty, the total number of households will be used. The first entry is 

Census Tract 151 in Philadelphia, with 1,441 households. This census tract contains the greatest number 

of households in poverty out of all the census tracts in the region. Census Tract 88 in Philadelphia, at 

1,371 households contains the second largest number of households in poverty, and on through to the next 

three census tracts with the largest number of households in poverty. The sixth entry, Census Tract 6008, 

Camden City, Camden County, with 890 households in poverty, is ranked 21st. This tract contains the 

largest total number of households in poverty for Camden County, as this is the first time that Camden is 

listed in the table. The first time Gloucester County is mentioned is Census Tract 5004, Paulsboro 

Township, with 405 households in poverty, and a ranking of 149. From this entry, the reader learns that 

there are 148 census tracts that have a larger number of households in poverty than any census tract in 

Gloucester County and that no census tract in Gloucester County contains more than 405 households in 

poverty.  
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Environmental Justice at Work in Plans and Programs 
 

In 2001, the year of the initial EJ report, the DOD evaluation method was used extensively for analysis of 

the TIP. Since that time, many other DVRPC programs have adopted the method within their specific 

program or project. Furthermore, individual studies now use the method as a basis for demographic 

evaluations, comparing individual places in the region in terms of which populations live in that location 

and what challenges they may face. Several programs and projects incorporate EJ-related components or 

contain one of the eight DOD demographic categories. The following section provides a brief overview of 

DVRPC programs, plans, and studies that have incorporated the EJ method or have an EJ-related 

component in FY 2008. 

 

Environmental Justice in Specific DVRPC Plans and Programs 
The Transportation Improvement Program: FY 2010 - 2013 TIP for New Jersey and FY 
2009 - 2012 TIP for Pennsylvania 
The TIP is the regionally agreed upon list of priority projects, as required by the Federal Safe, 

Accountable, Flexible, and Efficient Transportation Equity Act: A Legacy for Users (SAFETEA-LU), 

formerly the Intermodal Surface Transportation Efficiency Act (TEA-21). The TIP document must list all 

federally and non-federally funded projects that are regionally significant. Also included are all other 

state-funded capital projects, including multimodal, bicycle, pedestrian, freight-related, and air quality, as 

well as the more traditional highway and public transit projects.  

 

The location of transportation investments can greatly influence the level of mobility and accessibility 

within and through the region. DVRPC’s EJ method is used to analyze the equitable distribution of the 

TIP for both highway and transit programs. Figures illustrating TIP locations are utilized to help 

determine the equitable distribution of projects (see Appendix B). Not all TIP projects can be mapped due 

to the scale and nature of the improvement. The TIP update occurs annually for New Jersey and every 

other year for Pennsylvania. The most recent update for Pennsylvania is the Fiscal Year (FY) 2009-2012 

TIP, and the most recent update for New Jersey is the FY 2010-2013 TIP. 

 

For the FY 2009-2012 TIP for both New Jersey and Pennsylvania, 88 highway and 63 transit programs in 

both states have not been mapped; thus, they have not been included in this analysis. Study and 

Development projects have also been excluded. In the region’s 354 most highly disadvantaged census 

tracts, those with five to eight DODs, 216 tracts (61 percent), have a TIP project. Additionally, 403 (57 

percent) out of the 696 census tracts with one to four DOD have a TIP project.  
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Previous EJ and TIP analyses found that roughly 50 percent of the highly disadvantaged census tracts had 

a TIP project. The FY 2009-2012 analysis for both New Jersey and Pennsylvania finds that more than 60 

percent of the highly disadvantaged census tracts have a TIP project. Since the EJ DOD threshold for 

elderly was lowered from 85 years and older to 75 years and older, and this adjustment changed the total 

DOD for several census tracts, it is difficult to compare the most recent TIP analyses for New Jersey and 

Pennsylvania with previous analyses.  

 

EJ in the TIP can be analyzed by each state. The four counties in New Jersey contain a total of 391 census 

tracts. For the FY 2010-2013 New Jersey Transit and Highway TIP, 40 tracts (60 percent) of the 66 

census tracts with five to eight DOD have a TIP project, while 95 (43 percent) of the 233 census tracts 

with one to four DOD contain a TIP project. In New Jersey, 34 highway and 42 transit projects have not 

been mapped.  

 

Included in the New Jersey analysis is a transit extension project: Transit Rail Initiatives. This project is 

mapped and funding has been allocated. There are currently three alternatives for the final location, and 

all three alternatives have been included in the analysis. Once the final design is selected, the remaining 

alternatives will be removed from the analysis, consequently lowering the number of census tracts with a 

TIP project.  

 

For the FY 2009-2012 Pennsylvania Transit and Highway TIP, 180 tracts (62 percent) of the 288 census 

tracts with five to eight DOD have a TIP project while 315 (68 percent) of the 463 census tracts with one 

to four DOD have a TIP project. In Pennsylvania, 54 highway and 21 transit projects have not been 

mapped.  

 

The Long-Range Plan 
DVRPC’s adopted LRP, Connections – The Regional Plan for a Sustainable Future, has been updated 

and provides a blueprint for future regional transportation facilities and services in 2035. Connections 

focuses on strengthening the linkages between land use, the environment, economic development, and the 

transportation system. Recent long-range planning policies have emphasized sustainable growth, 

redeveloping existing regional centers, and funding transportation projects that support the plan’s goals. 

Additionally, Connections addresses new focus areas such as climate change and energy needs.  

 

Making the Land Use Connection: Regional What-If Scenario Analysis, a precursor document to the 

Connections plan, considers the effects of two extreme land-use forms on the transportation system, 
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environment, energy needs, household expenditures, infrastructure costs, and other regional issues. This 

study compares the differences between two scenarios, one based on recentralization and a second on 

sprawl. For additional comparison, a “trend” scenario is considered, based on the Board-adopted 

population and employment forecasts. 

 

Recentralization consists of most forecasted population and employment growth in the region from 2005 

to 2035 locating in the region’s core cities or inner ring suburbs. The recentralization scenario 

incorporates many of the long-range planning principles that are included in Connections. Sprawl is based 

on an acceleration of long-term trends of existing and new population and employment shifting away 

from the region’s centers and locating around the periphery. 

 

Many EJ communities are located in transit-accessible areas. Supporting and maintaining transit is a 

positive outcome of the recentralization scenario for these EJ populations. Recentralization also improves 

the feasibility of increasing transit service to transit dependent populations that are currently not well 

served by the existing transit systems. This is in keeping with the LRP’s stated goal to increase mobility 

and accessibility with coordinated and integrated transportation systems. 

 

Making the Land Use Connection: Regional What-If Scenario Analysis considered an EJ indicator based 

on the change in the number of jobs forecast for EJ communities. To perform this analysis, the number of 

jobs forecast for each EJ census tract for all the scenarios was subtracted from its base year 2005 estimate, 

as shown in Table 5. 

 

Table 5: Jobs Added to EJ Communities 2005 to 2035 

Indicator Recentralization Trend Sprawl 

Jobs Added to EJ 

Communities 
79,401 17,313 - 151,494 

Source: DVRPC, 2008 
 

In 2005, 641,316 total jobs were located in EJ communities. The Board-adopted trend scenario anticipates 

increasing this amount by approximately 3 percent over the 30-year planning period. The recentralization 

scenario would increase the current total by 12 percent, while the sprawl scenario predicts the loss of 24 

percent of the existing job base.  
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This is one of more than 100 indicators used to analyze the impacts of these disparate land-use forms on 

the DVRPC region. Overall, the recentralization scenario has more efficient and sustainable impacts than 

the sprawl scenario. The findings from this study guide the LRP updates and strategies for sustainable 

growth that benefits the wellbeing of all residents. 

 

The established EJ method is used to evaluate the LRP vision. For highway projects, all eight DODs are 

considered. All EJ populations, including those who are not transit dependent, can be impacted by 

highway projects. For transit projects, only four DODs are considered: populations with twice the 

regional average of elderly, disabled, poverty, and female head of households. 

 
Transportation and Community Development Initiative (TCDI) 
The Transportation and Community Development Initiative (TCDI) is an opportunity for DVRPC to 

support local development and redevelopment efforts in individual municipalities of the Delaware Valley 

that implement municipal, county, state, and regional planning objectives. Although the region continues 

to prosper, there are still communities that face ongoing challenges, including population or job loss. The 

TCDI program is intended to reverse the trends of disinvestment and decline in many of the region’s core 

cities and first generation suburbs. To identify these communities, census tracts that represent at least 

three DODs are eligible for a TCDI grant; and, in all cases, areas that are appropriate for future growth 

are targeted. 

 

TCDI provides funding of up to $125,000 to eligible municipalities to undertake planning activities, 

analyses, or design initiatives that enhance development or redevelopment and improve the efficiency or 

enhance the regional transportation system. The most recent funding round was in 2007, and the next 

scheduled for early 2010. Over 200 municipalities, as well as Community Development Corporations 

(CDCs) within the city of Philadelphia, were eligible to apply for funds. To date, the TCDI program has 

funded 100 different projects over the past five years, with $9 million in grants leveraging over $160 

million in additional public funding and over $2.5 billion in private funding. 

 

The Centennial District Economic Development Strategy:  In 2005, DVRPC awarded a TCDI grant to the 

Philadelphia Department of Commerce to hire a consultant team to develop an economic development 

strategy for the “Centennial District.” The Commerce Department retained a consultant team comprised 

of Urban Partners, Brown and Keener, and Baker and Company, LLC to carry out this project. The final 

report was published in May 2009, and the City now has a multi-agency Neighborhood Coordinating 

Strategy team focused on carrying out the recommendations. 
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The project was intended to add value to the Centennial District Master Plan, released in June 2005. This 

master plan was developed for Fairmount Park, in partnership with the Please Touch Museum, the School 

of the Future, the Philadelphia Zoo, the Mann Center for the Performing Arts, and a host of neighborhood 

and institutional stakeholders. This economic development strategy complements the master plan, 

furthering its potential for implementation, while offering economic opportunities to the surrounding 

neighborhoods, and improving access to––and connectivity between––the District and nearby 

neighborhoods. 

 

The boundaries for this plan are the Amtrak/SEPTA rail lines on the south and Montgomery Drive and 

the Schuylkill Expressway on the north. On the east, the area is anchored by the Philadelphia Zoo at 34th 

Street and continues west beyond 52nd Street at the Mann Center for the Performing Arts to S. Georges 

Hill Road. The neighborhoods within the study area, East Parkside and West Parkside, are low-income 

communities, with relatively high rates of poverty, unemployment, and vacancy. This plan focused on 

improving the area for residents and visitors, increasing local economic development, and attracting 

improved resources and opportunities for the community. 

 

Over a six-month period, the consultant team met regularly with the Commerce Department and with a 

steering committee, comprised of representatives from various city agencies, businesses, civic groups, and 

the cultural institutions. Additionally, more than 50 one-on-one interviews were conducted with key 

stakeholders in the community. The consultant team also facilitated two community meetings that were 

well publicized and held at convenient locations within the study area. 

 

The plan analyzed existing conditions and demographics, and included a detailed market analysis of the 

retail, hotel, and housing market. It identified key issues and opportunities for the district, then outlined a 

set of specific development strategies, focused on actual sites in the study area. It also laid out a set of 

recommendations for connectivity improvements. The plan’s recommendations are focused on 

redevelopment, business attraction and job creation, attraction of community services, capturing visitor 

dollars for community businesses, enhancing the attractiveness of the study area, ensuring affordable 

housing options, and strengthening transportation connectivity. 

 

Broad & Erie Transportation and Community Development Plan: In January 2007, DVRPC presented a 

TCDI grant to the Philadelphia City Planning Commission to hire a consultant team to prepare a plan for 

the area around the major transit hub at Broad Street and Erie Avenue. The consultant team was led by 
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Gannett Fleming, Inc., with sub-consultants Urban Partners and Baker and Company, LLC. The study 

began in December 2008. 

 

The planning area is one half mile surrounding the intersection of Broad and Erie, where thousands of 

travelers arrive each day on the Broad Street Subway and SEPTA bus routes 23, X, XH, 53, 56, and C. 

However, the existing environment at Broad and Erie does not create an attractive gateway for visitors 

and commuters, nor does it have the infrastructure, density, uses, or amenities to capitalize on the transit 

ridership as a base for economic vitality. The density is fairly low, numerous buildings are rundown or 

vacant, and the surrounding area is peppered with abandoned homes and lots. 

 

However, this area has some significant assets. One of these is the aforementioned transit ridership, which 

could provide a steady base of patrons for local businesses. Another asset is the existence of strong 

community groups and community developers in the Tioga, East Tioga, and Nicetown neighborhoods, 

who have worked diligently for decades to maintain the stability of this area. The area is also home to 

Temple University’s regional health complex, with new state-of-the-art buildings, and a major base of 

employees. 

 

The purpose of the Broad and Erie Transportation and Community Development Plan is to create a 

blueprint for economic development and neighborhood revitalization according to transit-oriented 

development principles and guidelines for the design of commercial areas and urban neighborhoods. The 

plan identifies areas for new mixed-use development, commercial revitalization, family housing, senior 

housing, and community facilities. The plan also looks at issues of local reinvestment and homeowner 

assistance. The plan seeks to add value to previous plans for this area pertaining to transportation, 

community renewal and commercial revitalization. The plan also contains tangible recommendations for 

realizing the stated improvements, with a roadmap for implementation. 

 

The community engagement process involved periodic meetings of an Advisory Committee and several 

large public meetings and workshops for the general public. These meetings were well attended. All of 

these meetings were held at locations in the study area. Advisory Committee members included 

representatives of community organizations, business groups, elected officials, Temple University and its 

Health Science Center, and public agencies such as the  Commerce Department and SEPTA. 
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Coordinated Human Services Transportation Plan 
Enacted in 2005, SAFETEA-LU authorized $45.3 billion in transportation funding over a four-year 

period (2005 – 2009). Under the new regulations, the previous area-wide JARC, and the New Freedoms 

Initiative (NFI), are now components of the revised Coordinated Human Services Transportation Plan 

(CHSTP). The CHSTP identifies the transportation needs of individuals with disabilities, older adults, and 

people with low incomes, provides strategies for meeting those local needs, and ranks transportation 

services for funding and implementation. Within this new plan, three programs must be coordinated to 

address transportation barriers: JARC (Section 5316), the NFI (Section 5317), and Elderly Individuals 

and Individuals with Disabilities (Section 5310). DVRPC facilitates the selection process for JARC and 

the NFI. 

 

In order for CHSTP stakeholders to develop a strategy for the region, a transportation service gap analysis 

is required. By using the DVRPC EJ method, which locates persons with the most need and with 

proximity to the regional transportation system, a larger analysis of the needs for these specific 

populations can be conducted. A quality-of-life analysis is conducted that includes the proximity of the 

region’s transportation network, including arterial highways, transit systems, access to employment 

centers through job access services, fixed-route service, and paratransit service. Locations of employment, 

health, and childcare services are also identified. The resulting DOD and quality-of-life factors are 

combined to reflect the positive and negative influences of these three special grant programs and the 

services they provide. Based on the CHSTP analysis, services applied for under these grant programs can 

target areas where various populations are located that have little or no transportation services that meet 

their specific needs. 

 

During this past year, DVRPC facilitated a JARC and NFI funding round in Pennsylvania and New Jersey 

for fiscal year 2010 funds. For Pennsylvania projects, over $7.7 million was available for JARC projects 

and over $1.3 million was available for NFI from combined Federal Transit Administration (FTA) and 

Pennsylvania Department of Transportation funds. Thirty-two JARC projects and seven NFI projects 

were recommended for approval for fiscal year 2010 funding in Pennsylvania. In New Jersey, JARC and 

NFI funding decisions are made biannually, and commit two years of funding to selected projects. The 

most recent funding round in New Jersey assigned approximately $500,000 FTA funds for JARC and 

approximately $400,000 FTA funds for NFI for each of fiscal years 2010 and 2011. The local funding 

match was provided by Transportation Innovation Fund (TIF) and the New Jersey Department of Human 

Services (NJ DHS). About eight JARC projects and four NFI projects were recommended for approval 

for each of those years. 
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Congestion Management Process 
The Congestion Management Process (CMP) is a multifaceted approach to minimize road congestion and 

advance toward regional goals. DVRPC’s CMP defines 30 congested corridors, divided into subcorridors, 

with “appropriate” and “secondary” congestion management strategies for each subcorridor. Census tracts 

containing higher EJ concentrations were considered when developing corridors and defining strategies 

for congested subcorridors. Virtually all EJ-significant tracts, defined in this process as census tracts with 

five to eight DODs, are targeted for appropriate multimodal transportation investments. 

 

Over 100 congestion management strategies are contained in the CMP Report. Several strategies were 

further explained in terms of EJ sensitivity and then correlated to a specific disadvantaged group or 

groups. For example, one strategy states that outreach should be conducted at unconventional locations 

and hours to reach segments of the population that ordinarily cannot attend meetings at traditional hours 

or locations. This strategy is targeted to specific disadvantaged groups including non-Hispanic minority, 

Hispanic, poverty, limited English proficiency, and female head of household with child.  It is included as 

a strategy for EJ-significant subcorridors. 

 

The CMP also includes outreach steps to audiences not always incorporated in planning efforts. DVRPC 

prepared a newsletter for the whole region and one each year for two priority congested subcorridors (one 

in each state) oriented to participants in nonprofit organizations, interested citizens, and municipal 

officials. These newsletters briefly and clearly explain what a person can do to address congestion in their 

community. DVRPC’s CMP website resources include both a summary and the full report, as well as 

online mapping features. 

 

Central Jersey Transportation Forum 
The Forum has been meeting since 1999 to address concerns of municipalities along the US 1 corridor in 

New Jersey. The key issues are east-west access; improving coordination of transportation and land use in 

this high growth, congested area; and transit. This is a major employment corridor (including regional 

shopping malls and medical facilities), and with the rising cost of housing there has been ongoing concern 

about how to get a range of people to the jobs. 

 

Safety and Security Program 
Safety matters to everyone, so DVRPC pursues an active, wide-ranging approach to improve it. Safety is 

incorporated in a great many of DVRPC's Work Program efforts, from safe routes to school, to use of 



23 

technology for operations and incident management, to corridor studies. The broad Transportation Safety 

and Security program helps coordinate these efforts and also includes many specific tasks. 

• The updated Safety Action Plan enhances cooperation in improving transportation safety in the 

Delaware Valley among a wide range of multimodal partners.  The seven emphasis areas include 

sustaining safe senior mobility and ensuring pedestrian safety, both of which directly matter to EJ 

populations. 

• Road Safety Audits are focused analysis to make high-crash road sections safer for all users. 

• DVRPC held a New Jersey Legislative Symposium to help transportation safety professionals and 

legislators work together on a range of issues to improve safety. 

• DVRPC seeks to enhance planning-level communication among efforts throughout the Delaware 

Valley to prepare the transportation system to deal with natural and manmade emergencies. 

 
Air Quality  
The Air Quality Partnership (AQP) is dedicated to providing information regarding the health effects of 

ground level ozone and fine particle pollution, while encouraging individuals to take action to reduce 

polluting activities, through out the DVRPC’s service area.  The Partnership primarily delivers these 

messages through paid advertising and outreach in major regional newspapers, radio ads and targeted 

(weather and traffic) television sponsorships.  The Partnership also sponsors and participates in numerous 

community events to disseminate educational materials and provide information to attendees. 

 

In an effort to insure that air quality information and health advisories are accessible to minority 

populations and communities in the region, the Partnership purchases advertisements and event 

sponsorships that are targeted to or traditionally attended by largely minority audiences.  Below is a list of 

targeted advertisements and sponsorships supported by the AQP in FY 2009: 

 

Series of Ads in Al Dia Spanish Language Newspaper: The AQP ran a series of air quality advertisements 

in the Al Dia Spanish language newspaper for four weeks in the month of June.  The AQP also ran an air 

quality public service announcement (PSA) on Al Dia’s webpage throughout June.  The newspaper is the 

leading Spanish language newspaper in the region. 

 

Spanish Language Materials: The AQP printed Spanish versions of the Air Quality in the Delaware 

Valley educational brochure.  The air quality index, on the AQP webpage is also available in Spanish by 

clicking a radio button. 
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Sponsorships of Diverse Radio Programming: The AQP sponsored programming on minority oriented 

public radio programming (WRTI Jazz program).  This programming has a large minority audience. 

 

Advertisements and sponsorships provide basic air quality information and direct audiences to the AQP 

website and a free telephone information line where they can receive air quality forecasts, health 

information and tips to reduce air pollution. 

 
Transportation Enhancements Program  
Transportation Enhancement (TE) projects are mandated by Congress in SAFETEA-LU for the funding 

of nontraditional projects designed to strengthen the cultural, aesthetic, and environmental aspects of the 

nation's intermodal transportation system. Typical TE projects include bicycle and pedestrian trails, 

restoration of historic train stations, downtown streetscape improvements, roadside beautification, and 

preservation of scenic vistas. As a part of the approval process, each project must obtain environmental 

clearance. To obtain that clearance, the National Environmental Policy Act (NEPA) guidelines must be 

followed, which include at least one public meeting that allows citizen concerns to be voiced. DVRPC 

does not hold this public meeting, but rather it is facilitated by the individual project sponsor. In addition, 

the environmental clearance takes into account cultural resources and socioeconomic project impacts. 

Since the inception of the program in 2000, a total of 157 projects have been awarded funding. The latest 

TE round, in 2005, awarded funding to 33 projects. 

 
Data Snapshots Series 1, Number 2: Bucks County Senior Transportation and Mobility 
Survey 
The Bucks County Commissioners’ Senior Task Force and the Bucks County Area Agency on Aging 

(BCAAA) recognize that the mobility and safety of older adults are regional planning priorities. In 2005, 

a Summit on Aging was convened in Bucks County by BCAAA and the Bucks County Commissioners’ 

Senior Task Force in response to changing demographics and anticipated senior challenges. As part of the 

planning process for the Summit, issues identified by Bucks County’s seniors were discussed, including 

access to transportation. The Commissioners’ Senior Task Force convened a Senior Mobility 

Subcommittee, which was comprised of representatives from strategic stakeholder organizations and the 

public, including the Bucks County Transportation Management Association (TMA), the Bucks County 

Planning Commission, and SEPTA. The Bucks County Senior Task Force plans to hold a forum in 2009 

to address the mobility of the county’s older residents and ultimately improve mobility across all ages. In 

April 2007, the executive board of the Bucks County TMA formally endorsed this initiative.  
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In preparation for the 2009 forum, BCAAA asked DVRPC to assist in the development and compilation 

of a survey to assess mobility issues facing the county’s older adults. Data Snapshot Number 2, 

completed in April 2009, provides an assessment of that survey.   The intent of the survey was to gather 

relevant information about age, location, health, mobility, trip purpose, and transportation options in the 

county. With this information, BCAAA can further define the needs and desires of seniors in the county.  

The results of the survey will be helpful in determining the immediate and long-term health and mobility 

concerns that define adults as they age, while also engaging local municipalities in the forum process.   

 
Greater Philadelphia Economic Development Framework 
This report was created at the behest of the Philadelphia Regional Office of the U.S. Department of 

Commerce, Economic Development Administration (EDA), to satisfy provisions for a Comprehensive 

Economic Development Strategy (CEDS) document for the Greater Philadelphia Region (which includes 

portions of Pennsylvania, New Jersey, and Delaware).  The document was developed according to 

provisions outlined in 13 CFR § 303.7(c), Consideration of non-EDA funded CEDS, and was authored 

cooperatively with Select Greater Philadelphia and Ben Franklin Technology Partners. 

 

The Framework provides an overview of economic development in Greater Philadelphia.  It includes a 

regional profile (including an historical overview, current economic and demographic characteristics, a 

discussion of economic disparities and EJ, and projected trends); a review of regional economic 

development organizations, programs, and resources; and summaries of key economic development 

documents, including numerous studies, reports, and analyses that have been developed over the last few 

years which provide insight into challenges and opportunities for economic growth in Greater 

Philadelphia.  Finally, the report identifies broad and inclusive recommended criteria for regional 

economic development projects, including focusing on growth in recognized centers; creating jobs 

appropriate to employing and building on the skills of the region’s most vulnerable and distressed 

populations; and creating jobs that match the workforce supply. 

 

U.S. 422 Corridor Study 
The U.S. 422 Corridor is approximately 25 miles long and traverses Berks, Chester, and Montgomery 

counties. The goal of the study is to supply a vision for transportation and land use decision-making. As 

part of an initial planning exercise, an EJ technical analysis was conducted in the corridor study area. The 

information was provided to the U.S. 422 Study Coalition as part of a Background Materials and 

“Developments Exercise” report. While most of the corridor contained census tracts of one to two DOD, 

higher concentrations were found near Pottstown and Norristown. The information may be helpful in 
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engaging selected, targeted residents; helping identify avoidance steps; and/or preparing for the 

eventuality of compliance with the requirements of federal and state mandates and local codes. 

 

Reclaiming Brownfields: A Primer for Municipalities 
This resource, released in September 2008, provides information about brownfields redevelopment 

targeted to municipal planners and decision-makers. The primer defines brownfields, identifies benefits 

and barriers involved in brownfield redevelopment, discusses related issues such as green building and 

project marketing, and describes Pennsylvania, New Jersey, and federal brownfields funding and 

technical assistance resources. The primer includes a fact sheet on Economic, Community, and Equitable 

Development, and discusses EJ and community involvement in brownfield development. 

 

The report addresses the concept of equitable development, which strives for social sustainability by 

removing inequalities and creating opportunities. The report also addresses community development 

issues as they relate to brownfields and the challenges and strategies related to redeveloping brownfields, 

many of which are located in areas of concentrated poverty and distressed physical environments. Often, 

residents in these communities experience lower levels of employment and health compared to the 

municipality as a whole. The presence of contaminated, unmonitored sites can reinforce cycles of 

disinvestment and social distress within these communities. Likewise, the redevelopment of brownfield 

sites in disadvantaged areas can break these cycles if the needs of area residents are incorporated into 

project plans. 

 

Seamless Regional Transit Access  
This report explores the feasibility of several specific transit connections proposed by DVRPC’s Regional 

Citizens Committee (RCC). Six potential services were examined for feasibility. Of the six, three 

proposals stood out for feasibility, and increased mobility for transit users:  establishing a shuttle between 

Philadelphia and the Pureland Industrial Complex, via Chester, PA; extending New Jersey Transit bus 

service to 30th Street Station in Philadelphia; and connecting the Frankford Transportation Center with the 

Palmyra, NJ River LINE station. The Pureland shuttle is also recommended as a potential JARC route. 

JARC helps fund transportation services and supporting activities that facilitate access to jobs for lower 

income persons, as well as reverse commute trips for the general public. 
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NJ 47 Corridor Study 
An EJ screening was completed for the NJ 47 Corridor Study, located in Gloucester County. For the 

environmental screening, nine census tracts from the three municipalities (Westville Borough, Deptford 

Township, and Glassboro Borough) were evaluated representing 35,048 residents.  Only census tracts 

through which NJ 47 passes were considered.     

 

The most notable demographics identified in the analysis are disabled persons and elderly persons, found 

in five tracts and three tracts respectively, and found together in three tracts.  The definition of disabled—

2000 U.S. Census identifies disabled persons according to the categories of sensory, physical, mental, 

self-care, and employment capabilities—raises mobility concerns as this population often relies on 

alternative modes, i.e. public transportation.  The same applies to the elderly, which in this analysis is 

defined as the very old, people age 85 and older.  As a typically nondriving population, the mobility of 

these groups is largely dependent on the quality of the pedestrian network, the extent and condition of 

sidewalks, and the availability of services and employment opportunities accessible by foot or bike, or by 

walking aid, i.e. wheelchair, walker, personal scooter, etc.  Although every special needs group identified 

in the study corridor deserves attention and consideration when implementing transportation 

improvements, these two groups have the greatest concentration in the study area, which makes their 

needs more immediate. 

 

As noted in the report, nonmotorized travel is not ideally accommodated along the NJ 47 study corridor, 

and thus it is much more difficult to get around by bus, bike, or on foot.  Because NJ 47 provides the most 

direct connection between the study area municipalities it is the most appropriate corridor for sidewalks, 

bicycle accommodations, and transit amenities.  These transportation investments benefit many of the 

sensitive groups identified, as well as those seeking alternatives to automobile travel.   

 
Routes 611 and 263 Corridor Study 
The Routes 611 and 263 Corridor study area is located in eastern Montgomery County in the 

municipalities of Abington Township, Cheltenham Township, Upper Moreland Township, Hatboro 

Borough and Jenkintown Borough. An EJ analysis was conducted as part of the study. Of the 21 census 

tracts that fall within a quarter mile of Routes 611 and 263, the overall DOD level is low. Three census 

tracts, two in Abington and one in Cheltenham, have three DOD. In looking at overall disadvantage, 14 

census tracts have high concentrations of persons over 85, while eight census tracts have high 

concentrations of persons with physical disabilities. Other high concentrations include LEP(five census 

tracts), Non-Hispanic Minority (three census tracts), and Carless Households (one census tract). 
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This analysis generally indicates that extra care should be taken when looking into any physical 

improvements that would have an extra burden on the elderly or disabled population, possibly taking 

infrastructure improvements above and beyond any ADA requirements.  
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Future Direction 

 

Forthcoming Reports 
The following documents are currently in process and will be released during FY 2010.  

 
Chester Riverfront and Community Rail Access Study  
This study will identify and analyze alternate locations for a SEPTA R2 Regional Rail station in order to 

potentially locate the present Highland Avenue station closer to existing and proposed developments 

along the Chester riverfront between Highland Avenue and Flower Street. Both new rail station 

construction and new shuttle bus operation between the existing station and the new development areas 

will be considered. Public meetings will be held within the general study area to include neighborhood 

residents that may be impacted by the proposed alternatives, and EJ issues will be defined and 

summarized for inclusion in the final report.  

 
Route 73 Transportation/Land Use Corridor Study  
The Route 73 Transportation/Land Use Corridor Study will focus on a six mile segment of Route 73 and 

major parallel and perpendicular routes in western Burlington County. The study will identify a variety of 

transportation facilities in the study area, including bicycle, pedestrian, and existing transit service. 

Coordination with Cross County TMA services will be explored. An EJ screening and evaluation will be 

conducted for communities within the study area in order to specifically consider the needs of 

disadvantaged groups in the corridor. Public meetings will be held to generate feedback and evaluate 

proposed improvement scenarios within the study area. Short, medium, and long-term recommendations 

will be developed and outlined in a final report. 

 
The Delaware Valley Regional Food System Plan 
The first phase of this project began in FY 2009 with a large surveying effort to identify prominent 

stakeholders, regional competitive advantages, recommendations, and diverse interests. An advisory 

committee of nontraditional stakeholders was formed to provide guidance in this new policy area. A 

Stakeholder Committee will continue to provide guidance through the second phase of this project to 

create and adopt a plan envisioning a food system that better meets the needs of all of Greater 

Philadelphia’s residents. This plan will identify quantitative and qualitative indicators that measure 

different aspects of the food system, including energy use, transportation, natural resources, economic 
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growth, social equity, and human health. It will also present recommendations for partner organizations, 

private sector entities, and individuals to improve agricultural production practices and food access. 

 
Mercer County Long-Range Strategic Bus Plan 
In partnership with NJ Transit, DVRPC will develop a long-range bus plan to refine route, service, and 

investment concepts, and support Mercer County and NJ Transit in the development of an optimized 

service plan. This plan will strategically reconsider NJ Transit bus routes, improving service along the 

Route 1 development corridor for transit-appropriate trip patterns not served by the current Trenton-

centric routes and scheduling. It will build on recent years’ recommendations from the Central Jersey 

Transportation Forum, NJ Transit rail and bus rider survey results, and a study of transit needs for human 

services populations. DVRPC will provide a report including results of analysis, service descriptions, 

maps, routing, and investment concepts as appropriate.  

 
SEPTA Pulse Scheduling Study – Phase I 
DVRPC will conduct an investigation to identify candidate sites in the SEPTA service area for service 

improvements through pulse scheduling. Pulse scheduling, also known as timed transfers, is a technique 

employed to facilitate passenger transfers between intersecting routes that operate infrequently. Schedules 

are designed so that vehicles from different routes arrive at a designated intersecting node point at the 

same time, and depart in unison. This allows passengers to transfer conveniently, with a more seamless 

multi-seat transit trip experience. This is especially beneficial to transit-dependent passengers, who must 

otherwise endure long waits between uncoordinated transfers. In the initial phase of this study, DVRPC 

will develop a method to identify effective candidate routes and locations in the SEPTA network, and will 

explore one candidate location in detail with DVRPC modeling software.  

 
Coordinated Human Services Transportation Planning 
DVRPC will maintain its role as a regional coordinator of the Federal Transit Administration’s JARC and 

NFI programs, components of the CHSTP process. DVRPC facilitates coordination with member 

governments and funding agencies regarding project development and plan updates, and provides 

technical support through the selection process for JARC and the New Freedoms Initiative.  

 

An update to the CHSTP will be forthcoming in FY 2010. Continuing coordination of the competitive 

CHSTP grant selection rounds are scheduled for Pennsylvania (with an annual funding round schedule) in 

FY 2010, and for both Pennsylvania and New Jersey (with a biannual funding round schedule) in FY 

2011. 
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Other Activities 
DVRPC will continue to implement EJ activities as part of its annual Work Program, fulfilling federal 

certification requirements, as well as attaining regional goals. DVRPC will also: 

• Keep abreast of legal developments related to Title IV and other Executive Orders 

• Monitor the effectiveness of the policy statement and policy participation strategies developed in FY 

2001-2009 

• Assess DVRPC studies and processes, including the TIP for Pennsylvania and New Jersey and the 

2035 LRP Connections – The Regional Plan for a Sustainable Future to identify the regional benefits 

and challenges of different socioeconomic groups 

• Continue outreach to limited English-proficient populations and strengthen efforts to include those 

citizens in the planning process 

• Participate and collaborate in regional and national programs that will allow DVRPC to exchange fresh 

ideas with others, and 

• Continue EJ education and training for DVRPC staff to heighten the awareness of EJ in the planning 

process. 
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Appendix B 
 

• FY 2009 – 2012  PA TIP Figures 
• FY 2010 – 2013   NJ TIP Figures 
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