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AADT or Annual Average Daily Traffic – The estimate of typical daily traffic on a road segment for all days of the week, Sunday 
through Saturday, over the period of one year. 
 
Access – The facilities and services that make it possible to get to any destination, measured by the availability of physical 
connections (roads, sidewalks, etc.), travel options, ease of movement, and nearness of destinations. 
 
ARRA or American Recovery and Reinvestment Act of 2009— The American Recovery and Reinvestment Act of 2009 (ARRA) is 
a $787 billion economic stimulus package signed into law by President Barack Obama on Feb. 17, 2009. A percentage of the package 
targets spending (contracts, grants, and loans) and the rest includes tax cuts and entitlements such as Medicaid and Social Security 
Administration payments. ARRA has provided 100% federal funding to implement roadway, transit, bicycle and pedestrian 
preservation and improvement projects. 
 
Amenities - Anything that increases physical or material comfort, such as bus shelters, trees, benches, and landscaping. 
 
C or Construction – Abbreviation used in the WILMAPCO TIP 
 
CAAA or Clean Air Act and its Amendments - The federal law that requires urban areas with high pollution to modify 
transportation policies in order to reduce emissions.  This law makes air quality a primary concern in transportation decision-making. 
 
CBD or Central Business District - Downtown portion of a city that serves as the primary activity center. Its land use is 
characterized by intense business activity that serves as a destination for a significant number of daily work trips. 
 
CMAQ or Congestion Mitigation and Air Quality - Federal funds available for either transit or highway projects which contribute 
significantly to a reduction in automobile emissions that cause air pollution. 
 
CMS or Congestion Management System - A process for evaluating the level of congestion on the region's transportation system, 
and for identifying strategies which will reduce this congestion. 
 
Conformity – An assessment of the compliance of any transportation plan, program, or project with air quality improvement plans.  
The conformity process is defined by the Clean Air Act. 
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CTP or Capital Transportation Program - The program devised by the state of Delaware to determine and prioritize transportation 
capital investments.  These needs and cost estimates are updated annually in the program.  This process is coordinated with 
WILMAPCO in the development of its TIP, or Transportation Improvement Program. 
 
CTP or Consolidated Transportation Program – The program devised by the state of Maryland to determine and prioritize 
transportation capital investments.  These needs and cost estimates are updated annually in the program.  This process is coordinated 
with WILMAPCO in the development of its TIP, or Transportation Improvement Program. 
 
Delaware Council on Transportation – Appointed by the Governor and made up of business and community leaders who are 
interested in transportation subjects and have demonstrated expertise or experience that would help in evaluating relevant issues and 
programs.  It advises DelDOT and the Governor on issues which may aid in providing the best possible transportation services. 
 
DelDOT or Delaware Department of Transportation - DelDOT provides the transportation network throughout Delaware, 
including design, construction and maintenance of roads and bridges, highway operations and operation of DART First State.   
 
DNREC or Delaware Department of Natural Resources and Environmental Control – Agency charged with protecting and 
managing Delaware’s natural resources, protecting public health and safety, providing outdoor recreation, and educating and the 
environment. 
 
DRBA or Delaware River and Bay Authority - Overseen by six commissioners from New Jersey and six from Delaware, the DRBA 
is charged with providing transportation links between the two states and economic development in Delaware and southern New 
Jersey. The DRBA operates the Delaware Memorial Bridge, Cape May-Lewes Ferry, Three Forts Ferry Crossing, Salem County 
Business Center and five airports—New Castle, Civil Air Terminal at Dover AFB, and Delaware Airpark, in Delaware, and Millville 
and Cape May, in New Jersey. 
 
DTC or Delaware Transit Corporation – Operates “DART First State”, statewide multimodal and specialized transportation 
services throughout the State of Delaware. 
 
Demographic Trends - Trends regarding population, such as size, growth, density, distribution and vital statistics.  
  
Design Criteria - Criteria used to guide the design of development and transportation projects.  Transit-oriented design (TOD) and 
mobility-friendly design are examples. 
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EPA or Environmental Protection Agency – The federal regulatory agency responsible for administrating and enforcing federal 
environmental laws including the Clean Air Act. 
 
FHWA or Federal Highway Administration – The agency of the U. S. Department of Transportation that funds surface 
transportation planning and programs, primarily highways. 
 
FTA or Federal Transit Administration – The agency of the U.S. Department of Transportation that funds surface transportation 
planning and programs, primarily transit. 
 
Financial Plan - TEA 21 requires that Plan recommendations are actually affordable. A financial plan must be developed to show that 
we are reasonably certain that funding sources will be adequate for implementation?   
 
Functional Classification – A hierarchical system of categorizing streets and roads on the basis of the way they are used, the volumes 
of traffic they carry, and the way they function within the context of the overall transportation system. 
 
FY or Fiscal Year – WILMAPCO’s yearly accounting period begins July 1 and ends the following June 30.  Fiscal years are denoted 
by the calendar year in which they end.  The federal fiscal year is October 1-September 30.  The MDOT and DelDOT fiscal year runs 
concurrent with WILMAPCO’s. 
 
GARVEE or Grant Anticipation Revenue Vehicle-- A GARVEE is any bond or other form of debt repayable, either exclusively or 
primarily, with future Federal-aid highway funds under Section 122 of Title 23 of the United States Code.  Although the source of 
payment is Federal-aid funds, GARVEEs cannot be backed by a Federal guarantee, but are issued at the sole discretion of, and on the 
security of, the state issuing entity.   
 
GIS or Geographic Information Systems – GIS is a system of computer software, hardware and data to help manipulate, analyze 
and present information that is tied to a spatial location.  
 
Greenways - Interconnecting paths designed to accommodate bicycle and pedestrian uses.  Greenways link our natural areas and 
make them accessible to our communities.  The Lower Susquehanna Greenway, the East Coast Greenway, and the Delaware Coastal 
Heritage Greenway are examples. 
 
Infrastructure - The physical structure of a community, such as roads, sidewalks, sewers, rail lines, and bridges. 
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Intelligent Transportation Systems (ITS) - Technologies that improve the management and efficiency of our transportation system, 
such as electronic toll collection, timed traffic signals and on-board navigation systems. 
 
Intermodal – Those issues or activities which involve or affect more than one mode of transportation, including transportation 
connections, choices, cooperation and coordination of various modes. Also known as "multimodal". The term "mode" is used to refer 
to and to distinguish from each other the various forms of transportation, such as automobile, transit, ship, bicycle and walking.  
 
ISTEA – The acronym for the federal Intermodal Surface Transportation Efficiency Act of 1991, landmark legislation that 
restructured programs for all methods of transportation.  Replaced by TEA-21. 
 
Land Use – Activities and structures on the land, such as housing, shopping centers, farms, and office buildings. 
 
Long-Range Plan – A transportation plan covering a time span of 20 or more years. 
 
MAP-21-- Moving Ahead for Progress in the 21st Century Act-- The fourth, and most recent, transportation re-authorization 
legislation.  Enacted on July 6, 2012, MAP-21 authorized funding surface transportation programs at over $105 billion for fiscal years 
FY 2013 and 2014. Replaces ISTEA, TEA-21 and SAFETEA-LU. 
 
MARC or Maryland Rail Commuter Service - One of the mass transit systems in Baltimore, Washington and Virginia. 
 
MdTA or Maryland Transportation Authority - The Authority is responsible for managing, operating and improving the State's 
toll facilities. 
 
MDOT or Maryland Department of Transportation - The Department provides Maryland citizens with a transportation network 
encompassing aviation, highway, marine, mass transit, motor vehicle, railroad and toll facilities. 
 
Metropolitan Planning Organization (MPO) – The organization required by the federal government, designated by states, and 
operated by local officials for developing transportation programs in urban areas of 50,000 or more people.  The MPO for our region 
is WILMAPCO. 
 
MTA or Maryland Mass Transit Administration - The MTA provides a network of transit, rail and freight services. 
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Mobility – The movement of people or goods throughout our communities and across the region.  Mobility is measured in terms of 
travel time, comfort, convenience, safety and cost. 
 
Multimodal-- A transportation system or project that accommodates automobiles, public transit, public safety vehicles, freight, 
pedestrians and bicycles in a balanced way to maximize access and mobility and to minimize congestion throughout the community. 
NAAQS or National Ambient Air Quality Standards - The U.S. Environmental Protection Agency (EPA) has established National 
Ambient Air Quality Standards (NAAQS) for six air pollutants: ozone, lead, carbon monoxide, sulfur dioxide, nitrogen dioxide, and 
respirable particulate matter. 
 
NOx or Nitrogen Oxides - is the generic term for a group of highly reactive gases, all of which contain nitrogen and oxygen in 
varying amounts. Many of the nitrogen oxides are colorless and odorless. However, one common pollutant, nitrogen dioxide (NO2) 
along with particles in the air can often be seen as a reddish-brown layer over many urban areas. 
 
PAC or Public Advisory Committee – An advisory committee to the Council that represents a diverse group of organizations.  The 
mission of the PAC is to advise the Council on public participation strategies and to provide a forum for community concerns. 
 
Park-and-Ride – Lots in outlying areas where people can park and then use transit, carpool, or vanpool for the remainder of their trip. 
 
PD or Project Development – The planning phase of a project. An abbreviation used in the WILMAPCO TIP 
 
PE or Preliminary Engineering – An abbreviation used in the WILMAPCO TIP 
 
Pipeline Process – Used by DelDOT to keep track of projects and to help move them from idea state to implementation. 
 
ROW or Right of Way Acquisition – An abbreviation used in the WILMAPCO TIP. 
 
Regional Transportation Plan (RTP)– A blueprint to guide the region’s transportation for the next 25 years.  Federal law requires 
the RTP to be updated every four years (in areas that do not meet air quality standards) to ensure that the plan remains current and 
effective at achieving the goals. Formerly known as the Metropolitan Transportation Plan (MTP). 
 
SAFETEA-LU - Safe, Accountable, Flexible, Efficient Transportation Equity Act: A Legacy for Users.  The third transportation re-
authorization legislation.  Enacted into law in July of 2005, the bill authorizes $284 billion of federal funding through 2009. Replaces 
ISTEA and TEA-21. 
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SEPTA or Southeastern Pennsylvania Transportation Authority - Transit authority for Philadelphia and the surrounding areas.  
 
SHA or (Maryland) State Highway Administration - As part of the Maryland Department of Transportation (MDOT), SHA is 
responsible for more than 16,000 lane miles of interstate, primary and secondary roads and more than 2,500 bridges.   
 
SIP or Statewide Implementation Plan – Documents prepared by states and submitted to the EPA for approval, which identify 
actions and programs to carry out the requirements of the Clean Air Act. 
 
Special Use Lanes – Lanes on heavily congested roadways that are used exclusively by carpools, vanpools, buses or any vehicle that 
transports multiple passengers; also called High Occupancy Vehicle (HOV) lanes. 
 
Sprawl – Commercial and residential development occurring farther away from traditional communities and towns, usually limiting 
mobility and accessibility to auto use only.  
 
STIP or Statewide Transportation Improvement Program – A multi-year, statewide intermodal program of transportation projects 
that includes project scheduling and funding information. Known in both Delaware and Maryland as the CTP.  
 
TAC or Technical Advisory Committee – An advisory committee to the Council that represents federal, state, and local planning 
agencies in Delaware and Maryland.  The TAC is responsible for overseeing the technical work of WILMAPCO staff and developing 
recommendations to the Council on projects and programs. 
 
TEA-21 – The acronym for the 1998 federal Transportation Equity Act for the 21st Century. Replaced ISTEA, but continued and 
expanded ISTEA’s restructured programs for all modes of transportation.  It provides guidelines to authorize federal funding of 
transportation projects. 
 
TIP or Transportation Improvement Program – A program that lists all federally funded projects and services in the WILMAPCO 
region, covering a period of four years.  It is developed annually in cooperation with MDOT, DelDOT and affected transit operators. 
 
Traffic Calming – Design techniques to decrease the speed and volume of vehicle traffic on streets, while still providing vehicle 
circulation in an area.  Techniques include speed bumps, landscaping and roundabouts. 
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Transit – Passenger service provided to the public along established routes.  Paratransit is a variety of smaller, often flexibly 
scheduled and routed transit services serving the needs of persons that standard transit would serve with difficulty or not at all.  
 
Transit-Oriented Development – Transit-oriented development (TOD) is development characterized by a layout that encourages use 
of public transit service and walking or bicycling instead of automobile use for many trip purposes.  Typically, it places higher density 
development within an easy walking distance of ¼ to ½ mile of a public transit station or stop and is mixed-use, accessible by all other 
modes.  It is compact, pedestrian friendly, and has a transit stop or station as an activity center. 
 
Transportation Investment Areas (TIA) – Areas for future investments in transportation which will match transportation 
investments to land use needs. 
 
UPWP or Unified Planning Work Program – A plan, developed by WILMAPCO, that guides all transportation planning activities 
in the WILMAPCO region. 
 
VOC or Volatile Organic Compounds - VOC's are hydrocarbons released from burning fuel such as gasoline, oil as well as vapors 
from paints and dry-cleaning solvents. These vapors are released into the atmosphere and are acted upon by the sun and heat and 
combine with Nitrogen Dioxide (NOx) to form ozone. 
 
VMT or Vehicle Miles of Travel – A standard areawide measure of travel activity, calculated by multiplying average trip length by 
the total number of trips.  
 
Wilmington Area Planning Council (WILMAPCO) – The MPO for Cecil County, Maryland and New Castle County, Delaware. 
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 1 
 Introduction 
 This report dem

onstrates transportation conform
ity of the W

ilm
ington A

rea Planning 
C

ouncil’s (W
ILM

A
PC

O
) Fiscal Y

ear (FY
) 2015-2018 Transportation Im

provem
ent 

Program
 (TIP) and 2040 R

egional Transportation Plan (R
TP) for the N

ew
 C

astle C
ounty, 

D
elaw

are portion of the PA
-N

J-M
D

-D
E 8-hour ozone and PA

-N
J-D

E fine particulate 
m

atter (PM
2.5) nonattainm

ent areas.  
 W

ILM
A

PC
O

 is the M
etropolitan Planning O

rganization (M
PO

) for N
ew

 C
astle C

ounty, 
D

elaw
are and C

ecil C
ounty, M

aryland. It is designated by the governors of both states to 
plan for, coordinate, and program

 the m
any transportation investm

ents in the region. 
U

nder federal law
 and regulation, all plans and program

s that involve federal funds or are 
of regional significance m

ust be review
ed and approved through W

ILM
A

PC
O

.  
 W

ILM
A

PC
O

 is responsible for developing a Transportation Im
provem

ent Program
 (TIP) 

and a regional long-range transportation plan (R
TP) in cooperation w

ith the M
aryland 

D
epartm

ent of Transportation (M
D

O
T), the D

elaw
are D

epartm
ent of Transportation 

(D
elD

O
T) 

and 
affected 

transit 
operators. 

In 
accordance 

w
ith 

federal 
planning 

requirem
ents, a collaborative process has been developed w

herein state, county and local 
governm

ents and transportation providers are partners in the planning and program
m

ing 
process.  
 A

s the Federally-designated M
PO

 for N
ew

 C
astle C

ounty, D
elaw

are and C
ecil C

ounty, 
M

aryland, W
ILM

A
PC

O
 is required by law

 to dem
onstrate that the R

TP and TIP conform
 

to the transportation em
ission budgets set forth in the Statew

ide Im
plem

entation Plan 
(SIP) for each state. If em

issions generated from
 the projects program

m
ed in the TIP and 

R
TP are equal to or less than the em

ission budgets in the SIPs, then conform
ity has been 

dem
onstrated. 

 8-h
ou

r O
zon

e B
ackgrou

n
d 

O
zone is an odorless, colorless, gas and 

is created by a reaction betw
een nitrogen 

oxides 
(N

O
x) 

and 
volatile 

organic 
com

pounds (V
O

C
) in the presence of 

sunlight. W
hile ozone in the stratosphere 

form
s a protective layer, shielding the 

earth 
from

 
the 

sun’s 
harm

ful 
rays, 

ground level ozone is a key contributor 
to 

sm
og. 

M
otor 

vehicle 
exhaust, 

industrial 
em

issions, 
gasoline 

vapors, 
chem

ical solvents, and natural sources all 
contribute to N

O
x and V

O
C

 em
issions. 

Since ozone is form
ed in the presence of 

heat 
and 

sunlight, 
it 

is 
considered 

a 
sum

m
ertim

e pollutant. 
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  O

zone exposure is detrim
ental to public health.  O

zone can irritate lung airw
ays and 

cause inflam
m

ation sim
ilar to sunburn. O

ther sym
ptom

s include w
heezing, coughing, and 

pain w
hen taking a deep breath and breathing difficulties during exercise or outdoor 

activities. People w
ith respiratory problem

s, children and the elderly are m
ost vulnerable, 

but even healthy people that are active outdoors can be affected w
hen ozone levels are 

high. Even at very low
 levels, ground-level ozone triggers a variety of health problem

s 
including aggravated asthm

a, reduced lung capacity, and increased susceptibility to 
respiratory illnesses such as pneum

onia and bronchitis.  
 In addition to adverse health effects, ground-level ozone also interferes w

ith the ability of 
plants to produce and store food, w

hich m
akes them

 m
ore susceptible to disease, insects, 

other pollutants, and harsh w
eather. Furtherm

ore, ozone dam
ages the leaves of trees and 

other plants, ruining the appearance of cities, national parks, and recreation areas.  
   8-H

ou
r O

zon
e N

ation
al A

m
bien

t A
ir Q

u
ality S

tan
dards 

O
n M

ay 21, 2012, EPA
 issued a final rule via the Federal R

egister (77 FR
 30088) 

establishing initial air quality designations for the 2008 prim
ary and secondary N

A
A

Q
S 

for ozone.  The 2008 standard is set at an 8-hour average concentration of 0.075 ppm
 and 

retains the sam
e general form

 and averaging tim
e as the 0.080 ppm

 N
A

A
Q

S set in 1997.  
The effective date of the 2008 ozone standard designations w

as July 20, 2012.   
 A

reas across the U
nited States that have failed to m

eet the standards outlined above have 
been designated as nonattainm

ent areas and, as a result, are subject to transportation 
conform

ity. Transportation conform
ity requires nonattainm

ent and m
aintenance areas to 

dem
onstrate that all future transportation projects w

ill not hinder the area from
 reaching 

and m
aintaining its attainm

ent goals. In particular, the projects w
ill not: 

 
 

C
ause or contribute to new

 air quality violations 
 

W
orsen existing violations  

 
D

elay tim
ely attainm

ent of the relevant N
A

A
Q

S 
  

The PA
-N

J-M
D

-D
E area is classified as a m

arginal nonattainm
ent area, resulting in an 

attainm
ent date of D

ecem
ber 31, 2015.  It is m

ade up of 16 counties spanning the states 
of Pennsylvania, N

ew
 Jersey, M

aryland and D
elaw

are.  The counties of Sussex and K
ent, 

D
elaw

are w
ill no longer be included in the PA

-N
J-M

D
-D

E nonattainm
ent area under the 

2008 standard. Figure 1 illustrates the nonattainm
ent areas. 
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F
igu

re 1: R
egion

al O
zon

e N
on

attain
m

en
t A

reas 
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 P

M
2.5 B

ackgrou
n

d 

Fine particulate m
atter (PM

2.5 hereafter) is a m
ixture of m

icroscopic solids and liquid 
droplets suspended in the air, w

here the size of the particles is less than 2.5 µm
 (or about 

one-thirtieth the diam
eter of a hum

an hair).  Fine particles can be em
itted directly (such 

as sm
oke from

 a fire, or as a com
ponent of autom

obile exhaust) or be form
ed indirectly 

in the air from
 pow

er plant, industrial and m
obile source em

issions of gases such as 
sulfur dioxide and nitrogen oxides. 
 

 
 

The health effects associated w
ith exposure to fine particles are significant.  Scientific 

studies have show
n significant associations betw

een elevated fine particle levels and 
prem

ature death.  Effects associated w
ith fine particle exposure include aggravation of 

respiratory and cardiovascular disease (as indicated by increased hospital adm
issions, 

em
ergency room

 visits, absences from
 school or w

ork, and restricted activity days), lung 
disease, decreased lung function, asthm

a attacks, and certain cardiovascular problem
s 

such as heart attacks and cardiac arrhythm
ia.  W

hile fine particles are unhealthy for 
anyone to breathe, people w

ith heart or lung disease, asthm
atics, older adults, and 

children are especially at risk. 
 P

M
2.5 N

ation
al A

m
bien

t A
ir Q

u
ality S

tan
dards 

In July 1997, the EPA
 issued N

A
A

Q
S for PM

2.5, designed to protect the public from
 

exposure to PM
2.5 at levels that m

ay cause health problem
s.  That standard included tw

o 
elem

ents: 
 

1) 
A

n annual standard set at 15 µg/m
3, based on a three year average of the annual 

m
ean PM

2.5 concentrations, and  
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2) 
A

 24-hour standard of 65 µg/m
3, based on a three year average of the 98

th 
percentile of 24-hour concentrations.   
 

A
reas need to m

eet both standards to be considered in attainm
ent of PM

2.5 N
A

A
Q

S
1.   

 O
n A

pril 5, 2005, EPA
 designations under the PM

2.5 N
A

A
Q

S becam
e effective, under 

w
hich the region consisting of N

ew
 C

astle C
ounty in D

elaw
are, B

ucks, C
hester, 

D
elaw

are, M
ontgom

ery, and Philadelphia counties in Pennsylvania, and B
urlington, 

C
am

den and G
loucester counties in N

ew
 Jersey w

ere collectively designated as a 
nonattainm

ent area.  This region is know
n as the Philadelphia-W

ilm
ington, PA

-N
J-D

E 
PM

2.5 N
onattainm

ent A
rea.   

 In D
ecem

ber 2006, the EPA
 revised the 24-hour standard from

 65 µg/m
3 to 35 µg/m

3.  
Three years later, in D

ecem
ber 2009, the EPA

 designated the Philadelphia-W
ilm

ington, 
PA

-N
J-D

E PM
2.5 N

onattainm
ent A

rea in nonattainm
ent for the 24-hour standard. The 

O
ctober 2011 PM

2.5 SIP’s PM
2.5 em

ission budget, calculated using the M
O

V
ES m

odel, 
w

as found adequate for conform
ity purposes by EPA

 in D
ecem

ber 2013.  
 N

ine counties spanning the states of Pennsylvania, N
ew

 Jersey and D
elaw

are com
prise 

the PA
-N

J-D
E PM

2.5 nonattainm
ent area for the 2006 24-hour standard.  Figure 1 

illustrates nearby nonattainm
ent areas. 

                                                             
1 M

eeting the PM
2.5 standards nationw

ide is estim
ated to prevent at least 15,000 prem

ature deaths; 75,000 cases of chronic bronchitis; 
10,000 hospital adm

issions for respiratory and cardiovascular disease; hundreds of thousands of occurrences of aggravated asthm
a; 

and 3.1 m
illion days w

hen people m
iss w

ork because they are suffering from
 sym

ptom
s related to particle pollution exposure. 
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F
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al P
M

2.5 N
on

attainm
en

t A
reas 
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 S

tatu
s of the 2040 R

T
P

 an
d F

Y
 2015-2018 T

IP
  

A
s the regional transportation-planning agency for C

ecil C
ounty, M

aryland and N
ew

 
C

astle 
C

ounty, 
D

elaw
are, 

W
ILM

A
PC

O
 

is 
charged 

w
ith 

authoring 
a 

long-range 
transportation 

plan 
w

ith 
at 

least 
a 

20-year 
planning 

horizon. 
The 

R
TP 

presents 
recom

m
endations for enhanced transportation efficiency and functionality, including the 

construction of new
 facilities, im

proved connectivity to m
ultiple travel m

odes, and the 
enhancem

ent 
of 

existing 
highw

ay, 
transit, 

and 
bicycle/pedestrian 

facilities. 
Transportation projects that address challenges faced by the region are identified in this 
plan and placed in the four-year TIP that corresponds to that project’s developm

ent 
tim

etable.  
 The 2040 R

TP and the Fiscal Y
ear 2015 – 2018 TIP w

ere created by the W
ILM

A
PC

O
 

staff and m
em

ber agencies. The R
TP w

as adopted by the W
ILM

A
PC

O
 C

ouncil in 
January 2011 and received federal approval in M

arch 2011.  The TIP and an am
ended 

R
TP w

ill be form
ally adopted, along w

ith this determ
ination, in M

arch 2014. 
   Interagency C

onsultation 
 A

s required by the federal transportation conform
ity rule (40 C

FR
 93.105) the conform

ity 
process includes a significant level of cooperative interaction am

ong the federal, state and 
local agencies. Interagency consultation requirem

ents include coordination w
ith the local 

county representatives, the M
PO

 and representatives from
 both state and federal agencies 

including: 
 

 
W

ILM
A

PC
O

 
 

M
aryland D

epartm
ent of the Environm

ent 
 

M
aryland D

epartm
ent of Transportation 

 
M

aryland SH
A

, M
TA

 and M
D

TA
 

 
D

elaw
are Transit C

orporation 
 

D
elaw

are D
epartm

ent of Transportation 
 

D
elaw

are D
epartm

ent of N
atural R

esources and Environm
ental C

ontrol 
 

C
ecil C

ounty  
 

N
ew

 C
astle C

ounty 
 

FH
W

A
 

 
EPA

 
 

FTA
 

 A
s part of the interagency consultation, the Technical A

dvisory C
om

m
ittee (TA

C
) and 

A
ir Q

uality Subcom
m

ittee (A
Q

S) groups m
et and collaborated in order to achieve the 

follow
ing goals related to the transportation conform

ity process:   
  D

eterm
ine planning assum

ptions  
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  D

evelop a definitive list of future year projects to be analyzed 
 D

evelop a form
at for presenting determ

ination 
 D

evelop and standardize the public participation process 
 M

eeting m
inutes and notes are available at the follow

ing w
ebpages:   

 
http://w

w
w

.w
ilm

apco.org/aqs/ 
 

http://w
w

w
.w

ilm
apco.org/tac/   

  D
eterm

ine P
lanning A

ssum
ptions 

 O
zon

e 
 The em

issions resulting from
 the im

plem
entation of regionally significant transportation 

projects (those w
hich do not qualify as exem

pt under 40 C
FR

 93.126 and 127) w
ill be 

com
pared to the D

elaw
are D

epartm
ent of N

atural R
esources and the Environm

ental 
C

ontrol’s (D
N

R
EC

) M
otor V

ehicle Em
issions B

udget (M
V

EB
). 

 The ozone em
issions budgets of record w

ere developed by D
N

R
EC

 using the 
M

O
B

ILE6b m
odel for 2009. The follow

ing budgets w
ere used: 

 
 

V
O

C
: 9.89 tons/sum

m
er day 

 
N

O
x: 19.23 tons/sum

m
er day 

 The EPA
 regulations, as outlined in the Final Transportation C

onform
ity R

ule, Section 
93.118, require that em

issions analyses for the follow
ing years: 

 
 

A
ttainm

ent year 
 

A
 near-term

 year, one to five years in the future 
 

The last year of the R
TP’s forecast period 

 
A

n interm
ediate year or years such that analyses years are no m

ore than ten years 
apart. 

 The follow
ing five analysis years w

ere chosen for the ozone analysis: 
 

 
2015 (near-term

 year and the attainm
ent year) 

 
2020 (interim

 year to keep analysis years less than ten years apart) 
 

2030 (interim
 year to keep analysis years less than ten years apart) 

 
2040 (W

ILM
A

PC
O

 Plan horizon year) 
 A

s discussed above, ozone form
ation is a direct result of V

O
C

 and N
O

x em
issions 

reacting w
ith each other in the presence of sunlight. The EPA

 has ruled that both 
precursor em

issions, V
O

C
 and N

O
x, m

ust be included in a regional analysis of 8-hour 
ozone for transportation conform

ity. 
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 P

M
2.5  

PM
2.5 can result from

 both direct and indirect sources.  G
asoline and diesel on-road 

vehicles em
it both direct PM

2.5 and other gases that react in the air to form
 PM

2.5.  
Transportation-related direct PM

2.5 em
issions can result from

 particles in exhaust fum
es, 

from
 brake and tire w

ear, from
 road dust kicked up by vehicles, and from

 highw
ay and 

transit construction.  Transportation-related indirect PM
2.5 em

issions can result from
 one 

or m
ore of several exhaust com

ponents, including nitrogen oxides (N
O

x), volatile 
organic com

pounds (V
O

C
s), sulfur oxides (SO

x), and am
m

onia (N
H

3 ). 
 For the regional analysis of direct PM

2.5 em
issions, the EPA

 has ruled that both exhaust 
and brake/tire w

ear m
ust be included. H

ow
ever, EPA

 has ruled that regional em
issions 

analyses for direct PM
2.5 should include road dust only if road dust is found to be a 

significant contributor to PM
2.5 by either the EPA

 R
egional A

dm
inistrator or a state air 

agency.  For this nonattainm
ent area, neither of the EPA

 R
egional A

dm
inistrators nor any 

of the three state air agencies have found that road dust is a significant PM
2.5 

contributor.  EPA
 has also ruled that regional direct PM

2.5 analyses need only include 
fugitive dust from

 construction of transportation projects if the SIP identifies these 
em

issions as significant contributors to the regional PM
2.5 problem

.  The current 
subm

itted PM
2.5 SIP has not deem

ed construction-related dust as a contributor to the 
regional PM

2.5 problem
.  Thus, the only com

ponents of direct PM
2.5 em

issions to be 
considered in the nonattainm

ent area are tailpipe exhaust and brake/tire w
ear. 

 For the regional analysis of indirect PM
2.5 em

issions (also called PM
2.5 precursors), the 

EPA
 has identified four potential transportation-related PM

2.5 precursors: N
O

x, V
O

C
s, 

SO
x, and N

H
3 .  The current PM

2.5 SIP does not identify any precursors identified other 
than N

O
x as a significant contributor of PM

2.5 em
issions in N

ew
 C

astle C
ounty.  

 The follow
ing PM

2.5 pollutants and precursors w
ere tested: 

 
 

D
irect PM

2.5 source: tailpipe exhaust, brake and tire w
ear 

 
PM

2.5 Precursor: N
O

x 
 The PM

2.5 em
issions budget of record w

ere developed by D
N

R
EC

 using the M
O

V
ES 

m
odel (described later) for 2012. The follow

ing budgets w
ere used: 

 
 

D
irect PM

2.5 2012 budget: 199.0 tons/year (0.545 tons/day) 
 

Indirect (N
O

x) PM
2.5 2012 budget: 6,273 tons/year (17.19 tons/day) 

 
EPA

 regulations require that em
issions analysis be conducted for specific analysis years. 

Section 93.119(g) of the F
inal R

ule states that these analysis years m
ust include a near-

term
 year (one to five years in the future), the last year of the long range plan, and an 

interm
ediate year or years such that analysis years are no m

ore than 10 years apart. 
A

dditionally, the 2015 analysis year m
eets a conform

ity requirem
ent to test conform

ity 
for the attainm

ent year. 
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 The follow
ing five analysis years w

ere chosen for the PM
2.5 analysis: 

 
 

2015 (near-term
 year and the attainm

ent year) 
 

2020 (interim
 year to keep analysis years less than ten years apart) 

 
2030 (interim

 year to keep analysis years less than ten years apart) 
 

2040 (W
ILM

A
PC

O
 Plan horizon year) 

  T
ravel D

em
and M

odeling M
ethodology 

 The air quality analysis conducted for the FY
 2015-2018 TIP and 2040 R

TP used a series 
of com

puter-based m
odeling techniques.  These techniques are consistent w

ith m
ethods 

W
ILM

A
PC

O
 and D

elD
O

T have used in conducting air quality analyses required by the 
C

A
A

 am
endm

ents, and are sim
ilar to those used by other state and regional transportation 

agencies in preparing air quality analyses.  They are also consistent w
ith the m

odeling 
procedures W

ILM
A

PC
O

 and D
elD

O
T have used assisting in the preparation of various 

SIP docum
ents w

ith the D
elaw

are D
epartm

ent of N
atural R

esources and Environm
ental 

C
ontrol (D

N
R

EC
). 

   T
ravel D

em
an

d M
odelin

g 
 A

 travel dem
and m

odel for D
elaw

are, including N
ew

 C
astle C

ounty, is m
aintained by 

D
elD

O
T.   The m

odel applies a variety of data regarding roadw
ay netw

ork conditions, 
vehicular travel patterns, autom

obile ow
nership, and the location of population and 

em
ploym

ent sites.  The m
odel follow

s a five-step process of trip generation, distribution, 
m

ode 
split, 

assignm
ent, 

and 
feedback 

that 
is 

com
m

only 
used 

throughout 
the 

transportation planning industry.  The m
odel com

ponents w
ere processed through the 

C
U

B
E V

oyager softw
are package.  The prim

ary products of the m
odel used in the air 

quality analysis w
ere estim

ated volum
es and average speeds for each segm

ent or “link” 
of the roadw

ay system
. 

 The m
odeling process developed for the FY

 2015-2018 TIP and the 2040 R
TP used a 

2012 base year netw
ork validated against D

elD
O

T traffic counts for 2011.  M
odel 

netw
orks w

ere developed for the years 2015, 2020, 2030, and 2040 for N
ew

 C
astle 

C
ounty. The netw

orks include the m
ajor capacity im

provem
ent projects that are expected 

to be in place and open to service during these years.  The types of projects that are tested 
include enhanced transit service, highw

ay w
idening (one lane or m

ore) and/or new
 

construction.  
 D

em
ographic projections, including em

ploym
ent, households, and population, w

ere 
developed for each of the analysis years through the W

ILM
A

PC
O

 D
ata &

 D
em

ographic 
Subcom

m
ittee. 

 
These 

forecasts 
w

ere 
recom

m
ended 

by 
the 

Technical 
A

dvisory 
C

om
m

ittee (TA
C

) and w
ere adopted by the W

ILM
A

PC
O

 C
ouncil in July 2013. 
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 Travel estim
ates w

ere developed for this conform
ity analysis using a so-called “five-step 

travel dem
and” m

odeling process.  The m
odel follow

s the traditional five-step m
odeling 

approach that includes trip generation, trip distribution, m
ode split, assignm

ent, and 
feedback. This type of process is required by Federal air quality conform

ity regulations, 
and is a set of planning tools com

m
only used am

ong M
PO

s and State D
O

Ts.   
 The travel dem

and m
odeling process uses tw

o sets of prim
ary input data.  The first is 

socio-econom
ic data for Traffic A

nalysis Zones (TA
Z) for the N

ew
 C

astle C
ounty M

PO
 

region.  Since the m
odeling process m

aintained for W
ILM

A
PC

O
 by the D

elaw
are D

O
T 

(D
ivision of Planning) uses a single, integrated m

odel of the D
elaw

are/M
aryland portion 

of the D
elm

arva Peninsula, W
ILM

A
PC

O
 staff have developed a subcom

m
ittee process to 

estim
ate and m

anage dem
ographic data for the TA

Z in N
ew

 C
astle C

ounty.  This 
dem

ographic data generally consists of: 
 

 1) 
Population 

2) 
D

w
elling U

nits 
3) 

Total Em
ploym

ent by Place of W
ork 

4) 
Em

ploym
ent by Job Sector, by Place of W

ork 
5) 

Total Em
ployed Persons (Em

ploym
ent by Place of R

esidence) 
6) 

A
verage Incom

e 
7) 

Incom
e Q

uartiles 
8) 

A
verage V

ehicle O
w

nership 
9) 

V
ehicle O

w
nership Q

uartiles 
 For each TA

Z, data for each of these item
s is obtained from

 the m
ost recent census, 

updated as needed to the base year of the long range plan.  For this conform
ity analysis, 

that m
eans data from

 the 2010 C
ensus w

as used w
ith other locally obtained inform

ation 
to develop a set of TA

Z estim
ates for 2013.  Em

ploym
ent by place of w

ork is not a 
product of the U

S C
ensus, but the D

em
ographics and D

ata Subcom
m

ittee used a series of 
local and state data sources to develop and achieve consensus on TA

Z-based em
ploym

ent 
locations.  The M

PO
 subcom

m
ittee also developed dem

ographic forecasts for each TA
Z, 

for the horizon years of 2020, 2030, and 2040.  O
ther years needed for the plan w

ere 
obtained through interpolation. 
 The second prim

ary travel m
odel input is the so-called “travel netw

ork” representation of 
N

ew
 C

astle C
ounty roadw

ays and streets.  The netw
ork file stores the follow

ing data for 
each street segm

ent: 
 

1) 
Functional C

lass (or road type) 
2) 

N
um

ber of Lanes 
3) 

Lane C
apacity 

4) 
Posted Speed 

5) 
O

perating Speed 
6) 

A
verage Peak Period C

apacity (Lanes X
 Lane C

apacity) 
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 The current set of D
elD

O
T/M

PO
 travel dem

and m
odels is typical of advanced TA

Z-
based travel m

odels in use in the U
nited States. D

elD
O

T staff (w
ith assistance from

 an 
engineering consulting firm

) estim
ated these m

odels using data from
 the 1997 – 2005 

D
elaw

are Travel M
onitoring Survey (D

TM
S).  The current TA

Z-based m
odels are 

referred to as aggregate dem
and m

odels because they are applied at an aggregate, zonal 
level w

ith extensive m
arket segm

entation.    
 A

s part of this plan update a review
 and process update of the m

odeling program
s w

as 
perform

ed by D
elD

O
T staff, w

hich added the 2005 – 2011 D
TM

S travel survey data to 
the m

odeling process. 
 The trip generation m

odels include a precursor step, w
hich disaggregates TA

Z-based 
household data using w

orkers per household, persons per household, and vehicles per 
household data from

 U
S C

ensus PU
M

S, then applies cross classification-based trip 
generation rates to estim

ate productions and attractions for each TA
Z, for several trip 

purposes including: 
 

1) 
H

om
e-B

ased W
ork (H

B
W

) 
2) 

H
om

e-B
ased Local Shopping (H

B
LS) 

3) 
H

om
e-B

ased R
egional Shopping (H

B
R

S) 
4) 

H
om

e-B
ased O

ther (H
B

O
) 

5) 
N

on-H
om

e B
ased (N

H
B

) 
6) 

Journey-to-W
ork (JTW

) 
7) 

Journey-at-W
ork (JA

W
) 

8) 
Trucks 

  

The trip distribution m
odels are standard gravity m

odel form
ulations using trip length 

frequencies for each trip purpose, from
 the 1997 – 2011 D

TM
S. 

 The m
ode choice m

odel used by D
elD

O
T and the M

PO
s is a nested logic choice form

at.  
N

on-m
otorized trips (separate m

odes for bicycle and w
alk) are included as an option in 

certain sets of m
odel runs that are based on tax-parcel TA

Z geography.  N
on-m

otorized 
trips are not currently m

odeled in the TA
Z-based regional m

odeling process used for 
county-based conform

ity analyses.   
 The trip assignm

ent procedures use netw
ork capacity-constrained equilibrium

 m
ethods, 

w
hich em

phasize average w
eekday peak period congestion levels to allocate roadw

ay 
volum

es and speeds by tim
e period of day.   Four peak period tim

es are used: A
M

, 
M

idday, PM
, and O

ffpeak.  The process uses custom
ized speed-flow

 delay curves 
representing freew

ay, arterial, collector, and local speeds separately. 
 The m

odel process m
ethods, as required by conform

ity regulations, incorporate full 
feedback from

 trip assignm
ent back through trip distribution. The travel m

odel w
as run in 
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 the C
U

B
E V

oyager softw
are package (V

ersion 6.0.2) under license from
 the vendor, 

C
itilabs. 

 In sum
m

ary, the m
odeling process used a 2012 base year netw

ork validated against 
D

elD
O

T traffic counts for 2011.  M
odel netw

orks w
ere developed for 2015, 2020, 2030, 

and 2040 for N
ew

 C
astle C

ounty and for the D
elaw

are/M
aryland peninsula counties.  

M
odeled transportation projects are listed in Table 1. The types of projects tested w

ere 
corridor im

provem
ents, highw

ay w
idening, and new

 roadw
ay construction.  Each project 

w
as 

added 
to 

the 
netw

ork 
in 

the 
year 

w
hen 

the 
im

provem
ent 

w
as 

com
pleted. 

Socioeconom
ic projects such as population, em

ploym
ent, and household size w

ere 
developed for the sam

e planning horizon years. 
  

T
ab

le 1: C
ecil an

d
 N

ew
 C

astle C
ou

n
ties’ R

egion
ally S

ign
ifican

t P
rojects 

 
   E

m
ission

 F
actor E

stim
ate 

EPA
's O

ffice of Transportation and A
ir Q

uality (O
TA

Q
) developed the M

O
tor V

ehicle 
E

m
ission Sim

ulator (M
O

V
ES).  Initial draft versions of the softw

are w
ere released in 

2009. This is the required m
odeling softw

are used in regional or countyw
ide air quality 

analyses including transportation conform
ity analyses.  The softw

are replaces the 
previous EPA

 tool w
hich w

as called M
O

B
ILE6.2.  The M

O
V

ES softw
are is required for 

use in conform
ity analyses after M

arch 2013.   

M
O

V
ES estim

ates em
issions for m

obile sources covering a broad range of m
obile source 

pollutants and allow
s m

ultiple scale analysis.  The M
O

V
ES softw

are produces estim
ates 

of em
issions from

 cars, trucks and m
otorcycles.  

ID
P

roject
C

ounty
M

odel  Y
ear

1
M

D
 213: Frenchtow

n R
oad to U

S 40 (tw
o to four lane divided highw

ay)
C

ecil
2030

2
I-95: Susquehanna R

iver to D
E Line (add a lane in each direction, plus bridge expansion)

C
ecil

2030
3

M
D

 272: U
S 40 to Lum

s R
d.  (tw

o to four lane divided highw
ay)

C
ecil

2040
4

I-95/SR
 222 Interchange (tw

o to four lanes on the SR
 222 bridge)

C
ecil

2040

5
SR

 72, M
cC

oy R
oad to SR

 71 (tw
o to four lanes) 

N
C

C
2020

6
R

oad A
 / SR

 7 Im
provem

ents (new
 lane in each direction)

N
C

C
2020

7
U

S 301: M
D

 State Line to SR
 1 &

 Spur (new
 four lane expressw

ay, plus tw
o lane spur)

N
C

C
2020

8
C

hristina R
iver B

ridge (new
 bridge)

N
C

C
2020

9
SR

 1: Tybouts C
orner to SR

 273 (four to six lanes)
N

C
C

2020
10

SR
 299, SR

 1 to C
atherine Street* (w

idening)
N

C
C

2020
11

Tyler M
cC

onnell B
ridge, SR

141: M
ontchanin R

oad to A
lapocas R

oad (bridge expansion)
N

C
C

2030
12

SR
 141/I-95 Interchange (expansion)

N
C

C
2030

13
U

S 40/SR
 896 (grade separated intersection)

N
C

C
2030

14
Elkton R

oad, M
aryland State Line to C

asho M
ill R

oad* (w
idening)

N
C

C
2030

15
SR

 1: C
 &

 D
 C

anal to Tybouts C
orner* (w

idening)
N

C
C

2030
16

SR
 4 (C

hristina Parkw
ay): SR

 2 to SR
 896* (w

idening)
N

C
C

2030
*R

edefined or resurrected projects –  new
 to this analysis
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 Figure 3 presents an overview
 of the process used to generate travel m

odel and em
issions 

m
odel data for this conform

ity analysis.  The travel m
odel softw

are, C
U

B
E V

oyager, w
as 

arranged by D
elD

O
T staff w

ith consultant assistance to include the D
N

R
EC

 spreadsheet 
“M

O
V

ES inventory m
ethod” process for estim

ating m
obile source em

issions in N
ew

 
C

astle C
ounty.  Essentially, D

N
R

EC
 staff developed an Excel-based application of the 

M
O

V
ES inventory m

ethod for estim
ating m

obile source em
issions.  That process w

as 
incorporated, step-by-step, into the C

U
B

E V
oyager softw

are so that conform
ity analysis 

process is based directly on the D
N

R
EC

 application of the M
O

V
ES inventory m

ethod.   
A

 series of quality-control checks w
as perform

ed by D
elD

O
T and the consulting firm

 
staff ensuring the C

U
B

E-m
odel generated em

issions data accurately replicated the 
D

N
R

EC
 spreadsheet m

ethod.  

Travel m
odel link volum

es are sum
m

ed to countyw
ide totals.  A

djustm
ent factors are 

then used to account for seasonal traffic variations and alignm
ent of D

elaw
are-based 

V
ehicle 

M
iles 

Traveled 
(V

M
T) 

estim
ates 

w
ith 

the 
federally-required 

H
ighw

ay 
Perform

ance M
anagem

ent System
 (H

PM
S).  H

PM
S data are used to standardize the 

D
elaw

are specific V
M

T data as required by the EPA
 so that direct com

parisons can be 
m

ade am
ong different years and m

odeling scenarios. 
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F
igu

re 3: O
verview

 of T
ravel M

odel – E
m

ission
 M

od
el P

rocess for C
on

form
ity  

  
M

obile S
ource E

m
ission

s E
stim

ates 
 The estim

ates of em
issions for N

ew
 C

astle C
ounty are generated jointly by D

elD
O

T and 
D

N
R

EC
.  The m

odel post-processor takes data produced by C
U

B
E V

oyager m
odel 

output for N
ew

 C
astle C

ounty and adjusts it for input into the M
O

V
ES m

obile em
issions 

process noted above.  This process links the estim
ated roadw

ay speeds and volum
es 

generated by the travel dem
and m

odel w
ith em

ission trends derived from
 M

O
V

ES.  The 
product of this process is countyw

ide em
ission estim

ates presented in this docum
ent. 

 The V
M

T and em
issions data for N

ew
 C

astle C
ounty w

ere adjusted to be com
patible 

w
ith the data contained in the current SIPs.  The adjustm

ents represent factors to account 
for seasonal traffic variations and to align the travel dem

and estim
ates w

ith D
elD

O
T’s 

and the H
PM

S traffic level reporting system
.  These data w

ere used to standardize the 
D

elaw
are specific V

M
T data as required by the EPA

 so that direct com
parisons can be 

m
ade am

ong different years and m
odeling scenarios.    
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  A
nalysis R

esults 
 The results of the m

otor vehicle em
issions budget tests are presented below

 in Tables 2 
and 3 and 4. Table 2 presents the results of the budget tests for ozone em

issions. Tables 3 
and 4 present the results of the baseline and budget tests for PM

2.5 em
issions. A

ll 
baselines and budget tests pass, dem

onstrating conform
ity.  

 
T

ab
le 2: O

zon
e (V

O
C

 &
 N

O
x) E

m
ission

s T
est R

esu
lts – M

V
E

B
 T

est (ton
s/su

m
m

er d
ay) 

 
 

 

   
T

ab
le 3: A

n
n

u
al P

M
2.5 E

m
ission

s T
est R

esu
lts – M

V
E

B
 T

est (ton
s/d

ay) 

 
 

V
O

C
 (tpsd)

2015
2020

2030
2040

Em
issions 

6.50
4.76

3.89
3.95

2009 B
udget 

9.89
9.89

9.89
9.89

R
esult

Pass
Pass

Pass
Pass

N
O

x (tpsd)
2015

2020
2030

2040

Em
issions 

15.19
9.57

7.17
7.39

2009 B
udget

19.23
19.23

19.23
19.23

R
esult

Pass
Pass

Pass
Pass

M
odeled years

M
odeled years

D
irect P

M
2.5 (tpy)

2015
2020

2030
2040

Em
issions

175.9
131.5

115.3
121.4

2012 B
udget 

199.0
199.0

199.0
199.0

R
esult

Pass
Pass

Pass
Pass

Indirect (N
O

x) P
M

2.5 (tpy)
2015

2020
2030

2040

Em
issions 

5,519
3,511

2,646
2,719

2012 B
udget

6,273
6,273

6,273
6,273

R
esult

Pass
Pass

Pass
Pass

M
odeled years

M
odeled years
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T
ab

le 4: D
aily P

M
2.5 E

m
ission

s T
est R

esu
lts – M

V
E

B
 T

est (ton
s/d

ay)  
 

 2040 R
T

P
 and FY

 2015-2018 T
IP

 C
onform

ity D
eterm

ination 
 F

in
an

cial C
on

strain
t 

The 
planning 

regulations, 
Sections 

450.322(b) 
(11) 

and 
450.324(e) 

require 
the 

transportation plan to be financially constrained w
hile the existing transportation system

 
is being adequately operated and m

aintained.  O
nly projects for w

hich construction and 
operating funds are reasonably expected to be available are included.  W

ILM
A

PC
O

 has 
developed an estim

ate of the cost to m
aintain and operate existing roads and bridges in 

the M
PO

 area and has com
pared that w

ith the estim
ated revenues and m

aintenance needs 
of the new

 roads. W
ILM

A
PC

O
 has found that the projected revenues are sufficient to 

cover the costs; therefore, satisfying the financial constraint requirem
ent. 

 P
u

blic P
articipation

 

This conform
ity docum

ent has undergone the public participation requirem
ents set forth 

in the Final C
onform

ity R
ule, and Final Statew

ide / M
etropolitan Planning R

ule. The 
draft docum

ent w
as m

ade available for public review
 and com

m
ent beginning on January 

13, 2014 and ending M
arch 4, 2014. The public review

 and com
m

ent period w
as 

announced using the follow
ing outlets:  

 
 

N
otices in the D

elaw
are N

ew
s Journal and C

ecil W
hig 

 
W

ILM
A

PC
O

 w
ebsite (w

w
w

.w
ilm

apco.org) 
 

W
ILM

A
PC

O
 E-N

EW
S (m

onthly electronic new
sletter) 

 
W

ILM
A

PC
O

 Transporter (quarterly new
sletter) 

 
TIP Public W

orkshop on February 24, 2014 from
 4 PM

 to 7 PM
 at W

ILM
A

PC
O

 
 The docum

entation of the observed 30-day public com
m

ent period can be found in 
A

ppendix G
 of the TIP.  

D
irect P

M
2.5 (tpd)

2015
2020

2030
2040

Em
issions

0.482
0.360

0.316
0.332

2012 B
udget 

0.545
0.545

0.545
0.545

R
esult

Pass
Pass

Pass
Pass

Indirect (N
O

x) P
M

2.5 (tpd)
2015

2020
2030

2040

Em
issions

15.12
9.62

7.25
7.45

2012 B
udget 

17.19
17.19

17.19
17.19

R
esult

Pass
Pass

Pass
Pass

M
odeled years

M
odeled years

C-19
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T
ab

le A
-1: C

on
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s M
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 SE

C
T

IO
N

 O
F

 40 C
F

R
 

P
A

R
T

 93 
C

R
IT

E
R

IA
Y

E
S / N

O
C

O
M

M
E

N
T

S

93.11
A

re the conform
ity determ

inations 
based upon the latest planning 

assum
ptions ?

Y
es

The conform
ity determ

ination uses 
the m

ost recent available inform
ation 

including recent dem
ographics and 

vehicle registration.

(a)   Is the conform
ity 

determ
ination, w

ith respect to all 
other applicable criteria in §§93.111 

- 93.119, based upon the m
ost 

recent planning assum
ptions in 

force at the tim
e of the conform

ity 
determ

ination?

Y
es

Population, housing and land use 
data inputs for the Travel D

em
and 

M
odel w

ere updated in July 2013.  
V

ehicle fleet data for 2013 w
as 

utilized in the conform
ity 

determ
ination.

(b)   A
re the assum

ptions derived 
from

 the estim
ates of current and 

future population, em
ploym

ent, 
travel, and congestion m

ost recently 
developed by the M

PO
 or other 

designated agency?  Is the 
conform

ity determ
ination based 

upon the latest assum
ptions about 

current and future background 
concentrations?

Y
es

Transportation dem
and end 

em
issions m

odeling assum
ptions are 

developed by the D
E D

ept of 
Transportation in conjunction w

ith 
W

ILM
A

PC
O

 and other local, state 
and federal representatives as part 

of the consultation process.  
Standard procedures for projecting 
future dem

ographics are outlined in 
the Plan.

(c)   A
re any changes in the transit 

operating policies (including fares 
and service levels) and assum

ed 
transit ridership discussed in the 

determ
ination?                 

(d)   The conform
ity determ

ination 
m

ust include reasonable 
assum

ptions about transit service 
and increases in transit fares and 
road and bridge tolls over tim

e.

Y
es

R
easonable assum

ptions have been 
m

ade w
ith regard to transit fares 

and operating policies (fare and 
service levels).  N

o changes to 
transit fare policy are anticipated for 
the duration of the Plan.  C

hanges to 
service levels for fixed route service 

in N
ew

 C
astle C

ounty are not 
anticipated for the duration of the 
plan.  It is reasonable to assum

e 
they w

ill rem
ain constant.  R

oad and 
bridge tolls are not expected to 

increase over the life of the Plan.

G
E

N
E

R
A

L C
R

ITE
R

IA
 A

P
P

LIC
A

B
LE

 TO
 B

O
TH

 P
LA

N
 A

N
D

 TIP
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SE
C

T
IO

N
 O

F
 40 C

F
R

 
P

A
R

T
 93 

C
R

IT
E

R
IA

Y
E

S / N
O

C
O

M
M

E
N

T
S

(f)   K
ey assum

ptions shall be 
specified and included in the draft 

docum
ents and supporting m

aterials 
used for the interagency and public 
consultation required by §93.105.

Y
es

K
ey planning assum

ptions are 
included and explained in the 

conform
ity determ

ination docum
ent 

and agreed upon by all participating 
parties through the interagency 

consultation process.  The 
conform

ity docum
ent has been m

ade 
available for public review

 for the 
required 30 day period.

93.111
Is the conform

ity determ
ination 

based upon the latest em
issions 

m
odel?

Y
es

EPA
's latest em

ission m
odel, 

M
O

V
ES, w

as used for this 
conform

ity analysis.
D

id the M
PO

 m
ake the conform

ity 
determ

ination according to the 
consultation procedures of the 
conform

ity rule or the state's 
conform

ity SIP?

W
ILM

A
PC

O
 conducted the 

conform
ity determ

ination in 
accordance w

ith the consultation 
procedures of the conform

ity rule.

93.106(a) (1)
A

re the H
orizon Y

ears correct?
Y

es

A
nalysis horizon years included 

2015, 2020, 2030 and 2040.  These 
represent the appropriate horizon 
years for the 8-hour ozone and 

PM
2.5 N

A
A

Q
S conform

ity 
determ

ination.

93.106(a) (2)(i)

D
oes the plan quantify and 

docum
ent the dem

ographic and 
em

ploym
ent factors influencing 

transportation dem
and?

Y
es

Socioeconom
ic data including 

population, retail and non retail 
em

ploym
ent and num

ber of house-
holds are included in the body of the 

conform
ity docum

ent

93.106(a) (2)(ii)

Is the highw
ay and transit system

 
adequately described in term

s of the 
regionally significant additions or 

m
odifications to the existing 

transportation netw
ork w

hich the 
transportation plan envisions to be 
operational in the horizon years?

Y
es

The regional m
odifications to the 

highw
ay and transit system

s are 
docum

ented w
ithin the conform

ity 
determ

ination report and included in 
the em

issions analysis.

93.108
Is the Transportation Plan Fiscally 

C
onstrained?

Y
es

The transportation plan is in 
com

plete agreem
ent w

ith the State’s 
FY

 2014 to 2019 C
apital 

Im
provem

ent Plan.

93.113(b)
A

re TC
M

s being im
plem

ented in a 
tim

ely m
anner?

N
/A

There are no TC
M

s included in the 
Plan.

93.118

For A
reas w

ith SIP B
udgets:Is the 

Transportation Plan, TIP or Project 
consistent w

ith the m
otor vehicle 

em
issions budget(s) in the 

applicable SIP?

Y
es

Em
ission totals calculated for each 

analysis years w
ere tested against 

the 2009 SIP budgets for ozone and 
the 2012 PM

2.5 budget.

T
R

A
N

SP
O

R
T

A
T

IO
N

 P
L

A
N
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C
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D
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M
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B
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B

y Functional C
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B
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nalysis Y
ear 
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T
ab

le B
-2: D

etailed
 E

m
ission

 R
esu

lts 
  

 
 

VOC NOx PM25 VOC NOx PM25 VOC NOx PM25 VOC NOx PM25 VOC NOx PM25

1 314.40 660.79 23.60 242.39 490.53 18.73 164.25 314.09 14.81 117.51 238.81 13.43 115.06 244.84 14.12

2 286.68 610.29 21.19 214.84 449.26 16.64 150.64 289.56 13.16 106.31 218.05 11.83 106.91 225.33 12.51

3 274.02 659.10 21.25 210.47 489.13 16.44 147.74 312.87 12.61 114.47 237.46 11.26 114.43 243.65 11.85

4 251.00 642.67 18.96 191.27 474.69 14.25 137.71 300.82 10.52 110.53 226.06 9.17 111.09 231.93 9.65

5 244.18 641.03 18.72 186.48 474.74 13.87 135.94 301.80 10.02 112.43 227.41 8.61 114.56 233.58 9.06

6 243.46 580.73 16.64 185.83 428.93 12.10 136.61 270.43 8.50 111.60 202.43 7.15 113.13 208.35 7.51

7 255.36 582.23 16.89 194.90 430.08 12.26 143.30 270.83 8.60 116.44 202.61 7.22 117.78 208.61 7.59

8 249.85 619.22 17.59 190.66 457.29 12.81 140.08 288.60 9.02 114.88 216.20 7.59 116.64 222.49 7.98

9 229.64 567.15 16.07 175.59 419.22 11.73 129.04 264.61 8.29 106.84 197.92 7.01 108.89 203.33 7.37

10 238.82 591.02 17.61 183.00 439.10 13.23 132.47 280.24 9.76 108.83 211.72 8.50 110.63 217.12 8.94

11 260.62 620.24 19.82 199.45 460.32 15.32 139.57 294.20 11.72 109.04 223.03 10.46 109.46 228.73 11.00

12 309.54 682.20 23.50 237.18 505.38 18.50 161.58 322.64 14.49 117.83 244.65 13.09 115.91 250.91 13.77

Total 3157.56 7456.67 231.85 2412.06 5518.67 175.88 1718.94 3510.67 131.51 1346.71 2646.37 115.33 1354.48 2718.87 121.35

VOC NOx PM25 VOC NOx PM25 VOC NOx PM25 VOC NOx PM25 VOC NOx PM25

6 8.513 20.562 0.595 6.485 15.179 0.433 4.752 9.564 0.305 3.882 7.163 0.258 3.941 7.380 0.272

7 8.632 19.956 0.584 6.575 14.734 0.425 4.819 9.272 0.298 3.916 6.942 0.252 3.967 7.156 0.266

8 8.463 21.211 0.608 6.445 15.656 0.444 4.720 9.875 0.313 3.870 7.401 0.265 3.935 7.623 0.280

Average 8.536 20.576 0.596 6.502 15.190 0.434 4.764 9.570 0.306 3.889 7.169 0.258 3.948 7.386 0.272

2015

2040

2040

New Castle County Annual PM2.5 and Nox Emission (Tons)

Month

Month

2012 2020 2030

2020 20302012

New Castle County Summer Weekday Ozone & PM2.5 Emission (Tons)

2015
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 b
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e 

 

 

  

HPMSVTypeID 2012 HPMS Annual VMT 2015 HPMS Annual VMT 2020 HPMS Annual VMT 2030 HPMS Annual VMT 2040 HPMS Annual VMT

Motorcycles 38,191,711 39,870,067 42,917,305 46,553,283 49,997,974

Passenger Cars 2,364,918,462 2,468,846,110 2,657,538,099 2,882,686,194 3,095,989,393

Other 2 axle‐4 tire vehicles 2,679,177,959 2,796,915,914 3,010,682,023 3,265,748,666 3,507,396,418

Buses 31,990,137 33,395,962 35,948,389 38,993,957 41,879,299

Single Unit Trucks 48,155,389 50,271,604 54,113,824 58,698,377 63,041,739

Combination Trucks 129,644,155 135,341,439 145,685,480 158,028,034 169,721,255

Total 5,292,077,814 5,524,641,095 5,946,885,120 6,450,708,510 6,928,026,078

New Castle County  Annual VMT by Vehicle Type
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sourceTypeName

2012 SourceType 

Population

2015 SourceType 

Population

2020 SourceType 

Population

2030 SourceType 

Population

2040 SourceType 

Population

Motorcycle 13288 13354 13656 14544 15005

Passenger Car 228892 236569 241930 257661 265816

Passenger Truck 146087 153604 157085 167299 172594

Light Commercial Truck 48112 50545 51690 55051 56793

Intercity Bus 189 191 195 208 215

Transit Bus 567 573 586 624 644

School Bus 988 946 968 1031 1063

Refuse Truck 73 75 77 82 85

Single Unit Short‐haul Truck 2948 3059 3128 3332 3437

Single Unit Long‐haul Truck 208 216 220 235 242

Motor Home 360 375 383 408 421

Combination Short‐haul Truck 1149 1183 1210 1288 1329

Combination Long‐haul Truck 865 889 909 968 999

New Castle County Vehicle Population
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Functional Class    

2012 HPMS 

Adjusted VMT

2015 HPMS 

Adjusted VMT

2020 HPMS 

Adjusted VMT

2030 HPMS  

Adjusted VMT

2040 HPMS 

Adjusted VMT

PA‐rural              1,128,921 1,244,752 1,462,055 1,728,853 1,987,597

Minor Arterial‐rural  274,518 308,330 327,372 388,254 432,400

Major collector‐rural 178,772 197,037 203,285 255,580 295,407

Minor collector‐rural 51,930 58,280 64,232 82,744 96,701

Local‐rural           222,573 249,788 301,723 367,547 426,525

Interstate‐urban 3,366,585 3,484,636 3,694,092 4,004,832 4,297,545

Freeway‐urban         617,102 668,366 810,779 909,063 983,058

PA‐urban              3,695,617 3,834,270 4,047,848 4,294,331 4,509,825

Minor Arterial‐urban  1,460,282 1,513,726 1,578,574 1,670,208 1,726,640

Major collector‐urban 1,223,632 1,280,057 1,328,229 1,453,014 1,582,470

Local‐urban           2,239,297 2,296,762 2,430,132 2,518,748 2,590,865

Total          14,459,229 15,136,004 16,248,321 17,673,174 18,929,033

New Castle County  Average Daily VMT by Functional Classification
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APPENDIX D 
 
 
 

Financial Plan



 



 

Detailed funding sources 
 
State Funding: 
State funding comes from the Transportation Trust Fund (TTF). In Delaware, this receives revenues from motor fuel taxes, Delaware 
Turnpike revenues, Route 1 tolls, motor vehicle document fees and motor vehicle registration fees, and miscellaneous sources 
including include motor carrier registration fees, operator license fees, titling fees, Division of Motor Vehicles record sales, and vanity 
tag fees. In Maryland, sources of funds include motor fuel taxes, motor vehicle excise (titling) taxes, motor vehicle fees (registrations, 
licenses and other fees), and federal-aid. In addition, Maryland’s Trust Fund also includes corporate income taxes, operating revenues 
(e.g., transit fares, port fees, airport fees), and bond proceeds. Federal-aid projections are based on current appropriations and the 
match required to meet capital program cashflow requirements. Bonds are issued to support the cashflow requirements of the planned 
capital program while maintaining debt coverage requirements. 
 
Local Funding: 
Local funding comes from municipal and private contributions. 
 
Federal Funding: 
Federal funding comes from Federal Highway Administration (FHWA) and Federal Transit Administration (FTA) capital funds. 
 
FHWA funds include: 
 

 Surface Transportation Program (STP) Metro is a flexible funding category typically used to fund roadway reconstruction, 
roadway operational improvements, roadway widening, new roadway, new interchange, interchange reconstruction, and 
studies. 

 Transportation Alternatives Program (TAP) can fund bicycle / pedestrian projects, historic preservation projects, 
environmental mitigation projects, transportation museum projects, landscaping and beautification projects, and conversion of 
rails to trails projects. The projects must relate to surface transportation. Includes Recreational Trails (RT) provides funding to 
DNREC to develop and maintain recreational trails for motorized and nonmotorized recreational trail users and Safe Routes to 
School (SRS) is designed to enable and encourage children, including those with disabilities , to walk and bicycle to school, 
and to help plan, develop, and implement projects that will improve safety, reduce traffic, fuel consumption, and air pollution 
in the vicinity of schools. 

 Congestion Mitigation/Air Quality (CMAQ) can fund projects that reduce transportation-related emissions in non-attainment 
and maintenance areas for ozone, carbon monoxide, and small particulate matter. 

 Discretionary funds are additional funds (not formula funds) that the federal government may decide to award to the region. 
Examples of discretionary funding sources include bridge, Transportation and Community and System Preservation, 
Congressional Allocation, and Jobs & Growth Tax Relief. 

 Other Regional Priorities typically fund construction, widening, and reconstruction on roadways on the state highway system. 
 Surface Treatment funds repaving and resurfacing projects on the State Highway System. 

D-1



 

 Bridge can fund the replacement, rehabilitation, and widening of any public bridge. 
 Safety funds typically fund projects that reduce the number and severity of crashes. 
 STP Flexible can fund almost any type of roadway improvement project. 
 The Interstate Maintenance Program (IM) provides funding to rehabilitate, restore, and resurface the interstate highway system  
 National Highway System (NHS) funds can be used for any type of improvement on roadways designated as part of the 

National Highway System.  
 Highway Safety Improvement Program (HSIP) authorizes a new Federal-aid funding program to achieve a significant 

reduction in traffic fatalities and serious injuries on all public roads. 
 Highway Bridge Replacement and Rehabilitation Program (BRXZ) provides funds to assist States in their programs to 

rehabilitate deficient highway bridges and retrofit bridges on public roads. 
 
FTA funds include: 
 

 Section 5307 can fund capital, maintenance, operations, and planning assistance for mass transportation in urbanized areas. 
 Section 5309 can fund mass transit capital projects, regional rapid transit system construction, and studies to plan and 

implement the above. 
 Section 5310 can fund capital equipment purchases for transportation of elderly and disabled persons within the urbanized 

area. 
 Section 5311 can fund administrative, capital, and operating expenses for continuing public transportation service in the non-

urbanized area of the state. 
 Section 5337, State of Good Repair Grants,  is a formula based program dedicated to repairing and upgrading the nation’s rail 

transit systems along with high -intensity motor bus systems that use high occupancy vehicle lanes, including bus rapid transit 
(BRT). 
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FY 2015‐2018  Estimated Spending Summary 

 
Delaware Statewide Element 

All $ x 1000  State  Federal  Other   TOTAL  

    Funds   Percent   Funds   Percent   Funds   Percent    

2015  144,967.4  73%  49,607.5  25%  2,960.0  1%  197,534.9 

2016  154,463.4  76%  49,002.7  24%  960.0  0%  204,426.1 

2017  155,064.1  70%  63,943.5  29%  960.0  0%  219,967.6 

2018  149,514.8  72%  56,742.6  27%  960.0  0%  207,217.4 

TOTAL  604,009.7  73%  219,296.3  26%  5,840.0  1%  829,146.0 

New Castle County Element 

All $ x 1000  State  Federal  Other   TOTAL  

    Funds   Percent   Funds   Percent   Funds   Percent    

2015  26,459.0  10%  100,103.1  37%  140,882.0  53%  267,444.1 

2016  22,103.4  8%  93,872.7  36%  145,797.7  56%  261,773.8 

2017  32,052.0  15%  97,387.9  47%  78,290.0  38%  207,729.9 

2018  25,309.0  14%  102,655.9  55%  58,865.5  32%  186,830.4 

TOTAL  105,923.4  11%  394,019.6  43%  423,835.2  46%  923,778.2 

Cecil County Element 

All $ x 1000  State  Federal  Other   TOTAL  

    Funds   Percent   Funds   Percent   Funds   Percent    

2015  6,256.2  16%  33,501.0  83%  410.8  1%  40,168.0 

2016  5,644.6  15%  30,669.0  83%  774.4  2%  37,088.0 

2017  4,245.4  18%  19,599.6  81%  287.0  1%  24,132.0 

2018  404.0  19%  1,397.0  67%  287.0  14%  2,088.0 

TOTAL  16,550.2  16%  85,166.6  82%  1,759.2  2%  103,476.0 

Combined Total 

All $ x 1000  State  Federal  Other   TOTAL  

    Funds   Percent   Funds   Percent   Funds   Percent    

2015  177,682.6  35%  183,211.6  36%  144,252.8  29%  505,147.0 

2016  182,211.4  36%  173,544.4  34%  147,532.1  29%  503,287.9 

2017  191,361.5  42%  180,931.0  40%  79,537.0  18%  451,829.5 

2018  175,227.8  44%  160,795.5  41%  60,112.5  15%  396,135.8 

TOTAL  726,483.3  39%  698,482.5  38%  431,434.4  23%  1,856,400.2 

    All $s x 1,000 
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TIP Development and 
Amendment Process 

 
 



 
 



W
ILM

A
P

C
O

 T
IP

 D
evelopm

ent P
rocess 

FY
 2015-2018 TIP 

 2013 
Jan

u
ary 


 

R
equest for FY

 2015-18 TIP subm
issions sent out (including subm

ission for the FY
 2014 

U
PW

P and Transportation A
lternatives program

s) 
 


 

M
eet w

ith local governm
ent to get project subm

issions 
 F

eb
ru

ary 


 
Joint W

ILM
A

PC
O

/D
elD

O
T public m

eeting to get feedback on subm
issions 

 M
arch

 


 
D

eadline for project subm
issions, including D

elD
O

T Pipeline 
 A

p
ril 


 

N
M

TW
G

 review
s bicycle and pedestrian subm

issions and technical scores for FY
 2015-18 TIP 

  


 
C

M
S review

s subm
issions and congestion criteria technical scores for FY

 2015-18 TIP 
 


 

A
Q

 review
s subm

issions and air quality technical scores for FY
 2015-18 TIP 

 


 
TA

C
 review

s subm
issions and technical scores for FY

 2015-18 TIP 
 M

ay 


 
C

ouncil approves prioritized project list for inclusion in D
elD

O
T FY

 2015-2000 C
TP 

 O
ctob

er 


 
D

elD
O

T provides W
ILM

A
PC

O
 w

ith its subm
ission to the FY

 2015 D
elaw

are B
udget O

ffice, 
incorporating W

ILM
A

PC
O

 priorities, for discussion w
ith TA

C
/A

Q
S/C

ouncil 
 N

ovem
b

er- 
D

ecem
b

er 


 
D

elD
O

T supplies W
ILM

A
PC

O
 w

ith revised project funding and descriptions 1st w
eek for the 

FY
 2015-18 TIP 

 


 
TA

C
 (12/19) and A

Q
 (11/14) review

 draft FY
 2015-18 TIP  

 


A
ir Q

uality C
onform

ity D
eterm

ination com
pleted (11/14) 

 2014 
Jan

u
ary 


 

FY
 2015-18 TIP w

/ C
onform

ity released for public com
m

ent January 13 - M
arch 5, 2014 

 F
eb

ru
ary  


 

Joint W
ILM

A
PC

O
/D

elD
O

T w
orkshop on draft FY

 2015-18 TIP (February 24, 4 – 7 p.m
.) 

 


 
R

evise FY
 2015-18 TIP based on public com

m
ents  

 


 
PA

C
 (2/24)/TA

C
 (2/20) adoption of FY

 2015-18 TIP 
 M

arch
 


C

ouncil (3/13) adoption of FY
 2015-18 TIP  

 Ju
ly 


 

A
s needed, D

elD
O

T
 provides proposed am

endm
ents to F

Y 2015-18 T
IP

 based on state funding 
in the D

elaw
are F

Y
 2014 B

ond B
ill 

 


 
C

ouncil releases am
endm

ents to F
Y

 2015-18 T
IP

 for public com
m

ent period. F
ederally-funded 

and regionally significant am
endm

ents m
ust reflect W

IL
M

A
P

C
O

 priorities. 
A

u
gu

st 


 
Joint W

IL
M

A
P

C
O

/D
elD

O
T

 public m
eeting to seek com

m
ents on proposed F

Y
 2015-18 T

IP
 

am
endm

ents as needed 
 


 

P
A

C
/T

A
C

 take action on am
endm

ents to F
Y

 2015-18 T
IP

 as needed 
 S

ep
tem

b
er  

 
C

ouncil am
ends F

Y
 2015-18 T

IP
 as needed 
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T
R

A
N

S
P

O
R

T
A

T
IO

N
 IM

P
R

O
V

E
M

E
N

T
 P

R
O

G
R

A
M

  
S

U
B

M
IS

S
IO

N
/A

M
E

N
D

M
E

N
T

 F
O

R
M

 
  This form

 m
ust be com

pleted and all questions m
ust be answ

ered in order to process this request. 
 D

ate of S
u

b
m

ission
/A

m
en

d
m

en
t:  ______________________________________________________  

 S
p

on
sorin

g A
gen

cy: __________________________________________________________________   
 P

roject N
am

e:   ______________________________________________________________________  
 P

roject C
ategory:  ___________________________________________________________________  

 P
roject D

escrip
tion

:   _________________________________________________________________  
  ___________________________________________________________________________________  
  ___________________________________________________________________________________  
  ___________________________________________________________________________________  
  ___________________________________________________________________________________  
 P

roject Ju
stification

:   ________________________________________________________________  
  ___________________________________________________________________________________  
  ___________________________________________________________________________________  
  ___________________________________________________________________________________  
  ___________________________________________________________________________________  
  Funding:       Federal               State                      Local                    Total                          

 
 

 
  

F
u

n
d

in
g 

P
h

ase 
C

u
rren

t 
F

Y
 20__ 

F
Y

 20__ 
F

Y
 20__ 

F
Y

 20__ 
T

otal 
 

 
 

 
 

 
 

 
 

 
 

 
 

 
 

 
 

 
 

 
 

 
 

 
 

 
 

 
 

 
 

 
T

otal 
 

 
 

 
 

 
 

A
ll $s x 1,000

  
Partners with you in transportation planning 
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 1. 
D

oes this project require a new
 conform

ity determ
ination? 

(Section 51.400)(C2) “A
 TIP am

endm
ent requires a new

 conform
ity determ

ination for the entire TIP before the am
endm

ent is approved 
by the M

PO
, unless it m

erely adds or deletes exem
pt projects listed in (Section 51.460).”  

 2. 
Is this project regionally significant? 
(Section 450.324)(f)(3) “The TIP shall include…

all regionally significant transportation projects for w
hich an FH

W
A

 or the FTA
 

approval is required w
hether or not the projects are to be funded w

ith title 23, U
.S.C

., or Federal Transit A
ct funds, e.g., addition of an 

interchange to the Interstate System
 w

ith State, local, and/or private funds, dem
onstration projects not funded under title 23, U

.S.C., or 
the Federal Transit A

ct, etc.”  
 3. 

H
as this project had the opportunity for public com

m
ent? 

(Section 450.326) “…
 Public involvem

ent procedures consistent w
ith Section 450.316 (b)(1) shall be utilized in am

ending the TIP, 
except that these procedures are not required for TIP am

endm
ents that only involve projects of the type covered in Section 450.324 (I).” 

 4. 
H

as this project been found to be financially constrained? 
(Section 450.324)(e) “The TIP shall be financially constrained by year and include a financial plan that dem

onstrates w
hich projects can 

be im
plem

ented using current revenue sources (w
hile the existing transportation system

 is being adequately operated and m
aintained.  

The financial plan shall be developed by the M
PO

 in cooperation w
ith the State and transit operator…

”  
 

Please indicate funding sources by agency: _______________________________________________ 
__________________________________________________________________________________ 
__________________________________________________________________________________  

   5. 
Is this project consistent w

ith the W
ILM

A
PC

O
 M

etropolitan Transportation Plan?   
(Section 450.324)(f)(2)  “The TIP shall include…

only projects that are consistent w
ith the transportation plan.” 

 
If not, is there a resolution to am

end the M
etropolitan Transportation Plan? 

 6. 
D

oes the project prom
ote econom

ic developm
ent initiatives such as adding or im

proving access to 
brow

nfield locations or to an existing or planned site used for em
ploym

ent, tourism
, m

anufacturing, 
com

m
ercial or industrial purposes, or addresses a problem

, topic or issue identified through regional 
econom

ic developm
ent planning?  ____________________________________________________ 

________________________________________________________________________________ 

________________________________________________________________________________ 
 

 
7. 

Please provide any additional pertinent inform
ation below

: 
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Transportation Im
provem

ent Program
 Subm

ission/Am
endm

ent 
D

escription of Public Participation
 

 Project N
am

e:   
 

 
 

 
 

 
 

 
 

 
 

 
 W

hich techniques w
ere used to seek public com

m
ent (please use additional pages if needed). 

 
 Public w

orkshops/m
eetings 

 
  

N
um

ber of public w
orkshops/m

eetings: ______ 
 

Form
at: ______________________________________________________________________  

 
 

Location(s): ___________________________________________________________________ 
N

um
ber of attendees: ________ 

 
 

M
ain issue raised: ______________________________________________________________ 

 
 

C
onsensus of m

eeting: __________________________________________________________ 
 

 
O

verall, the public support for the project w
as (check one): 

 
 

 
 

 
_____ S

trong support, few
 concerns 

_____ S
om

e support, but som
e concerns 

raised 
_____ M

ixed, equal support and 
opposition 

_____ S
om

e opposition, m
any concerns 

raised 
_____ S

trong opposition, m
ajor problem

s 
identified 

U
nresolved issues identified: ______________________________________________________ 

 
 C

itizen Advisory/S
teering C

om
m

ittee 
 

 
 

 Survey  
 

 
 

N
um

ber surveyed: _______  
 

 
R

esults: ______________________________________________________________________ 
 

 Elected officials briefings 
 

 Project w
eb site 

 
 O

ther ______________________________________________________________________________ 
 H

ow
 w

as the public notified about the project? 
 

 W
eb page 

 
 

 
 

 Legal notice 
 

 Videos 
 

 R
adio/television 

 
 Publications                 D

istribution:          
 

 
 N

ew
sletter/brochure 

 
 

  
 

 Flyers 

 
 O

ther   
 

 
 

 
 

 
 

 
 

 
 

 H
ow

 has the project changed as a result of public com
m

ents? 
     C

om
m

ent further on the quantity and quality of the public participation:  
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T
ra

n
sp

o
rta

tio
n
 Im

p
ro

v
e
m

e
n
t P

ro
g
ra

m
 S

u
b
m

issio
n
 

D
e
scrip

tio
n

:
Plea

se d
escrib

e th
e tra

n
sp

o
rta

tio
n
 p

ro
b
lem

 yo
u
 w

o
u
ld

 like to
 h

a
ve fixed

 (co
n
tin

u
e o

n
 th

e b
a
ck, if n

ecessa
ry). 

F
re

q
u

e
n

cy
 o

f O
ccu

rre
n

ce
:

Plea
se id

en
tify h

o
w

 o
ften

 th
e p

ro
b
lem

 o
ccu

rs.

S
o
lu

tio
n

:
D

o
 yo

u
 h

a
ve a

 su
g
g
estio

n
 o

n
 h

o
w

 to
 reso

lve th
e p

ro
b
lem

?

W
h
a
t w

o
u
ld

 yo
u
r so

lu
tio

n
 im

p
ro

ve?

C
o
n
g
estio

n
      Sa

fety
     C

o
n
ven

ien
ce

A
p
p
ea

ra
n
ce

O
th

e
r

 _
_

_
_

_
_
_
_

_
_

_
_

_
_
_

_
_
_
_

_
_

_
_

_
_

 

L
o
ca

tio
n

:
Id

en
tify th

e to
w

n
, co

m
m

u
n
ity o

r a
rea

(s) w
h
ere th

e p
ro

b
lem

 o
ccu

rs.  Th
en

 p
ro

vid
e th

e exa
ct lo

ca
tio

n
 u

sin
g
 cro

ss 

streets o
r o

th
er la

n
d
m

a
rks o

r a
tta

ch
 a

 m
a
p
.

C
o
n

ta
ct In

fo
rm

a
tio

n
:

In
 ca

se w
e req

u
ire m

o
re in

fo
rm

a
tio

n
 to

 h
elp

 id
e
n
tify o

r so
lve th

e p
ro

b
lem

, w
e a

sk th
a
t yo

u
 

p
lea

se p
ro

vid
e u

s w
ith

 co
n
ta

ct in
fo

rm
a
tio

n
.

N
a
m

e__
___

___
___

___
___

___
___

___
___

___
___

___ 

O
rg

a
n
iza

tio
n
 (if a

p
p
lica

b
le) _

___
___

___
___

___
___

___
___

___
___

___
___

___
 

M
a
ilin

g
 A

d
d
ress ___

___
___

__
___

___
___

___
___

___
___

___
___

___
___

___
___

___
___

___
___

___
___

___
___

___
___

___
___

___
___

__ 

P
h
o
n
e N

u
m

b
er ___

___
___

___
___

___
___

___
___

___
__

  

E
m

a
il_

___
____

___
___

___
___

___
___

___
___

___
___

___
___

___
___

___
___

_
 

T
h

a
n

k
 y

o
u

 fo
r y

o
u

r su
b

m
issio

n
.  S

e
n

d
 th

is fo
rm

 to
: 

W
ILM

A
PC

O
  

8
5
0
 Lib

ra
ry A

ve. 
Su

ite 1
0
0
 

N
ew

a
rk, D

E
  1

9
7
1
1
 

Ph
o
n
e (3

0
2
) 7

3
7
-6

2
0
5
 ( C

ecil C
o
u
n
ty- 8

8
8
-8

0
8
-7

0
8
8
) 

Fa
x     (3

0
2
) 7

3
7
-9

5
8
4
 

E
m

a
il  W

ILM
A

PC
O

@
W

ILM
A

PC
O

.o
rg

 
 

W
eb

site  w
w

w
.w

ilm
a
p
co

.o
rg
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APPENDIX F

WILMAPCO Prioritization

and Project Submissions





A
pproved 5/11/06, am

ended 7/10/08 
 

 
1 

 
 

P
R

O
JE

C
T

 P
R

IO
R

IT
IZ

A
T

IO
N

 P
R

O
C

E
S

S
 

 
W

ILM
A

P
C

O
 has created a P

rioritization process to evaluate transportation projects 
using m

easurable criteria based on the goals of our long-range plan.  It provides a 
quantitative m

ethod to com
pare projects proposed for our T

ransportation Im
provem

ent 
P

rogram
 (T

IP
) and R

egional T
ransportation P

lan (R
T

P
).    

 S
T

E
P

 1: A
pply screening criteria 

 
Is project consistent w

ith the R
egional T

ransportation
 P

lan and local, county and state transportation plans and 
land use plans? 
If not, project should not be ranked or plan am

endm
ents should be m

ade prior to ranking. 
  

 

S
T

E
P

 2: S
taff calculates technical score 

 
• 

U
sing available technical data, W

ILM
A

P
C

O
 S

taff calculates a technical score for each project based on 
the goals and objectives of the R

egional T
ransportation P

lan.  
• 

E
ach goal has a sim

ilar point value, w
ith the m

axim
um

 for each project of 33 points.   
 S

T
E

P
 3: W

ILM
A

P
C

O
’s T

echnical A
dvisory C

om
m

ittee (T
A

C
) review

s technical 
scoring for accuracy and proposes ranking considering: 

 
W

ILM
A

PC
O

’s Technical A
dvisory C

om
m

ittee (TA
C

) review
s technical scoring for accuracy and 

proposes ranking considering: 
 

 
 

 
T

echnical score developed by staff 
 

 
U

rgency of project 
 

 
C

ost effectiveness/ life cycle costs 
 

 
P

rivate/local funding m
atch provided 

 
 

P
roject recom

m
ended in adopted transportation plan 

 
 

S
ubm

itting agency rankings by ensuring that top lo
cal priorities receive higher W

ILM
A

P
C

O
 ranking than 

low
er local priorities  

 
 

O
ther issues not included in ranking 

 
A

dditional “special considerations” to break ties and serve as a reality check 
 

 

S
T

E
P

 4: W
ILM

A
P

C
O

 C
ouncil ranks subm

issions 
 

C
ouncil ranks subm

issions considering: 
 

 
 

 
T

echnical score developed by staff and review
ed by T

A
C

 
 

 
T

A
C

 proposed ranking 
 

 
U

rgency of project 
 

 
C

ost effectiveness/ life cycle costs 
 

 
P

rivate/local funding m
atch provided 

 
 

P
roject recom

m
ended in adopted transportation plan 

 
 

S
ubm

itting agency rankings by ensuring that top lo
cal priorities receive higher W

ILM
A

P
C

O
 ranking than 

low
er local priorities  

 
 

O
ther issues not included in ranking 

 
A

dditional “special considerations” to break ties and serve as a reality check 
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A
pproved 5/11/06, am

ended 7/10/08 
 

 
2 

 G
oal 1: Im

prove Q
uality of Life                      (M

ax. 10 points) 
 

 
P

rotect the public health, safety and w
elfare 

 
 

P
reserve our natural, historic and cultural resources 

 
 

S
upport existing m

unicipalities and com
m

unities 
 

 
P

rovide transportation opportunity and choice 
 

C
riteria: 

 
 

 
 

A
ir Q

uality  –
 P

roject expected to im
prove air quality by: 

 
 

reducing em
issions 

 
 

reducing V
M

T
 (V

ehicle M
iles T

raveled) 
 

 
not adding capacity 

 
 

increasing access to non-auto m
odes 

 
 

 
3 

P
roject expected to substantially im

prove air quality (all four bullets apply) 
 

1 
P

roject expected to slightly im
prove air quality (2-3 bullets) 

 
0 

N
o expected air quality im

pact (does not add capacity) 
 

-3 
N

egative air quality im
pact expected 

 
 

 
Environm

ental Justice– P
roject enhances environm

ent in locations w
ith

 a high percentage of low
-incom

e and/or 
m

inority residents. S
upportive projects reduce risk of accidents, and/or enhance neighborhoods. N

egative im
pacts 

include increased accident risk for vehicular and/or non-m
o

torized traffic, displacem
ent of hom

es or businesses, 
and/or increased traffic through neighborhoods. 

 
 

 
3 

P
roject supports environm

ental justice in area w
ith high low

-incom
e or m

inority population 
1       P

roject supports environm
ental justice in area w

ith above average low
-incom

e or m
inority 

         population 
0       P

roject does not im
pact environm

ental justice 
-1      P

roject negatively im
pacts area w

ith above average low
-incom

e or m
inority population 

-3      P
roject negatively im

pacts area w
ith high low

-incom
e or m

inority population 
 

 
Safety – A

n “aggregate” scoring system
 com

bines the absolute num
ber of accidents and the rate at w

hich accidents 
occur per 1 m

illion m
iles of V

M
T

 to be used. S
coring is based on a 4-point m

axim
um

 scale w
ith 4 being the highest 

priority and zero being the low
est. P

oints are assigned based on the follow
ing: 

 
 

 C
rash rate per 1 m

illion m
iles V

M
T

 (past 5 years) 
2 

G
reater than 3 tim

es the C
ounty average  

1 
2 to 3 tim

es C
ounty average  

0 
A

t or below
 the C

ounty average 

 

                                     + 
 

T
otal num

ber of crashes (past 5 years) 
 

2 
200+

 accidents s 
 

1 
100-200 accidents  

 
0 

Less than 100 accidents 
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A
pproved 5/11/06, am

ended 7/10/08 
 

 
3 

 G
oal 2: Efficiently Transport People             (M

ax. 12 points)    
 

 
Im

prove transportation system
 perform

ance 
 

 
P

rom
ote accessibility, m

obility and transportation alternatives 
C

riteria: 
  

 
C

ongestion M
anagem

ent System
 – C

orridor im
provem

ent recom
m

ended in C
M

S
 or location w

ith Level of S
ervice 

(LO
S

) E
 or F

 
 

 
 

If recom
m

ended in C
M

S or LO
S E/F*: 

 
2 

P
roject w

ithin a C
M

S
 corridor identified by the C

M
S

 S
ubcom

m
ittee  

 
1 

R
oad segm

ent w
ith LO

S
 E

 or F
 but outside of identified C

M
S

 corridors 
 * If project m

eets the above C
M

S criteria, then the follow
ing tw

o criteria w
ill be calculated in 

addition to the points aw
arded above.   

 
+ A

verage A
nnual D

aily Traffic (A
A

D
T) 

 
 

 
4 

G
reater than 60,000 A

A
D

T
 

 
3 

40,000 – 60,000 A
A

D
T

 
 

2 
20,000 – 40,000 A

A
D

T
 

0    Less than 20,000 A
A

D
T

 
 

 
+ Transit U

sage 
T

ransit Load F
actor by segm

ent based on the average # of riders vs. # of available seats. 
 

 
 

3 
G

reater than 35%
 capacity 

 
2 

25 – 35%
 capacity 

 
1 

15 – 25%
 capacity 

0     Less than 15%
 capacity 

 • 
Transportation Justice – U

se percentage of zero-car households, elderly &
 persons w

ith disabilities instead of 
low

-incom
e/m

inority (thresholds as determ
ined by EJ report, Phase II), identify projects that support non-

m
otorized or transit alternatives. 

 
 

 
 

 
3 

S
upportive project w

ithin an area of high concentrations of m
obility-constrained populations  

1     S
upportive project w

ithin an area of m
oderate concentrations of m

obility-constrained populations 
 

0 
D

oes not im
prove m

obility or ease
 access to transportation choices 
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A
pproved 5/11/06, am

ended 7/10/08 
 

 
4 

 G
O

A
L 3: Support Econom

ic A
ctivity and G

row
th

       (M
ax 11 pts.)

 
 

E
nsure a predictable public investm

ent program
 to guide private sector investm

ent decisions 
 

 
P

lan and invest to prom
ote the attractiveness of the region 

C
riteria: 

  
• 

Freight  – Scores using the three-tiered scoring defined in the W
ILM

A
P

C
O

 F
reight &

 G
oods M

ovem
ent A

nalysis. 
B

ottlenecks are identified using high truck trip generating traffic zones, areas of high truck crash frequencies and travel 
tim

e delays w
hich ham

per the efficient m
ovem

ent of truck traffic w
hich can effect econom

ic grow
th and 

com
petitiveness. 

  
4    “S

ignificant B
ottleneck” – R

efers to segm
ents w

ith m
ultiple failing criteria, and generally includes 

roadw
ays w

hich carry the highest traffic vo
lum

es and experience heaviest congestion. 
3    “M

oderate B
ottleneck” – R

efers to segm
ents that are experiencing som

e failing, or nearly failing, criteria. 
T

here is m
ore variation in scoring across the criteria

, w
ith som

e criteria dem
onstrating failure and others 

at m
ore m

odest levels. 
2    “M

inor B
ottleneck” – R

efers to segm
ents that experien

ce one or m
ore criteria that are near failing.  W

hile 
m

ost have only a few
 criteria show

ing near failure, others are at acceptable levels. 
0    A

ll other road segm
ents 

 
 

• 
Support of Econom

ic D
evelopm

ent Initiatives – P
rojects that support e

conom
ic deve

lopm
e

nt initiatives. T
hose inclu

de ad
ding 

or im
proving a

ccess to bro
w

n
field locatio

ns; an e
xisting or p

lan
ned site use

d for em
plo

ym
ent, tourism

, m
anufacturin

g, com
m

ercial 
or ind

ustrial p
u

rposes; or ad
dresses an issue

 identified thro
ugh re

gio
na

l e
conom

ic deve
lopm

e
nt pla

nning.   
 

• 
F

or N
e

w
 C

astle C
ounty, use D

E
 O

ffice of S
tate P

lanning P
olicies and S

pending m
ap. A

reas are defined as follo
w

s: 
- 

Investm
ent Level 1: D

ense are
as w

ithin m
unicipalities, urb

a
n places, hig

h density areas a
nd are

as w
ith
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2   40-60%
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4 PROJECTS IN FY 2014‐2017 TIP
5 Transit Vehicle Expansion: SR 141 3 3 1 1 2 0 3 2 3 0 18 1
6 Transit Vehicle Replacement and Refurbishment, New Castle County 1 3 1 2 2 3 3 0 3 0 18 1
7 Wilmington DART Bus Hub 1 3 2 2 2 2 0 1 3 2 18 1
8 I‐295 Westbound: US 13 ‐ I‐95 0 1 2 2 4 0 1 4 3 0 17 2
9 US 40: US 40/SR 896 Grade Separated Intersection 0 0 4 2 2 0 0 4 3 0 15 3
10 Wilmington Riverfront: Christina River Bridge  0 3 1 1 4 2 1 0 3 0 15 3
11 Transit Vehicle Expansion, NCC 3 1 1 1 2 1 3 0 3 0 15 3
12 SR 2:  S. Union Street 0 3 0 2 2 3 1 0 3 0 14 4
13 I‐95 & SR 141 Interchange 0 0 2 0 4 3 0 4 1 0 14 4
14 I‐295 Improvements: Bridges 0 ‐1 2 2 3 0 0 4 3 0 13 5
15 Rail Improvements: Fairplay Station Parking 0 0 2 2 2 3 0 0 3 0 12 6
16 Bicycle, pedestrian and other improvements, statewide 1 3 1 0 0 0 3 0 3 0 11 7
17 Rail: Newark Regional Transit Center (Newark Train Station) 1 0 0 1 2 1 3 0 3 0 11 7
18 New Castle Industrial Track: s. of Christina River ‐ Riverwalk 3 0 1 0 0 0 1 2 3 0 10 8
19 Claymont Train Station 1 0 0 0 0 0 3 3 3 0 10 8
20 US 40: US 40/SR 72 Intersection, including Del Laws Rd.  1 0 0 1 2 1 0 1 3 0 9 9
21 SR 1, Tybouts Corner to SR 273 ‐3 0 1 2 4 0 0 2 3 0 9 9
22 SR  2, Elkton Rd., Maryland State Line to Casho Mill Rd. 1 0 0 2 2 0 0 0 3 0 8 10
23 Garasches Lane 1 3 0 0 0 0 1 0 3 0 8 10
24 US 13, Philadelphia Pike, Claymont Renaissance Plan Implementation  1 1 1 0 0 0 1 0 3 0 7 11
25 US 301: MD Line ‐ SR 1, and Spur 0 0 1 1 1 0 0 3 1 0 7 11
26 Southern New Castle County Improvements: Jamison Corner Rd. Relocated at Boyd's  1 0 2 0 0 0 0 0 1 3 7 11
27 City of New Castle: SR9/6th St/3rd St. 0 0 0 1 0 2 0 0 3 0 6 12
28 Road A /SR 7 ‐3 0 1 2 2 1 0 0 3 0 6 12
29 Transit Vehicle Expansion: Paratransit 0 0 0 0 0 0 3 0 3 0 6 12
30 Christiana Mall Park and Ride 1 0 0 0 0 2 0 0 3 0 6 12
31 City of New Castle: SR 9/Delaware St./Harmony St. 0 0 0 0 0 2 0 0 3 0 5 13
32 Southern New Castle County Improvements: Cedar Lane Rd.: Marl Pit ‐ Boyd's Corner 1 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 1 3 5 13
33 Westown: Wiggins Mill Rd., Green Giant Rd. to St Annes Church Rd.  0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 1 4 5 13F-8
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34 Southern New Castle County Improvements: Boyd's Corner Rd.: Cedar Ln ‐ US 13 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 1 1 3 5 13
35 Boyds Corner Park and Ride Expansion 1 0 0 1 2 0 0 0 1 0 5 13
36 Southern New Castle County Improvements: Lorewood Grove Rd.: N412A ‐ SR 1 1 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 1 2 4 14
37 Grubb Road Pedestrian Improvements: Foulk Rd. to Naamans Rd. 1 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 3 0 4 14
38 Rideshare Program, statewide 1 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 3 0 4 14
39 SR 72: SR 71 ‐ McCoy Rd 1 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 1 1 3 15
40 Aeronautics, New Castle County Airport Terminal Improvements 0 0 2 0 0 0 0 0 1 0 3 15
41 Mid County DMV 1 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 1 0 2 16
42 Possum Park Rd. at Old Possum Park Rd. 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 1 0 1 17
43 NOT IN FY 2014‐2017 TIP
44 Wilmington Traffic Calming: 4th St: Walnut to I‐95 1 3 4 2 0 3 3 0 3 0 19 1
45 Wilmington Initiatives: Bicycle Improvements 1 3 2 2 2 3 3 0 3 0 19 1
46 US 13: Memorial Drive ‐ US 40 Pedestrian Safety Improvements 3 1 2 2 3 0 1 4 3 0 19 1
47 Wilmington Traffic Calming: Walnut: MLK Blvd. to 16th 0 3 0 2 2 1 3 4 3 0 18 2
48 I‐95: SR 896 Interchange 0 0 2 2 4 3 0 4 3 0 18 2
49 SR  2, Kirkwood Highway and Red Mill Rd. Intersection 1 3 1 1 3 3 0 1 3 0 16 3
50 Wilmington Traffic Calming: King/Orange: MLK Blvd. to 13th 1 3 0 2 0 3 0 4 3 0 16 3
51 US 40 Plan: US 40 Sidepaths (SR 72‐SR 1, SR 896‐SR 72) 3 1 2 1 3 1 0 2 3 0 16 3
52 Wilmington Initiatives: Walnut "Sweep Improvement" 0 3 2 2 2 3 0 0 3 0 15 4
53 SR 48: N. DuPont Rd ‐ SR 141 Pedestrian Safety Improvements 1 3 1 1 2 1 1 2 3 0 15 4
54 Transit bus stop improvements ‐ NCC 3 3 1 0 0 0 3 2 3 0 15 4
55 Churchmans: SR4/SR7 JP Morgan 0 0 2 2 3 2 0 2 3 0 14 5
56 I:95: Riverfront Interchange  0 ‐3 2 1 4 3 0 4 3 0 14 5
57 Rail: Middletown to Newark Passenger Rail 3 1 2 1 2 2 0 0 3 0 14 5
58 US 13: SR 71, Tybouts Corner to US 40 0 1 2 2 4 0 0 1 3 0 13 6
59 US 40: Salem Church Rd to SR 1 Sidepath 1 1 2 1 3 2 0 0 3 0 13 6
60 US 40: SR 1 to SR 72 Widening 0 ‐1 2 1 3 2 0 2 3 0 12 7
61 Churchmans: Churchmans Rd. Extension 0 0 2 2 2 1 0 2 3 0 12 7
62 Churchmans: SR 273/Chapman Rd. 0 1 0 2 2 1 0 3 3 0 12 7
63 Statewide CAD/AVL 3 3 0 0 0 0 3 0 3 0 12 7F-9
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64 US 40: Transit improvements 1 3 0 1 2 2 0 0 3 0 12 7
65 SR 141, US 13 to Burnside Blvd. 0 0 2 0 0 1 1 4 3 0 11 8
66 Wilmington Initiatives: Market St.‐ 11th St. to 16th St. 1 3 0 2 2 0 0 0 3 0 11 8
67 Churchmans: SR4/Harmony Rd. 0 0 2 2 2 0 0 2 3 0 11 8
68 US 301 Multiuse Pathway 3 0 1 1 2 0 0 3 1 0 11 8
69 US 40: SR 72 to Salem Church Sidepath 1 1 2 1 2 1 0 0 3 0 11 8
70 SR  4, Christina Parkway: SR  2 to SR896 0 0 0 2 2 1 0 2 3 0 10 9
71 Wilmington Initiatives: Water Street Walkway 1 1 0 2 0 0 3 0 3 0 10 9
72 Tyler McConnell Bridge, SR141: Montchanin Rd. to Alapocas Rd. 1 0 0 1 2 0 0 2 3 0 9 10
73 Wilmington Riverfront: West St. Connector Extension 0 1 0 2 0 0 3 0 3 0 9 10
74 Wilmington Initiatives: Tatnall St. Connector 0 1 0 2 0 0 3 0 3 0 9 10
75 Wilmington Initiatives: Shipley Street 1 3 0 2 0 0 0 0 3 0 9 10
76 DuPont Road Pedestrian Facilities 3 3 0 0 0 0 0 0 3 0 9 10
77 Churchmans: SR2/Harmony Rd. 0 0 1 0 0 3 0 1 3 0 8 11
78 Churchmans: Red Mill Rd. Sidewalks 1 3 0 1 0 0 0 0 3 0 8 11
79 Wilmington Traffic Calming: 12th St. Connector 0 1 0 0 0 0 3 0 3 0 7 12
80 City of New Castle: SR 9 0 0 0 1 0 2 0 0 3 0 6 13
81 US 40: Eden Square Connector 0 0 2 0 0 0 0 0 3 0 5 14
82 Bicycle, Pedestrian: Foulk Rd. 1 0 1 0 0 0 0 0 3 0 5 14
83 US 40: Newtown Trail & Pedestrian Improvements 1 1 0 0 0 0 0 0 3 0 5 14
84 US 13, Odessa Transportation Plan Implementation 1 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 3 0 4 15
85 Reybold Road Extended: SR 72 to Salem Church Rd. 0 0 0 1 0 0 0 0 3 0 4 15
86 Bicycle, Pedestrian: Marsh Rd. 1 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 3 0 4 15
87 SR 3, Marsh Rd/Washington Street Ext. and SR 3 Pedestrian Improvements 1 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 3 0 4 15
88 Newtown Road: SR896 to SR 72 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 3 0 3 16
89 SR  9, River Rd. Area, Dobbinsville 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 3 0 3 16
90 Brackenville Road Slope Stabilization 0 0 2 0 0 0 0 0 1 0 3 16
91 Mill Creek Rd. and McKennan's Church Rd. Intersection 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 3 0 3 16
92 SR  7, Limestone Rd N. of Valley Rd. to PA Line, Dualization ‐3 0 0 1 0 0 0 0 3 0 1 17
93 Rail preservation: NCC Historic Red Clay 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 1 0 1 17F-10
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4 PROJECTS IN FY 2014‐2017 TIP
5 Arterial
6 US 40: US 40/SR 896 Grade Separated Intersection 0 0 4 2 2 0 0 4 3 0 15 1
7 SR 2:  S. Union Street 0 3 0 2 2 3 1 0 3 0 14 2
8 US 40: US 40/SR 72 Intersection, including Del Laws Rd.  1 0 0 1 2 1 0 1 3 0 9 3
9 SR  2, Elkton Rd., Maryland State Line to Casho Mill Rd. 1 0 0 2 2 0 0 0 3 0 8 4
10 US 13, Philadelphia Pike, Claymont Renaissance Plan Implementation  1 1 1 0 0 0 1 0 3 0 7 5
11 City of New Castle: SR9/6th St/3rd St. 0 0 0 1 0 2 0 0 3 0 6 6
12 City of New Castle: SR 9/Delaware St./Harmony St. 0 0 0 0 0 2 0 0 3 0 5 7
13 Collectors 0
14 Wilmington Riverfront: Christina River Bridge  0 3 1 1 4 2 1 0 3 0 15 1
15 Garasches Lane 1 3 0 0 0 0 1 0 3 0 8 2
16 SR 72: SR 71 ‐ McCoy Rd 1 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 1 1 3 3
17 Possum Park Rd. at Old Possum Park Rd. 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 1 0 1 4
18 Expressways 0
19 I‐295 Westbound: US 13 ‐ I‐95 0 1 2 2 4 0 1 4 3 0 17 1
20 I‐95 & SR 141 Interchange 0 0 2 0 4 3 0 4 1 0 14 2
21 I‐295 Improvements: Bridges 0 ‐1 2 2 3 0 0 4 3 0 13 3
22 SR 1, Tybouts Corner to SR 273 ‐3 0 1 2 4 0 0 2 3 0 9 4
23 US 301: MD Line ‐ SR 1, and Spur 0 0 1 1 1 0 0 3 1 0 7 5
24 Road A /SR 7 ‐3 0 1 2 2 1 0 0 3 0 6 6
25 Local 0
26 Southern New Castle County Improvements: Jamison Corner Rd. Relocated at Boyd's  1 0 2 0 0 0 0 0 1 3 7 1
27 Southern New Castle County Improvements: Lorewood Grove Rd.: N412A ‐ SR 1 1 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 1 2 4 2
28 Southern New Castle County Improvements: Cedar Lane Rd.: Marl Pit ‐ Boyd's Corner 1 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 1 3 5 3
29 Westown: Wiggins Mill Rd., Green Giant Rd. to St Annes Church Rd.  0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 1 4 5 3
30 Southern New Castle County Improvements: Boyd's Corner Rd.: Cedar Ln ‐ US 13 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 1 1 3 5 3
31 Other 0
32 Aeronautics, New Castle County Airport Terminal Improvements 0 0 2 0 0 0 0 0 1 0 3 1
33 Mid County DMV 1 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 1 0 2 2

Support Economic 
Activity & Growth

Improve Quality 
of Life Transport People

Goals
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Support Economic 
Activity & Growth

Improve Quality 
of Life Transport People

Goals

34 Pedestrian/Bicycle 0
35 Bicycle, pedestrian and other improvements, statewide 1 3 1 0 0 0 3 0 3 0 11 1
36 New Castle Industrial Track: s. of Christina River ‐ Riverwalk 3 0 1 0 0 0 1 2 3 0 10 2
37 Grubb Road Pedestrian Improvements: Foulk Rd. to Naamans Rd. 1 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 3 0 4 3
38 Transit 0
39 Transit Vehicle Expansion: SR 141 3 3 1 1 2 0 3 2 3 0 18 1
40 Transit Vehicle Replacement and Refurbishment, New Castle County 1 3 1 2 2 3 3 0 3 0 18 1
41 Wilmington DART Bus Hub 1 3 2 2 2 2 0 1 3 2 18 1
42 Transit Vehicle Expansion, NCC 3 1 1 1 2 1 3 0 3 0 15 2
43 Rail Improvements: Fairplay Station Parking 0 0 2 2 2 3 0 0 3 0 12 3
44 Rail: Newark Regional Transit Center (Newark Train Station) 1 0 0 1 2 1 3 0 3 0 11 4
45 Claymont Train Station 1 0 0 0 0 0 3 3 3 0 10 5
46 Transit Vehicle Expansion: Paratransit 0 0 0 0 0 0 3 0 3 0 6 6
47 Christiana Mall Park and Ride 1 0 0 0 0 2 0 0 3 0 6 6
48 Boyds Corner Park and Ride Expansion 1 0 0 1 2 0 0 0 1 0 5 7
49 Rideshare Program, statewide 1 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 3 0 4 8
50 NOT IN FY 2014‐2017 TIP
51 Arterial 0
52 SR  2, Kirkwood Highway and Red Mill Rd. Intersection 1 3 1 1 3 3 0 1 3 0 16 1
53 Wilmington Initiatives: Walnut "Sweep Improvement" 0 3 2 2 2 3 0 0 3 0 15 2
54 Churchmans: SR4/SR7 JP Morgan 0 0 2 2 3 2 0 2 3 0 14 3
55 US 13: SR 71, Tybouts Corner to US 40 0 1 2 2 4 0 0 1 3 0 13 4
56 US 40: SR 1 to SR 72 Widening 0 ‐1 2 1 3 2 0 2 3 0 12 5
57 Churchmans: Churchmans Rd. Extension 0 0 2 2 2 1 0 2 3 0 12 5
58 Churchmans: SR 273/Chapman Rd. 0 1 0 2 2 1 0 3 3 0 12 5
59 SR 141, US 13 to Burnside Blvd. 0 0 2 0 0 1 1 4 3 0 11 6
60 Wilmington Initiatives: Market St.‐ 11th St. to 16th St. 1 3 0 2 2 0 0 0 3 0 11 6
61 Churchmans: SR4/Harmony Rd. 0 0 2 2 2 0 0 2 3 0 11 6
62 SR  4, Christina Parkway: SR  2 to SR896 0 0 0 2 2 1 0 2 3 0 10 7
63 Tyler McConnell Bridge, SR141: Montchanin Rd. to Alapocas Rd. 1 0 0 1 2 0 0 2 3 0 9 8
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Support Economic 
Activity & Growth

Improve Quality 
of Life Transport People

Goals

64 Churchmans: SR2/Harmony Rd. 0 0 1 0 0 3 0 1 3 0 8 9
65 City of New Castle: SR 9 0 0 0 1 0 2 0 0 3 0 6 10
66 US 40: Eden Square Connector 0 0 2 0 0 0 0 0 3 0 5 11
67 US 13, Odessa Transportation Plan Implementation 1 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 3 0 4 12
68 Newtown Road: SR896 to SR 72 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 3 0 3 13
69 SR  9, River Rd. Area, Dobbinsville 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 3 0 3 14
70 SR  7, Limestone Rd N. of Valley Rd. to PA Line, Dualization ‐3 0 0 1 0 0 0 0 3 0 1 15
71 Collectors 0
72 Wilmington Traffic Calming: 4th St: Walnut to I‐95 1 3 4 2 0 3 3 0 3 0 19 1
73 Wilmington Traffic Calming: Walnut: MLK Blvd. to 16th 0 3 0 2 2 1 3 4 3 0 18 2
74 Wilmington Traffic Calming: King/Orange: MLK Blvd. to 13th 1 3 0 2 0 3 0 4 3 0 16 3
75 Wilmington Traffic Calming: 12th St. Connector 0 1 0 0 0 0 3 0 3 0 7 4
76 Brackenville Road Slope Stabilization 0 0 2 0 0 0 0 0 1 0 3 5
77 Expressways 0
78 I‐95: SR 896 Interchange 0 0 2 2 4 3 0 4 3 0 18 1
79 I:95: Riverfront Interchange  0 ‐3 2 1 4 3 0 4 3 0 14 2
80 Local 0
81 Wilmington Riverfront: West St. Connector Extension 0 1 0 2 0 0 3 0 3 0 9 1
82 Wilmington Initiatives: Tatnall St. Connector 0 1 0 2 0 0 3 0 3 0 9 1
83 Wilmington Initiatives: Shipley Street 1 3 0 2 0 0 0 0 3 0 9 1
84 Reybold Road Extended: SR 72 to Salem Church Rd. 0 0 0 1 0 0 0 0 3 0 4 2
85 Mill Creek Rd. and McKennan's Church Rd. Intersection 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 3 0 3 3
86 Pedestrian/Bicycle 0
87 Wilmington Initiatives: Bicycle Improvements 1 3 2 2 2 3 3 0 3 0 19 1
88 US 13: Memorial Drive ‐ US 40 Pedestrian Safety Improvements 3 1 2 2 3 0 1 4 3 0 19 1
89 US 40 Plan: US 40 Sidepaths (SR 72‐SR 1, SR 896‐SR 72) 3 1 2 1 3 1 0 2 3 0 16 2
90 SR 48: N. DuPont Rd ‐ SR 141 Pedestrian Safety Improvements 1 3 1 1 2 1 1 2 3 0 15 3
91 US 40: Salem Church Rd to SR 1 Sidepath 1 1 2 1 3 2 0 0 3 0 13 4
92 US 301 Multiuse Pathway 3 0 1 1 2 0 0 3 1 0 11 5
93 US 40: SR 72 to Salem Church Sidepath 1 1 2 1 2 1 0 0 3 0 11 5
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Support Economic 
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Goals

94 Wilmington Initiatives: Water Street Walkway 1 1 0 2 0 0 3 0 3 0 10 6
95 DuPont Road Pedestrian Facilities 3 3 0 0 0 0 0 0 3 0 9 7
96 Churchmans: Red Mill Rd. Sidewalks 1 3 0 1 0 0 0 0 3 0 8 8
97 Bicycle, Pedestrian: Foulk Rd. 1 0 1 0 0 0 0 0 3 0 5 9
98 US 40: Newtown Trail & Pedestrian Improvements 1 1 0 0 0 0 0 0 3 0 5 9
99 Bicycle, Pedestrian: Marsh Rd. 1 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 3 0 4 10
100 SR 3, Marsh Rd/Washington Street Ext. and SR 3 Pedestrian Improvements 1 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 3 0 4 10
101 Transit 0
102 Transit bus stop improvements ‐ NCC 3 3 1 0 0 0 3 2 3 0 15 1
103 Rail: Middletown to Newark Passenger Rail 3 1 2 1 2 2 0 0 3 0 14 2
104 Statewide CAD/AVL 3 3 0 0 0 0 3 0 3 0 12 3
105 US 40: Transit improvements 1 3 0 1 2 2 0 0 3 0 12 3
106 Rail preservation: NCC Historic Red Clay 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 1 0 1 4
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Approved 5/9/`3 CMAQ Project Prioritization for FY 2015-18 TIP

Qualitative Index* Overall Prioritization** 

ID Project TIP Page Notes Cost FY14‐17 Project Type VMT Cost Life Total AQ Final Tech
1.) Rail: Newark to Wilmington Track Expansion 2-71 17,348,200$    Transit 6 0 6 12 3 27
2.) Transit Vehicle Expansion, NCC 2-76 Fixed-route only 1,466,900$      Transit 6 3 3 12 3 15
3.) Rail: Newark Regional Transit Center 2-71 30,562,000$    Transit 3 0 6 9 1 11
4.) Wilmington DART Bus Hub 2-82 total cost unknown -$                 Transit 0 0 6 6 1 18
5.) Transit Vehicle Replacement and Refurbishment 2-34 Fixed-route only 54,556,100$    Transit 0 0 3 3 1 18
6.) Boyds Corner Park and Ride Expansion 2-59 no TIP funding 425,000$         Shared Ride 3 6 6 15 1 5
7.) Rideshare Program, statewide 1-24 1,920,000$      Shared Ride 3 3 6 12 1 4
8.) Christiana Mall Park and Ride 2-59 no TIP funding 500,000$         Shared Ride 3 3 6 9 1 6
9.) Mid County DMV 2-48 More lanes only 2,000,000$      I/M 0 3 3 1 5
10.) US 40: US 40/SR 72 Intersection (multimodal) 2-62 11,690,000$    Traffic Flow 3 0 6 9 1 9
11.) SR 2 (Elkton Rd): MD Line to Casho Mill Rd. (multimodal) 2-56 -$                 Traffic Flow 3 0 6 9 1 8
12.) New Castle Industrial Track: S of Christina River - Riverwalk 2-69 PE only 300,000$         Ped/Bike 6 6 6 18 3 10
13.) Garasches Lane 2-42 total cost unknown -$                 Ped/Bike 3 6 9 1 8
14.) Grubb Road Ped. Improvements: Foulk Rd. to Naamans Rd. 2-43 -$                 Ped/Bike 3 0 6 9 1 4

** WILMAPCO's overall project prioritization process (for informational purposes)

Interim CMAQ Project Priortization Process ‐ Methodology
1.  Rank projects by type, based on emissions reporting within 
FHWA's National CMAQ database and federal guidance.  
Priority by type is:  1. Diesel Retrofits and Replacements, 2. 
Transit, 3. Shared Ride, 4. I/M and other TCMS, 5. Traffic 
Flow, 6. Pedestrian/Bicycle

2.  Within project types, sort by quantitative emission benefits 
for diesel projects and qualitative benefits for others.  
Quantitative benefits can be determined from EPA calculators. 
An index determining the qualitative benefit follows.

*Qualitative Index
Reduce VMT - negligible (0); moderate (3); significant (6)
Cost - >2 million (0); $500,000 - $2 million (3); <$500,000 (6)
Life expectancy - <5 years (0); 5-10 years (3); >10 years (6)
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Approved 5/9/13 Transportation Alternatives Program (TAP) Project Prioritization, FY 2014, New Castle County

Project TAP Priority TAP Score
Old Brandywine Village 1 24
9th Street Streetscape 2 20
Old Lancaster Pike Pedestrian Bridges 3 19
Southbridge Streetscape Improvements Phase II 4 16
Concord Avenue Streetscape Improvements Phase II 5 15
Elsmere Bicycle Pathways 5 15
Walnut Street Streetscape Improvements 6 14
Newport Streetscape II 6 14
Delaware Avenue Streetscape 6 14
Miller Road Streetscape 7 13
Greenhill Avenue Landscaping 8 12
White Clay Creek Bike/Ped Bridge 9 11
Delaware City Streetscape Improvements 9 11
Valley Road Pedestrian Improvements 10 10
Marshall Steam Museum 11 5
St. Georges Streetscape Phase III 12 3
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at fro

m
 th

e start at th
e M

D
 lin

e to
 th

e SR
 1
 term

in
u
s th

e ro
ad

 w
ill b

e fo
u
r lan

es w
i d
e (2

 ea ch
 

w
ay) an

d
 1
4
 m

iles lo
n
g. It says also

 th
at th

e Sp
u
r R

o
ad

 co
n
n
ectio

n
 b
etw

een
 th

e 3
0
1
 in
tersectio

n
 w
ith

 A
rm

stro
n
g 
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C
o
rn
er R

o
ad

 an
d
 th

e Su
m
m
it B

rid
ge w

ill b
e tw

o
 lan

es w
id
e (1

 each
 w
ay) an

d
 3
.5
 m

iles lo
n
g. I assu

m
e 3

.5
 m

iles to
 

b
e th

e len
gth

 exclu
sive o

f th
e p

o
rtio

n
 o
f th

e existin
g ro

ad
w
ay th

at is alread
y fo

u
r lan

es w
id
e. 

. It fo
llo
w
s th

at th
e fo

u
r lan

e p
o
rtio

n
 co

m
p
rises 5

6
 lan

e‐m
iles an

d
 th

e S p
u
r R

o
ad

 co
m
p
rises 7

 m
o
re lan

e m
iles. 

Sin
ce th

e p
ro
jected

 $
4
4
0
 m

illio
n
 co

st is exclu
sive o

f th
e Sp

u
r R

o
ad
, th

e co
st is $

7
.8
6
 m

illio
n
 p
er lan

e‐m
ile.  

M
ark's $

1
1
0
 m

illio
n
 p
ro
jected

 co
st o

f th
e Sp

u
r R

o
ad

 co
m
es to

 $
1
5
.7
 m

illio
n
 p
er lan

e m
ile, n

early tw
ice th

e 
p
ro
jectio

n
s fo

r th
e 1

4
 m

ile p
o
rtio

n
 fro

m
 th

e M
D
 State lin

e to
 SR

 1
. H

ard
 to

 b
elieve ! ! It's easier to

 b
elieve th

at th
e 

$
7
8
,0
3
6
,3
0
0
 p
ro
jected

 FY 2
0
1
9
 an

d
 2
0
2
0
 exp

en
d
itu

re reflects th
e Sp

u
r R

o
ad

 all b
y itself ‐ ‐ even

 th
o
u
gh

 it resu
lts in

 
$
1
1
.1
5
 m

illio
n
 p
er lan

e m
ile p

ro
jectio

n
, b
u
t even

 th
a t is m

o
re th

an
 4
0
%
 o
ver D

elD
O
T's p

ro
jectio

n
 fo

r th
e 1

4
 m

ile 
lo
n
g p

o
rtio

n
.  

. Th
e to

tal o
f th

e 3
.5
 m

ile len
gth

 o
f th

e Sp
u
r R

o
ad

 b
etw

een
 th

e Su
m
m
it B

rid
ge an

d
 A
rm

stro
n
g C

o
rn
er R

o
ad

 an
d
 th

e 
ad
d
itio

n
al 6

 m
iles to

 w
h
ere 3

0
1
 cro

sses th
e M

arylan
d
 lin

e, is 9
.5
 m

iles. If th
is w

ere b
u
ilt fo

u
r lan

es w
id
e th

e w
h
o
le 

w
ay at $

7
.8
6
 m

illio
n
 p
er lan

e
 m

ile in
 lieu

 o
f th

e ro
u
tin

g to
 SR

 1
, th

e to
tal co

st w
o
u
ld
 b
e n

early $
2
9
9
 m

illio
n
.  

. B
u
t if th

e 6
 m

ile lo
n
g so

u
th
ern

 p
o
rtio

n
 u
ses th

e existin
g 2

.5
 m

ile stretch
 o
f fo

u
r lan

e ro
ad

 so
 th

at o
n
ly 3

.5
 m

iles o
f 

n
ew

 fo
u
r lan

e ro
ad

 is n
ee d

ed
 so

u
th
 o
f th

e A
rm

stro
n
g C

o
rn
er R

o
ad

 n
eigh

b
o
rh
o
o
d
 w
ith

 th
e Sp

u
r R

o
ad

 en
larged

 to
 

fo
u
r lan

es, th
e to

tal len
gth

 o
f fo

u
r lan

e w
id
e n

ew
 ro

ad
 is seven

 m
iles. A

t $
7
.8
6
 m

illio
n
 p
er lan

e m
ile, th

is co
m
es to

 
$
2
2
0
 m

illio
n
, w

h
ich

 is b
elo

w
 th

e $
2 2
5
 m

illio
n
 th

at can
 b
e co

vered
 b
y To

ll R
even

u
e B

o
n
d
s. 

. It's in
terestin

g to
 reco

gn
ize th

at w
h
en

 W
ilm

ap
co
's D

raft TIP
 tab

u
latio

n
 o
n
 p
g 2

‐8
4
 w
as p

rep
ared

, th
e exp

ectatio
n
 

w
as th

at To
ll R

even
u
e B

o
n
d
 b
o
rro

w
in
gs co

u
ld
 co

ver a to
tal exp

en
d
itu

re o
f $

4
6
0
.9
 m

illio
n
 fro

m
 FY 1

4
 th

ru
 FY 2

0
 

(to
tal o

f last tw
o
 co

lu
m
n
s ) w

h
ile d

u
rin

g th
e 2

/2
4
 co

n
versatio

n
 w
ith

 M
ark Tu

d
o
r, su

ch
 b
o
rro

w
in
gs w

ere scaled
 b
ack 

to
 $
2
2
5
 m

illio
n
 in

 ligh
t o

f th
e m

o
st recen

t traffic p
ro
jectio

n
s. Fo

llo
w
in
g th

e o
rigin

al p
lan

 d
em

an
d
s ab

an
d
o
n
in
g th

e 
go
al to

 m
in
im

ize th
e TTF b

u
rd
en

. 
. SEV

ER
A
L FU

R
TH

ER
 C
O
M
M
EN

TS 
. Im

p
licit in

 th
e ab

o
ve is th

e n
o
tio

n
 th

at it's w
o
rth

w
h
ile to

 in
crease ro

ad
 cap

a city fo
r n

o
rth

/so
u
th
 traffic th

ru
 

D
elaw

are b
etw

een
 U
S 3

0
1
 at th

e M
arylan

d
 lin

e an
d
 so

m
ew

h
ere alo

n
g I‐9

5
. A

A
D
T in

fo
rm

atio
n
 at th

e D
elD

O
T 

w
eb

site is in
stru

ctive in
 th

is regard
. A

A
D
T's fo

r U
S 3

0
1
 are gen

erally b
elo

w
 1
5
,0
0
0
 vp

d
 so

u
th
 o
f M

arl P
it R

o
a d

 an
d
 

in
 th

e 2
0
,0
0
0
 to

 2
5
,0
0
0
 vp

d
 ran

ge n
o
rth

 o
f M

arl P
it R

o
ad
.  

. Several tw
o
 lan

e ro
ad
s in

 N
ew

 C
astle C

o
u
n
ty ‐ ‐ o

n
e lan

e each
 w
ay ‐ ‐ carry h

igh
er veh

icle lo
ad
s th

an
 3
0
1
 so

u
th
 o
f 

M
arl P

it R
o
ad
, fo

r in
stan

ce R
ed

 M
ill R

o
ad

 an
d
 H
arm

o
n
y R

o
ad

 b
etw

een
 K
irkw

o
o
d
 H
igh

w
ay an

d
 R
u
th
ar D

rive, at 
1
9
,2
3
3
 an

d
 2
2
,1
2
2
 vp

d
 resp

ectively. A
n
d
 B
o
yd
s C

o
rn
er R

o
ad
, d
esign

ated
 p
art o

f R
o
u
te 8

9
6
, p
resen

tly carries a b
it 

o
ver 1

4
,0
0
0
 vp

d
 o
n
 its tw

o
 lan

es, o
n
e each

 w
ay.  

. Th
e p

ro
p
o
sed

 fo
u
r lan

e facility fo
r 5

2
0
0
 vp

d
 is h

ard
ly ju

stified
 excep

t if th
e p

u
b
lic can

 get it essen
tially fo

r free, i.e., 
via To

ll R
even

u
e B

o
n
d
s w

ith
o
u
t an

y im
p
act o

n
 th

e TTF. Fo
r th

at to
 co

m
e tru

e, th
e travel tim

e savin
gs fro

m
 m

akin
g 

th
e ro

ad
 lim

ited
 access an

d
 fo

u
r lan

es w
id
e h

as to
 b
e w

o
rth

 th
e o

u
t‐o

f‐p
o
cket co

st to
 th

e traveler.  Th
e m

o
st 

recen
t p

ro
jectio

n
 ‐ ‐ 5

2
0
0
 vp

d
 ‐ ‐ sh

o
w
s th

at  D
elD

O
T's p

ro
p
o
sed

 fo
u
r lan

e lin
k b

etw
een

 existin
g 3

0
1
 an

d
 SR

 1
 w
o
n
't 

b
e attractive en

o
u
gh

 to
 cap

tu
re m

u
ch
 m

o
re
 th

an
 a th

ird
 o
f th

e existin
g traffic o

n
 B
o
yd
s C

o
rn
er R

o
ad
, o
r m

u
ch
 

m
o
re th

an
 a th

ird
 o
f th

e traffic cro
ssin

g th
e M

arylan
d
 lin

e o
n
 existin

g U
S 3

0
1
, o
r a fift h

 o
f th

e p
resen

t traffic ju
st 

so
u
th
 o
f th

e Su
m
m
it B

rid
ge. W

h
y kill th

e TTF to
 execu

te su
ch
 a p

ro
p
o
sal?  

. V
icto

r Sin
ger 

1
2
1
9
 Stin

sfo
rd
 R
o
ad

 
N
ew

ark D
E 1

9
7
1
3
‐3
3
6
0
 

3
0
2
 3
6
6
 8
7
6
8
 an

y tim
e b

ecau
se I'm

 retired
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From
: VSinger01@

aol.com
 [m

ailto:VSinger01@
aol.com

]  
Sen

t: Thursday, M
arch 13, 2014 4:10 PM

 
To: H

eather D
unigan 

C
c: vsinger01@

aol.com
 

Su
bject: quite recent correspondence re: 301 connector 

 A
N

 O
V

E
R

V
IE

W
 C

O
M

M
E

N
T

 O
N

 T
H

E
 D

elD
O

T
 P

LA
N

: 
  W

H
Y

 S
H

O
U

LD
 I S

E
A

R
C

H
 FO

R
 T

H
E

 B
E

S
T

 W
A

Y
  

T
O

 D
O

 IT
 W

H
E

N
 W

IT
H

 N
O

 E
FFO

R
T

 A
T

 A
LL I'LL  

G
E

T
 S

E
C

O
N

D
 B

E
S

T
 FO

R
 T

W
IC

E
 T

H
E

 P
R

IC
E

?
 

  
 

F
rom

: V
S

inger01@
aol.com

 
T

o: karen.peterson@
state.de.us, M

ichael.B
arbieri@

state.de.us 
C

C
: vsinger01@

aol.com
 

S
ent: 3/12/2014 9:11:12 P

.M
. E

astern D
aylight T

im
e 

S
ubj: U

pdate of m
y involve

m
ent w

ith the 301 connector 
  K

aren and M
ike 

. In sum
m

ary, D
elD

O
T

's financing plan for the 14 m
ile long U

S
 301/S

R
 1 C

onnector (from
 M

ark T
udor's 

3/4/2014 e-m
ail previously forw

arded) is as follow
s: 

. <
>

 T
oll R

evenue B
onds: . . . .$204 m

illion 
<

>
 T

IF
IA

 Loan: . . . . . . . . . . $198 m
illion 

<
>

 O
ther S

tate F
unds . . . . .  $44 m

illion 
. S

ince M
ark didn't say w

hether this includes or excludes the 3.5 m
ile tw

o lane S
pur R

oad to the S
um

m
it 

B
ridge, I assum

e it doesn't. A
t D

elD
O

T
's projected $7

.86 m
illion per lane m

ile, it's another $55 m
illion.   

. O
n T

uesday M
arch 11, I attended the D

elD
O

T
 portion of the B

ond B
ill C

om
m

ittee m
eeting and listened to 

S
ecretary B

hatt's presentation.  D
uring the public co

m
m

ent session, I sum
m

arized w
hat I said in the 

handout, below
 (under #####).  In "bullet form

at, m
y points are: 

. <
>

 R
ecent traffic projections justify intense re-thinking.  

<
>

 C
onsider building the S

um
m

it B
ridge link four lanes  

. . . . w
ide B

E
F

O
R

E
 rather than after the S

R
 1 link. 

<
>

 M
ake the lim

ited access toll portion extend betw
een  

. . . . the north end of the existing four lane road near the  
. . . . M

aryland line and the south end of the existing four  
. . . . lane portion of 896 near the S

um
m

it B
ridge,  

<
>

 T
he 5200 vpd projected loading w

ill be sufficient or  
. . . . pay very nearly sufficient for T

oll R
evenue B

onds to   
. . . . the T

O
T

A
L cost of four lanes betw

een 301 at the  
. . . . M

aryland line and the S
um

m
it B

ridge.  
<

>
 A

dd the S
R

 1 link w
hen traffic grow

th  
. . . . can pay for it w

ith T
oll R

evenue B
onds.   

. D
uring S

ecretary B
hatt's rebuttal, H

e pointed out that the traffic projection is so low
 because the toll-free 

roads are quite attractive to the long distance truckers.  H
e pointed out also that m

ost of the paperw
ork to 

im
plem

ent D
elD

O
T

's financing plan has been com
pleted, and the F

ederal folks have already blessed it. 
.  
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A
t the F

ebruary C
ivic League m

eeting, S
ecretary B

hatt counted as a m
erit of the 301/S

R
 1 C

onnector, 
that m

any of his staff have their hearts set on it.  T
o

 th
is he now

 adds that doing som
ething else w

ould 
require som

e paperw
ork to be adjusted. 

. T
he savage irony is that if instea

d of borrow
ing a Q

U
A

R
T

E
R

 B
ILLIO

N
 to pay for m

ore than half the cost 
of a four lane toll road to S

R
 1 for 5200 vpd, w

e borrow
 the sam

e am
ount on a four lane lim

ited access 
road betw

een the existing four lane portions near 301 near the M
aryland line and near the S

um
m

it 
B

ridge, as above, W
E

 C
O

U
LD

 M
A

K
E

 IT
 T

O
LL-F

R
E

E
 and thus attractive to far m

ore than 5200 vpd.   
. T

hose truckers troubled by the red lights betw
een the S

um
m

it B
ridge and I-95 could continue to use 

B
oyd's C

orner R
oad. P

resent A
A

D
T

 to S
um

m
it is over 20,000 vpd.  P

resent A
A

D
T

 on B
oyd's C

orner 
R

oad is over 14,000 vpd. 
. R

em
em

ber that D
elaw

are's 2013 population per U
S

 C
ensus B

ureau's current estim
ate is 925,749 -- so 

that D
elD

O
T

's projected $242 m
illion ($298 m

illion T
IF

IA
 loan +

 $44 m
illion other S

tate funds) represents 
an average of $261 for every m

an, w
om

an and child in D
elaw

are.   
. V

ic   
.  ###################################################################### 

M
E

M
O

R
A

N
D

U
M

 
.. T

o: B
ond B

ill C
om

m
ittee 

F
rom

: V
ic S

inger 
S

ubject: U
S

 301 to S
R

 1 C
onnector 

D
ate: 3/11/2014 

... 
F

D
R

 advised those giving testim
ony to B

e S
incere, B

e B
rief, and B

e S
eated. I’ll fo

llow
 that advice. 

. In prior years, D
elD

O
T

 has strongly advocated a 14
 m

ile long four lane lim
ited access toll road betw

een 
U

S
 301 at the M

aryland line southw
est of M

iddletow
n and S

R
 1 south of the R

oth B
ridge w

ith an added 
tw

o lane S
pur R

oad to the S
um

m
it B

ridge to be built afte
r the S

R
 1 link. D

elD
O

T
 expected sufficient traffic 

for T
oll R

evenue B
onds to pay for it all, so the public w

ould get the w
hole thing for free. 

. A
 new

 traffic projection late last year show
s that w

e can count on only a 5200 vpd traffic loading. T
hat's 

roughly a third of the current traffic on toll-free 896 betw
een 301 and S

R
 1, about a quarter of the current 

traffic on 896 south of the S
um

m
it B

ridge.  It's also only about a quarter of the 19,233 vpd on R
ed M

ill 
R

oad and 22,122 vpd on H
arm

ony R
oad betw

een K
irkw

ood H
ighw

ay and R
uthar R

oad near N
ew

ark, tw
o 

lane roads on rights of w
ay narrow

er than the m
edian on the proposed 301/S

R
 1 connector. . 

. D
elD

O
T

 insists that the connector m
ust be built as planned because of prior B

ond B
ill E

pilogue language, 
and advises that w

e can afford it w
ith only about $200

 m
illion in T

oll R
evenue B

onds - - less than half the 
projected cost - - P

LU
S

 nearly a quarter billion in other borrow
ings that w

ill have to be paid back out of 
other tax revenues. 
. C

learly, the recent traffic projections justify intense re-thinking. I believe that building the S
um

m
it B

ridge 
link four lanes w

ide B
E

F
O

R
E

 rather than after the S
R

 1 link, w
ith the lim

ited access toll portion extending 
betw

een the north end of the existing four lane road
 near the M

aryland line and the south end of the 
existing four lane portion of 896 near the S

um
m

it B
ridge, the 5200 vpd loading w

ill be sufficient or very 
nearly sufficient for T

oll R
evenue B

onds to pay the w
hole cost of four lanes betw

een 301 at the M
aryland 

line and the S
um

m
it B

ridge.  
. I suggest that you explore that arrangem

ent because w
e m

ay be able to afford it, w
hile preserving the 

opportunity to build the connector to S
R

 1 w
hen tra

ffic grow
th justifies financing exclusively via T

oll 
R

evenue B
onds.  
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BR 227 ON PAPERMILL ROAD OVER MIDDLE RUN TRIBUTARY 2 - 6 
BR 229B ON SR 2 OVER WHITE CLAY CREEK 2 - 7 
BR 239 ON RED MILL RD OVER WHITE CLAY 2 - 8 
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BR 488 ON US 13, EAST OF ODESSA 2 - 16 
BR 501, 501A, 501B ON SR 141 VIADUCT OVER SR 4 2  -  17 
BR 543 ON CARR ROAD OVER SHELLPOT CREEK 2  -  18 
BR 567 ON HAY ROAD OVER SHELLPOT CREEK 2  -  19 
BR 577 ON AUGUSTINE CUTOFF OVER BRANDYWINE CREEK 2 - 20 
BR 585 ON AUGUSTINE CUTOFF OVER BRANDYWINE CREEK 2  -  21 
BR 680 ON SR 141 OVER US 13 2 - 22 
BR 687, 688, 693 WILMINGTON DRAWBRIDGES 2  -  23 
BR 748, I-95 WILMINGTON VIADUCT 2 - 24 
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BR 814 ON 12TH STREET OVER NORFOLK SOUTHERN RAILROAD 2 - 25 
BR 826 ON I-495 OVER STONEY CREEK 2  -  26 
BRIDGE CE-0097 BARON ROAD OVER CSX REPLACEMENT 3  -  7 
BRIDGE MANAGMENT PROGRAM 1  -  15 
BRIDGE PRESERVATION PROGRAM 1  -  2 
BRIDGE STRUCTURE REHABILIATION, NEW CASTLE COUNTY 2  -  27 
BRIDGES CE-0007 AND CE-0087 SUPERSTRUCTURE PAINTING 3  -  9 
C & D CANAL RECREATION TRAIL, NEW CASTLE COUNTY 2  -  38 
CHESAPEAKE AND DELAWARE CANAL TRAIL, MARYLAND 3  -  14 
CHURCHMANS CROSSING CORRIDOR 2  -  39 
CITY OF NEW CASTLE IMPROVEMENTS 2  -  40 
CLAYMONT SIDEWALKS 2 - 42 
CLAYMONT TRAIN STATION 2  -  43 
COMMUNITY TRANSPORTATION FUND 1  -  3 
CULVERT REPLACEMENTS ON N239, PYLES FORD ROAD 2  -  28 
DAM PRESERVATION PROGRAM 1 - 4 
DOWNSTATE INTERCITY RAIL CONNECTION STUDY 1  -  26 
ENGINEERING AND CONTINGENCIES 1  -  27 
EQUIPMENT 1  -  5 
FASHION CENTER ENTRANCE: ROAD A AND CENTRE BOULEVARD 2  -  44 
GARASCHES LANE 2  -  45 
GLENVILLE WETLAND BANK 2  -  29 
GRUBB ROAD: FOULK ROAD TO SR 92, NAAMAN'S ROAD, PEDESTRIAN IMPROVEMENTS 2  -  46 
HIGHWAY SAFETY IMPROVEMENT PROGRAM, NEW CASTLE COUNTY 2  -  47 
I-295 IMPROVEMENTS 2  -  31 
I-95 / US 202 INTERCHANGE 2  -  72 
I-95: MARYLAND STATE LINE TO I-295 2  -  70 
INTERSECTION IMPROVEMENTS 1  -  16 
INTERSTATE MAINTENANCE 2  -  32 
JOB ACCESS/REVERSE COMMUTE (JARC) 3  -  8 
MATERIALS AND MINOR CONTRACTS 1  -  6 
MARC MAINTENANCE FACILITY 3 - 9 
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MD 272 BRIDGE OVER AMTRAK 3 - 15 
MID-COUNTY DMV 2  -  51 
MUNICIPAL STREET AID 1  -  7 
NEW CASTLE COUNTY INDUSTRIAL TRACK GREENWAY, PHASE III 2  -  73 
NORTHERN DELAWARE GREENWAY - TALLEY ROAD SECTION 2  -  52 
PAVING AND REHABILITATION PROGRAM 1  -  8 
PLANNING 1  -  28 
POMEROY BICYCLE AND PEDESTRIAN PATHWAY 2  -  74 
POSSUM PARK RD AND OLD POSSUM PARK RD INTERSECTION 2  -  53 
RAIL CROSSING SAFETY 1 - 17 
RAIL IMPROVEMENTS: NEW CASTLE COUNTY 2  -  75 
RAIL PRESERVATION 1  -  9 
RECREATIONAL TRAILS 1  -  18 
SAFETY IMPROVEMENTS, STATEWIDE 1  -  19 
SIGNAGE AND PAVEMENT MARKINGS 1  -  20 
SMALL URBAN TRANSIT SYSTEM - OPERATING ASSISTANCE 3  -  11 
SMALL URBAN TRANSIT SYSTEM- CAPITAL ASSISTANCE 3  -  10 
SOUTHERN NEW CASTLE COUNTY IMPROVEMENTS 2  -  54 
SR 1: TYBOUTS CORNER TO SR 273 2  -  78 
SR 141/I-95 INTERCHANGE 2  -  56 
SR 2, ELKTON ROAD: MARYLAND STATE LINE TO SR 273, DELAWARE AVENUE, NEWARK 2  -  57 
SR 2, SOUTH UNION STREET: RAILROAD BRIDGE TO SYCAMORE STREET 2  -  58 
SR 299: SR 1 TO CATHERINE STREET 2 - 79 
SR 4, CHRISTINA PARKWAY FROM SR 2 TO SR 896 2 - 59 
SR 7, BEAR-CHRISTIANA ROAD AND US 40 AREA IMPROVEMENTS 2  -  80 
SR 72: MCCOY ROAD TO SR 71 2  -  60 
SR 9, NEW CASTLE AVENUE: 3RD STREET TO HEALD STREET 2  -  33 
SUSQUEHANNA RIVER RAIL BRIDGE 3 - 17 
TECHNOLOGY 1  -  21 
TRAFFIC CALMING PROGRAM 1  -  22 
TRANSIT FACILITIES 1  -  10 
TRANSIT FACILITIES PRESERVATION, NEW CASTLE COUNTY 2  -  35 
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TRANSIT FACILITIES, NEW CASTLE COUNTY, MANAGEMENT 2  -  61 
TRANSIT TAXI VOUCHER 3 - 16 
TRANSIT VEHICLE EXPANSION, NCC 2 - 81 
TRANSIT VEHICLE REPLACEMENT AND REFURBISHMENT - NCC 2  -  36 
TRANSIT VEHICLE REPLACEMENT AND REFURBISHMENT - STATEWIDE 1  -  12 
TRANSPORTATION ENHANCEMENTS / ALTERNATIVES – CECIL COUNTY 3 - 13 
TRANSPORTATION ENHANCEMENTS/ ALTERNATIVES - STATEWIDE 1  -  23 
TRANSPORTATION FACILITIES 1  -  11 
TRANSPORTATION MANAGEMENT IMPROVEMENTS 1  -  24 
TYLER MC CONNELL BRIDGE, SR 141: MONTCHANIN ROAD TO ALAPOCAS ROAD 2  -  82 
US 13: DUCK CREEK TO SR 1 2 - 62 
US 13: PHILADELPHIA PIKE: CLAYMONT TRANSPORTATION PLAN IMPLEMENTATION 2  -  63 
US 301: MARYLAND STATE LINE TO SR 1 2  -  83 
US 40: MARYLAND LINE TO US 13, CORRIDOR IMPROVEMENTS 2  -  64 
WESTOWN 2  -  85 
WILMINGTON INITIATIVES 2 - 66 
WILMINGTON RIVERFRONT 2  -  68 
WILMINGTON SIGNAL IMPROVEMENTS 2  -  69 
WILMINGTON TRANSIT HUB 2  -  86 
WILMINGTON UST REPLACEMENT 2 - 35 
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