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1. �������'  
 
Background 

 
Presidential Executive Order 12898 of 1994 declared that “each Federal agency shall make achieving 
Environmental Justice (EJ) part of its mission by identifying and addressing, as appropriate, 
disproportionately high and adverse human health or environmental effects of its programs, policies, 
and activities on minority populations and low-income populations.” 

 
Because the CCMPO has a role in the planning and programming of federal funds for transportation 
projects and programs through the Long-Range Transportation Plan (LRTP) and the TIP, the CCMPO must 
determine if the investment of those federal funds results in disparate impacts to minority and low-
income populations. 
 
In Pennsylvania, the analysis of potential EJ impacts to minority and low-income populations is 
conducted using guidance established in the FY 2025-2028 TIP Statewide Environmental Justice Analysis 
which built upon the substantial work and documentation previously by R. Scott Williams at the 
Williamsburg Area Transportation Study Metropolitan Planning Organization (WATS MPO) (Willaims 
2023), South Central EJ Unified Process and Methodology Guide to complete the EJ Analysis for the 
2023-2026 TIP which was jointly developed by the Federal Highway Administration (FHWA) PA Division, 
Federal Transit Administration (FTA) Region III, PennDOT Central Office, PennDOT Engineering District 8-
0, and six MPOs within District 8-0 - Link: http://ycpc.org/417/Impact-on-Minority-and-Low-Income-
Popula. The Guide is divided into three levels of analysis, and the CCMPO utilized the core (first) analysis 
level for the evaluation of the 2025-2028 TIP. The Guide provides several strategies for accomplishing 

the “core elements” of an EJ analysis acceptable to FHWA and FTA. 
 
The Guide identifies specific core activities that MPOs in Pennsylvania should complete in an EJ analysis, 
while recognizing that individual EJ analyses are not a “one size fits all” approach. The Guide is a starting 
point and provides an incremental approach to follow, with consideration to an individual MPO’s 
transportation system, demographics, and staff capacity. For the EJ Analysis of the 2025-2028 Centre 
County TIP, the CCMPO staff determined that the Guide’s “Core Analysis” level of evaluation should be 
pursued. 
 
In 2023 additional guidance was developed to supplement the South-Central Pennsylvania 
Environmental Justice Unified Process and Methodology Guide (April 2019). Known as the Statewide 
Environmental Justice Analysis Methodology 2025-2028 Pennsylvania Transportation 
Improvement Program as developed by Williamsburg Area Transportation Study Metropolitan Planning 
Organization (WATS MPO).  This additional guidance changes the evaluation of concentrations of 
minority and low-income populations to a more uniform process for the entire state. 

 

The basic elements of an Environmental Justice Analysis that meets the spirit and intent of the Executive 
Order are recommended to be: 

 

 Identification of Environmental Justice populations 

 Assessment of conditions and identification of needs 

 Evaluation of burdens and benefits 
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 Identification and addressing of disproportionate and adverse impacts, which will inform future 
planning efforts. 

 

The CCMPO’s EJ Analysis for the 2025-2028 TIP includes the following core elements from the South-

Central EJ Unified Process and Methodology Guide: 

 

 Profile of low-income and minority populations 

 Gradient and dot density maps of low-income and minority populations 

 Chart of distribution of pedestrian and bicycle crashes  

 Table of distribution of poor bridges 

 Table of distribution of International Roughness Index (IRI)  

 Categorize projects  

 Map over demographic layer 

 Project distribution and investment mapping  

 Qualitative narrative 

 
Environmental Justice Populations 

 
Federal regulations require that only minority and low-income populations be considered in an EJ 
analysis.   Based on the Office of Management and Budget (OMB) Policy Directive 15, Revisions to the 
Standards for the Classification of Federal Data on Race and Ethnicity, issued in 1997, five minimum 
categories were established to address data on race.  The following definitions are used for the 
purposes of the EJ Analysis: 
 

• Black and African American – a person having origins in any of the black racial groups of Africa. 
• Hispanic or Latino – a person of Mexican, Puerto Rican, Cuban, Central or South American, or 

other Spanish culture or origin, regardless of race 
• Asian – a person having origins in any of the original peoples of the Far East, Southeast Asia, or 

the Indian subcontinent. 
• American Indian and Alaskan Native – a person having origins in any of the original people of 

North America and who maintains cultural identification through tribal affiliation or community 
recognition. 

• Native Hawaiian or Other Pacific Islander – a person having origins in any of the original 
peoples of Hawaii, Guam, Samoa, or other Pacific Islands. 

 
In addition, low-income persons are defined as follows: 
 

• Low-Income – a person whose household income (or whose median household income) is at or 
below the U.S. Department of Health and Human Services poverty guidelines. 

 

 

Analysis of Impacts 

 
Census block group information from the ACS data was used to prepare maps illustrating the 
geographic location of minority and low-income populations in Centre County. The locations of the 
roadway and bridge projects on the 2025-2028 TIP were overlaid on these maps, when a location was 
specified. Not all projects have a specific location and therefore cannot be mapped for impacts. 
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At this time Reserve Line-Item Safety (Federal Funds), Reserve Line Item Poor Bridge/Betterment (State 

Funds) and Local Bridge Retroactive Reimbursement Line Item list in the TIP includes funding that is not 

currently allocated to specific projects. Also, the State College Area Connector (SCAC) project only has a 

study area identified at this time, and details of potential impacts to minority and low-income 

populations cannot be determined due to the size of the study area and until potential alternative 

improvements are identified. As the SCAC project advances through a Planning and Environment 

Linkages (PEL) Study and the Preliminary Engineering (PE) Phase when alternatives are identified, EJ 

analyses for future TIPs will address EJ impacts associated with this project. 

The public transportation projects on the 2025-2028 TIP that are sponsored by the Centre Area 
Transportation Authority (CATA) and the Centre County Office of Transportation (CCOT) address the 
planning and delivery of public transit service, and these projects do not typically impact a specific 
geographic location. Thus, the transit projects are not specifically included on the maps. 

 
However, CATA’s fixed bus routes are illustrated on the maps, which allows for the identification of 
potential disparate impacts to minority and low-income populations associated with the provision of 
transit service. In addition to the routes, individual bus stops were also mapped to highlight points of 
access to the CATA fixed route system. Also included in the mapping is CATA's overall service area, 
which is the aggregation of the CATA fixed bus routes, the demand-response (paratransit) service 
zone, and micro transit service zones. All locations within this depicted area are served by at least one 

form of public transportation. 
 
The CCOT provides paratransit service throughout all of Centre County, on a shared-ride and demand-
response basis utilizing vehicles owned and operated by Centre County government. Because the 
service is demand-responsive, it is not limited to specific routes or locations, and covers all of Centre 
County, no mapping was prepared related to the CCOT’s services. 
 
The tables included in later sections of this EJ Analysis are highlighted in blue to illustrate how minority 
and low-income populations are impacted and meet the EJ review requirements. The tables also 
illustrate where crashes, poor pavement and bridge conditions, and the investment of highway and 
bridge funding on the TIP are in relation to minority and low-income populations. 

 
2. Map Review 
 
The South-Central Pennsylvania EJ Unified Process and Methodology Guide recommends that a map 
series be part of the EJ Analysis. The maps in Appendix A were prepared using directions provided in 
the Guide. The maps should be reviewed inclusively with the information provided in Section 3 - 
Transportation System Condition to provide a full understanding of the distribution of Census block 
groups with minority and low-income populations that exceed the county ratio. 
 
The large size of the block groups in Centre County limits the accuracy of locating minority and low-
income populations. The gradient and dot density thematic maps (the dot density map is based on 
random placement of dots) are intended to generally locate minority or low-income populations. The 
maps can only be improved through significant review and analysis of each block group to provide a 
more accurate location of the minority and low-income populations. 

 
Appendix A includes the following maps: 

 
Minority Populations 
 

 Concentrations of Minority Populations in Centre County  
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 Concentrations of Minority Populations in Centre County dot density map 

 Crash data with concentrations of Minority Populations in Centre County 

 Deficient Bridges with Concentrations of Minority populations in Centre County 

 Pavement conditions with concentrations of Minority Populations in Centre County 

 TIP with concentrations of Minority Populations in Centre County 

 Transit Access with concentrations of Minority Populations in Centre County 

 
Low-income Populations 
 

 Concentrations of Poverty Populations in Centre County gradient map 

 Concentrations of Poverty Populations in Centre County dot density map 

 Crash data with concentrations of Poverty Populations in Centre County 

 Deficient Bridges with Concentrations of Poverty populations in Centre County 

 Pavement conditions with concentrations of Poverty Populations in Centre County 

 TIP with concentrations of Poverty Populations in Centre County 
 Transit Access with concentrations of Poverty Populations in Centre County 

 
3. Transportation System Condition 
 
As part of evaluating the transportation system condition the data provided from the 2015-2019 
American Community is used to provide guidance on where projects can focus on the more significant 
areas where minority and low-income residents live. 
 
When Census block groups are classified into natural breaks intervals based on the ratio of census 
block group minority/low-income percentage to county average minority/low-income percentage (i.e. 
a ratio of “1” indicates a census block group has the same minority or low-income percentage as the 
county average) it produces a uniform scale usable across all counties in the state.  
 
For example, the interval “5” is all census block groups with a minority population percentage more 
than 4 times the countywide minority percentage. The result is that any counties with no census block 
groups that fit that criterion do not have that interval.  
 
On the next page, there are the interval descriptions for minority and low-income Population 
Percentage in Census Block Group to County Minority Population Percentage.  This will be helpful to 
refer to when reviewing the tables that are part of the assessment of transportation system condition 
in the applicable census block group. These intervals will also be provided on the maps for reference in 
a shorter form. 
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Minority Population Interval Description 

 
 
Low Income Interval Description 
 

Low Income 
Intervals 

Ratio of Low income Population Percentage in Census Block 
Group to County Low income Population Percentage 

1 
Census Block Low Income Population Percentage / County Low-income Population 
Percentage <= 0.5 (Census block group low-income population percentage less than or 
equal to half of countywide low-income population percentage) 

2 

Census Block Low Income Population Percentage / County Low-income Population 
Percentage > 0.5 and <= 1 (Census block group low-income population percentage 
greater than half and less than or equal to countywide low-income population 
percentage) 

3 

Census Block Low Income Population Percentage / County Low-income Population 
Percentage > 1 and <= 2 (Census block group low-income population percentage greater 
than County Low-income Population Percentage and less than or equal to twice the 
countywide low-income population percentage) 

4 

Census Block Low Income Population Percentage / County Low-income Population 
Percentage > 2 and <= 4 (Census block group low-income population percentage greater 
than twice and less than or equal to four times the countywide low income population 
percentage) 

5 
Census Block Low Income Population Percentage / County Low-income Population 
Percentage > 4 (Census block group low-income population percentage greater than 
four times the countywide low-income population percentage) 

Below is a breakdown of the tables reflecting the intervals for minority and low-income populations. 

 
Minority 
Intervals 

 

Ratio of Minority Population Percentage in Census Block Group 
to County Minority Population Percentage 

1 Census Block Minority Population Percentage / County Minority Population Percentage 
<= 0.5 (Census block group minority population percentage less than or equal to half of 
countywide minority population percentage) 

2 Census Block Minority Population Percentage / County Minority Population Percentage 
> 0.5 and <= 1 (Census block group minority population percentage greater than half 
and less than or equal to countywide minority population percentage) 

3 Census Block Minority Population Percentage / County Minority Population Percentage 
> 1 and <= 2 (Census block group minority population percentage greater than County 
Minority Population Percentage and less than or equal to twice the countywide minority 
population percentage) 

4 Census Block Minority Population Percentage / County Minority Population Percentage 
> 2 and <= 4 (Census block group minority population percentage greater than twice and 
less than or equal to four times the countywide minority population percentage) 

5 Census Block Minority Population Percentage / County Minority Population Percentage 
> 4 (Census block group minority population percentage greater than four times the 
countywide minority population percentage) 
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Minority Intervals for Centre County 
 

Minority 
Population 

Interval 
Minority Population Total Population Percent Minority 

1 1,931 66,389 2.91% 

2 3,976 34,903 11.39% 

3 8,512 37,791 22.52% 

4 9,923 19,796 50.13% 

5 0 0 0.00% 

TOTAL 24,342 158,879 15.32% 

 
 
Low income For Centre County 

 

Low Income 
Population 

Interval 
Low Income Population Total Population Percent Low Income 

1 1,601 65,006 2.46% 

2 4,550 44,687 10.18% 

3 3,204 15,539 20.62% 

4 3,263 12,114 26.94% 

5 11,491 21,533 53.36% 

TOTAL 24,109 158,879 15.17% 

 
 
Crash Data 
 
PennDOT crash data from 2017 to 2021 was reviewed for proximity to Census block groups with 
minority and low-income populations that are higher than the county ratio. 

 
Crash Data and Minority Populations 
 
Crash data was reviewed relative to the location of minority populations and indicated there are block 
groups (3, 4 and 5) where minority populations exceed the county ratio.  The folowing crash data 
results where in block groups that were higher than the overall county minority population reside. 

 

 38% of pedestrians involved in crashes 

 42% of bicyclists involved in crashes 

 19% of the suspected serious injuries involved in crashes 

 5% of the fatalilties  
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Minority 
Population 

Interval 

Percent 
Minority 

Total 
Reportable 

Crashes 
(2017-2021) 

Crash 
Fatalities 

(2017-2021) 

Crash 
Suspected 

Serious 
Injuries 

(2017-2021) 

People on 
Bicycles 

Involved in 
Crashes 

(2017-2021) 

Pedestrians 
Involved in Crashes 

(2017-2021) 

1 2.91% 3,296 46 158 17 35 

2 11.39% 1,825 11 68 35 100 

3 22.52% 1,207 1 34 24 65 

4 50.13% 518 2 18 15 18 

5 0 0 0 0 0 0 

 
 
Crash Data in Low-income Populations 
 
Crash Data was reviewed relative to the location of low-income populations indicated there are less 
crashes in block groups (3, 4, and 5) where low-income populations exceed the county ratio.  The 
folowing crash data results where in block groups that were higher than where the overall county low-
income population reside. 
 

 75% of the pedestrians involved in crashes 

 68% percent of the bicyclists involved in crashes 

 18% of suspected seriours injoury injuries involved in crashes 

 11% of fatalilties involved in crashes 
 

 
 

Low 
Income 

Population 
Interval 

Percent 
Low 

Income 

Total 
Reportable 

Crashes 
(2017-
2021) 

Crash 
Fatalities 

(2017-2021) 

Crash 
Suspected 

Serious 
Injuries (2017-

2021) 

People on 
Bicycles 

Involved in 
Crashes 

(2017-2021) 

Pedestrians 
Involved in Crashes 

(2017-2021) 

1 2.46% 2,439 26 129 13 27 

2 10.18% 2,790 29 111 17 29 

3 20.62% 516 4 22 11 27 

4 26.94% 510 1 13 26 61 

5 53.36% 557 2 19 26 79 

 
 
The following maps related to crash data are included in Appendix A: 
 

 Crash data with concentrations of Minority Populations in Centre County 

 Crash data with concentrations of Poverty Populations in Centre County 
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Poor Condition (Deficient) Bridges and Deck Area 
 
PennDOT data about state and locally owned bridges in poor (deficient) condition was reviewed for 
proximity to Census block groups with minority and low-income populations that are higher than the 

county ratio. 
 
Deficient Bridges and Poor Deck Area in Minority Populations 
 

Of the 38 poor condition state bridges in Centre County reviewed with minority populations, 3 
deficient state bridges were in block groups (3, 4 and 5) where higher than the overall minority 
population groups reside.  

In terms of poor condtion deck area less than 1% percent of the poor deck area is located in 
areas if the county where higher than the overall minority population groups reside. 

 
 
 

Minority 
Population 

Interval 

Percent 
Minority 

Bridges in 
Poor 

Condition or 
Worse 

Percent 
Bridges Poor 
Condition or 

Worse 

Bridges in Fair 
Condition or 

Better 

Percent Bridges 
in Fair Condition 

or Better 
Total Bridges 

1 2.91% 27 6.91% 364 93.09% 391 

2 11.39% 8 6.67% 112 93.33% 120 

3 22.52% 3 7.32% 38 92.68% 41 

4 50.13% 0 0% 4 100% 4 

5 0.00% 0.0 0.00% 0.0 0.00% 0.00 

       

 

Minority 
Population 

Interval 

Percent 
Low 

Income 

Bridge Deck 
in Poor 

Condition or 
Worse 

Percent 
Bridge Deck 

in Poor 
Condition 
or Worse 

Bridge Deck 
in Fair 

Condition or 
Better 

Percent Bridge 
Deck in Fair 
Condition or 

Better 

Total Bridge 
Deck Area 

(sq ft) 

 (sq ft) (sq ft) 

1 2.91% 51,968 3.16% 1,042,108 96.84% 1,094,076 

2 11.39% 29,373 4.13% 681,291 95.87% 710,664 

3 22.52% 4,862 1.13% 426,251 95.87% 431,113 

4 50.13% 0 0% 36,148 76.25% 36,148 

5 0% 0 0% 0 0.00% 3,252 
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Deficient Bridges and Poor Deck Area in Low-income Populations 
 

Of 39 poor condition state bridges in Centre County reviewed with low-income populations, 4 
deficient state bridges were in block groups (3, 4 and 5) where higher than the overall low-income 
population groups reside. 

In terms of poor condtion deck area over 11% percent of the poor deck area is located in areas 
if the county where  higher than the overall low-income population groups reside. 

 
 
 

Low Income 
Population 

Interval 

Percent 
Low 

Income 

Bridges in 
Poor 

Condition 
or Worse 

Percent 
Bridges Poor 
Condition or 

Worse 

Bridges in 
Fair 

Condition or 
Better 

Percent Bridges 
in Fair 

Condition or 
Better 

Total Bridges 

1 2.46% 20 8.58% 213 91.42% 233 

2 10.18% 15 5.03% 283 94.97% 298 

3 20.62% 2 16.67% 10 83.33% 12 

4 26.94% 1 100% 0 0% 1 

5 53.36% 1 100% 0 0% 1 

 
 

Low Income 
Population 

Interval 

Percent 
Low 

Income 

Bridge 
Deck in 

Poor 
Condition 
or Worse 

Percent 
Bridge Deck in 

Poor 
Condition or 

Worse 

Bridge Deck 
in Fair 

Condition or 
Better 

Percent 
Bridge Deck in 
Fair Condition 

or Better 

Total Bridge Deck 
Area (sq ft) 

 (sq ft) (sq ft) 

1 2.46% 37,281 4.54% 783,107 95.46% 820,387 

2 10.18% 36,039 1.95% 1,811,991 98.02% 1,848,029 

3 20.62% 2,651 4.85% 52,032 95.15% 54,684 

4 26.94% 3,252 100% 0 0.00% 3,252 

5 53.36% 3,252 100% 0 0.00% 3,252 

 
 
The following maps related to bridge condition data are included in Appendix A: 

 

 Deficient Bridge and Deck Area data with concentrations of Minority Populations in Centre 
County 

 Deficient Bridge and Deck Area data with concentrations of Poverty Populations in Centre 
County 
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Pavement Conditions – IRI and OPI 
 
PennDOT data about the pavement condition on state owned roadways was reviewed for proximity to 
Census block groups with minority and low-income populations that are higher than the county ratio. 
Only pavement conditions considered to be “Excellent” and “Poor” were illustrated and reviewed. 
 
Federal Aid Segments and IRI Pavement Conditions in Minority Populations 
 

 For the block groups with located in block groups (3, 4 and 5) where higher than the overall 
minority population groups reside, 23.06 miles of Federal Aid segments of pavement were 
in IRI Excellent condition, and 0.35 miles of Federal Aid segments of pavement were 
considered in IRI Poor condition. 

 In the remaining block groups (1 and 2), 241 miles of Federal Aid segments of pavement were 
in Excellent condition, and 3.25 miles of Federal Aid segments of pavement were in Poor 
condition. 

 
 

Minority 
Population 
Interval 

Percent 
Minority 

Federal Aid 
Segment 
Miles with 
Excellent IRI 

Percent 
Federal Aid 
Segement 
Miles with 
Excellent 
IRI 

Federal Aid 
Segement 
Miles in 
Good IRI 

Percent 
Federal Aid 
Segment 
Miles with 
Good IRI 

Federal Aid 
Segement 
Miles in 
Fair IRI 

Percent Federal 
Aid Segment 
Miles with Fair IRI 

1 2.91% 196.0951 73.43% 57.3529 21.48% 11.0518 4.14% 

2 11.39% 45.3108 60.36% 22.986 30.62% 6.071 5.09% 

3 22.52% 17.9959 52.51% 11.451 52.51% 4.4643 13.03% 

4 50.13% 5.0666 47.62% 4.0921 47.62% 1.4371 13.51% 

5 0.00% 0.0 0.00% 0.0 0.00% 0.0 0.00% 

Minority 
Population 
Interval 

Percent 
Minority 

Federal Aid 
Segment 
Miles with 
Poor IRI 

Percent 
Federal Aid 
Segement 
Miles with 
Poor IRI 

Federal Aid 
Segement 
Miles with 
Other IRI 

Percent 
Federal Aid 
Segment 
Miles with 
Other 

  
Total Federal Aid 
Segment Miles IRI 

IRI 

1 2.91% 2.5545 0.96% 0 0.00%   264.4684 

2 11.39% 0.6987 0.93% 0 0.00%   95.882 

3 22.52% 0.3101 0.90% 0.0483 0.14%   23.042 

4 50.13% 0.0436 0.04% 0 0.00%   3.6069 

5 0.00% 0.0 0.00% 0.0 0.00%   387.0298 
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Federal Aid segments and IRI Pavement Conditions in Low-income Populations 
 

 For the block groups located in block groups (3, 4 and 5) where higher than the overall low-
income population groups reside, 17.2 miles of Federal Aid segments of pavement were in 
IRI Excellent condition, and 0.3 miles of Federal Aid segments of pavement were considered 
in IRI Poor condition. 

 In the remaining block groups (1 and 2), 253.8 miles of Federal Aid segments of pavement 
were in Excellent condition, and 3.9 miles of Federal Aid segments of pavement were in 
Poor condition. 

 
 

Low Income 
Population 
Interval 

Percent 
Low 
Income 

Federal Aid 
Segment 
Miles with 
Excellent 
IRI 

Percent 
Federal Aid 
Segement 
Miles with 
Excellent IRI 

Federal Aid 
Segement 
Miles in 
Good IRI 

Percent 
Federal Aid 
Segment 
Miles with 
Good IRI 

Federal Aid 
Segement 
Miles in Fair 
IRI 

Percent Federal Aid 
Segment Miles with 
Fair IRI 

1 2.46% 141.1 72.64% 44.2 22.75% 6.8 3.48% 

2 10.18% 112.7 62.64% 51.6 28.66% 13.9 7.72% 

3 20.62% 13.8 73.69% 2.7 14.62% 1.9 10.16% 

4 26.94% 1.7 32.56% 2.1 40.06% 1.4 27.37% 

5 53.36% 1.7 34.88 1.3 26.21% 1.9 38.91% 

Low Income 
Population 
Interval 

Percent 
Low 
Income 

Federal Aid 
Segment 
Miles with 
Poor IRI 

Percent% 
Federal Aid 
Segement 
Miles with 
Poor IRI 

Federal Aid 
Segement 
Miles with 
Other IRI 

Percent 
Federal Aid 
Segment 
Miles with 
Other 

  
Total Federal Aid 
Segment Miles IRI 

1 2.46% 2.2 2.19% 0 0.00%   194.2 

2 10.18% 1.7 0.87% 0 0.00%   179.9 

3 20.62% 0.3 2.96% 0 0.00%   18.7 

4 26.94% 0 0.00% 0 0.00%   5.3 

5 53.36% 0 0.00% 0 0.00%   4.9 

 
 
 
Federal Aid segments and OPI Pavement Conditions in Minority Populations 

 

 For the block groups with located in block groups (3, 4 and 5) where higher than the overall 
minority population groups reside, 5.4 miles of Federal Aid segments of pavement were in 
OPI Excellent condition, and 0 miles of Federal Aid segments of pavement were considered in 
OPI Poor condition. 

 In the remaining block groups (1 and 2), 127.3 miles of Federal Aid segments of pavement 
were in Excellent condition, and 5.6 miles of Federal Aid segments of pavement were in Poor 
condition. 
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Minority 
Population 
Interval 

Percent 
Minority 

Federal Aid 
Segment 
Miles with 
Excellent 
OPI 

Percent 
Federal Aid 
Segement 
Miles with 
Excellent 
OPI 

Federal 
Aid 
Segement 
Miles in 
Good OPI 

Percent 
Federal Aid 
Segment 
Miles with 
Good OPI 

Federal 
Aid 
Segement 
Miles in 
Fair OPI 

Percent 
Federal Aid 
Segment Miles 
with Fair OPI 

1 2.91% 102 38.19% 139.6 52.26% 20.9 7.84% 

2 11.39% 25.3 33.68% 39.6 52.80% 9.1 12.18% 

3 22.52% 3.4 9.88% 25.9 75.57% 5 14.55% 

4 50.13% 2 18.81% 7.2 67.55% 1.5 13.64% 

5 0.00% 0 0.00% 0 0.00% 0 0.00% 

Minority 
Population 
Interval 

Percent 
Minority 

Federal Aid 
Segment 
Miles with 
Poor OPI 

Percent 
Federal Aid 
Segement 
Miles with 
Poor OPI 

Federal Aid 
Segement 
Miles with 
Other OPI 

Percent 
Federal Aid 
Segment 
Miles with 
Other OPI 

  
Total Federal 
Aid Segment 
Miles OPI 

 

1 2.91% 4.6 1.71% 0 0.00%   267.1 

2 11.39% 1 1.34% 0 0.00%   75.1 

3 22.52% 0 0.00% 0 0.00%   34.3 

4 50.13% 0 0.00% 0 0.00%   10.6 

5 0.00% 0 0.00% 0 0.00%   387.1 

 

Low Income 
Population 
Interval 

Percent 
Low 
Income 

Federal Aid 
Segment 
Miles with 
Excellent 
OPI 

Percent 
Federal Aid 
Segement 
Miles with 
Excellent 
OPI 

Federal Aid 
Segement 
Miles in 
Good OPI 

Percent 
Federal Aid 
Segment 
Miles with 
Good OPI 

Federal Aid 
Segement 
Miles in 
Fair OPI 

Percent Federal 
Aid Segment 
Miles with Fair 
OPI 

1 2.46% 73.4 37.82% 99.7 51.32% 16.8 8.67% 

2 10.18% 49.3 27.40% 109.7 60.94% 19.4 10.79% 

3 20.62% 7.9 42.58% 8 42.62% 2.2 11.84% 

4 26.94% 0.6 12.20% 4.2 78.78% 0.5 9.02% 

5 53.36% 0.6 13.07% 3.08 77.27% 0.5 9.66% 

Low Income 
Population 
Interval 

Percent 
Low 
Income 

Federal Aid 
Segment 
Miles with 
Poor OPI 

Percent% 
Federal Aid 
Segement 
Miles with 
Poor OPI 

Federal Aid 
Segement 
Miles with 
Other OPI 

Percent 
Federal Aid 
Segment 
Miles with 
Other OPI 

  
Total Federal 
Aid Segment 
Miles OPI 

1 2.46% 0 0.00% 4.3 2.19%   194.2 

2 10.18% 0 0.00% 1.6 0.87%   179.9 

3 20.62% 0 0.00% 0.6 2.96%   18.7 

4 26.94% 0 0.00% 0 0.00%   5.3 

5 53.36% 0 0.00% 0 0.00%   4.9 
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Federal Aid segments and OPI Pavement Conditions in Low-income Populations 
 

 For the block groups with located in block groups (3, 4 and 5) where higher than the overall 
minority population groups reside, 9.1 miles of Federal Aid segments of pavement were in 
OPI Excellent condition, and 0.00 miles of Federal Aid segments of pavement were 
considered in OPI Poor condition. 

 In the remaining block groups (1 and 2), 122.7 miles of Federal Aid segments of pavement 
were in Excellent condition, and 0.00 miles of Federal Aid segments of pavement were in 
Poor condition. 
 

 
The following maps related to pavement condition data are included in Appendix A: 

 

 IRI and OPI Pavement conditions with concentrations of Minority Populations in Centre County 

 IRI and OPI Pavement conditions with concentrations of Poverty Populations in Centre County 

 
4. Bridge, Highway, and Transit Investments 
 
Part of the EJ Analysis illustrates the investment of transportation funding in the block groups with 
higher-than-average concentrations of minority populations and poverty populations, based on the 
geographic location of the projects within the block groups. 

 
One significant project under consideration currently is the State College Area Connector (SCAC) 
project.  The project study area and alternative improvements continue to be discussed at this time. 
Although details of potential impacts to minority and low-income populations cannot be determined 
due to the size of the study area and until potential alternative improvements are identified, the 
investment analysis assumed that an improvement(s) of some type would occur within the study area. 
As the SCAC project advances through a Planning and Environment Linkages (PEL) Study and the 
Preliminary Engineering (PE) Phase, EJ analyses for future TIPs will address EJ impacts associated with 
this project. 

 
 
Bridge and Highway Investment in Minority Populations  

 
$5,830,450 in transportation investments on the TIP are being made in block groups (3, 4 and 

5) with greater than the county ratio of 15.3% minority population. 
 

Interval Number Dollars of Investment in Bridges Dollars of Investment in Highways 

1 $34,336,681  $72,642,173  

2 $4,217,067  $8,680,137  

3 $100,000  $3,100,000  

4 $0.00  $2,630,450  

5 $0.00  $0.00  
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Bridge and Highway Investment in Low-income Populations 

 
 $9,301,611 in transportation investments on the TIP are being made in block groups (3, 4 and 

5) with greater than the county ratio of low-income population. 
 

Interval Number Dollars of Investment in Bridges Dollars of Investment in Highways 

1 $710,000  $15,090,003  

2 $8,464,661  $78,262,623  

3 $1,121,474  $4,880,137  

4 $100,000  $3,100,000  

5 $0  $100,000  

 
 
The following maps related to bridge and highway investments are included in Appendix A: 

 

 TIP with concentrations of Minority Populations in Centre County 

 TIP with concentrations of Poverty Populations in Centre County 

 
Transit Investment in Minority and Low-income Populations 
 
The CCMPO considered the evaluation of transit investments in block groups that exceed the county 
ratio for minority and low-income populations. After careful review, it was determined the transit 
projects could not be physically located and mapped to accurately identify impacts in block groups. The 
transit projects represent system enhancements that provide benefit to all potential users. Since all 
users are thought to benefit in a similar way, a transit investment table was not prepared. 

 
The following maps related to transit investments are included in Appendix A: 

 

 Transit access with concentrations of Minority Populations in Centre County 

 Transit access with concentrations of Poverty Populations in Centre County 

 
5. Qualitative Evaluation of TIP Projects 
 
The EJ Analysis for the TIP includes a new approach for preparing a qualitative assessment, compared to 
qualitative analyses that were prepared for prior TIPs and LRTPs. The new qualitative assessment is 
more consistent with the FHWA and FTA core elements and more closely reflects the updated EJ Guide 
and training. 
 
Below is a table illustrating the qualitative basis used to evaluate TIP projects. The table includes a 
project category and a project impact type. The project impact type varies by level of impact to minority 
and low-income populations. 
 

 Red impact – project likely to result in high impact relative to short term or long-term 
disruptions, increased right-of-way acquisition, increased commute time, etc. 

 Yellow impact – project likely to result in some disruptions but not as significant or for as long as 
red impact projects. 

 Green impact – projects likely to result in the least adverse impact and add the most benefit to 

minority and low-income population - bicycle, pedestrian, transit projects.
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Project Category Project Impact Type 

Major Capital/Capacity Adding Projects of potential concern/significant impact 

Bridges (replacement, rehabilitation, 
maintenance) 

Lower potential impacts/potential benefit 

Highway (Betterment, congestion 
management, repaving, 
maintenance) 

Lower potential impacts/benefit 

Highway Safety Lower potential impacts/benefit 

Bike/Ped Low potential for adverse impacts 

Transit Low potential for adverse impacts 

 
The TIP Highway/Bridge Element project list in Appendix B includes the PennDOT Multimodal Project 

Management System (MPMS) number, a brief project description, and the assigned project impact type. 
 
Most of the projects on the Highway/Bridge Element of the TIP are believed to have some potential 
adverse/beneficial impact (yellow impact) on minority or low-income populations. 

 
Two major highway projects are anticipated to result in a significant impact (red impact) to minority or 
low-income population groups. MPMS #3142, the I-80/I-99 High Speed Interchange, involves the 
construction of a new highway interchange over a five-year period. Right-of-way for the project has 
already been acquired, so no adverse impact is expected from acquisition of property occupied by 
minority or low-income persons. However, the construction period will last approximately 5-6 years, 
which will result in disruptions of traffic flow for minority and low-income persons living in the area near 
the project or traveling through the project area. The project will ultimately result in the addition of new 

roadway capacity that will make travel safer and more convenient. 
 
The second major project anticipated to have a significant (red) impact from a qualitative perspective is 
MPMS #112784, the State College Area Connector (SCAC) project. Although the project has completed 
the PEL Study and continues to work through PE Phase, the qualitative analysis assumed that an 
improvement(s) of some type would occur within the SCAC study area, potentially resulting in both 
negative (burden) and positive (benefit) impacts. 

 
The TIP Transit Element project list in Appendix C also includes the PennDOT MPMS number, a brief 
project description and the assigned project impact type. The CCMPO determined that the transit 
projects would have low potential for adverse impacts and are anticipated to benefit block groups that 
have minority and poverty populations above the county ratio. The projects are system wide 
improvements for the benefit of all users. 
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6. Public Participation 
 
One of the core EJ principles is “to ensure the full and fair participation by all potentially affected 
communities in the transportation decision-making process.” One of key recommendations is to address 
environmental justice considerations and engage the public early in the development of, and project 
selection for, the TIP.  
 
Several steps are being taken to enable the public to comment on the 2025-2028 TIP. A 30-day public 
comment period is being held from April 29, 2024, through May 29, 2024. During this time, the Draft TIP 

is available on the CCMPO’s website. Links to the website are also being posted on the websites 
of partner agencies and organizations.  
 
A virtual public meeting is scheduled for Tuesday, May 14, 2024, from 6:00 p.m. to 7:00 p.m., in lieu of a 
public meeting scheduled at a physical location. Members of the public wishing to participate in the 
virtual public meeting may sign up for access by contacting the CCMPO staff directly at, or by registering 
through the CCMPO website. The session includes a brief presentation by MPO staff and an opportunity 
to provide comments to the staff. 
 
The comment period and virtual public meeting were advertised in three newspapers that serve Centre 
County. A notice was also placed on the C-NET public access cable television bulletin board, and a 
press release sent to 68 broadcast and print media outlets, including web-based community news 
publishers. 
 

Correspondence was emailed or mailed to 94 organizations designated as “interested parties” in the 
CCMPO’s Public Participation Plan (PPP.) The interested parties include affected public agencies, 
representatives of public transportation employees, freight shippers, providers of freight 
transportation services, private providers of transportation, representatives of users of public 
transportation, representatives of users of pedestrian walkways and bicycle transportation facilities, 
representatives of the disabled, and other entities. The interested parties list is revised on an ongoing 
basis. 
 

Notices were also emailed and mailed to the municipal managers or secretaries for 35 municipalities 
in Centre County, persons on the mailing list for CCMPO meetings and reports, and eight Native 
American Tribes and Nations whose ancestors had at one-time lived-in Centre County. 
 

All notices include the dates for the start and conclusion of the public comment period, information 
about the virtual public meeting, and the website address to access the documents or request a 
paper copy of the documents. 
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CATA actively solicits input from populations of concern when planning and implementing its annual 
program of fixed-route transit service. Through its subsequent annual service plan adjustments, CATA 
is continually attempting to improve public transit service to key areas, many of which include 
concentrations of populations of concern. CATA also provides comments to the municipalities in its 
service area about land development plans, relative to the inclusion of public transit stops and 
pedestrian connections that help to serve its customers. The CCOT works closely with several human 
service agencies to address transportation access issues for members of minority and low-income 

populations. 
 
7. Future EJ Analysis 
 
As the CCMPO continues to participate in the planning and programming of federal funds for 
transportation projects and programs through the LRTP and the TIP, future activities will include: 
 

 Enhancing analytical capabilities to ensure that the LRTP and TIP comply with Title VI of the Civil 
Rights Act of 1964. 

 

 Identifying residential, employment, and transportation patterns of minority and low-income 
populations so that their needs can be identified and addressed, and the benefits and burdens 
of transportation investments can be distributed. 

 

 Evaluating and, where necessary, improving the public involvement process to eliminate 
participation barriers and engage minority and low-income populations in transportation 
decision making should be part of this process. 

 
Many of these foundational actions will be pursued through the periodic EJ Analyses conducted for the 
LRTP and TIP. 

 
The CCMPO relied on the methodology established in the FY 2025-2028 TIP Statewide Environmental 
Justice Analysis which built upon the substantial work and documentation previously by R. Scott 
Williams at the Williamsburg Area Transportation Study Metropolitan Planning Organization (WATS 
MPO) (Willaims 2023), South Central EJ Unified Process and Methodology Guide to complete the EJ 
Analysis for the 2023-2026 TIP. The Guide is divided into three levels of analysis, and the CCMPO utilized 
the core (first) analysis level for the evaluation of the 2025-2028 TIP. 
 
The CCMPO anticipates expanding the analysis for future TIPs and LRTPs to include the second level, 
identified in the Guide as the “First Enhancement Activity”. This second level is intended to broaden the 
analysis beyond what the Census data and PennDOT transportation system condition data provide 
relative to potential impacts on minority and low-income populations. 
 
The CCMPO recognizes the value in the First Enhancement Activity items but notes that resources are 
limited, and that all these second level activities may not be completed. The CCMPO may focus on the 
following First Enhancement Activity items: 
 

 Including other potentially disadvantaged populations in the mapping and analysis. 

 Comparing EJ and non-EJ populations in proximity to non-motorized infrastructure. 

 Preparing and including charts of distribution of non-motorized infrastructure. 

 Including EJ representation on CCMPO committees and/or special subcommittees. 

 Establishing vision and goals to address EJ populations. 
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 Developing EJ-related criteria for project selection to evaluate investment in minority and low-

income block groups that exceed the county ratio. 

 Collecting project information through open-ended questions to support investment for low-
income and minority block groups that exceed the county ratio. 

 Exploring project funding guidance. 
 
Other First Enhancement Activity items will need even more staff time and resources to advance, such 
as: 
 

 Establishing travel profiles by minority and low-income status for travel time and means of 
transportation. 

 Including demographic (minority and low-income) questions in transportation surveys. 

 Assessing impact of projects on regional access and travel times. 

 Expanding EJ into LRTP goals and project selection criteria. 

 Continuing to develop programs, projects, and partnerships with EJ populations. 
 

The CCMPO will require the assistance of FHWA, FTA, PennDOT, CATA, CCOT, and other project sponsors 
in advancing future activities so that meaningful refinements to the CCMPO’s EJ Analysis process and 
products continue to be made. 
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Appendix A 
 

Maps 
 
Minority Populations 
 
 Concentrations of Minority Populations in Centre County  

 Concentrations of Minority Populations in Centre County dot density map 

 Crash data with concentrations of Minority Populations in Centre County 

 Deficient Bridges with Concentrations of Minority populations in Centre County 

 Pavement conditions with concentrations of Minority Populations in Centre County 

 TIP with concentrations of Minority Populations in Centre County 

 Transit Access with concentrations of Minority Populations in Centre County 

 
Low-income Populations 
 
 Concentrations of Poverty Populations in Centre County 

 Concentrations of Poverty Populations in Centre County dot density map 

 Crash data with concentrations of Poverty Populations in Centre County 

 Deficient Bridges with Concentrations of Poverty populations in Centre County 

 Pavement conditions with concentrations of Poverty Populations in Centre County 

 TIP with concentrations of Poverty Populations in Centre County 

 Transit Access with concentrations of Poverty Populations in Centre County 

 
Minority Population Maps 

 
Concentrations of Minority Population in Centre County 
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Concentrations of Minority Populations in Centre County dot density map 

 
 

 
Crash data with concentrations of Minority Populations in Centre County 
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Deficient Bridges with Concentrations of Minority populations in Centre County 

 
 

Pavement conditions with concentrations of Minority Populations in Centre County 
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TIP with concentrations of Minority Populations in Centre County 

 
 

Transit Access with concentrations of Minority Populations in Centre County 
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Low-income Populations Maps 

 
Concentrations of Poverty Populations in Centre County 

 
 

Concentrations of Poverty Populations in Centre County dot density map 
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Crash data with concentrations of Poverty Populations in Centre County 

 
 
 
 
Deficient Bridges with Concentrations of Poverty populations in Centre County 
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Pavement conditions with concentrations of Poverty Populations in Centre County 

 
 
 
 

TIP with concentrations of Poverty Populations in Centre County 
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Transit Access with concentrations of Poverty Populations in Centre County 
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Appendix B 
 

Project Impact for TIP Highway/Bridge Element 
 

SR SECT MPMS  Project Title Municipality 
Project Impact Type to Minority 
and Low Income Populations 

3006 A04 76162 Mill Race Bridge SR 3006 Bellefonte Boro Bridge Improvement 

3040 A03 88206 SR 3040 Laurel Run Br #2 Huston Twp Bridge Improvement 

4005 A02 88217 SR 4005 Bridge over I-80. Snow Shoe Twp Bridge Improvements 

0150 A01 88222 Holt Hollow Run Bridge SR 150 Boggs Twp   Bridge Improvement 

0322 A06 88349 Sinking Creek Bridge SR 322 Potter Twp   Bridge Improvement 

2005 A01 91500 SR 2005 Sinking Cr Bridge Gregg Twp Bridge Improvements 

0026 N41 93262 SR 260/ ST 150 Howard Intersection Howard Twp Safety Improvement 

3014 153 101960 Atherton Street Phase III 
State College Boro/Patton and 
Harris Twp  Drainage Improvements 

3014 154 101961 Atherton Street Phase IV State College Boro/College Twp  Drainage Improvements  

0150 N40 106365 SR 150 and Phoenix Ave Bellefonte Boro/Spring Twp Intersection Improvements 

4004 A05 109581 Bridge over Trib Wallace Run SR 4004 Union Twp  Bridge Improvements 

0504 A06 109582 Steel Arch Culvert SR 504 Rush Twp  Bridge Improvements 

0504 P36 110305 2024 Bridge Preservation Bogg Twp Bridge Improvements 

0026 P35 110368 2026 Centre Bridge Preservation Howard Twp  Bridge Improvements 

0026 147 112588 Jacksonville Road Betterment Marion Twp Roadway Restoration/Resurfacing 

0322 D10 112784 State College Area Connector SR322/144/45 Roadway improvements 

3030 A01 113123 SR 3030 over Branch Dix Run Union Twp Bridge Improvement 

0144 164 113550 SR 144 Runville Area Boggs Twp Drainage Improvement 

0445 A05 115653 SR 445 Bridge Restoration Miles Twp Bridge Improvement 

0144 A16 116739 SR 144 Laurel Run Concrete Potter Twp Bridge Improvement 

3036 A01 116747 SR 3036 over Mulligan Run Rush Twp Bridge Improvements 

1009 A01 116791 SR 1009 over Lick Run Howard Twp Bridge Improvement 

3022 P48 116881 2024 Centre Bridge Preservation PA 26 Bridge Improvements 

0026 P53 116885 SR 26 over Spring Creek College Twp Bridge Improvements 

3042 P55 116891 2027 Centre Bridge Preservation Worth Twp Bridge Improvements 

0144 TSA 118399 Bellefonte Streetscape Sa Bellefonte Boro Improved Walkway 

0144 PCS 119190 District PCS Project for District systemwide Pedestrian Countdown Signals 

0026 0 119687 SR 26 Allen Street Improv State College Boro Intersection Improvements 

0144 HFS 119990 SR 144 High Friction Surf Spring Twp Safety Improvement 

0322 HF2 120082 SR 322 High Friction Surf Rush and Worth Twp Safety Improvement 

 

 

PennDOT Interstate Management Program 

SR SECT MPMS  Project Title Municipality 
Project Impact Type to Minority and 

Low Income Populations 

0080 B18 3142 EXIT 161 Bellefonte Interchange Marion Twp Spring Twp 
High Speed Interchange between I-99 and 
I-80 

0080 B38 74912 I-80 Bridge Replacements Marion Twp    I-80 Bridge Replacements 
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Appendix C 

 
Project Impact for TIP Transit Element 

 
TIP 

YEAR 
MPMS# STATUS PROJECT NAME DESCRIPTION Project Impact Type 

Minority and Low-
Income 

2025 89928 Carryover Operating Assistance FFY 2025 operating assistance (CATA) Transit 

111016 Carryover Operating Assistance FFY 2025 operating assistance (CCOT) Transit 

89932 Carryover Vehicles Replace paratransit vehicles Transit 

95509 Carryover Vehicles Replace paratransit vehicles Transit 

95508 Carryover Vehicles Replace 40' buses Transit 

89944 Carryover Vehicles Replace service vehicles Transit 

118200 Carryover Vehicles Replace <30' buses Transit 

95510 Carryover Equipment Advanced public transportation systems Transit 

95511 Carryover Facility Add shelters and amenities Transit 

95512 Carryover Facility Facility improvements Transit 

95513 Carryover Equipment Office, shop, maintenance equipment Transit 

95515 Carryover Vehicles/Facility Major bus and building parts Transit 

2026 89928 Carryover Operating Assistance FFY 2026 operating assistance (CATA) Transit 

111016 Carryover Operating Assistance FFY 2026 operating assistance (CCOT) Transit 

89932 Carryover Vehicles Replace paratransit vehicles Transit 

95508 Carryover Vehicles Replace 40' buses Transit 

95510 Carryover Equipment Advanced public transportation systems Transit 

95511 Carryover Facility Add shelters and amenities Transit 

95512 Carryover Facility Facility improvements Transit 

95513 Carryover Equipment Office, shop, maintenance equipment Transit 

95515 Carryover Vehicles/Facility Major bus and building parts Transit 

2027 89928 Carryover Operating Assistance FFY 2027 operating assistance (CATA) Transit 

111016 Carryover Operating Assistance FFY 2027 operating assistance (CCOT) Transit 

89932 Carryover Vehicles Replace paratransit vehicles Transit 

89944 Carryover Vehicles Replace service vehicles Transit 

115264 Carryover Vehicles Purchase expansion micro transit vehicles Transit 

95509 Carryover Vehicles Replace paratransit vehicles Transit 

95508 Carryover Vehicles Replace 40' buses Transit 

118200 Carryover Vehicles Replace <30' buses Transit 

95510 Carryover Equipment Advanced public transportation systems Transit 

95511 Carryover Facility Add shelters and amenities Transit 

95512 Carryover Facility Facility improvements Transit 

95513 Carryover Equipment Office, shop, maintenance equipment Transit 

95515 Carryover Vehicles/Facility Major bus and building parts Transit 

2028 89928 Carryover Operating Assistance FFY 2028 operating assistance (CATA) Transit 

111016 Carryover Operating Assistance FFY 2028 operating assistance (CCOT) Transit 

89932 Carryover Vehicles Replace paratransit vehicles Transit 

89944 Carryover Vehicles Replace service vehicles Transit 

95508 Carryover Vehicles Replace 40' buses Transit 

95510 Carryover Equipment Advanced public transportation systems Transit 

95511 Carryover Facility Add shelters and amenities Transit 

95512 Carryover Facility Facility improvements Transit 

95513 Carryover Equipment Office, shop, maintenance equipment Transit 

95515 Carryover Vehicles/Facility Major bus and building parts Transit 

 


