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Pennsylvania’s Rural Planning Organizations
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An Evolving Partnership

e Partnership began in 1997

e Partnership strengthened
over time

e Formal Memorandum Of
Understanding

e Partnership continues to
grow and opportunities
emerge



New/Emerging Opportunities

e Linking Planning and NEPA
— Asset Planning Performance Measures

e | ocal Data Collection

e PL/SPR Funding Formula

e Long Range Plans
— Project prioritization (Decision Lens)



Linking Planning and NEPA

Linking Planning and NEPA

Joint MPO/RPO-PennDOT
ownership of fiscal
responsiblity

Include asset

management planning
inthe LRTP Process

Consider funding

feasibility as criterion
for advancing projects

Identify all phases
of funding from
pre-construction phases to
final design and
construction in LRTP and TIP|

Understand problem
and need before
developing solutions

Identify and
consider environmental
constraints earlier in

planning

Cnstt{ogi e!nd ity Require alignment of
comprehensive plans {andUsaznd
and regional plans in
Piograin Developneit transportation decisions
Consider smaller scale, Consider a broad range
more affordable of solutions to
solutions first transportation needs
Promote smart growth
MKy Py andsustainabiltyin
Ly planning and
Developement and HOPS| progiasminkg deciions
Use flexible design
standards to fit

“tontext”

Consider realistic
Iternatives that addres:
purpose/need before
project gets on the TIP
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Presentation Notes
 Include asset management planning in prioritization

 Make sure Decision Makers have the same information PennDOT does

 Understand environmental considerations and implications

 Improve project predictability and cost estimating

 Improve consensus and communication among project development and delivery stakeholders


Asset Planning

e Managing our Assets:

v' Strategic framework for managing transportation
Infrastructure, aligning resource allocation to maintain
and/or improve the system to a specific level

v' Current needs far outweigh available resources;
program must focus on maintenance of existing system

v' Guidance to Planning Organizations indicates that at
least 90% of region’s program be dedicated to system
preservation



Asset Planning

e Department and Planning Organizations are
jointly responsible for managing assets

e Communicating Needs
v Summary of existing assets by County

v Summary of Annual Funding Need — by asset, by
county

v' Sharing goals and measuring success



Pavement Asset Management Planning/

Performance Measures Annual Report
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Presentation Notes
Reduce the Miles of Poor IRI

Reduce the Miles of “Out of Cycle” Pavement

Reduce Surface Out of Cycle

Maintain and preserve OPI for Good and Excellent pavements 


Bridge Asset Management Planning/

Performance Measures Annual Report
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Program Highest Risk SD Bridges    (Risk Assessment)

Reduce SD Backlog and reach established SD Goals

Preservation Goals – Invest in timely preservation activities to keep “good bridges good”

Maintain SD Levels (once established SD Goals have been reached)



Data Sharing — Automated Forms

Web Based

Screening
Forms
— Three “levels”

Transportation Proposal ldentification Form

Screening Forms
My Drafts

Send Level 1 form
Solicitation

Create Level 1

Create Level 2

Al Submitted Level 1

All Submitted Level 25

All Submitted Level 35
Level 1 Views By Status
By Dismiz=ed

By Ceferred
Recommended for Level 2
Returned To Advocate
Referred to Maintenance
Level 2 Views By Status
By Dismissed

By Deferred
Recommended for Level 3
Included in TIPILRTP

Refetred for Flanning Study

U mrand B V8 miin Doy Cindien

Welcorhe Brian Wall ! Logout Help

| Cloge |

Save | Subirmit

Level? Screening Form

* Indicates Mandatory Fields

LEVEL 2 SCREENING FORM

2.0 Advocate Contact Information

Local Advocate Type

First Name
Last Name
Street Address1
Street Address2
City
State
Zip Code
Email
Fax
Phone
2.1a Problem Location:

| Select County |

= County(ies)

Brian

Wil

400 Maorth 5t fith Floor

Hartishurg
Py
17120

bwall@state pa.us
(717) TRT-5247
717 7720827

O AgencyiOrganization O Municipality © Individual

Municipality(ies)
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Accessible by all stakeholders in the process: Planning Partners, Engineering District Offices, Central Office Planning and Highway Administrations.

Screening is to evaluate and choose the projects that best follow Smart Transportation Principles and meet the “Needs”

Level 1 : 	initial

Level 2: 	from level 1 OR from DOT (asset preservations, for example) OR from planning partner (needs from LRTP or local comprehensive plans)
  	
	data extracted from PennDOT systems and automatically populated on forms

Level 3: 	used to capture information from additional studies, if not enough information was available from existing sources (LEVEL 2)








Data Sharing — Environmental

e Environmental
Screening

— Grouped into
13 layers

— 2 manual
items for T&E
and Public
Controversy
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Environmental screening…wetlands, historic, archaeological, high quality trout streams, etc.

Total of 41 GIS layers evaluated.

Manual Entry:  Threatened and Endangered Species and Public Controversy on Environmental Grounds.



Data Sharing — Auto Forms

Asset Management Planning Tool

e Road Management e Bridge Management

System System

— Pavement Risk — Bridge Risk Assessment
Assessment-NEW — Condition based

— Uniform approach to approach for ranking
ranking pavements in bridges in the greatest
the greatest need of need of repair
Preservation and — All bridges with scores

Rehabilitation

— Age, condition, and cost
escalation
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If successful, Preservation, recommended treatment (STAMPP), costs are next steps.

Ranking based on age, condition, and cost escalation.

These tools will help to:

 Support more structured, consistent process of program development
 Communicate core information needed by decision makers
 Ensure key factors are considered at the right time




Local Data Collection

|l ocal Roads

Geocoded to establish
local road network

Add 35 potential data
attributes for each road
segment

Update and inventorying
using mobile mapping
devices.

Assist in planning and
asset management for
local municipalities

Local Bridges

Geocoded to local bridge
network

Add 20 potential data
attributes for each bridge
Including photos.

Found over 150 bridges
over 20 feet not on the
NBI system

Three planning partners
have completed inventory
of 3600 bridges under 20
feet.



PL/SPR Funding Formula

e Working to refine current formula

e Established a work group

e Utilizing similar structure to our financial
guidance work group



Financial Guidance Work Group

e Work Group Principles
— Cooperative effort PLEASE GHECK
— Long term strategic view point Your G“NE
— Commonwealth perspective At THE BOOR
— Rely on available data

— Statewide and regional needs-based decision
making

— Near term issues and priorities
— Coordinate with other agencies and initiatives




Long Range Planning

e Requiring RPOs to develop
Long Range Plan

e Utilization of Decision Lens
to aide in project
prioritization

www.dot.state.pa.us



Pennsylvania’s Rural Planning Organizations (RPOs)

e What Makes the Partnership Effective?
— Consensus upfront
— Joint development of procedures
— Everyone is at the table
— Sharing of information
— Understand the interests of others
— No unilateral decisions
— Ongoing process




Hindsight

Established contractual
process

Effective Date: Agreement No:
FID No:

INTERGOVERNMENTAL AGREEMENT

COMMONWEALTH OF PENNSYLVANIA
DEPARTMENT OF TRANSPORTATION

AND
SOUTHERN ALLEGHENIES PLANNING AND
DEVELOPMENT COMMISSION

THIS AGREEMENT, made and entered into between the COMMONWEALTH

OF PENNSYLVANIA DEPARTMENT OF TRANSPORTATION (“DEPARTMENT"),
AND

The SOUTHERN ALLEGHENIES PLANNING AND DEVELOPMENT
COMMISSION ("SAP&DC™).

WITNESSETH:

WHEREAS, the DEPARTMENT has initiated a rural transportation planning and
programming process in the non-urbanized portions of the Commonwealth of
Pennsylvania; and,

WHEREAS, in calendar year 1997, the DEPARTMENT and its transportation
planning partners undertook a reengineering process to improve the transportation
planning and programming process; and,

WHEREAS, through the reengineering process, fifteen guiding principles were

established, attached to this AGREEMENT as Exhibit A; and,

WHEREAS, transy ion planning and p in Bedford, Fulton,

Huntingdon. and Somerset Counties is presently being conducted by the SAP&DC: and,
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