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I. Purpose and Background of the Coordination Plan  
 
Introduction  
 
The Federal transportation reauthorization legislation, (the Safe, Accountable, Flexible, Efficient 
Transportation Equity Act: A Legacy for Users - SAFETEALU) enacted in 2005 created the 
requirement that a locally developed, coordinated public transit/human services planning 
process and an initial plan be developed as a condition of receiving funding for certain programs 
directed at meeting the needs of older individuals, persons with disabilities, and low income 
persons. The Federal Coordinating Council on Access and Mobility (CCAM), an 
interdepartmental committee of eleven Federal agencies established by Executive Order of the 
President in 2004, took coordination planning further by adopting the following policy statement 
on October 1, 2006:  
 

“Member agencies of the Federal Coordinating Council on Access and Mobility 
resolve that federally assisted grantees that have significant involvement in 
providing resources and engage in transportation delivery should participate in a 
local coordinated human services transportation planning process and develop 
plans to achieve the objectives to reduce duplication, increase service efficiency 
and expand access for the transportation disadvantaged populations as stated in 
Executive Order 13330.”  

The development and content of coordinated plans are intended to be specific to the 
transportation needs and issues of an urbanized area or defined region. The coordinated plans 
are to be then used to guide the development of projects aimed at addressing locally identified 
transportation gaps and issues. Funding for these projects is available under three Federal 
Transit Administration funding programs:  

 Transportation for Elderly Persons and Persons with Disabilities (49 U.S.C. Section 
5310) 

 Job Access and Reverse Commute (JARC) (49 U.S.C. Section 5316) 
 New Freedom Program (49 U.S.C. Section 5317) 

 
There are a myriad of transportation programs at the local, state, and federal levels that are not 
directly affected by the SAFETEALU coordination requirement. These programs originate in 
various departments including transportation, labor, education, and health and human services.  

The Plan for Southwestern Pennsylvania  

In Pennsylvania, the Pennsylvania Department of Transportation (PennDOT) directed the 
state’s Transportation Planning Organizations (TPOs) to undertake and adopt a fully compliant 
coordinated plan by February 28, 2008. The Southwestern Pennsylvania Commission (SPC) is 
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the TPO for the ten-county area that includes the following counties: Allegheny, Armstrong, 
Beaver, Butler, Fayette, Greene, Indiana, Lawrence, Washington, and Westmoreland counties. 
SPC undertook the development of the locally coordinated plan through a collaborative 
partnership with the Port Authority of Allegheny County (PAAC) and the Three Rivers Workforce 
Investment Board (TRWIB). The collaborative partnership was then known as the Access to 
Work Interagency Cooperative and is now called the Accessible Transportation and Workforce 
Interagency Cooperative (ATWIC). ATWIC managed the overall development of the initial plan 
with the assistance of its partners and the regional transit operators. In January 2008, SPC 
formally adopted the Southwestern Pennsylvania (SWPA) Public Transit Human Services 
Coordinated Transportation Plan for the region.  

The Planning Process  

The coordinated plan’s development was designed to:  

• Assess and document the transportation needs for individuals with disabilities, older 
adults, and persons with limited incomes;  

• Inventory available services across the region and identify areas of redundancy and 
gaps in service;  

• Identify and document strategies to address the identified gaps in service, including 
mobility management strategies;  

• Identify and document coordination actions to eliminate or reduce duplication in services 
and strategies for more efficient utilization of resources;  

• Establish a prioritization process for projects; and  

• Create a process for competitively selecting projects for funding through for the region’s 
 FTA Urban Area JARC and New Freedom programs. 

 

SPC and ATWIC recognized that coordination was already occurring at different levels across 
the region, from the region-wide Smart Card initiative to the county-level brokerage system 
managed by ACCESS Transportation Systems. The primary focus of the plan was to design a 
process that will fund projects that encourage increased coordination among agencies to 
address transportation gaps at the local and regional level. By hosting meetings at multiple 
locations across the region, SPC and ATWIC sought to maximize participation in the 
development process.  

As mentioned previously, the plan’s focus is to guide the development of projects rather than 
define them. The objective is to provide potential project sponsors with the information 
necessary to develop competitive projects that address the most pressing needs for human 
service and public transportation and to encourage them to implement these projects through 
coordination with other agencies and transportation providers. It is envisioned that the 
coordinated plan will be updated on a regular basis.  

The plan is the first step in a process that will evolve in the years to come. . Project sponsors 
hope that this plan spurs continued efforts to involve the full range of stakeholders in endeavors 
to identify unmet transportation needs, develop strategies for addressing the unmet needs, and 
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coordinate and maximize the transportation resources that are available in the region’s 
communities. 
 

The Update Process 

FTA Circular C 9050.1 Chapter V, Part 4 c. states: 
  

“Cycle and Duration of the Coordinated Plan. At a minimum, the coordinated plan should 
follow the update cycles for metropolitan transportation plans (i.e., four years in air 
quality nonattainment and maintenance areas and five years in air quality attainment 
areas).  However, communities and States may update the coordinated plan to align with 
the competitive selection process based on needs identified at the local levels. States, 
MPOs, designated recipients and public agencies that administer or operate major 
modes of transportation should set up a cycle that is conducive to and coordinated with 
the metropolitan and statewide planning processes, to ensure that selected projects are 
included in the TIP and STIP, to receive funds in a timely manner.” 

 
Although the minimum requirements suggest that an update of the Southwestern Pennsylvania 
Public Transit Human Services Coordinated Transportation Plan should be scheduled for 
January of 2012 (four years from original adoption), the ATWIC partners and SPC have 
determined that pushing the update ahead six months to coincide with the update of the 
Region’s 2040 Transportation and Development Plan (Long Range Plan) will be beneficial to the 
coordinated planning process.  Incorporating elements of the public processes for the update of 
the Long Range Plan will lead to enhanced visibility and greater emphasis on the various 
projects and programs associated with the three Federal funding programs which are the focus 
of the coordinated planning process. For these reasons, planning partners initiated update 
activities in July of 2010 with a proposed update adoption in June 2011. 
 
In order to update the 2008 plan document, it was important that transportation issues and 
needs related to the Federal and Commonwealth Elderly and Persons with Disabilities, JARC 
and New Freedom programs be identified and assessed according to current conditions. To that 
end, the update process consisted of six broad tasks: 
 

 Review and update the Plan’s demographic and existing transportation services data 
 Update and refresh contact information for the Region’s transportation, human services 

and workforce development agencies and programs 
 Re-convene the Region’s Accessible Transportation Task Force (formerly the Access to 

Work Taskforce) to seek input into the updated Plan document 
 Ensure that sponsors of the non-urban JARC and New Freedom projects participate in 

the update process 
 Identify and prioritize current transportation “gaps” 
 Seek adoption of the updated Plan by the Southwestern Pennsylvania Planning 

Commission 
 
These activities – and the updated document itself – were meant to supplement the existing Plan rather 
than replace it.   
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II. Public Involvement and Outreach  

During the initial development of the Southwestern Pennsylvania Public Transit Human Services 
Coordinated Transportation Plan, an extensive public involvement process was undertaken to 
build awareness and solicit input from the public and transportation stakeholders. The 
challenges facing the project team were 1) ensuring that all of the potential stakeholders were 
identified and notified of input opportunities; 2) holding stakeholder meetings at locations that 
were convenient to as many stakeholders as possible given the large geographic area of the 
region; and, 3) providing opportunity for meaningful input during a very short planning process. 
The public outreach activities took place in three phases:  

• Phase 1: Identifying Existing Services and Transportation Needs  

• Phase 2: Confirmation of Transportation Issues and Discussion of Strategies  

• Phase 3: Presentation of the Plan and Evaluation Methodology  
 

Components of the Initial Public Outreach Program  

Project Steering Committee  

At the beginning of the plan’s development, a steering committee was created. The 
responsibilities of the formal Steering Committee included: 1) establishing goals for the plan; 2) 
helping to establish funding priorities and project evaluation criteria; 3) guiding the work of the 
consultant team; and, 4) reviewing and providing comment on work products. The membership 
of the Committee consisted of at least one representative from each county as well as 
individuals representing the target populations. Representatives from the Pennsylvania 
Department of Transportation Bureau of Public Transit were also included.  

Details of Steering Committee activities including member information and meeting minutes 
from each of the original steering committee meetings can be found in Appendix D of the 
Original Plan Appendices.  
 
Agency Survey  
 
Using a resource directory maintained by SPC with input from regional transit operators, the 
project team identified agencies and organizations in the region that provided services to the 
target populations. A survey was sent to approximately 1,200 agencies. The survey asked 
agencies whether or not they directly or indirectly provided transportation for the general public 
or persons in target populations. Transportation providers were asked several questions to 
describe the characteristics of their services. Agencies that indicated they did not provide 
transportation services were asked to identify transportation issues faced by their consumers 
and clients. Details of the initial survey effort and the data collected are provided in Appendices 
A and B of the Original Plan Appendices. 
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Stakeholder Roundtable Meetings  

The project team conducted three series of roundtable meetings during the initial planning 
process. Six roundtable meetings were held during each series at locations throughout the 
region. All meetings were structured the same and stakeholders could attend the meeting that 
was most convenient for them. All meeting sites were accessible to persons with disabilities. 
The meetings were also open to the general public.  

 Roundtable Series 1 - August 27 to 29, 2007 - Downtown Pittsburgh, Ellwood City, 
Youngwood, Freeport, Washington, and Carmichaels 

 Roundtable Series 2 - October 9 to 11, 2007  - Waynesburg, Butler, Blairsville, 
Aliquippa, Charleroi, and Downtown Pittsburgh  

 Roundtable Series 3 - November 27 to 29, 2007 - Waynesburg, Butler, Blairsville, 
Aliquippa, Charleroi, and Downtown Pittsburgh.  

 
Agendas, attendance information and minutes from each of the roundtable meetings can be 
found in Appendix D of the Original Plan Appendices.  
 
Components of the Public Outreach Program for the Update 
 
As with the initial planning process, the update process was guided by an advisory group.  That 
group consisted of: 
 
Kathy Stefani – Program Manager – Accessible Transportation and Workforce Interagency 
Cooperative (ATWIC) 
Darcy Cleaver – Outreach Specialist – Port Authority of Allegheny County (PAAC) 
Vera Krofcheck – Research Manager – Three Rivers Workforce Investment Board (TRWIB) 
Tom Klevan – Coordinator – Regional Transit Projects – Southwestern Pennsylvania 
Commission (SPC) 
 
This group was in constant contact throughout the planning period and maintained responsibility 
for all aspects of the update process including planning and executing all stakeholder 
involvement as well as guiding the updated survey effort. 
 
There were three broad components of the public outreach for the update of the Plan: 
 

 Meetings of the Region’s Accessible Transportation Task Force (ATTF) 
 Issue-specific guided discussion group meetings 
 ATWIC Transportation Gaps Survey 

 
Accessible Transportation Task Force 
 
During the update of the Southwestern Pennsylvania Public Transit Human Services 
Coordinated Transportation Plan, two meetings of a re-formed and re-energized Accessible 
Transportation Task Force (ATTF) were held.  This stakeholder group was formerly known as 
the Access to Work Task Force and had not been convened for several years prior to the 
planning process for the update. The group consists of open and broad regional representation 
by transportation, workforce development and human service providers and agencies. 
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The first meeting of the ATTF was held on October 12, 2010 at the Regional Enterprise Tower 
in downtown Pittsburgh. The meeting was attended by 39 stakeholders from across the region. 
The purpose of the meeting was to re-introduce ATWIC and the ATWIC program to a broad 
base of stakeholders; gather input on accessibility concerns; and continue the data gathering 
effort for the update of the Plan. An attendance list, meeting agenda, meeting materials and 
summary can be found in Plan Update Appendix A. 
 
A follow-up meeting of the ATTF was held on December 14, 2010, again at the Regional 
Enterprise Tower in downtown Pittsburgh.  This meeting – attended by 40 people – stressed 
agency involvement in ATWIC and provided overviews of Carnegie Mellon University’s Traffic 
21 program and the FY 2012 Urban and Non-Urban JARC and New Freedom funding cycle.  In 
terms of the Plan update, consultants contracted through SPC to provide assistance for the 
Transportation Gaps Survey process engaged those present in a discussion of transportation 
accessibility issues.  The purpose of this discussion was to gather input into the crafting of an 
updated survey instrument.  One somewhat unexpected outcome of this discussion was that 
participants began to provide anecdotal data in support of geographic information system and 
census demographic data identifying geographic “gaps” in transportation services. An 
attendance list, meeting agenda, meeting materials and summary for this second ATTF meeting 
can also be found in Plan Update Appendix A. 

 
Guided Discussion Groups 
 
One of the most important outcomes of the planning process for the Southwestern Pennsylvania 
Public Transit Human Services Coordinated Transportation Plan was the identification of broad 
categories of “gaps” in the overall transportation service networks within the southwestern 
Pennsylvania region.  One goal of the plan update was to further refine the definitions of these 
broad categories and “drill down” in order to attempt to identify specific issues, problem areas 
(both geographic and systematic) and barriers. The Plan update advisory group had determined 
early in the planning process that one way to do this would be to establish an updated data 
gathering and outreach effort – including the design and distribution of an on-line survey – that 
focused on specifically identified categories. 
 
The first step of the data gathering effort was accomplished with the convening of guided 
discussion sessions.  These sessions were held over a two-day period on January 24th and 25th, 
2011 at the Regional Enterprise Tower in downtown Pittsburgh. The sessions were facilitated by 
consultants contracted through SPC to assist in gathering current data and conducting an on-
line survey for the Plan update. Each session focused on one of the following categories of 
transportation service network “gaps”: 
 

 Access to Jobs 
 Access for People with Disabilities 
 Access to Technological Solutions for Transportation Problems 
 Access to Information about Transportation Options 
 Access to Legislators for Advocacy Purposes 

 
Participants in these sessions were selected based on previously communicated interests in the 
corresponding session subject area.  Session summaries, attendance lists and session 
materials can be found in Plan Update Appendix A. 
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ATWIC Transportation Gaps Survey 
 
In addition to face-to-face stakeholder engagement, the update of the Southwestern 
Pennsylvania Public Transit Human Services Coordinated Transportation Plan included a robust 
survey effort.  The survey instrument was designed by the Plan update advisory group along 
with assistance from a consultant team retained specifically for this aspect of the Plan update.  
An emphasis was placed on building on the results of the Agency Survey conducted as part of 
the initial planning process in 2007. The updated survey was administered on-line through the 
ATWIC web site.  On February 25, 2011, the survey link was e-mailed to over 500 respondents.  
Multiple agencies forwarded the link to their agency e-mail contacts utilizing their own contact 
databases.  It is estimated that the link was e-mailed to over 1,500 separate e-mail addresses. 
The survey link remained open until March 15, 2011.  During that time, the survey was 
completed by 285 respondents.  Copies of the e-mail announcements of the survey site link, the 
actual survey, as well as both a narrative and tabular summary of survey responses can be 
found in Plan Update Appendix B. 
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III. Regional Profile and Summary of Transportation Services 
 
One of the purposes of the Southwestern Pennsylvania Public Transit Human Services 
Coordinated Transportation Plan was to identify and analyze the transportation needs of three 
target populations and develop strategies for addressing those needs.  The first step in the initial 
planning process was to collect information about the characteristics of the target populations 
and document the transportation services available to them.  This section summarizes 
demographic data describing those target populations as well as presenting a portrait of existing 
transportation services within the region.  For the 2011 Plan update, this section has been 
updated with current demographic and transportation service data. 
 

Updated Demographic Profile 
 
To identify potential target populations and understand population distributions throughout the 
region, socioeconomic and demographic data has been collected and reviewed.  Data sources 
include the decennial Census and the American Community Survey, undertaken by the U.S. 
Department of Commerce, Census Bureau.  At the time of the update of Plan, the data utilized 
was the most currently available. (Note: the data represented in the following tables and 
graphics was compiled in the fall of 2010, prior to release of data from the 2010 decennial 
Census.)  
 
For purposes of the current assessment, data has been collected at the state, county, and 
census tract or block group level.  Data for the counties, region, and state are summarized in a 
tabular format, while data at the census tract or block group level are shown graphically in 
population distribution maps.  The population distribution maps are supplemented with maps 
showing the region’s fixed route transit system with the target populations’ distribution.   
 
Regional and County Population Characteristics 
 
One of the greatest determinants of transportation need is total population and population 
concentration or density.  As shown in Table 1.1, the total population of the Region in 2009 was 
estimated at approximately 2,572,000 persons, a 3.2 percent decline from 2000.  The 
population in the region represents nearly 20 percent of the total population in Pennsylvania. 
The largest change and percent change in population growth between 2000 and 2009 occurred 
in Butler County, which increased by 10,611 persons or 6.1 percent.  Allegheny County lost the 
most population between 2000 and 2009, declining by 63,172 persons or 4.9 percent.  The 
population change in the region’s other counties varied from -6.3 percent to 2.2 percent. 
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Table 1.1: Population Change ‐ 2000 to 2009 

   Total Population 

 
Change 2000 to 2009 

Geographic Area  2000 Census  2009 Estimate  Change 
Percent 
Change 

Allegheny County  1,281,666  1,218,494  ‐63,172  ‐4.9% 

Armstrong County  72,392  67,851  ‐4,541  ‐6.3% 

Beaver County  181,412  171,673  ‐9,739  ‐5.4% 

Butler County  174,083  184,694  10,611  6.1% 

Fayette County  148,644  142,605  ‐6,039  ‐4.1% 

Greene County  40,672  39,245  ‐1,427  ‐3.5% 

Indiana County  89,605  87,450  ‐2,155  ‐2.4% 

Lawrence County  94,643  90,160  ‐4,483  ‐4.7% 

Washington County  202,897  207,389  4,492  2.2% 

Westmoreland County  369,993  362,251  ‐7,742  ‐2.1% 

SWPA REGION  2,656,007  2,571,812  ‐84,195  ‐3.2% 

Pennsylvania  12,281,054  12,604,767  323,713  2.6% 

Population density (persons per square mile) for the region is shown in Table 1.2 and in Figure 
1.1. The region’s population density was 365 persons per square mile and Pennsylvania’s was 
281 persons per square mile.  The largest population density occurs in Allegheny County (1,669 
persons per square mile) and the smallest in Greene County (68 persons per square mile).  The 
population densities of the remaining counties in the region are lower than the regional average 
except for Beaver County (395 persons per square mile).  Density can be an important factor for 
establishing public or human services transportation and/or determining the types of services to 
offer.   
 

Table 1.2: Population, Land Area, and Density – 2009 

   Population  Land Area  Persons per 
Square Mile Geographic Area  Total  Percent  Total  Percent 

Allegheny County  1,218,494  47.4%  730.2  10.4%  1,669 

Armstrong County  67,851  2.6%  653.9  9.3%  104 

Beaver County  171,673  6.7%  434.2  6.2%  395 

Butler County  184,694  7.2%  788.5  11.2%  234 

Fayette County  142,605  5.5%  790.1  11.2%  180 

Greene County  39,245  1.5%  575.9  8.2%  68 

Indiana County  87,450  3.4%  829.3  11.8%  105 

Lawrence County  90,160  3.5%  360.5  5.1%  250 

Washington County  207,389  8.1%  857.1  12.2%  242 

Westmoreland County  362,251  14.1%  1,025.5  14.6%  353 

REGION  2,571,812  100.0%  7,045.1  100.0%  365 

Pennsylvania  12,604,767  ‐‐  44,816.6  ‐‐  281 
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As shown in Figure 1.2, the region’s fixed route transit systems are to a great extent serving 
areas with the highest population density in their respective service areas.  The fixed route 
system in Allegheny County is extensive due to the county’s density.  Within the county, higher 
levels of transit are provided in the urban core while less frequent transit or fewer routes are 
provided in the suburban areas.  In each of the surrounding counties, fixed route transit is 
typically provided in the county’s population centers such as Butler in Butler County, Indiana in 
Indiana County, and Washington in Washington County.   
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Regional Target Population Characteristics 
 
Specific populations identified for the Southwestern Pennsylvania Public Transit Human 
Services Coordinated Transportation Plan include elderly, low-income, and persons with 
disabilities.  Federal Transit Administration guidance contains clear definitions of eligible 
activities for projects targeting these populations. The guidance contains the following 
definitions: 
 
Elderly Individual:  Includes, at a minimum, all persons 65 years of age and older.  Grantees 
may use a definition that extends eligibility for service to younger (e.g., 62 and older, 60 and 
older) persons.1 
 
Individual with a Disability:  An individual who, because of illness, injury, age, congenital 
malfunction, or other incapacity or temporary or permanent disability (including an individual 
who is a wheelchair user or has semi-ambulatory capability), cannot use effectively, without 
special facilities, planning, or design, public transportation service or a public transportation 
facility. 49 U.S.C. 5302(a)(5).2 
 
Low-Income Individual:  Refers to an individual whose family income is at or below 150 percent 
of the poverty line (as that term is defined in Section 673(2) of the Community Services Block 
Grant Act (42 USC 9902(2), including any revision required by that section) for a family of the 
size involved.3 
 
Target population characteristics for the Region and its counties are provided in this section.  
Tabular data of population concentrations for each county and the region are shown as 
compared to the state.  Geographic distribution of each target population is shown graphically 
by block group or census tract.  
 
Data from the American Community Survey 
 
Data for 2006-2009 in this report are from the American Community Survey (ACS), is an  
ongoing sampling of the U.S. population and households and replaces the decennial long form, 
which obtained demographic, social, housing, and economic information from a sample of the 
population. All data that is based on samples, such as the American Community Survey, include 
a range of uncertainty. Two types of error can occur: sampling error and non-sampling error.  
 
Non-sampling error can result from several things, such as errors in how the data are reported 
or problems in the processing of the survey questionnaire. 
 
Sampling error occurs when data are based on a sample of a population rather than the full 
population. Sampling error is easier to measure than non-sampling error and can be used to 
assess the statistical reliability of survey data. For any given area, the larger the sample and the 
more months included in the data, the greater the confidence in the estimate.  
 
To help assess the statistical reliability of each published estimate, margins of error are 
provided and can be used to create confidence intervals. Confidence intervals define a range of 
 

                                                            
1 FTA Circular 9070.1F, page I-2 
2 FTA Circular 9070.1F, page I-2, FTA Circular 9045.1, page I-3 
3 FTA Circular 9050.1, page I-2 
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values expected to contain the value of an estimate in the full population. All ACS data are 
published with margins of error at the 90 percent confidence level, which means that 
statistically, there is a 90 percent certainty that the true value falls within the confidence interval. 
 
Population Age 65 and Older 
 
Table 1.3 provides a summary of population data for persons age 65 and older for the Region 
and its counties in 2000 and 2006-2008. 
 
In 2000, 17.6 percent of the SWPA region’s population was age 65 and older, indicating a 
relatively older population than is found either statewide or nationally, where 15.6 percent and 
12.4 percent of the population was age 65 and over, respectively. The 2000 population of 
persons age 65 and over in the SWPA region was approximately 468,500 persons, of which 
nearly half lived in Allegheny County (228,416 persons or 48.8 percent). The greatest 
concentration of persons age 65 and over was in Lawrence County at 19.3 percent, followed by 
Beaver County (18.4 percent), Westmoreland County (18.3 percent), Fayette County (18.1 
percent), and Armstrong County (18.0 percent).  The smallest percentage of the population age 
65 and over was in Butler County with 14.3 percent, followed by Indiana County (14.9 percent), 
and Greene County (15.2 percent). 
 
In 2006-2008, there were 440,543 persons age 65 and older in the SWPA region; that was 17.1 
percent of the SWPA region’s total population, which is a slight drop from the 17.6 percent in 
2000. The percent of persons age 65 and over in the SWPA region that lived in Allegheny 
County also had a slight drop from the 2000 percent, from 48.8 percent to 46.8 percent. The 
greatest concentration of persons age 65 and over was in Armstrong County at 18.7 percent, 
followed by Lawrence County (18.4 percent), Westmoreland County (18.3 percent), Beaver 
County (18.3 percent), and Fayette County (17.5 percent). As in 2000, in 2006-2008 the 
smallest percentage of the population age 65 and over was in Butler County; 14.5 percent of its 
population was age 65 and over, followed by Greene County (15.0 percent) and Indiana County 
(15.8 percent). 
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Table 1.3: Persons Age 65 and Over – 2000 and 2006-2008 

  

2000 2006-2008 
Population Age 65 
and Over: Change 
2000 to 2006-2008 

  
Total 

Population 

Population Age 65 and Over 
Total 

Population 

Population Age 65 and Over     

Geographic 
Area Total Percent Region Total Percent Region Change 

Percent 
Change 

Allegheny 
County 

1,281,666 228,416 17.8% 48.8% 
  

1,218,970 
    206,000 16.9% 46.8% -22,416 -9.8% 

Armstrong 
County 

72,392 13,053 18.0% 2.8% 
  

69,021 
      12,918 18.7% 2.9% -135 -1.0% 

Beaver 
County 

181,412 33,424 18.4% 7.1% 
  

173,150 
      31,709 18.3% 7.2% -1,715 -5.1% 

Butler County 174,083 24,821 14.3% 5.3% 
  

181,902 
      26,358 14.5% 6.0% 1,537 6.2% 

Fayette 
County 

148,644 26,930 18.1% 5.7% 
  

144,357 
      25,311 17.5% 5.7% -1,619 -6.0% 

Greene 
County 

40,672 6,193 15.2% 1.3% 
  

39,438 
        5,919 15.0% 1.3% -274 -4.4% 

Indiana 
County 

89,605 13,323 14.9% 2.8% 
  

87,614 
      13,875 15.8% 3.1% 552 4.1% 

Lawrence 
County 

94,643 18,223 19.3% 3.9% 
  

90,745 
      16,720 18.4% 3.8% -1,503 -8.2% 

Washington 
County 

202,897 36,323 17.9% 7.8% 
  

205,658 
      35,342 17.2% 8.0% -981 -2.7% 

Westmoreland 
County 

369,993 67,781 18.3% 14.5% 
  

362,309 
      66,391 18.3% 15.1% -1,390 -2.1% 

 REGION 2,656,007    468,487  17.6% 100.0% 
  

2,573,164 
    440,543 17.1% 100.0% -27,944 -6.0% 

Pennsylvania 12,281,054 1,919,165 15.6% -- 12,418,756 1,893,694 15.2% -- -25,471 -1.3% 
 
Source: U.S. Census, 2006-2008 American Community 
Survey 

 
Figure 1.3 shows the distribution of persons age 65 and over by block group in 2000.  The 
greatest concentrations of persons age 65 and over are found in Allegheny County within the 
City of Pittsburgh and the inner ring suburbs.  Other concentrations of persons age 65 and over 
are found in Fayette County around the City of Uniontown; Washington County around the City 
of Washington; Westmoreland County around the City of Monessen; Beaver County around the 
Cities of Bridgewater and Fallston, Butler County around the municipalities of Jefferson 
Township, Zelienople, Fernway, and Mars; and Indiana County around Indiana Borough. 
 
Figure 1.4 shows the same information with the fixed-route transit services profile overlaid. The 
fixed route systems in the region serve many of the areas in the region with above average 
proportion of population age 65 and older.  Funding from the Pennsylvania Lottery allows those 
age 65 and older to ride fixed route transit for free at all times.  The Lottery also funds the 
Shared Ride Program for Senior Citizens.  It provides seniors with a door-to-door transportation 
service for which passengers pay 15 percent of the fare.  The shared ride program is provided 
in each county in the Region.  Generally, the shared ride program is available countywide in 
each of the counties; there are, however, a few gaps in the shared ride system in the region.  
For example, there are parts of northern Butler County that do not have shared ride service and 
rural areas in Beaver County that only have shared ride service on Mondays, Wednesdays, and 
Fridays. 
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Low-Income Population 
 
Table 1.4 shows summary data related to the low-income population for the SWPA region for 
2000 and 2006-2008, defined as families that have an income below 150 percent of the poverty 
line.  In 2000, 102,844 or 14.4 percent of families were identified as low-income in the region. In 
2006-2008, the number (101,033) and the percent (14.8) were essentially the same as the 
corresponding item for 2000. Nearly half of the families identified as low-income were in 
Allegheny County (45,354 families or 44.1 percent). By 2006-2008, 43,969 low-income families 
resided in Allegheny County, which was 43.5 percent of the SWPA region’s low-income families. 
The largest percentage of low-income households in 2000 was in Fayette County at 24.1 
percent and the smallest was in Butler County at 11.5 percent. In 2006-2008, the largest 
percentage of low-income households was in Fayette County at 29.0. During the 2000 to 2006-
2008 period, the number of low-income families increased in four of the 10 SWPA counties – 
Fayette County’s low-income families increased by 1,530, a 15.3 percent change; Greene 
County’s low-income families increased by 43, a 1.8 percent change; Lawrence County’s low-
income families increased by 381, a 9.1 percent change; and Westmoreland County’s low-
income families increased by 151, a 1.1 percent change. 
 

Table 1.4: Low‐Income Families – 2000 and 2006‐2008 

   2000  2006‐2008 
Total Low‐Income 

Families: Change 2000 
to 2006‐2008 

   Total 
Families 

Low‐Income Families 

Total 
Families 

Low‐Income Families 

Geographic 
Area  Total 

 
 

Percent  
 

 Region  Total  Percent   Region  Change 
Percent 
Change 

Allegheny 
County  333,898  45,354  13.6%  44.1%  309,506 

  
43,969  14.2%  43.5% 

‐1,385  ‐3.1% 

Armstrong 
County  20,505  3,761  18.3%  3.7%  20,088 

  
2,915  14.5%  2.9% 

‐846  ‐22.5% 

Beaver County 
50,800  6,695  13.2%  6.5%  48,888 

  
6,558  13.4%  6.5% 

‐137  ‐2.0% 

Butler County 
47,032  5,429  11.5%  5.3%  49,260 

  
4,644  9.4%  4.6% 

‐785  ‐14.5% 

Fayette County 
41,440  9,977  24.1%  9.7%  39,722 

  
11,507  29.0%  11.4% 

1,530  15.3% 

Greene County 
10,642  2,361  22.2%  2.3%  9,956 

  
2,404  24.1%  2.4% 

43  1.8% 

Indiana County 
22,605  4,413  19.5%  4.3%  22,766 

  
4,297  18.9%  4.3% 

‐116  ‐2.6% 

Lawrence 
County  26,026  4,198  16.1%  4.1%  24,385 

  
4,579  18.8%  4.5% 

381  9.1% 

Washington 
County  56,311  7,316  13.0%  7.1%  55,364 

  
6,669  12.0%  6.6% 

‐647  ‐8.8% 

Westmoreland 
County  104,996  13,340  12.7%  13.0%  102,221 

  
13,491  13.2%  13.4% 

151  1.1% 

REGION  714,255 
102,844  14.4%  100.0%  682,156 

  
101,033  14.8%  100.0% 

‐1,811  ‐1.8% 

Pennsylvania 
3,225,707  449,412  13.9%  ‐‐   3,197,039 

  
466,307  14.6%  ‐‐ 

16,895  3.8% 

Source: U.S. Census, 2006‐2008 American Community Survey 
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Figure 1.5 shows the distribution of low-income families by census tract in 2000. Figure 1.6 
shows the same information with the fixed-route transit services overlay. The greatest 
concentrations of low-income families are found in Allegheny County within the City of 
Pittsburgh and the inner ring suburbs.  Other areas with a proportion of low-income families 
greater than 50 percent include portions of New Castle in Lawrence County and Aliquippa in 
Beaver County.  A large number of block groups in Greene, Fayette, Indiana, and Armstrong 
counties are at or above the regional average for low-income families. 
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Population of Persons with Disabilities 
 
For the 2000 Census, individuals were classified as having a disability if any of the following 
three conditions were true: 

1. They were age five years old and over and had a response of “yes” to a sensory, physical, 
mental, or self-care disability; 

2. They were 16 years old and over and had a response of “yes” to a going outside the home 
disability; or  

3. They were 16 years old and over and had a response “yes” to an employment disability. 
 
The census definition does not precisely match the FTA-guidance definition of a person with a 
disability intended to benefit from the New Freedom program.  The New Freedom definition of 
an eligible individual with a disability is an “individual who, because of illness, injury, age, 
congenital malfunction, or other incapacity or temporary or permanent disability (including an 
individual who is a wheelchair user or has semi-ambulatory capability), cannot use effectively, 
without special facilities, planning, or design, public transportation service or a public 
transportation facility.”  The population that falls into the census disability categories may or may 
not be considered eligible for services through the New Freedom program.  Thus, the census 
data is provided here only for informational purposes to exhibit the potential population of 
individuals that may be eligible to receive New Freedom benefits.   
 
In 2000, 18.6 percent of the SWPA region’s population age five and over was identified with one 
or more disabilities which is on par with the statewide average (see Table 1.5).  This compares 
to 19.3 percent of persons nationally.  The greatest proportion of persons with any disability was 
in Fayette County at 24.9 percent.  The smallest proportion of persons with any disability was in 
Butler County (15.3 percent). Similar to the elderly and low-income populations, nearly 50 
percent of the region’s disabled population resided in Allegheny County. The latest data on 
disabilities that could be compared with 2000 data by county and Pennsylvania are from the 
2007 American Community Survey, although 2007 data for Greene County was not released 
since its population was below the minimum population threshold for which American 
Community Survey data are released. Excluding Greene County, there are very similar 
percentages of the total disabled population for each year in seven of the nine remaining SPC 
counties varying by a difference of +/- 2.0 percentage points or less. The county with the 
greatest change in its percent of the population with a disability is Washington County; 19.8 
percent of its 2000 population had a disability, dropping to 16.6 percent by 2007. 
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Table 1.5: Population With A Disability – 2000 and 2007 

  

2000 2007 Population with Any 
Disability: Change 

2000 to 2007 
    Population with Any Disability   Population with Any Disability 

Geographic 
Area 

Population 
Age 5 and 

Over Total Percent  Region 

Population 
Age 5 and 

Over Total Percent  Region Change 
Percent 
Change 

Allegheny 
County 

1,191,440 214,093 18.0% 46.6% 1,140,450 186,565 16.4% 45.3% -27,528 -12.9% 

Armstrong 
County 

68,027 13,679 20.1% 3.0% 63,541 13,637 21.5% 3.3% -42 -0.3% 

Beaver 
County 

169,422 31,412 18.5% 6.8% 161,158 30,440 18.9% 7.4% -972 -3.1% 

Butler County 160,037 24,406 15.3% 5.3% 169,191 24,141 14.3% 5.9% -265 -1.1% 

Fayette 
County 

139,134 34,597 24.9% 7.5% 134,062 33,381 24.9% 8.1% -1,216 -3.5% 

Greene 
County 

35,988 8,073 22.4% 1.8%  Data not available for Greene County in 2007  

Indiana 
County 

84,526 15,532 18.4% 3.4% 82,205 14,007 17.0% 3.4% -1,525 -9.8% 

Lawrence 
County 

87,738 16,994 19.4% 3.7% 85,714 18,516 21.6% 4.5% 1,522 9.0% 

Washington 
County 

189,486 37,438 19.8% 8.2% 190,410 31,521 16.6% 7.7% -5,917 -15.8% 

Westmoreland 
County 

345,621 63,072 18.2% 13.7% 340,188 59,543 17.5% 14.5% -3,529 -5.6% 

REGION 2,471,419 459,296 18.6% 100.0% 2,366,919 411,751 17.4% 100.0% -47,545 -10.4% 

Pennsylvania 11,336,483 2,111,771 18.6% -- 11,470,126 1,855,211 16.2% -- -256,560 -12.1% 

Source: U.S. Census, 2007 American Community 
Survey 

 
The distribution of persons with any disability by census block group is shown in Figures 1.7. 
Figure 1.8 shows the same information with the fixed-route transit overlay.  In Pennsylvania, 
persons with disabilities can ride fixed route services for half-fare during off peak periods when 
showing a Reduced Fare Transit Identification card or Medicare card.  Shared ride providers in 
Beaver, Greene, and Washington counties offer a discount program for persons with disabilities 
using the shared ride system.  Eligible users pay 15 percent of the fare through the Rural 
Transportation Program for Persons with Disabilities. 
 
Changes in the Target Populations 
 
Table 1.6 displays the changes between 2000 and 2006-2008 or 2000 and 2007 for the target 
population groups for all counties.  
 
Statewide, the percentages for the two time periods for percent of persons age 65 and over and 
percent of families below 150% of the poverty level are relatively stable. The percent of 
population with a disability has the greatest variability, with 18.6 percent of the state’s population 
in 2000 and 16.2 percent in 2007. Within the region’s counties, changes in target population 
groups generally mirrored statewide trends. In general, the percentage of persons age 65 and 
over has remained relatively stable. Fayette County experienced the greatest increase in the 
percent of families with incomes below 150% of the poverty level, increasing by 4.9 percentage 
points to 29% in 2006-2008.  Armstrong, Beaver, and Lawrence Counties were the only 
counties where the percentage of persons who identified themselves as disabled was greater in 
2007 than in 2000. The percentage of persons who identified themselves as disabled declined 
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between 2000 and 2007 the most in Washington County, by 3.2 percentage points to 16.6 
percent in 2007. 

Table 1.6: County Trends Since 2000 

  
Percent of Population 

Age 65 and Over 

Percent of Families 
below 150% of 
Poverty Level 

Percent of Population 
with Any Disability 

County  2000 

2006‐
2008  2000 

2006‐
2008  2000  2007 

Allegheny  17.8%  16.9%  13.6%  14.2%  18.0%  16.4% 

Armstrong  18.0%  18.7%  18.3%  14.5%  20.1%  21.5% 

Beaver  18.4%  18.3%  13.2%  13.4%  18.5%  18.9% 

Butler  14.3%  14.5%  11.5%  9.4%  15.3%  14.3% 

Fayette  18.1%  17.5%  24.1%  29.0%  24.9%  24.9% 

Greene*  15.2%  15.0%  22.2%  24.1%  22.4%  ‐‐ 

Indiana  14.9%  15.8%  19.5%  18.9%  18.4%  17.0% 

Lawrence  19.3%  18.4%  16.1%  18.8%  19.4%  21.6% 

Washington  17.9%  17.2%  13.0%  12.0%  19.8%  16.6% 

Westmoreland  18.3%  18.3%  12.7%  13.2%  18.2%  17.5% 

Pennsylvania  15.6%  15.2%  13.9% 14.6%  18.6%  16.2% 

Source: 2000 U.S. Census, 2007 and 2006‐2008 American Community Surveys 
* 2007 American Community Survey data were not released for geographic areas with 
populations under 65,000 persons; Greene County's population was 40,672 (Census 
2000). 

Journey to Work 
 
Understanding where people travel within an area aids in identifying existing and future needs.  
From a planning perspective, the data collected by the U.S. Census Bureau gives a glimpse into 
travel characteristics as they pertain to commuter trips.  One of the most significant factors 
when considering transportation service needs is an understanding of overall travel patterns.   
 
Tables 1.7 through 1.10 provide a summary of county-level travel patterns in the SWPA region 
in 2000 and 2006-2008.  Tables 1.7 and 1.8 summarize data for those who live within the 10-
county region.  Tables 1.9 and 1.10 summarize data for those who commute to the region.   
 
As shown in Table 1.7, nearly 1.2 million workers age 16 and over resided in the region in 2000.  
Approximately half resided in Allegheny County (582,312 or 49.4 percent).  The second highest 
number of workers was in Westmoreland County with 165,146 workers which was 14.0 percent 
of the region’s total. The fewest number of workers resided in Greene County, only 1.3 percent. 
 
By 2006-2008, the number of resident workers in the region and each county is virtually 
unchanged from 2000. The largest numeric change occurred in Allegheny County where the 
number of workers dropped by 6,076. The second largest numeric change occurred in Butler 
County where the number of workers increased by 5,451, a growth of 6.7 percent from 2000. 
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Table 1.7: SWPA Region County‐Level Travel Patterns for Residents of the Region – 2000 and 2006‐2008 

   2000  2006‐2008 

Total Number of Resident 
Commuters: change 2000 to 2006‐

2008 

Commuter Origination County 

Total Number 
of Resident 
Commuters 

Percent of 
Resident 

Commuters 

Total Number 
of Resident 
Commuters 

Percent of 
Resident 

Commuters  Change  Percent Change 

Allegheny County  582,312  49.4%       576,236  48.6%  ‐6,076  ‐1.0% 

Armstrong County  29,822  2.5%          30,512  2.6%  690  2.3% 

Beaver County  81,179  6.9%          80,996  6.8%  ‐183  ‐0.2% 

Butler County  81,113  6.9%          86,564  7.3%  5,451  6.7% 

Fayette County  57,949  4.9%          55,443  4.7%  ‐2,506  ‐4.3% 

Greene County  14,906  1.3%          15,241  1.3%  335  2.2% 

Indiana County  36,952  3.1%          39,054  3.3%  2,102  5.7% 

Lawrence County  40,308  3.4%          39,300  3.3%  ‐1,008  ‐2.5% 

Washington County  89,535  7.6%          93,747  7.9%  4,212  4.7% 

Westmoreland County  165,146  14.0%       167,830  14.2%  2,684  1.6% 

Total Number of Resident 
Commuters in the SWPA 
Region  1,179,222  100.0%    1,184,923  100.0%  5,701  0.5% 

Source: 2000 U.S. Census, 2006‐2008 American Community Survey 

 
Table 1.8 provides a breakdown of the top three commute destination counties for residents of 
each of the region’s counties in 2000 and 2006-2008. For all ten counties, the top commute 
destination was the residents’ home county.  Allegheny County is the county with the highest 
percent of workers who worked in the county where they resided, with over 90 percent for both 
2000 and 2006-2008. Second highest in both 2000 and 2006-2008 was Indiana County, where 
over 75 percent of residents worked in their home county. The largest change in terms of 
resident workers that worked in their same county occurred in Allegheny County – between 
2000 and 2006-2008, there were 11,950 fewer workers commuting within the resident county. In 
terms of resident workers and their commute destination county, percent changes of +/- 20 
percent or greater from 2000 to 2006-2008 occurred with Allegheny County resident workers 
destined for Washington County (39.3 percent), Armstrong County resident workers destined for 
Allegheny County (31.4 percent), Beaver County resident workers destined for Butler County 
(27.4 percent), Butler County resident workers destined for Mercer County (38.0 percent), 
Fayette County resident workers destined for Allegheny County (-28.0 percent), Greene County 
resident workers destined for Washington County (30.7 percent), and Greene County resident 
workers destined for Monongalia County in West Virginia (20.1 percent).  
 
Lawrence County was the only county that did not have the same top three county destinations 
in 2000 as in 2006-2008. Lawrence County ranked one in 2000 and 2006-2008. Butler County 
ranked three in 2000 and 2006-2008. In 2000, the second ranked destination county was 
Beaver, with 6.7 percent (2,715 commuters); in 2006-2008, Beaver County’s rank was fourth, 
with 6.8 percent (2,665 commuters). In 2000, Mercer County’s rank was fourth, with 5.7 percent 
(2,300 commuters); in 2006-2008, Mercer County’s rank was second, with 7.3 percent (2,855 
commuters). 
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Table 1.8: Top Commute Destinations by County – 2000 and 2006‐2008 

  

Commute 
Destination 
County 

2000  2006‐2008 

Total Number of 
Commuters: change 
2000 to 2006‐2008 

Resident County 
Total Number 
of Commuters 

Percent of 
County’s 

Commuters 
Total Number 
of Commuters 

Percent of 
County’s 

Commuters  Change 
Percent 
Change 

Allegheny County  Allegheny County     536,655  92.2%     524,705  91.1%  ‐11,950  ‐2.2% 

  
Westmoreland 
County       12,050  2.1%       14,080  2.4%  2,030  16.8% 

   Washington County        9,210  1.6%       12,830  2.2%  3,620  39.3% 

Armstrong County  Armstrong County       16,280  54.7%       14,955  49.0%  ‐1,325  ‐8.1% 

   Allegheny County        4,580  15.4%         6,020  19.7%  1,440  31.4% 

  
Westmoreland 
County        2,720  9.1%         3,195  10.5%  475  17.5% 

Beaver County  Beaver County       47,075  58.0%       45,035  55.6%  ‐2,040  ‐4.3% 

   Allegheny County       23,945  29.5%       25,220  31.1%  1,275  5.3% 

   Butler County        4,885  6.0%         6,225  7.7%  1,340  27.4% 

Butler County  Butler County       51,570  63.6%       53,715  62.1%  2,145  4.2% 

   Allegheny County       21,405  26.4%       23,740  27.4%  2,335  10.9% 

   Mercer County        1,630  2.0%         2,250  2.6%  620  38.0% 

Fayette County  Fayette County       35,915  62.0%       36,560  65.9%  645  1.8% 

  
Westmoreland 
County        8,985  15.5%         8,135  14.7%  ‐850  ‐9.5% 

   Allegheny County        5,150  8.9%         3,710  6.7%  ‐1,440  ‐28.0% 

Greene County  Greene County        9,335  62.8%         9,275  60.9%  ‐60  ‐0.6% 

   Washington County        1,940  13.1%         2,535  16.6%  595  30.7% 

  
Monongalia  County, 
WV        1,440  9.7%         1,730  11.4%  290  20.1% 

Indiana County  Indiana County       27,935  75.7%       30,260  77.5%  2,325  8.3% 

  
Westmoreland 
County        2,735  7.4%         2,705  6.9%  ‐30  ‐1.1% 

   Cambria County        1,725  4.7%         1,925  4.9%  200  11.6% 

Lawrence County  Lawrence County       27,535  68.4%       25,880  65.9%  ‐1,655  ‐6.0% 

   Different county in 2006‐2008 than in 2000 

   Butler County        2,365  5.9%         2,785  7.1%  420  17.8% 

Washington County  Washington County       53,270  59.5%       55,225  58.9%  1,955  3.7% 

   Allegheny County       27,645  30.9%       29,210  31.2%  1,565  5.7% 

  
Westmoreland 
County        2,720  3.0%         2,755  2.9%  35  1.3% 

Westmoreland 
County 

Westmoreland 
County     106,015  64.2%     108,315  64.5%  2,300  2.2% 

   Allegheny County       43,535  26.4%       44,580  26.6%  1,045  2.4% 

   Washington County        3,475  2.1%         2,995  1.8%  ‐480  ‐13.8% 

 
Source: 2000 U.S. 
Census, 2006‐2008 
American Community 
Survey 
 

Table 1.9 presents the journey-to-work data from the other perspective, considering those 
commuting to the region’s 10 counties from any location.  In 2000, of those commuting to the 
region’s employment areas, the greatest percentage were destined for Allegheny County, 57.8 
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percent.  The fewest commuters were destined for Greene County, 1.1 percent.  The 2006-2008 
percentages are virtually the same as those for 2000 for every county.   
 
The largest positive percent change between 2000 and 2006-2008 in the number of workers 
that worked in the county was in Indiana County – there was a gain of 10.6 percent (3,710 more 
workers working in the county).  Other counties with a gain between 2000 and 2006-2008 of 5 
percent or greater were Butler (9.4 percent or 7,038 more workers), and Washington (8.5 
percent or 6,319 more workers).  
 
The largest negative percent change between 2000 and 2006-2008 in the number of workers 
that worked in the county was in Lawrence County – there was a loss of 8.3 percent (2,964 
fewer workers working in the county).  Other counties with a loss between 2000 and 2006-2008 
of 5 percent or greater were Armstrong (6.6 percent or 1,433 fewer workers), and Beaver (5.2 
percent or 3,232 fewer workers). 

Table 1.9: SWPA Region County‐Level Travel Patterns for those Commuting to the Region ‐ 2000 and 2006‐2008 

   2000  2006‐2008 
Total Number of Commuters: 
change 2000 to 2006‐2008 

Commuter Destination 
County 

Total 
Number of 
Commuters 

Percent of 
Commuters 

Total 
Number of 
Commuters 

Percent of 
Commuters  Change  Percent Change 

Allegheny County  682,748  57.8%           676,483  56.8%  ‐6,265  ‐0.9% 

Armstrong County  21,885  1.8%              20,402  1.7%  ‐1,433  ‐6.6% 

Beaver County  61,648  5.2%              58,416  4.9%  ‐3,232  ‐5.2% 

Butler County  75,141  6.4%              82,179  6.9%  7,038  9.4% 

Fayette County  42,582  3.6%              44,612  3.7%  2,030  4.8% 

Greene County  13,127  1.1%              13,224  1.1%  97  0.7% 

Indiana County  34,910  3.0%              38,620  3.2%  3,710  10.6% 

Lawrence County  35,714  3.0%  32,750    2.8%  ‐2,964  ‐8.3% 

Washington County  74,634  6.3%              80,953  6.8%  6,319  8.5% 

Westmoreland County  139,352  11.8%           143,139  12.0%  3,787  2.7% 

Total Number of 
Workers  
Commuting to the 
SWPA Region  1,181,691  100.0%        1,190,778  100.0%  9,087  0.8% 

Source: 2000 U.S. Census, 2006‐2008 American Community Survey 

Table 1.10 provides a breakdown of the top three commute origination counties for each of the 
region’s counties in 2000 and 2006-2008.  For all of the counties, the greatest number and 
percentage of commuters are living in the county within which they work.  The largest 
percentage of workplace workers that resided in the same county was in Fayette County, at 
84.3 percent in 2000 and 82.0 percent in 2006-2008.  
 
For most of the counties in 2000 and 2006-2008, the ranking of the percent of county 
commuters to the workplace county is unchanged. That is not the case for Indiana County and 
Lawrence County. For Indiana County in 2000, the ranking of the percent of commuters whose 
trip originated in Westmoreland County was second (Cambria County ranked third); in 2006-
2008, the ranking was third (Cambria County ranked second). For Lawrence County in 2000, 
the ranking of the percent of commuters whose trip originated in Beaver County was second 
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(Mercer County ranked third); in 2006-2008, the ranking was third (Mercer County ranked 
second). 

Table 1.10: Top Commute Origins by County ‐ 2000 and 2006‐2008 

  

Commute Origination 
County (same for 

2000 and 2006‐2008) 

2000  2006‐2008 

Total Number of 
Commuters: change 2000 

to 2006‐2008 

Workplace County 

Total 
Number of 
Commuters 

Percent of 
County’s 

Commuters 
Total Number 
of Commuters 

Percent of 
County’s 

Commuters  Change 
Percent 
Change 

Allegheny County   Allegheny County  
  

536,655  78.6%        524,705  77.6%  ‐11,950  ‐2.2% 

  
Westmoreland 
County  

  
43,535  6.4%          44,580  6.6%  1,045  2.4% 

   Washington County  
  

27,645  4.0%          29,210  4.3%  1,565  5.7% 

Armstrong County  Armstrong County 
  

16,280  74.4%          14,955  73.3%  ‐1,325  ‐8.1% 

  
Westmoreland 
County 

  
2,195  10.0%           1,795  8.8%  ‐400  ‐18.2% 

   Butler County 
  

1,015  4.6%           1,030  5.0%  15  1.5% 

Beaver County  Beaver County 
  

47,075  76.4%          45,035  77.1%  ‐2,040  ‐4.3% 

   Allegheny County 
  

5,235  8.5%           3,835  6.6%  ‐1,400  ‐26.7% 

   Lawrence County 
  

2,715  4.4%           2,665  4.6%  ‐50  ‐1.8% 

Butler County  Butler County 
  

51,570  68.6%          53,715  65.4%  2,145  4.2% 

   Allegheny County 
  

7,870  10.5%           9,730  11.8%  1,860  23.6% 

   Beaver County 
  

4,885  6.5%           6,225  7.6%  1,340  27.4% 

Fayette County  Fayette County 
  

35,915  84.3%          36,560  82.0%  645  1.8% 

  
Westmoreland 
County  

  
2,390  5.6%           2,905  6.5%  515  21.5% 

   Washington County 
  

1,315  3.1%           1,825  4.0%  510  38.8% 

Greene County  Greene County 
  

9,335  71.2%           9,275  70.1%  ‐60  ‐0.6% 

   Fayette County 
  

1,205  9.2%           1,190  9.0%  ‐15  ‐1.2% 

   Washington County           920  7.0%           1,010  7.6%  90  9.8% 

Indiana County  Indiana County 
  

27,935  80.1%          30,260  78.4%  2,325  8.3% 

  
Westmoreland 
County  

  
1,745  5.0%           2,095  5.4%  350  20.1% 

   Cambria County 
  

1,610  4.6%           2,460  6.4%  850  52.8% 

Lawrence County  Lawrence County 
  

27,535  77.1%          25,880  79.0%  ‐1,655  ‐6.0% 

   Beaver County 
  

2,005  5.6%           1,640  5.0%  ‐365  ‐18.2% 

   Mercer County 
  

1,745  4.9%           1,870  5.7%  125  7.2% 
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Table 1.10: Top Commute Origins by County ‐ 2000 and 2006‐2008 

  

Commute Origination 
County (same for 

2000 and 2006‐2008) 

2000  2006‐2008 

Total Number of 
Commuters: change 2000 

to 2006‐2008 

Workplace County 

Total 
Number of 
Commuters 

Percent of 
County’s 

Commuters 
Total Number 
of Commuters 

Percent of 
County’s 

Commuters  Change 
Percent 
Change 

Allegheny County   Allegheny County  
  

536,655  78.6%        524,705  77.6%  ‐11,950  ‐2.2% 

  
Westmoreland 
County  

  
43,535  6.4%          44,580  6.6%  1,045  2.4% 

   Washington County  
  

27,645  4.0%          29,210  4.3%  1,565  5.7% 

Armstrong County  Armstrong County 
  

16,280  74.4%          14,955  73.3%  ‐1,325  ‐8.1% 

  
Westmoreland 
County 

  
2,195  10.0%           1,795  8.8%  ‐400  ‐18.2% 

   Butler County 
  

1,015  4.6%           1,030  5.0%  15  1.5% 

Beaver County  Beaver County 
  

47,075  76.4%          45,035  77.1%  ‐2,040  ‐4.3% 

   Allegheny County 
  

5,235  8.5%           3,835  6.6%  ‐1,400  ‐26.7% 

   Lawrence County 
  

2,715  4.4%           2,665  4.6%  ‐50  ‐1.8% 

Butler County  Butler County 
  

51,570  68.6%          53,715  65.4%  2,145  4.2% 

   Allegheny County 
  

7,870  10.5%           9,730  11.8%  1,860  23.6% 

   Beaver County 
  

4,885  6.5%           6,225  7.6%  1,340  27.4% 

Fayette County  Fayette County 
  

35,915  84.3%          36,560  82.0%  645  1.8% 

  
Westmoreland 
County  

  
2,390  5.6%           2,905  6.5%  515  21.5% 

   Washington County 
  

1,315  3.1%           1,825  4.0%  510  38.8% 

Greene County  Greene County 
  

9,335  71.2%           9,275  70.1%  ‐60  ‐0.6% 

   Fayette County 
  

1,205  9.2%           1,190  9.0%  ‐15  ‐1.2% 

   Washington County           920  7.0%           1,010  7.6%  90  9.8% 

Indiana County  Indiana County 
  

27,935  80.1%          30,260  78.4%  2,325  8.3% 

  
Westmoreland 
County  

  
1,745  5.0%           2,095  5.4%  350  20.1% 

   Cambria County 
  

1,610  4.6%           2,460  6.4%  850  52.8% 

Lawrence County  Lawrence County 
  

27,535  77.1%          25,880  79.0%  ‐1,655  ‐6.0% 

   Beaver County 
  

2,005  5.6%           1,640  5.0%  ‐365  ‐18.2% 

   Mercer County 
  

1,745  4.9%           1,870  5.7%  125  7.2% 
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Washington County  Washington County 
  

53,270  71.4%          55,225  68.2%  1,955  3.7% 

   Allegheny County 
  

9,210  12.3%          12,830  15.8%  3,620  39.3% 

  
Westmoreland 
County 

  
3,475  4.7%           2,995  3.7%  ‐480  ‐13.8% 

Westmoreland 
County 

Westmoreland 
County 

  
106,015  76.1%        108,315  75.7%  2,300  2.2% 

   Allegheny County 
  

12,050  8.6%          14,080  9.8%  2,030  16.8% 

   Fayette County 
  

8,985  6.4%           8,135  5.7%  ‐850  ‐9.5% 

 
Source: 2000 U.S. 
Census, 2006‐2008 
American 
Community Survey 

 
Demographic Summary 
 
The purpose of the demographic profile is to provide a greater understanding of the three target 
populations in the region and aid transportation stakeholders in developing programs and 
services that serve the target populations.  As a whole, the region has: 

 A dense urban core in Allegheny County with each county having one or more population 
centers. 

 An older than the state and the country and the elderly population is widely distributed 
throughout the region. 

 A proportion of families below the poverty level that is slightly higher than the state’s 
average.  The proportion of low-income individuals is higher in older urban communities and 
also in rural areas on the periphery of the region. 

 A disabled population that is equal to the state’s average with little geographic clustering.  

 A concentrated employment center in Allegheny County which fosters employment trips 
from surrounding counties.  The counties on the periphery of the region tend to have a 
higher rate of commuting to counties other than Allegheny County. 
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Summary of Transportation Services Available to Target Populations 
 
As part of the initial planning process for the Southwestern Pennsylvania Public Transit Human 
Services Coordinated Transportation Plan, the planning team attempted to gain a better 
understanding of transportation services available to the target populations within the Region. 
To this end, a survey was distributed to transportation providers across the region.  The survey 
requested information regarding each agency’s operating characteristics, types of services 
provided, approximate annual transportation budget, local coordination efforts, and unmet 
transportation needs.  The survey was distributed using a database (maintained by the 
Southwestern Pennsylvania Commission) of agencies that serve senior citizen and persons with 
disabilities.  The database was supplemented with referrals submitted by the regional transit 
operators.  A copy of the survey is provided in Appendix A of the Original Plan Appendices.  A 
profile of each of the survey respondents is provided in Appendix B of the Original Plan 
Appendices.  This section summarizes the information collected through the 140 surveys that 
were returned.  The summary provides a general picture of the transportation services that are 
provided in the region.   
 
Summary of Survey Reponses 
 
Service Area 
 
The preceding graphic representations illustrated the geographic extent of fixed route bus and 
light rail services within the region.  Generally, each county’s transit operators provide service 
within their respective county.  However, transit service is provided into Allegheny County, 
primarily to the City of Pittsburgh, from six other counties in the region.  Similarly, the region’s 
shared ride providers operate most of their service within their county but most offer trips to 
Pittsburgh at specific, selected times. 
 
Human service agencies also generally serve a one-county area. However, there are a few 
instances - such as Family Services of Western Pennsylvania which serves residents in 
Northern Allegheny County, Westmoreland County - where a human service agency serves two 
or more neighboring counties.   
Types of Services 
 
So called “demand response” is, by far the most common type of transportation service 
provided across the counties in the Southwestern Pennsylvania Region. This service type is 
normally characterized by advanced reservations, flexible dispatching, multiple trip purposes 
shared rides, smaller vehicles and door-to-door or curb-to-curb service. It should not be 
surprising that this type of service is prevalent in the Region due to the low-density nature of the 
region outside of Allegheny County. However, as shown in Figure 1.9, more than 40 
organizations are providing some sort of fixed route or flexible fixed route services.  Many 
agencies provide more than one type of service.  For example, an agency may operate a fixed 
route to transport clients to a sheltered workshop and offer a demand response service to 
transport clients to medical appointments.   
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Figure 1.9:  Types of Transportation Services Provided by Survey Respondents (2007) 

 
Types of Trips 
 
As shown in Figure 1.10, the top 5 types of trips provided by survey respondents are medical 
appointments, field trips/recreation, shopping/personal business, and agency programs.  While 
public transit providers cannot restrict trip purpose for general public trips, many human service 
agencies provide transportation for limited trip purposes.  “Other” trip types included protective 
care family visitations, support groups, mental health appointments, and adult daycare among 
others. 

Figure 1.10:  Type of Trips Provided by Survey Respondents (2007) 
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Days and Hours of Operation 
 
The days and hours that transportation service is available to the target populations varies 
greatly.  Public transit and shared ride providers typically offer more hours of service than most 
human service agencies.  As shown in Table 1.11, the fixed route transit providers in the region 
offer service until at least 6:00 p.m. on weekdays.  With the exception of Port Authority, most 
regional fixed route operators end weekday service between 7:00 p.m. and 10:00 p.m.  Fixed 
route service is available in eight counties on Saturdays and in three on Sundays, although 
weekend service is generally at a reduced frequency and geographic coverage.  Shared ride 
transportation providers operate shorter service spans than fixed route systems and only two 
counties offer shared ride service on Sundays. 
 

County 
Days and Hours of Service 

Weekday  Saturday  Sunday 

Allegheny 
  Fixed Route 
  Paratransit/Shared Ride 

 
4 AM to 2:45 AM 
6 AM to12 AM 

 
4:45A M to 3:15 AM 

6 AM to 12 AM 

 
5 AM to 1:30 AM 
6 AM to 12 AM 

Armstrong 
  Fixed Route 
  Shared Ride 

 
6 AM to 11:30 PM 
7 AM to 7 PM 

 
8AM to 7 PM 

NA 

 
NA 
NA 

Beaver 
  Fixed Route 
  Shared Ride 

 
4:45 AM to 9:15 PM 
M/F 5 AM to 5 PM 

TWTH 5 AM to 10PM 

 
7:30 AM to 7:45 PM 

9 AM to 5 PM 

 
NA 
NA 

Butler 
  Fixed Route 
  Shared Ride 

 
5:30 AM to 9:45 PM 

7 AM to 4 PM 

 
5:30 AM to 9:45 PM 

NA 

 
10:45 AM to 5:30 PM 

NA 

Fayette 
  Fixed Route 
  Shared Ride 

 
6 AM to 10 PM 
7 AM to 5 PM 

 
6 AM to 10 PM 
7 AM to 5 PM 

 
6:30 AM to 6 PM 
7 AM to 1 PM 

Greene1 
  Fixed Route 
  Shared Ride 

 
NA 

6 AM to 6 PM 

 
NA 
NA 

 
NA 
NA 

Indiana 
  Fixed Route 
  Shared Ride 

 
6 AM to 2 AM 

6 AM to 4:30 PM 

 
NA 
NA 

 
NA 
NA 

Lawrence 
  Fixed Route 
  Shared Ride 

 
5:20 AM to 7:15 PM 

5 AM to 6 PM 

 
7:15 AM to 7:15 PM 

NA 

 
NA 
NA 

Washington 
  Fixed Route 
  Shared Ride 

 
5:30 AM to 7:20 PM 

6 AM to 8 PM 

 
8 AM to 4 PM 
6 AM to 8 PM 

 
NA 
NA 

Westmoreland 
  Fixed Route 
  Shared Ride 

 
5:30 AM to 9:30 PM 

7 AM to 7 PM 

 
9 AM to 5 PM 
7 AM to 7 PM 

 
NA 
NA 

 
For those human service agencies that directly provide client transportation, it is generally 
provided Monday through Friday during business hours.  During those hours, the vehicles are 
not necessarily in constant use if transportation is provided on an as-needed basis.  Where 
client routes are operated, the vehicles are sometimes idle while clients are attending their 
program or employment.  Agencies that operate group homes often supply each one with a 
vehicle that is available for the residents’ use 24 hours a day.  Often human service agency 
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transportation is only available on the weekends in the case of emergency.  Some faith-based 
organizations provide transportation to religious services on Sunday. 
 
Vehicle Fleets 
 
According to the 2007 survey, there are at least 1,842 vehicles providing public transit and 
human service agency transportation in the region.  Fifty percent of those vehicles are operating 
in Allegheny County, 850 of which are operated by Port Authority of Allegheny County.  Most 
human service agencies have fewer than a dozen vehicles and many of them only have one or 
two vehicles.  Agencies that serve multiple counties have larger vehicle fleets.  Small human 
service agencies are less likely to have wheelchair accessible vehicles than fixed route and 
shared ride providers. 
 
Technology 
 
About 35 percent of survey respondents indicated they are using some form of computer or 
electronic systems to manage their operations (see Figure 1.11).  Of the 35 percent, all are 
using computer software such as word processing and spreadsheets.  Thirty-four agencies are 
using electronic systems to schedule trips while 18 are using some form of technology for 
dispatching.  More than 25 agencies are using technology to manage vehicle maintenance and 
parts inventories and to handle accounting functions.  Some agencies are using the internet to 
market their services and provide trip planning assistance.  The most common means for 
communicating with operators is via cell phones. 
 

Figure 1.11:  Types of Technology Being Used by Transportation Providers (2007) 
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Coordination with Other Transportation Providers 
 
Survey recipients were asked to identify areas where they coordinate with other transportation 
providers.  Only 13 survey respondents indicate that they take part in a coordination effort.  As 
shown in Figure 1.12, the most frequently cited area of coordination is training.  Fewer than ten 
respondents indicated that they coordinate on marketing, maintenance, grant administration, 
operations, or scheduling.  In some counties, the shared ride provider offers consolidated 
services for human service agencies which represented a high level of coordination. 
 

Figure 1.12:  Types of Coordination with Other Transportation Providers (2007) 

 
 
Transportation Survey Summary 
 
A wide range of services is available to senior citizens, persons with disabilities, and low-income 
individuals across the region.  Demand response service is prevalent in low-density and rural 
areas while fixed route services are available in the region’s population centers.  A greater 
range of hours are available on fixed route systems.  Where evening and weekend service is 
available, the frequency and geographic coverage is usually significantly less compared to 
weekday service.  Many human service agencies provide a mixture of services to their clients, 
but it is usually only available Monday through Friday during business hours.  While few survey 
respondents indicated that they coordinate with other transportation providers, there is some 
coordination occurring in training, marketing, and vehicle maintenance.   
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IV. Funding Programs and Barriers to Coordination  
 
One area of common concern to all regions is the role of federal and state funding in promoting 
coordination. In this regard, this section analyzes to what extent federal funds inhibit 
coordination. Included in this discussion is a brief review of important transportation funding 
programs and associated regulations that could affect coordinated transit. Generally these 
programs do not restrict coordination through regulations. However, there are practical issues 
that make coordination challenging but not insurmountable.  
 
Programs that Support Transportation Services for Target Populations  
 
Federal Programs  
 
In June of 2003, the US General Accounting Office (GAO) issued a study on Federal 
transportation funding and coordination entitled: Transportation—Disadvantaged: Some 
Coordination Efforts Among Programs Providing Transportation Services, But Obstacles Exist. 
The study reported that at that time there were 62 federal programs that funded transportation 
services. Of those, 16 were regularly used for public transportation with six of those 
administered by the USDOT through the Federal Transit Administration (FTA). At that time, the 
ten non-DOT funding programs most commonly used for transportation were:  
 

 Transitional Assistance for Needy Families (TANF): Provides assistance to families with 
children. Such assistance can include help in funding transportation needs.  

 Vocational Rehabilitation: Targets persons with disabilities and provides a variety of 
vocational services including transportation.  

 Medicaid: Assists people with accessing medical services including transportation to 
such services.  

 Head Start: Assists preschool children with a variety of services including education 
readiness, health care, and transportation to/from such services.  

 Grants for Supportive Services and Senior Centers: Assists in developing services for 
older people which include nutrition services, senior centers, and transportation.  

 Workforce Investment Act (WIA) Adult: Provides job skill training services as well as 
transportation to/from such services.  

 WIA Youth: Provides job skill training services to youth as well as transportation to/from 
such services.  

 WIA Displaced Workers: Provides job skill training services as well as transportation 
to/from such services.  

 Program for Native Americans (under Older Americans Act): Provides a variety of social 
service funding (e.g., nutrition and caregiver services) for Native Americans.  

 Senior Community Services Employment Program: Provides work opportunities for older 
Americans.  

 
In addition, these seven US DOT programs were listed among the top human service 
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transportation funding programs:  

 Capital Grants Program: Provides a wide variety of capital funding including for vehicle 
and facilities.  

 Urbanized Area Formula Program: Public transit funding for capital, planning, and 
operations.  

 Non-urbanized Area Formula Program: Funding for capital, planning, and operation of 
public transportation in rural areas (less than 50,000 population).  

 Job Access and Reverse Commute: Provides a wide variety of funding for capital and 
operating projects targeting low-income workers and transportation from urbanized 
areas to suburban employment. 

 Inter-city Bus Program: Capital project funding for operators of inter-city bus service to 
improve accessibility to buses.  

 Transportation for Elderly and Persons with Disabilities Program: Funding for projects to 
provide services to senior citizens and persons with disabilities. 

 New Freedom Program: Wide variety of capital and operating funding to expand the 
mobility options for persons with disabilities beyond ADA requirements.  

 
More information about many of these programs is provided in Appendix C of the Original 
Plan Appendices, including a listing of eligible projects. 
 
Commonwealth of Pennsylvania Programs  
 
Pennsylvania Department of Transportation (PennDOT) public transportation funding programs 
are authorized by Act 44 of 2007 and the State Lottery Law.  
 

 Act 44 of 2007 creates the Pennsylvania Transportation Trust Fund (PTTF):  
o Section 1513: Authorizes operating assistance for public transportation providers 

and distributes it based on system performance relative to all subsidized systems 
using the following four factors—total ridership, senior ridership, revenue vehicle 
hours, and revenue vehicle miles.  

o Section 1514: Asset Improvement funds providing discretionary capital 
assistance available to all public transportation providers.  

o Section 1517: Capital Improvement funds providing capital funding which is 
distributed by formula based on passenger trips.  

o Section 1515: New Initiatives – Capital funding to made available for future 
system improvements. 

o Section 1516: Programs of Statewide Significance authorizes funding for several 
important public transportation programs including:  
 Rural Transportation Program for Persons with Disabilities (PWD) – 

funding assistance to subsidize shared-ride public transportation for 
persons with disabilities who are not eligible for other subsidies.  

 Inter-city Bus and Rail services – funding to subsidize passenger fares for 
inter-city bus and rail routes.  

 Community Transportation Capital and Service Stabilization – Capital 
funds to replace or upgrade capital equipment used in the provision of 
shared-ride services and to assist shared-ride service providers with 
emergency expenses.  

 Welfare to Work Transportation Program – Funding for projects designed 
to address transportation barriers which prevent low income individuals 
from accessing employment and job-training opportunities.  

 Commonwealth match for Federal Urban Area JARC and New Freedom 
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Funding Programs 
 Rail Safety  
 Research, technical assistance and demonstration project funding 

 
 State Lottery Law Shared-Ride Program for Senior 

Citizens 
o Shared-ride Program provides funding to subsidize passenger fares for Commonwealth 

citizens 65 years old and older. 
 
Obstacles to Coordination in Federal and State Funding Programs  
 
Obstacles to coordination are policies, procedures, regulations, or even laws that impede or 
hinder, either through direct interpretation or misinterpretation, efforts to integrate the delivery of 
passenger/client transportation services among two or more programs. Note the use of the 
terms “impede” and “hinder” rather than such terms as “preclude” or “block.” Obstacles to 
coordination do not necessarily stop a local coordination initiative. Obstacles typically are 
overcome through diligence, investigation, and/or adoption of alternative methods of business. 
In instances of regulatory misinterpretation, it may be necessary to enlist the support of peers in 
other districts or regions to assist in making the case before a county or state agency.  
 
It is important to note that not every identified obstacle represents a hindrance to coordination 
that is of regional or statewide significance. Indeed, often an obstacle in one community has 
been successfully addressed and/or resolved in other communities. In some cases, merely 
presenting a tried and proven practice employed elsewhere can be sufficient to address local 
concerns.  
 
It is also often useful to note that obstacles to coordination, perceived or real, are often rooted in 
the mere fact that local communities in the region are the recipients of Federal funding under 
one or more of the 62 programs recently identified by the General Accountability Office (GAO). 
A detailed regulatory review of these programs reports that due to little uniformity in program 
delivery, reporting, and eligibility requirements, coordination obstacles arise. Thus mere use of 
Federal funds, and the associated program rules and regulations, may present obstacles to 
coordination that are not rooted at the local or the state level.  
 
National Research  
 
The National Consortium on the Coordination of Human Services Transportation is a group of 
nonprofit organizations representing public and private transportation providers, human services 
agencies, units of government, and advocacy organizations. Support for the Consortium comes 
primarily from the FTA. 
 
As one of its recent activities, the Consortium designed a research project to explore barriers to 
coordination in detail. The Consortium issued a white paper on the project. Obstacles to 
coordination were identified in seven broad categories:  
 

 Organizational/Structural  
o Federal program differences  
o Transportation, within a human services infrastructure does not encourage 

coordination  
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o Lack of state leadership  
o Policies and procedures for implementing federal programs established at 

state/local level  
o Absence of centralized structure at state level  
o Lack of support structures and functions  

 
 Funding  

o Federal assistance is categorical or designated for specific purpose  
o Uncertainty about cost allocation between participants and funding agencies  
o Need for startup funding  
o Lack of financial incentives  
o Inadequate funding for transportation  
o Different matching requirements among federal programs 

 
 Policy/Regulatory  

o Agencies use independent systems to authorize, track and pay for transportation  
o Differing eligibility criteria  
o Restrictions on use of vehicles  
o Reauthorization schedules  
o State/local regulations or policies  
o Differing planning requirements  
o Restrictions on fares  
o FTA regulations regarding provision of student transportation  
o Limited federal and state guidance  

 
 Attitudinal  

o Public perceptions 
o Reluctance to mix client groups  
o Turfism  
o Skepticism about benefits 
o Concerns over loss of riders and revenue  
o Perceived decline in service quality  
o Unrealistic expectations  
o Lack of local support  
o Need to develop trust among partners  
o Fear about tracking rides  
o Coordination viewed as “short term” project  
o Institutional differences  
o Fear of taking risk  

 
 Operations  

o Insurance and liability issues  
o Incompatibility of client needs and characteristics  
o Differing service standards  
o Vehicle specifications  
o Vehicle availability  
o Safety concerns  
o Labor arrangements  
o Driver qualifications, screening, and training  
o Incompatible communications equipment  
o Geographic service area boundaries  
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 Communication  
o Uncertainty about authority to coordinate  
o Uncertainty about DHHS vs. DOT roles in transportation  
o Uncertainty about shared use of resources  
o Lack of information about matching fund requirements  
o Misinterpretation, disregard of federal regulations at state/local level 
o Language barrier  

 
 Information/Data  

o Lack of data about amount of federal and state human service funds available  
o Insufficient data about unmet needs  
o Transit providers are not aware of contracting opportunities with HHS agencies  
o Lack of awareness of available transportation services  
o Lack of baseline data to measure performance and quantify benefits  
o Client and data confidentiality issues  
o Lack of uniform data collection, reporting, and accounting  
o Cost allocation among federal programs requires data that is burdensome to 

collect  
 
The Federal Coordinating Council on Access and Mobility (CCAM) recently developed a series 
of five broad topical areas in which to make recommendations to simplify and coordinate the 
delivery of transportation programs. The Council recognized that many recommendations may 
require basic changes to the structure of the Federal government and/or to existing programs. In 
putting forth the following recommendations, the Council notes that they represent interim, 
coordination-based solutions that the Council believes will strengthen existing transportation 
services. 
  

 Coordinated Transportation Planning: In order to effectively promote the development 
and delivery of coordinated transportation services, the CCAM recommends that the 
Administration seek mechanisms (statutory, regulatory, or administrative) to require 
participation in a community transportation planning process for human service 
transportation programs.  

 Vehicle Sharing: In order to reduce duplicative transportation services, as well as idle 
time for drivers and vehicles, the CCAM recommends that vehicles used in human 
service transportation be made available to other federally funded programs, consistent 
with the Common Grant Rule. Within the next year, each Federal Department should 
review and modify its policies and procedures to proactively promote the sharing of 
vehicles with recipients and sub-recipients of other Federal programs.  

 Cost Allocation: In order to ensure that adequate resources are available for 
transportation services for persons with disabilities, older adults and individuals with 
lower incomes, and to encourage the shared use of vehicles and existing public 
transportation services, the CCAM recommends where statutorily permitted that 
standard cost allocation principles for transportation be developed and endorsed by 
Federal human service and transportation agencies.  

 
 Reporting and Evaluation: The Council recommends the development of a method to 

permit cross agency analysis of the effectiveness, efficiency, and progress of States, 
communities, and tribes toward improved coordination of transportation programs, as 
evidenced by improvements in the overall quality and cost effectiveness of human 
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service transportation.  
 

 Consolidated Access Transportation Demonstration Program: In order to test the 
feasibility and cost effectiveness of a new approach to meeting the full range of 
transportation needs of persons with disabilities, older adults and individuals with lower 
incomes, the CCAM recommends that statutory authority be sought to permit the 
development of demonstration projects in metropolitan, rural and/or tribal areas. In these 
demonstration projects a single transportation system—not necessarily a single provider 
financed through a consolidated federally funded stream would meet the total mobility 
needs of transportation disadvantaged populations.  
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V. Transportation Gaps and Issues  
 
Summary of Transportation Gaps and Issues – Initial Planning Process  
 
In the initial planning process, three primary sources of information were used to document the 
transportation gaps and issues for senior citizens, low income individuals, and persons with 
disabilities in Southwestern Pennsylvania. First, demographic and socioeconomic data about 
the three target populations was compiled and reviewed. Second, a survey distributed to 
transportation providers and human service agencies across the state asked them to identify 
their consumers’ unmet transportation needs. Third, identifying transportation gaps and issues 
was the primary topic of stakeholder roundtable meetings held across the region during the 
weeks of August 27, 2007 and October 8, 2007. The gaps identified represented a “snapshot” of 
the unmet needs in the region at the time of the original plans adoption. The plan was always 
meant to be a dynamic document with planned regular “revisiting” of the issues to ensure that 
new issues are identified as they arise and existing issues are modified and/or removed as they 
change or are resolved.  
 
Following is a summary of the gaps and issues identified through the initial planning process 
categorized by type of issue:  
 
Awareness/Information 
 
Awareness of Available Services  
 
A problem that exists in many parts of the region is a lack of awareness among potential 
transportation users that transportation services are available in their community, whether it is 
public transportation or services available through a human service agency. Individuals may 
know that service exists but not where or when the service operates. The problem exists among 
human service agencies as well. Many agencies often have clients with transportation needs 
that they cannot serve but often are not aware that the local transit provider or other agency can 
fill the need and vice versa. The promotion of transportation services can be hampered by 
limited marketing budgets.  
 
Point of Contact for Information  
 
Coupled with the general awareness issue is the fact there is not one single entity (in the region 
or in most of the counties) that can be contacted to find out what services are available.  
 
Information Development  
 
This planning effort’s broad analysis of needs across a large ten-county region points to the 
need for more specific data analysis at the local level to understand the characteristics of the 
target populations and their transportation needs. Data analysis at the local level, using tools 
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such as geographic information systems, can identify the spatial characteristics of the target 
populations and their travel destinations, such as low income individuals to employment centers. 
This data analysis can uncover gaps in services and aid in the development of strategies to 
address the gaps and unmet needs. There is also a need to couple this data collection and 
analysis with outreach to agencies, employers, local authorities, developers, and the public to 
promote the use and development of sustainable transportation services in the region’s 
communities.  
 
Travel Knowledge 
 
Another awareness issue involves potential patrons not knowing how to use the transportation 
services.  Often services are available to an individual but they do not know how to use 
schedules, access stops, pay the fare and make transfers. Increasing a community’s transit 
travel knowledge leads to increased utilization of existing resources. 
 
Customer Service 
 
Long call wait times on customer service information and ride reservation lines may lead to 
missed opportunities for necessary trips.   
 
Rider Needs 
 
Impacts of Transit Service Cuts  
 
For example, in June 2007, Port Authority of Allegheny County (PAAC) instituted a 15 percent 
service cut in order to address budget problems. Twenty-nine weekday bus routes were 
eliminated and service was reduced on more than 100 other routes. Saturday and Sunday 
services were similarly reduced. Port Authority evaluated each of its routes using measures of 
efficiency, effectiveness, and equity. The service cuts affected many areas of the county 
including City of Pittsburgh neighborhoods, inner ring communities, suburban areas, and a few 
communities in neighboring counties. 
  
Transportation for Those Not Eligible for a Transportation Program 
  
Most human service agency transportation programs have strict eligibility requirements for 
receiving transportation services. But there is often a population of persons that do not quite 
meet the criteria for the programs but still need transportation. For example, some individuals do 
not meet the income criteria for Medicaid or are not old enough to qualify for aging programs 
and thus have problems accessing transportation that may be available in their community.  

Transit Affordability 
  
For many low income individuals, even a small transit fare can be cost prohibitive. For many 
individuals, the affordability issue is the additional cost of paying fares for children or family 
members that must go along on a trip. Some individuals that need medical attention often forgo 
appointments because they cannot pay a fare. Similarly, low income individuals may not be able 
to secure and retain employment due to transit affordability.  
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Inter-County Transportation 
 
As evidenced by U.S. Census figures presented in Section III, there are a significant number of 
journey-to-work trips between counties in the region. Due to the number of medical and 
educational institutions in the region, residents also travel to other counties for doctors’ 
appointments and education. Downtown Pittsburgh and Oakland in Allegheny County are 
important destinations for residents in surrounding counties. The region’s transit operators 
should look for locations where their services overlap or operate near another system’s services 
and create locations to facilitate transfers among services coupled with coordinated schedules. 
Survey data indicated a need for greater service from suburban counties into Pittsburgh. Some 
of this need could be facilitated through coordinated transfers among providers.  

 
Transportation from Rural Areas to Cities/Towns 
  
There is a need to transport rural residents to the region’s cities and towns to access services 
and conduct personal business. Many transportation providers struggle to provide adequate 
transportation in rural areas due to low density population and the expense of traveling long 
distances to pick up a small number of passengers. A small area of the region is not served by 
shared ride transportation (i.e., northern Butler County) while some rural areas of the region are 
served with transportation only two to three days a week (e.g., Beaver County). These factors 
inhibit residents’ abilities to access medical care and other services.  
 
Second and Third Shift Access to Jobs 
  
The availability of transit decreases after the weekday evening rush hour. For persons working a 
second or third shift job, this temporal issue may mean that they are only able to use public 
transportation for trips to or from work, but not both. Those that have nontraditional work 
schedules or unscheduled overtime face similar difficulties. This inhibits some job-seekers from 
being able to secure and retain employment.  For transportation providers, this is often a 
financial issue since they often lack funding to extend hours of service.  
 
Evening and Weekend Transportation  
 
Similarly, where a limited amount of evening and weekend transportation service exists, people 
have reduced opportunities for taking trips for personal business, socialization, recreation, 
religious services, and shopping among others. For those that work during the week, it can 
become difficult to take care of other types of needs.  
 
Emergency Ride Home 
  
If an emergency arises or unscheduled overtime occurs, transit riders often do not have a back 
up means of leaving work.  
 
Lack of Same Day Service 
  
Most shared ride providers have advance reservation requirements for trips. Generally, 
customers must call a day or two in advance to schedule a trip. This makes it difficult to address 
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last minute needs or simply take a trip without advance planning. 
  
Making Daycare Trips on Transit 
 
Many working parents need to take their children to daycare on the way to work. This is difficult 
to do on fixed route services. Even if daycare and work were on the same route, passengers 
would have to get off at daycare and wait for the next vehicle. This can lead to long travel times. 
  
Travel Time  
Transit passengers face long travel times when they travel from rural areas or transfer from one 
route or service to another. This can be a deterrent to using transit for anyone, but especially for 
persons with disabilities and senior citizens. 
 
Afterschool Transportation 
 
Although not necessarily an issue for one of the Plan’s target populations, transportation 
services that are available to students to use after school would allow them to travel to a variety 
of activities and employment.  In many areas of the region this type of service already exists 
where fixed-route bus service operates near schools. 
 
Accessibility to Transit 
 
The mobility options for persons with disabilities are impacted by transit accessibility issues. 
Some bus stops lack sidewalks leading up to them as well as ADAcompliant curb ramps and a 
level boarding area. Topography is an issue in the region as well as sidewalks in poor condition 
or with obstructions such as trees and landscaping. Another important issue is nonfunctioning 
accessibility features on vehicles. A person with a disability may be stranded at a transit stop or 
forced to wait for the next bus when one shows up without a functioning ramp. Some agencies 
do not have enough ADAaccessible vehicles to meet the demand for wheelchair trips.  
 
Passenger Assistance 
  
Para-transit customers often need to transfer between another paratransit vehicle or a fixed 
route in order to complete their trip. Project stakeholder indicated that passengers could use 
additional assistance making these types of transfers.  
 
Driver Training 
  
Stakeholders indicated that some vehicle operators are not sensitive when transporting persons 
with disabilities. While driver sensitivity training is generally required of all new drivers, it should 
be conducted with existing drivers on a regular basis.  
 
Perception of Safety 
  
Fear of crime can deter some individuals from using transit. Even if evening transportation 
services were expanded in the region, some potential users may be reluctant to use transit due 
to safety concerns related to isolated transit stops or the lack of lighting and emergency 
telephones at transit stops.  
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Funding 
 
Funding of public transportation in Southwestern Pennsylvania has been in jeopardy for several 
years. Sources of funding created at the state level never yielded the expected levels of 
revenue for transit. Stopgap measures, such as flexing highway dollars to transit, were used to 
keep the transit systems afloat. With the passage of Act 44, there is a dedicated source of 
funding for transit with funding increases in the coming years. There will never be enough 
funding to meet all of the unmet needs in the region. However, increasing the utilization of 
existing resources will make funding dollars go further.  
 
Impact of Reduction in JARC Funding  
 
The Federal Transit Administration’s (FTA) Job Access and Reverse Commute Program (JARC) 
began in the late 1990s as a discretionary funding program. Under this arrangement, 
Southwestern Pennsylvania fared very well and implemented numerous initiatives and new 
services. With the enactment of SAFETEALU in 2005, JARC is now a formula program. Along 
with transitioning to formula funding, local funding decisions will be made through a competitive 
process using evaluation criteria developed as a part of this planning process. Existing JARC 
projects may face having to reduce the scope of their projects or secure new sources of funding 
to replace lost JARC dollars.  
 
Local Match 
  
In addition to increased transit funding, Act 44 also requires an increased local match for 
operating funds. This will affect all of the region’s transit operators. In Allegheny County, for 
example, the local match requirement will be $30 million, an increase of approximately $5 
million. The County is currently deliberating its options which include raising property taxes or 
levying a tax on rental cars and/or poured drinks. ( 
 
Operational Issues 
 
Underutilization of Existing Resources 
  
Many agencies acquire vehicles through programs such as the Section 5310 program to serve 
the specific needs of their consumers. Sometimes these agencies only use their vehicles a 
small portion of the day and do not allow other agencies to use the vehicles or purchase service 
from them in order to increase the usage of the vehicles. 
  
Duplication and Redundancy 
 
Many agencies, due to their sources of funding and/or agency missions, provide transportation 
for very specific populations or purposes. This can result in several types of duplication and 
redundancy in the transportation system including:  

 Vehicles from multiple agencies often serve the same service area and make trips to the 
same destinations at similar times but do not pick up additional passengers.  

 All transportation providers – transit agencies, school districts, human service agencies 
among others must train their drivers. Often agencies operate their own training 
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programs despite the fact that there are other agencies providing the same type of 
training which could be coordinated.  

 Similarly, many agencies purchase their own vehicles, fuel, maintenance, and insurance 
among other types of purchases.  

 Each transportation service has its own eligibility requirements and process. Some 
individuals may qualify for multiple types of service but the customer must go through 
the eligibility process for each service.  

 
Vehicle Capacity 
  
Two vehicle capacity issues were identified through the planning process. First, it was noted 
that there are paratransit capacity issues on weekdays early in the morning and in the midday. 
Second, new services have been created to help parents make daycare trips, but vehicle 
capacity is reduced due to the need to have child restraints in the vehicles. 
  
Rising Cost of Providing Transportation  
 
Transportation providers are experiencing financial constraints due to the rising costs of fuel, 
vehicle purchases, wages, benefits, and utilities. These financial constraints often prohibit 
agencies from expanding their services and in some areas transit providers are reducing their 
services.  
 
Driver Retention 
  
During the roundtable sessions, many agencies expressed that they are having difficulty 
retaining good drivers. Due to financial constraints, agencies often cannot offer wages that are 
competitive with other jobs in the community. Many drivers quit their jobs when they find a better 
paying job. The problem can be significant for transportation providers that must hire drivers 
with a Commercial Drivers License (CDL) since CDL drivers can often find higher paying jobs at 
other types of transportation companies. 
  
Beyond Curb-to-Curb Service Liabilities 
  
Many agencies providing demand response service often transport clients curb-to-curb rather 
than  
door-to-door or door-through-door due to concerns regarding increased liability.  
 
PUC Regulation of Taxi Companies 
  
The Pennsylvania Public Utility Commission (PUC) regulates the service area of taxi cab 
companies licensed in the state. This regulation may inhibit the participation of taxi cab 
companies in coordinated systems. 
  
MATP Insurance Requirements 
  
Insurance level requirements for the Medical Assistance Transportation Program (MATP) inhibit 
private taxi companies from becoming transportation providers for the program.  
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Prioritization of Gaps and Issues 
 
As part of the initial planning process, the project’s stakeholders were asked to prioritize the 
gaps and issues that could be addressed through future projects. Each survey respondent 
identified what they thought were the top 10 issues and gaps. Based on the survey responses, 
each gap or issue was categorized as a first, second, or third choice. The following are the 
types of projects that fall into these categories.  
 
Priority 1 

 Rural areas to cities/towns  
 Evening and weekend service  
 Increased service for second and third shift employment  
 Implementation of programs to reduce costs among providers (e.g., joint purchases, 

scheduling improvements)  
 Expand eligibility for those not eligible for a transportation program  
 Expansion/consolidation of existing mobility management systems and call centers  

 
Priority 2  

 Improved/enhanced suburban service to Pittsburgh  
 Augmentation of service in areas affected by PAAC service cuts  
 Implementation of new mobility management systems such as call centers  
 Travel training/itinerary planning programs  
 Information services to support identification of needs and support mobility management 

function.  
 Voucher programs/user cost reduction programs  

 
Priority 3  

 Improved travel time on long trips  
 Transit guaranteed ride home program  
 Improving utilization of existing vehicles  
 Enhancement of existing mobility management systems and call center  
 Improved accessibility to transit  

 
 
 
Transportation Gaps and Issues – Plan Update 
 
One goal of the 2011 update of the Southwestern Pennsylvania Public Transit Human Services 
Coordinated Transportation Plan was to further refine the definitions of the broad categories of 
transportation network service “gaps” identified as part of the initial planning process.  An 
attempt was made to “drill down” and identify specific issues, problem areas (both geographic 
and systematic) and barriers to increased coordination and efficiencies in transportation 
services aimed at the identified target populations within the Region.  Initially, data was 
gathered as part of the public outreach efforts conducted with a broad spectrum of regional 
stakeholders represented by the ATWIC Accessible Transportation Task Force (ATTF).  A 
comparison of responses from that effort with the “gaps” identified in 2008 appears below: 
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Southwestern Pennsylvania Public Transit Human Services Coordinated Transportation Plan 
Transportation Gaps – Comparative Listing – 2008 and 2010 

 
GAPS IDENTIFIED IN 2008 

COORDINATED PLAN DOCUMENT 
GAPS IDENTIFIED AT 2010 ACCESSIBLE TRANSPORTATION FORUM 

AWARENESS/INFORMATION

Lack of Awareness  Lack of awareness on the part of job developers and employers regarding transportation resources

Point of Contact Information  No single inventory of transportation services region‐wide; no centralized information “place”; no effective 
communication of “connection” options 

Information Development  Need for real‐time bus information and customer feedback; dialogue systems for collecting information

Travel Knowledge  Funding for re‐training disabled adults when service changes affect their trips; more knowledge of how 
specific populations access transportation information 

Customer Service  Need broad‐based campaign to educate general public on needs of disabled population; internal issue for 
individual service providers 

RIDER NEEDS

Impacts of Transit Service Cuts  Extra travel distances to bus stops; perception of inequality regarding bus service cuts; need for shuttle‐
type services for suburban connections 

Transportation for Those Not 
Eligible for Another Program 

Expand eligibility of ACCES “Connections” program 

Transit Affordability  Need to equalize fares across fixed‐route and paratransit services 

Inter‐County Transportation  Reverse commute to suburban areas; effective communication of service connection options

Transportation from Rural Areas 
to Urban Areas 

Effective communication of service connection options 

Second and Third Shift 
Transportation 

Access to jobs with non‐traditional hours – work with employers to match shifts to transit schedules; 
access to new employment centers – Robinson, Waterworks, Charleroi/West Newton, Uniontown – 

Marcellus Shale jobs – legislators engage employers 

Evening and Weekend 
Transportation 

(same as above)

Emergency Ride Home  No discussion

Daycare Trips  Peripheral family issues; lack of school‐provided transportation 

Travel Time  Connecting individual neighborhoods directly to transit routes 

Afterschool Transportation  Peripheral family issues; lack of school‐provided transportation 

Accessibility to Transit  Service changes; coordinate affordable housing plans with transit services 

Passenger Assistance  No discussion

Driver Training  No discussion

Perception of Safety  No discussion

FUNDING

Reduction of Federal Funding  Funding for technology implementation as another source 

Local Match  Commonwealth Transportation Funding Crisis 

OPERATIONAL ISSUES

Underutilization of Existing 
Resources 

No discussion

Duplication and Redundancy  No discussion

Vehicle Capacity  No discussion

Rising Cost of Providing 
Transportation 

Access to Legislators is key component 

Driver Retention  No discussion

Beyond Curb‐to‐Curb Liability  No discussion

PUC Regulations  No discussion

MATP Requirements 

 
 
 

Guided Discussions 
 
In addition to working with the ATTF, the update planning team engaged in guided discussion 
sessions with selected stakeholders. Each session focused on one broad category of the 
regional transportation service network composition: 
 

 Access to Jobs 
 Access for People with Disabilities 
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 Access to Technological Solutions for Transportation Problems 
 Access to Information about Transportation Options 
 Access to Legislators for Advocacy Purposes 

 
Detailed information – including complete session summaries – can be found in Plan Update 
Appendix A. Following is a brief summary of input provided: 
 
Access to Jobs 
 
In order of magnitude, the transportation barriers that primarily impact a low income individual’s 
access to jobs and/or job-related activities within the Region are: 
 

 Cost 
 Lack of Service or Service Hours 
 Length of Commute 
 Lack of Soft Skills   

 
Access for People with Disabilities 
 
In order of magnitude, the transportation barriers that primarily impact access to employment 
and services for people with disabilities within the Region are: 
 

 Safe Pedestrian Access 
 Lack of Same-Day Trip Scheduling 
 Time Management in Regard to Trip Length 
 Lack of Emergency Transportation Services 
 Uniformed Trip Decision-Makers 

 
Access to Legislators for Advocacy Purposes 
 
In order of magnitude, the transportation issues that could benefit from increased political 
support through strategic advocacy efforts were: 
 

 Transportation Costs are Prohibitive for Many People 
 Little or No Flexibility Regarding the Use of Transportation Funds 
 Far-Reaching Economic Impact of Transit Funding Decreases 
 Link between High Impact Human Services and Effective Transportation 

Services 
 Employers’ Role in Access to Jobs 

 
Access to Information about Transportation Options 
 
The different sources through which people learn about available transportation options and 
how to use them includes: 
 

 Word-of-Mouth 
 Public Facilities 
 Human Service Agencies 
 Referral Programs 
 Schools 
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 Print Media 
 Television/Radio 
 Social Media 

 
Access to Technological Solutions for Transportation Problems 
 
In terms of technology and our region’s transportation system, the following issues were 
identified: 
 

 Use of Technology for Improved System Management 
 Cost/Benefit of Technology as a Way to Solve Transportation System Problems 
 Technology as a Means to Facilitate Coordination 

 
Transportation Gaps Survey 
 
In addition to face-to-face stakeholder engagement, the update of the Southwestern 
Pennsylvania Public Transit Human Services Coordinated Transportation Plan included a robust 
survey effort.  A survey emphasis was placed on building on the results of the Agency Survey 
conducted as part of the initial planning process in 2007. Details of the survey effort including 
the actual survey, as well as both a narrative and tabular summary of survey responses can be 
found in Plan Update Appendix B. A brief summary of the results as they relate to regional 
transportation network “gaps” and issues follows: 
 
Access to Jobs 
 
Cost was listed as the most significant factor for lack of job-access in 40% of survey responses.  
Lack of service for 2nd and 3rd shift jobs and during weekends was the second most significant 
factor with 31% of respondents indicating this. 
 
Access for People with Disabilities 
 
The issues that shared almost equally in the distribution of responses as being most significant 
in terms of lack of transportation access for people with disabilities were: lack of same-day 
scheduling (34%); reliable on-time performance by service providers (22%) and safe pedestrian 
access to stops and stations (15%). 
 
Access to Information about Transportation Services 
 
The issue most often listed as most important was the difficulty in finding service information 
(i.e. “where to look”) with 40% of respondents indicating that this was the biggest barrier to 
effective service. 
 
Access to Technological Solutions for Transportation Problems 
 
The issue identified most often was the need for a coordinated region-wide transit trip planning 
system with 41% of respondents identifying this as the most pressing issue facing the Region. 
 
Access to Legislators for Advocacy Purposes 
 
A majority of respondents (55%) indicated that the establishment of a sustainable funding 
source – both at the national and state levels – for transit was the #1 issue facing the Region.  



 

48 | P a g e  
 

 
 

VI. Key Strategies to Consider 
 
Based on the transportation “gaps” and issues identified in Section V of the original planning 
document, initial strategies were developed to improve the efficiency of transportation services 
across the region. These strategies primarily focused on service concepts rather than service 
projects. Specific operating plans for new services were not developed. The overall goal of the 
planning process was for the local and regional entities to be responsible for developing specific 
projects based on these conceptual strategies.  
 
Initially, draft coordination strategies were developed during the second series of roundtables 
hosted by ATWIC to address the transportation service issues and gaps. The goal for each 
strategy was to improve coordination of transportation services between the various 
transportation providers and human service agencies. Coordination strategies were developed 
to address the following types of issues:  
 

 Awareness/Information  
 Funding  
 Operations  

 
Some strategies addressed multiple gaps and issues. Key strategies developed were:  
 
Increased Utilization of Existing Services  
 
Given anticipated decreases in the levels of funding provided under the three FTA funding 
categories, it was recommended that potential project sponsors develop projects utilizing funds 
as efficiently as possible. Encouraging greater use of existing services inherently improves 
system efficiency, reduces unit costs per trip and takes advantage of available capacity. In 
addition, these types of projects reduce the need for capital funds and avoid duplication of 
services. 
  
Developing programs to utilize available capacity could not only address perceived “gaps” but 
also result in the efficient transporting of more people without major increases in cost. 
Throughout the initial Plan development process, the issue of potentially shrinking sources of 
Federal and Commonwealth funding was discussed. Targeting funds toward the development of 
projects that utilize existing services makes sense because these projects generally can be 
implemented with fewer dollars than the introduction of new services.  
 
Typical types of projects that could be designed to increase the utilization of existing services 
include: voucher programs, purchase of services, enhanced information dissemination, and 
operation coordination.  
 

Voucher Programs and other fare subsidies can be used to accommodate clients during 
off-peak hours to provide reliable service. It is important to note that FTA regulations do 
not allow the voucher to serve as an individual fare for a ride on public transportation, 
but they can be used to subsidize a ride on private transportation services when the 
public system is not operating or to access human service transportation programs that 
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are already in service.  
 

Enhanced Information Dissemination could go a long way toward improving existing 
service utilization. The idea of a one stop shop (phone number or website) that an 
individual or caseworker can call for assistance in identifying potential transportation 
services could facilitate the connection between the services provided and the 
individual’s need for transportation. Such telephone-based services are often called 
“mobility managers” and are an eligible expense under the FTA programs.  To 
implement this strategy, it may be imperative to establish a single agency that would be 
responsible for implementing the program. This could be a single county initiative or a 
multicounty initiative depending on local characteristics. The purpose of the mobility 
manager is to build and maintain an inventory of services, create an access system that 
would provide service information to passengers via a call center or web-based program, 
and utilize existing infrastructure. The mobility manager would serve as a transportation 
clearinghouse by which information and resources about transportation services can be 
disseminated to the general public as well as to providers.  

 
Operational Coordination could create opportunities for service providers to work 
together to overcome barriers that impede existing service delivery. Critical to 
establishing these relationships would be the creation of a cost allocation model. In 
those instances where one provider is assisting another by providing a trip, a 
mechanism for reimbursing that provider must be in place. Cost allocation can take 
many forms and is heavily dependent upon funding programs and other regulatory 
requirements in terms of service area and the use of equipment. As the coordination 
planning process evolves many Federal programs may see the relaxation of these 
regulations easing the difficulty of cost allocation. 

.  
New Service Strategies 
 
Although a primary focus of the Plan is to facilitate the development of projects that increase the 
utilization of existing services, there will be instances where new services may be the only 
solution to some of the gaps and issues. Some strategies for the implementation of new 
services include the following: 
 

 Attempt to implement new services through the utilization of existing vehicles. Many 
systems have down time for their vehicles and using in-service fleets will reduce the 
overall capital expense of new service.  

 Avoid duplication of service.  
 Target areas with high productivity and capacity issues for enhanced service.  
 Encourage resource sharing and coordination between human service agencies, non-

profit organizations, and private transportation agencies.  
 Extend service hours during early morning and late evening.  
 Extend service days to Saturdays and Sundays or expand existing weekend services.  
 Expand the types of trips eligible for demand responsive services.  

 
Projects based on these types of service expansion/creation could help to improve service in 
the region by focusing on those areas that are not currently serviced by regular routes and 
schedules and those areas where service is inadequate. Riders will experience a higher quality 
of service. Transportation services will be available more frequently. There will also be an 
overall increase in the number of trips provided.  
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Other Potential Project Strategies 
 
Encouraging greater participation of local governments could be a way to get the key decision 
makers supporting and involved in allocating additional funding for human service and public 
transportation. Generally, the issues associated with human service transportation do not reach 
locally elected officials, primarily because when citizens are accustomed to the unavailability of 
service they do not think to complain about it. It just becomes a fact of living in their area. The 
coordination plan is a document designed to outline the needs and supporting information for 
project proponents to use as they garner support from local government.  Local governments 
have resources to work with the local coordination projects to improve transportation services. 
Their financial and in-kind support can be used to address a number of the gaps outlined in 
Section V, ranging from providing long-term sustainability to transportation programs to 
assistance with the provision of ADA-compliant bus stops and sidewalks.  
  
Human service agencies and transportation providers are encouraged to form partnerships with 
private sector businesses and foundations to help them address transportation issues. Many 
major employers have dedicated assistance to community-based activities and there are 
several ways that they can help. Private sector employers can assist low income workers to 
learn about existing transportation services. They can also facilitate access to or even sponsor 
programs such as vanpools and shuttle services for workers.  
 
These efforts could also provide major economic benefits to the region and can help fill in the 
gaps in the public transit system for shift and weekend workers. They also provide additional 
services and address accessibility issues for those living in rural and suburban areas of the 
region. These efforts offer valuable benefits for low income working families and to the region 
because they promote employment and improve employment retention.  
 
Foundations also exist with the primary focus being improvement to their respective 
communities. They can target everything from community health to literacy programs all of 
which have a transportation component. They are excellent resources for identifying funds for 
transportation especially if they can be tailored to support the foundation’s cause.  
 
Establishing local coordinating committees could help to ensure efficient use of available 
resources on the local level by providing transportation services to those who need it most. 
Service coordination requires cooperation and trust among agencies that do not traditionally 
work together. However, it is the most cost effective strategy for addressing transportation 
barriers. The committee could possibly consist of state agencies, human service organizations, 
employers, local transportation providers, local government representatives, and school districts 
among others. Working together they would serve as a clearinghouse to address issues in the 
local community and close existing transportation gaps.  
 
Key Strategies from the Plan Update 
 
As with the case of the transportation “gaps” and issues identified in Section V of the original 
planning document, the Plan update process involved further refinement of strategies developed 
to improve the efficiency of transportation services network across the region. Again, these 
strategies primarily focused on service concepts rather than service projects. Specific plans for 
new projects were not developed. The overall goal of the planning process was for individual 
project sponsors to propose and seek funding for specific projects based on these conceptual 
strategies. Strategic input included: 
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Access to Jobs 
 
Public/Private Partnerships 
o Encourage and/or facilitate Employer-to-Employer dialogue regarding the importance of 

affordable, reliable, and convenient transportation access to jobs. 
o Offer incentives to businesses willing to fund/provide transportation access to their 

worksites. 
o Encourage employers to coordinate work schedules with available transportation access. 
o Work with employers, showing them that the availability of different transportation options 

can be used as an employee recruitment tool. 
o Develop a strategy wherein employers can provide employees with monthly bus passes, but 

only subtract a portion of its cost from the individual employee every pay period (so that’s it 
not taken out in one lump sum).  

 

Small Vehicle Shuttles 
It is becoming more and more difficult to serve people en masse via public transit.  Given the 
way in which employment locations are now so widely dispersed, transportation access needs 
are requiring more individualized OR smaller rider group solutions.  Some possible trip-based 
service solutions are: 
o Transportation services that carry riders from center city to out-of-city locations 
o Feeder services 
o Last-Mile shuttle services 
o Super Shuttle (similar to the one that goes to the Airport) 
o Neighborhood-based bus services 
o Area-specific transit services (i.e. East End, West End, North Hills, South Hills, South Side, 

etc.) 
 
 

Increase in Service Hours 
o Ensure that transit routes, which serve employment sites having 2nd, 3rd, and weekend shifts, 

operate during non-traditional service hours, so that people can get both to and from work.  
Some possibilities include: 

1) Allegheny County:  Airport Corridor (The Pointe at North Fayette, Robinson Town 
Center, and Settlers Ridge), Greentree (nursing facilities, rehab centers), McKeesport 
(UPMC), North Hills (nursing facilities and rehab centers along McKnight Road), N. 
Versailles (Wal-Mart), South Hills (The Callos Companies – food production), The 
Waterfront, West Mifflin (Century III Mall) 

2) Armstrong County: Not in Pittsburgh Urbanized Area 
3) Beaver County: 
4) Butler County: Boyer Mines, Cranberry Woods (including Verizon Wireless, 

Westinghouse) 
5) Fayette County: 
6) Greene County: Not in Pittsburgh Urbanized Area; Evergreen Technology Park 
7) Indiana County: 
8) Lawrence County: 
9) Washington County:  Southpointe (hotel?), The Meadows, Industrial Parks (Alta Vista, 

California Technology, Donora) 
10) Westmoreland County: Pittsburgh Mills, Westmoreland Mall, Westmoreland Research 

and Industrial Park on Route 780 plus 15 other industrial parks throughout county 
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Access for People with Disabilities 
 
Technology-Based Systems 
o Development of a technology-enhanced scheduling system for ACCESS’ transportation 

providers will allow for the scheduling of paratransit trips to be more dynamic and make it 
easier to provide same day trips.  Similar technology can be applied in other counties. 

o Technology interface to provide greater flexibility with trip planning (i.e. because ‘timing ‘ is 
key, both transportation provider and user require some level of flexibility around early and 
late arrivals).   

 

Coordination and Collaboration 
o Develop coordinated paratransit services to ensure affordable, reliable, and convenient rides 

across counties.  
 

Accessible Taxis 
o Availability of a 24/7 on-call taxi service with wheelchair accessible vehicles (Classy Cab – 

April 2011) can alleviate, to some degree, the emergency transportation services issue for 
people with disabilities.  Outstanding issue, however, is regulations that dictate trip 
origination and destination constraints – i.e. with Classy Cab charter, trips must originate in 
Pittsburgh and have a Pittsburgh destination. 

o Develop a transportation program that can provide rides after-hours when normal paratransit 
services (i.e. between midnight and 6 am for ACCESS) are not available.    

 
Driver Recruitment, Education, and Wages 
o Design and implement a paratransit driver training program that emphasizes the idea of 

‘delivering people’ versus ‘delivering packages’ and focuses on the need for drivers to be 
‘people people’. 

o Assess transit driver training curriculum to ensure there’s follow-through on implementation 
of ADA requirements (i.e. stop announcements  - the how, where, and when). 

o Develop a strategy for standardizing driver wages across providers so that they are both 
adequate and fair; also consider resource sharing for better value regarding insurance 
costs, benefits, etc.? 

 
Infrastructure Design 
o Ensure there is collaboration between traffic engineers and professionals who work with 

people with disabilities and know what their needs are. 
o Consideration must be given to weather conditions, street and sidewalk terrain, audio-

pedestrian walk signals (i.e. bird that beeps in Washington, DC), and timing of the traffic 
lights (i.e. lead pedestrian interval).  

o PCTI grant is funding Liberty Avenue street design improvements; results of this project can 
be used to ensure that better infrastructure design is incorporated throughout the region. 

o Well designed streets, sidewalks, etc. are essential for safe and convenient accessibility by 
people with disabilities. 

o South Side TRID Study with interactive GOOGLE map – is there an opportunity for a similar 
application in other neighborhoods and communities? 

 
Access to Information about Transportation Options 
 
o Provide information about transportation in the places where people are most likely to be 

(i.e. daycare centers, doctor’s offices, grocery stores, human services centers, 
unemployment offices, schools, libraries, senior citizen centers, etc.). 

o Promote the many transportation options that already exist. 
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o Keep in mind that our region is changing and it is only through effective planning that we’ll 
be able to develop a strategy that can carry us into the future. 

o Support the ‘Smart Card’ implementation across all transit agencies in the region.  
o Through absolute regional coordination and support, establish an independent “one-stop 

shop” for the collection and dissemination of all of the region’s transportation information. 
o Stay focused on the issue of INFORMATION and not transportation.  Information can be 

developed regionally whereas transportation is essentially a local offering. 
o Explore the concepts of ‘travel agencies’, ‘rider profiles’, and ‘personal travel managers’. 
o Provide information that is ‘person-centered’ rather than ‘program-centered’. 
o Utilizing transit services across counties needs to be easy, seamless, and affordable. 
o Develop a strategy for gaining financial support for the provision of second-tier public 

transportation that is designed to supplement first-tier public transportation services that 
are unable to be ‘all things to all people’.  

o Consider the creation of public/private partnerships (i.e. with universities, healthcare 
providers, Google) to develop a model regional transportation system. 

 
Access to Technological Solutions for Transportation Problems 
 
Technology Solutions for Transportation in General 
o Enhanced Traffic Signal Control 

a) Develop traffic signal control strategies that utilize real-time information to coordinate 
signals within a given corridor and reduce transit time for buses and private vehicles 
alike. 

o Traffic Signal Bus Prioritization 
o Bus Rapid Transit 

a) Downtown to Oakland 
b) Business Route 19 
c) State Route 51 

o Visualization Robotics 
a) Pothole Identification 
b) Curb Sensors 

 
Technology Solutions for Transportation Users 
o E-Purse 

a) ACCESS users can deposit funds into their E-Purse via the internet using a debit or 
credit card.  

o Downloadable Smart Phone Apps 
a) ParkPGH:  Already available in parts of Cultural District; identifies parking lots and the 

number of available spaces in them at any given time. 
b) Route Shout: Already available at 153 transit agencies across the country; tells you 

what buses are expected at a given stop and what time they’re due based on their 
written schedules. 

c) Traffic.com: Already available; provides real-time traffic information. 
d) Tiramisu: Relies on transit riders to tell others the location of a given bus; can also 

provide information about the number of empty seats, vehicle conditions, etc. (i.e. 
crowd-sourcing) 

o Let’s Go: Basic dialog system that enables people, especially the elderly and non-native 
populations, to easily access transit information via phone. 

o Trip-Planning Software Application: SPC-supported project – estimated cost is $500,000.
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Technology Solutions for Transportation Providers 
o AVL: Automatic vehicle locator 
o CAD: Computer-Aided Dispatch 
o IVR:  Interactive Voice Response (gives a call-taker in mobility center a picture of where a 

bus is located at that moment) 
o Real-Time Dynamic Scheduling Application 

a) A project funded through New Freedom program. 
b) Provide ACCESS and its providers with the ability to do dynamic trip scheduling based 

on where the vehicles are located at any moment in time. 
o ‘Ruggedized’ Cell Phone Software Application 

a) Used by ACCESS and its transportation providers to track a vehicle’s stop (or arrival) 
times. 

o Smart Card: Better control of transit revenues; if use ‘tap on/tap off’ functionality, transit 
agency could track origin/destination for each rider – this could help with route planning. 

o Smart phones for transit and paratransit drivers . 
 
Access to Legislators for Advocacy Purposes 
 
White Paper Outlining Key Issues 

o Need a leading group to plan and coordinate the advocacy effort: 
a) Identify other groups who may want to join the effort (i.e. MovePittsburgh, PCRG, 

ACTC, etc.). 
b) Engage with local governments about their transportation concerns and encourage 

participation in the regional effort. 
c) Initiate the group conversation and create our ‘story’. 
d) Outline the key issues and include in a well-developed White Paper. 
e) Identify legislators who may be willing to advocate on the key issues and determine if 

there is someone in particular who can be the group’s ‘champion’. 
f) Engage the appropriate legislators in a formal discussion re: key issues (from White 

Paper). 
 Where possible, educate the legislators in terms of how the key issues are 

directly impacting their constituents. 
 
Concerted Statewide Advocacy Effort 

o Using the White Paper as a basis, encourage the creation of other similar advocacy 
groups across the Commonwealth. 

a) Identify a strategy for working in collaboration on the transportation access issues that 
exist in Pennsylvania’s urban, suburban, and rural areas. 

b) Determine the best approach for engaging state and federal legislators on access to 
jobs and services for our transportation-disadvantaged populations. 

c) Figure out how to get Workforce Investment Boards across the state to become active 
participants in state-wide conversations about transportation access.  

 
21st Century Transportation Infrastructure and Systems Plan 

o While transportation infrastructure dollars will be available, getting those dollars for our 
region will depend on our political capital as well as the amount of ‘bang for our buck’ 
that can be expected from any given infrastructure project. 

a) Local planners need to be more than ready with a winning idea that would succeed in 
a competitive grant process. 

b) Creation and implementation of innovative technological solutions to transportation 
problems will help set our region apart from other areas in the state and across the 
country. 
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c) Consider the possibility of securing private investment into our public transportation 
systems.  (Note: Private entities would not need to assume ownership of the systems; 
they would just need to realize a great enough benefit to get involved.)  
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VII. Competitive Selection Process 
 
The Safe, Accountable, Flexible, Efficient Transportation Equity Act: A Legacy for Users 
(SAFETEALU) requires that projects receiving funding under Federal Transit Administration 
Section 5310 Elderly Individuals and Individuals with Disabilities, Section 5316 Job Access and 
Reverse Commute Program, and the Section 5317 New Freedom Program be derived from a 
locally developed, coordinated public transit human services transportation plan. In addition, 
SAFETEALU requires that projects funded under Sections 5316 and 5317 must be selected 
through a competitive process. Designated recipients of the programs’ funds are responsible for 
developing criteria for evaluating applications and selecting projects for funding.  
 
In urbanized areas (population greater than 200,000), the designated recipient is responsible for 
conducting the competitive selection process for Sections 5316 and 5317, although the 
designated recipient may establish alternative arrangements to administer and conduct the 
competitive process. At the time of the initial Plan development, the Port Authority of Allegheny 
(PAAC) was the designated recipient for the Pittsburgh urbanized area. Through a partnership 
with the Southwestern Pennsylvania Commission (SPC) and the Three Rivers Workforce 
Investment Board, PAAC delegated the management of the project selection process to what 
was then the Access to Work Interagency Cooperative (ATWIC) for Sections 5316 and 5317. An 
evaluation methodology was developed as a part of the coordinated planning effort and used to 
select Section 5316 and Section 5317 projects in the Pittsburgh urbanized area. 
 
The Pennsylvania Department of Transportation (PennDOT) administers the FTA Section 5310 
program for the entire Commonwealth of Pennsylvania. It also administers FTA Sections 5316 
and 5317 in small urban areas (population 50,000 to 199,999) and non-urban areas (population 
less than 50,000). PennDOT has managed the selection of projects for these programs in two 
different ways: First, for Section 5310, PennDOT solicits and reviews applications for funding; 
only funding those that are derived from a local coordinated plan. At this time, their selection 
process does not include input from local decision-makers. Second, for Section 5316 and 5317 
in small urban and non-urban areas, a local decision-making body reviews and prioritizes 
applications based on how well they align with the regional coordinated plan and forwards to 
PennDOT a request for funding for JARC and New Freedom projects.  
 
Original Evaluation Methodology  
 
A task in the initial coordinated planning process included the development of evaluation criteria 
for selecting projects. Through a series of meetings, the project’s Steering Committee 
developed the evaluation methodology with input from stakeholders at the project roundtables. 
The intent of the evaluation process was to: 1) develop a set of criteria that are as objective as 
possible; 2) reward projects in the process that are coordinated and address the “gaps” and 
issues identified in the Plan; 3) minimize the biases between operating and capital projects; and 
4) minimize the biases toward geographic areas with higher population densities.  
 
At the time of the initial Plan adoption, project application evaluation was based on the spirit and 
intent of the three FTA funding programs; active participation in the locally developed, 
coordinated public transit human services transportation planning process; establishment of a 
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fair and equitable distribution of federal funds based on a fair and open competitive process; 
input from stakeholders representing public, private, and nonprofit transportation and human 
services providers, and representatives of the general public; and, knowledge and experience 
with national and regional best practices.  
 
There were five components upon which project applications were to be evaluated and selected 
for funding:  
 

 Prerequisites  
 Sustainability  
 Enhanced Coordination  
 Addresses Unmet Needs of Target Populations  
 Performance Plan  

  
Prerequisites 
 
Each submitted project application was to meet several minimum prerequisites to be eligible for 
funding consideration. Applicants demonstrated that the project met all FTA guidelines on 
eligible projects and that the potential sponsor had the management capability and financial 
capacity to undertake the project.  
 
Sustainability 
  
The sustainability component of the evaluation methodology was to measure whether a 
proposed project has a funding plan in place to ensure the implementation of the project. 
Through the funding plan, applicants were to describe the amount and sources of matching 
funds and whether or not the project was designed in such a way as to be eligible for or take 
advantage of the FTA programs addressed in the plan. This component of the evaluation 
process encouraged project sponsors to overmatch Federal dollars, seek local contributions for 
match, and use the FTA programs as seed dollars for implementing a project where ultimately 
the reliance on Federal funding would be reduced to allow the region to stretch its Federal 
resources. 
  
Enhanced Coordination  
 
The purpose of the enhanced coordination component of the evaluation process was to reward 
projects where multiple agencies had joined forces to address the transportation needs of one 
or more of the target populations. In addition, project applicants were to indicate if their project 
augmented the region’s existing public transit and/or human service agency transportation 
services as well as how great na area of the region would benefit from the project.  
 
Address Unmet Needs of Target Populations 
  
Each proposed project was to directly address the transportation gaps and issues identified in 
the coordinated plan. Projects that addressed more than one of the region’s gaps/issues were to 
be awarded greater value.   
 
Performance Plan  
 
Potential project applications were required to include clearly defined measurable outcome 
based performance measures to track the effectiveness of the project in meeting the identified 
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goals and impact on transportation disadvantaged residents. A proposed plan of action was to 
be provided for ongoing monitoring and evaluation of the project. Existing project applicants 
were to submit an assessment of how their project met their program defined performance plan 
over the past year and were to be awarded points based on the percentage of performance 
measures where their project exceeded or met its predicted thresholds.  
 
Updated Project Application Evaluation and Selection Process 
 
As part of the planning process for the 2011 update of the Southwestern Pennsylvania Public 
Transit Human Services Coordinated Transportation Plan, the application and competitive 
selection processes for Region’s Urban Area JARC and New Freedom Program were reviewed 
ad revised. In the interim period between the adoption of the original planning document 
(January 2008) and the updated planning process two important changes had occurred for the 
Region’s programs.  First, as a result of actions of the Port Authority of Allegheny County 
(PAAC) and Southwestern Pennsylvania Commission (SPC) Boards, in August of 2009, then 
Governor of Pennsylvania Edward Rendell had designated SPC to be the recipient of the 
Federal Urban Area JARC and New Freedom formula funds for the Pittsburgh Urbanized Area. 
Then, in early 2010, the Accessible Transportation and Workforce Interagency Cooperative was 
formally extended and re-affirmed by its member agencies.  These changes necessitated a 
revised regional application evaluation process. 
 
It is important to note that the revised processes were intended to supplement and enhance 
those processes for potential project evaluation that had been established as a result of the 
initial coordinated planning process.  A description of the updated evaluation process appears 
below.  A detailed description appears as part of the FY 2012 Urban Area JARC and New 
Freedom Application Instruction Package included in the Plan Update Appendices as Appendix 
C. 
 
Guiding Principles 
 
The Accessible Transportation and Workforce Interagency Cooperative and those who support 
it are guided by the eight ATWIC principles listed below.   
 

 Southwestern Pennsylvania Commission, Port Authority of Allegheny County, and Three 
Rivers Workforce Investment Board share equally in the ATWIC collaborative 
partnership. 

 Human services, workforce development and transportation agencies work together to 
develop strategies for connecting people to jobs and other services. 

 Provision of accessible transportation for low income individuals and persons with 
disabilities is the primary focus, the type of transportation is secondary. 

 Improving the mobility experience is equally important as providing transportation 
services. 

 Funding consideration is given to projects that have relevance, a high probability of 
success and a viable plan for long-term sustainability. 

 JARC and New Freedom-funded transportation services have the potential for becoming 
part of a comprehensive and coordinated transportation system region-wide. 

 Transportation access needs are funded and implemented in order of priority. 
 Project impact assessments are conducted in a fair and consistent manner. 
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Coordination Requirements 
 
The Job Access and Reverse Commute and New Freedom programs are authorized under the 
provisions set forth in the Safe, Accountable, Flexible, Efficient Transportation Equity Act:  A 
Legacy for Users (SAFETEA-LU), enacted on August 5, 2005.  SAFETEA-LU requires that 
projects selected for JARC or NF funding must be derived from a locally developed and 
coordinated public transit/human services transportation plan (“coordinated plan”).  The 
Southwestern Pennsylvania Public Transit Human Services Coordinated Transportation Plan, 
adopted in January 2008, serves as the coordinated plan for the 10-county region of 
southwestern Pennsylvania.  Currently in the process of being updated, the Plan includes a 
prioritized listing of transportation gaps that make access to jobs and services especially difficult 
for our region’s transportation-disadvantaged populations - low income individuals, persons with 
disabilities, and senior citizens. 
 
Because JARC and NF project selection is strongly dependent on whether or not a project 
addresses one or more of the transportation gaps identified in the coordinated plan, applicants 
are strongly encouraged to familiarize themselves with this document, which can found at 
www.atwic.org.  Given that the end goal is for JARC- and NF-funded transportation services to 
become part of a region-wide transportation system, ATWIC also urges project sponsors to 
coordinate, where possible, with other private, public, non-profit, and human service 
transportation providers in the area. 
 
Selection Process 
 
Standard Assessment 
 
In order for JARC and NF project selection to be fair and consistent, ATWIC actively recruits 
representatives from human services, workforce development, and transportation agencies to 
participate on its Project Application Review Team.  This review team, which consists of 6-8 
agency volunteers, is responsible for reviewing and making recommendations for approval or 
denial of the JARC and NF funding applications.  Although any PART member whose affiliated 
agency has itself submitted a JARC and/or NF application will NOT review his/her agency’s 
application, he/she will be permitted to assess all other applications.  During the review process, 
PART may need to contact an applicant if clarification on the content of his/her agency’s 
application is needed.  
   
Consideration for individual project funding will be based in large part on the collective 
responses of the Project Application Review Team regarding the three questions below: 
 

1) Is the proposed project designed to achieve the overriding goal of the JARC or NF 
program? 

2) What is the merit of the proposed project relative to each of the five Guiding Principles 
outlined in the application? 

3) Is the agency’s Performance Evaluation Plan, which includes performance measures 
and a quantification of expected outcomes, realistic? 

 
For continuing, expanded, or modified projects only, PART members will pose a fourth question 
during the review process: 
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4) Does this project’s PAST performance warrant the continuation of JARC or NF funding? 

 
Request-Based Assessment 
 
In previous funding years, no distinction was made between the size of the grant requested and 
the intensity of project assessment that occurred as part of the application review process.  For 
FY2012, a supplemental assessment based on the grant amount being requested will be 
conducted in addition to the Standard Assessment described above.  Outlined below are the 
requisite assessment scenarios for four defined grant request ranges.  Again, the Project 
Application Review Team, either in whole or in part based on availability, will conduct the 
supplemental assessments. 
 
GRANT REQUEST RANGE  SUPPLEMENTAL ASSESSMENT 

Less than $100,000  Respond to a project‐specific questionnaire 

$100,000 ‐ $250,000  Participate in a Q&A conference call 

$251,000 ‐ $500,000  Deliver a formal project presentation 

Greater than $500,000     Deliver a formal project presentation and host a site visit 
 
Application Ranking 
 
After a thorough review of all application submissions utilizing the Standard and Request-Based 
Assessment processes as required, the Project Application Review Team will sequentially rank 
the applications.  An application ranking is dependent on three decisive factors: 
 

1) Effectiveness with which the proposed project aligns with the goals of JARC or NF, the 
five pertinent ATWIC Guiding Principles, and the transportation access needs of our 
region’s transportation-disadvantaged population; 

2) Nature and scale of the expected project outcomes and their practical achievability; and 
3) Thoroughness of the plan for project implementation. 

 
The results of an applicant’s Standard Assessment are applicable primarily to Factors 1 and 2, 
whereas referencing the results of the Request-Based Assessment will be most applicable to 
Factor 3. 
In the final analysis, separate rankings will be assigned to Job Access and Reverse Commute 
and New Freedom project submissions.  For example, if eight JARC applications are received, 
the projects will be ranked from ‘1’ to ‘8’ with a ‘1’ ranking being the highest ranked JARC 
project.  Likewise, if three New Freedom applications are received, the projects will be ranked 
from ‘1’ to ‘3’ with a ‘1’ ranking being the highest ranked NF project. 
 
At this point, the Project Application Review Team will create two lists of projects (one list for 
JARC projects and another for NF projects) in ranked order from the highest ranking to the 
lowest.  Beside each project will be the requested grant amounts.  Based on the total funds 
available, including the Federal JARC and NF dollars and the local match obtainable through 
PennDOT’s Programs of Statewide Significance, projects will be selected from top to bottom for 
grant funding until ALL of the available Job Access and Reverse Commute and New Freedom 
funding has been allocated.  
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Recommendations 
 
Upon completion of the extensive review, assessment, and ranking processes by the Project 
Application Review Team, the recommended Program of Projects will be presented to the 
ATWIC Oversight Committee (OC).  It is here that PART’s rationale for project selection and 
grant award amounts will be discussed at length.  Any questions raised by the OC will be duly 
noted and addressed either then and there or via email within 24 hours.  Although the Oversight 
Committee is not solely responsible for final project selection, the input of its members is given 
strong consideration when finalizing the Program of Projects for FY2012. 
 
Project Selection 
 
The Project Application Review Team will prepare a document listing all of the JARC and NF 
projects selected for FY2012’s Program of Projects.  An email followed by a formal award letter 
will be sent to each selected grant recipient.  Notices of denial, along with brief explanations of 
cause, will be sent to those applicants who were not selected for FY2012 funding awards.   
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VIII. Next Steps 
 
The original final report for the Southwestern Pennsylvania Public Transit Human Services 
Coordinated Transportation Plan adopted by the Southwestern Pennsylvania Planning 
Commission in January of 2008, contained a a brief discussion of proposed activities 
constituting “next steps” to be taken by regional stakeholders in order to advance transportation 
planning designed to encourage increase coordination among agencies while addressing 
identified “gaps” in the region’s transportation services network.  This discussion – amounting to 
an action plan – is summarized below: 
 

Original Coordinated Plan Action Steps 

Action  Description Status 

Finalize Local Project 
Evaluation Process 

Establish a local process for Elderly and 
Handicapped project funding decisions and 
finalize the Urban Area JARC and New 
Freedom competitive selection processes 

Elderly and Handicapped (FTA 
Section 5310) project funding 
decisions are currently being made 
on a state‐wide basis by the 
PennDOT Bureau of Public 
Transportation; the competitive 
selection processes for the FTA 
Urban and Non‐Urban JARC and 
New Freedom programs is well 
established in its third year 

Establish Local and Regional 
Coordinating Committees 

Work to identify ALL the transportation 
resources within the region – first county‐
by‐county and then region‐wide 

The re‐establishment of the 
Accessible Transportation Task 
Force is pointing toward this activity 

Develop a Process that 
Fosters New Project Ideas 

Form specific topic‐area and/or 
geographic‐area working groups facilitated 
by ATWIC, develop and prioritize potential 
specific project ideas 

ATWIC stakeholder and planning 
partner activities have begun to be 
arranged topically 

Facilitate New Project 
Implementation 

ATWIC should facilitate project 
implementation by educating potential 
project sponsors about application and 
project eligibility requirements to foster 
innovative project ideas 

ATWIC stakeholder and planning 
partner activities have begun to be 
arranged topically 

 

Next Steps – Update 

This update of the Southwestern Pennsylvania Public Transit Human Services Coordinated 
Transportation Plan has afforded the planning team numerous insights into the current status of 
coordinated transportation efforts in the Southwestern Pennsylvania region.  The public 
outreach efforts detailed elsewhere in this document point towards several potential activities 
that should be pursued by ATWIC and its growing stable of regional partners. These include: 
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 Continuing to foster the activities of topic and/or geographic-specific project planning 
groups in order to more clearly identify potential transportation service network “gaps” 
and deficiencies 

 Establishing and utilizing small working groups to identify potential individual project 
sponsors and facilitate the development of specific project-based “solutions” to 
specifically identified transportation service network “gaps” 

 Continuing to pursue a solution to the perceived need for a region-wide “single point of 
contact” for transit and alternative transportation service information 

 Enhancing the processes for project performance evaluation and oversight for the 
region’s projects aimed at the target populations – particularly those funded by the three 
primary FTA funding programs. 

 Establishing a strong coalition – including private sector participation - designed to 
advocate at both the Commonwealth and Federal level for increased attention and 
funding for projects and programs designed to meet the transportation needs of 
transportation-disadvantaged populations 

 Continuing to promote the Accessible Transportation and Workforce Interagency 
Cooperative as a vehicle for regional attention to the issues outlined in this planning 
document 

 


























































































































































































































































































































































































































































































































































































