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Executive Summary 
The Mercer County Long Range Transportation Plan focuses transportation investments and recommends 

studies and policies to encourage a prosperous future and improve safety and quality of life for Mercer 

County residents and businesses through the year 2045. The plan was led by a Steering Committee and 

developed in cooperation with Mercer County Regional Planning Commission, the Shenango Valley Area 

Transportation Study Metropolitan Planning Organization, the Pennsylvania Department of Transportation, 

Federal Highway Administration, and a broad variety of stakeholders and the public of Mercer County.  

The goals and objectives of the plan are to enhance economic vitality, improve quality of life, and preserve 

and enhance existing transportation assets such as roads and bridges. The plan includes insights from 

recently completed planning documents, corridor studies, and countywide plans. The over-arching themes 

heard from the outreach were the need for improvements to pavement condition, the desire to spur 

economic growth through transportation improvements at freight bottlenecks, a need for mobility options 

such as expanded transit service for residents to access jobs and resources, and the desire to improve 

quality of life and enhance tourism through the development of multi-use trails and improved access to 

regional destinations. 

This plan includes a fiscally constrained listing of roadway, bridge, transit, and airport projects, as well as a 

recommended listing of bicycle and pedestrian projects and locally championed projects. Highway projects 

were prioritized using the Decision Lens ranking criteria which were customized for Mercer County in 2016. 

The plan also includes recommendations for further studies and policy recommendations. This plan also 

includes expanded betterment lists which document safety, signal, and multimodal needs so that these 

improvements may be considered during the PennDOT Connects process on pavement betterment 

projects. The fiscally constrained plan was adopted by the Shenango Valley Area Transportation Study 

Metropolitan Planning Organization on November 9, 2021. The fiscally constrained projects were found by 

PennDOTôs Interagency Consultation Group to be in conformity of all applicable air quality standards. 
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Introduction 
Long Range Transportation Plan History & Background 
Long Range Transportation Plans (LRTPs) are a requirement for Metropolitan Planning Organizations 

(MPOs) to receive federal funding. The Mercer County Planning Commission (MCRPC) assists the 

Shenango Valley Area Transportation Study Metropolitan Planning Organization (SVATS MPO) with 

updating its LRTP every five years. The LRTP covers a horizon of at least 20 years; this plan is for 2021 to 

2045.  

LRTPs typically include an assessment of the existing transportation system, provide planning context, 

outline goals and objectives, identify performance measures, and prioritize projects that meet the goals and 

objectives. Then, priorities are compared against financial guidance, and a fiscally constrained plan is 

prepared.  

The previous Mercer County LRTP was adopted in 2016. Since then, a number of things have changed. 

Mercer County is an orphan maintenance area of the National Ambient Air Quality Standards (NAAQS) for 

the 1997 8-hour ozone as a result of the 2018 South Coast II court decision.  However, through PennDOTôs 

collaborative Financial Guidance Work Group process, the decision was made to direct CMAQ funding 

towards counties that are currently in nonattainment or maintenance of the NAAQS. As a result, the County 

will not have Congestion Mitigation and Air Quality (CMAQ) funds to allocate towards projects.The MPO 

has also conducted corridor safety studies and bicycle and pedestrian circulation studies which generated 

specific improvement project ideas on corridors identified in the 2016 LRTP. The roadway network 

functional classification and National Highway System also underwent a thorough review and adjustment 

in 2020 according to Federal Highway Administration (FHWA) guidance surrounding roadway function, 

accessibility, and traffic conditions. These changes influence design standards, project funding eligibility, 

and project oversight. 

Performance-based planning is a data-driven process that serves to assess the performance of the 

transportation system in three key areas (safety, condition, and performance), identify locations in need of 

improvements, and program projects that will lead to better future assessments and an improved 

transportation system. This process helps MPOs and states prioritize projects to keep their respective parts 

of the transportation system in good order. The federal performance measures are discussed in more detail 

in later chapters. 

Federal Guidance 
FHWA oversees the LRTP process. There are 10 Federal planning factors to be considered and assessed 

in LRTPs, as required by the Fixing Americaôs Surface Transportation (FAST) Act which was signed into 

law in 2015. The federal planning factors are as follows: 

1. Economic Vitality - Support the economic vitality of the United States, the States, non-
metropolitan areas, and metropolitan areas, especially by enabling global competitiveness, 
productivity, and efficiency. 

2. Safety - Increase the safety of the transportation system for motorized and non-motorized users. 

3. Security - Increase the security of the transportation system for motorized and non-motorized 
users. 

4. Personal and Freight Mobility - Increase the accessibility and mobility of people and for freight. 

5. Environment - Protect and enhance the environment, promote energy conservation, improve the 
quality of life, and promote consistency between transportation improvements and State and local 
planned growth and economic development patterns. 

6. Mode Interconnectivity - Enhance the integration and connectivity of the transportation system, 
across and between modes, for people and freight. 

7. System Management - Promote efficient system management and operation. 

8. System preservation - Emphasize the preservation of the existing transportation system. 
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9. Reliability and Stormwater - Improve the resiliency and reliability of the transportation system 
and reduce or mitigate stormwater impacts of surface transportation. 

10. Tourism - Enhance travel and tourism. 
 

State Guidance 
The Pennsylvania Department of Transportation (PennDOT) updates the statewide LRTP every five to 

seven years. The PennDOT statewide LRTP update is currently in process in Fall 2021. The current 

statewide LRTP was adopted in August 2016 and considered in the 2016 Mercer County LRTP. The goal 

areas of PA On Track are System Preservation, Safety, Personal and Freight Mobility, and Stewardship. 

These goal areas correspond to the FAST Act planning factors as described in EXHIBIT 1. PA On Trackôs 

performance measures are also listed in this chart. Performance measures, targets, incentives, and 

penalties are evolving as agencies adopt and embrace performance-based planning. 

Exhibit 1 ï Federal and Statewide Planning Factors 

FAST Act 
PA On Track 

Goal Area 
PA On Track Performance Measures 

System preservation System 
Preservation 

Percent of pavements in good and poor condition, 
pavement structure index, percent of poor bridges, load-

restricted bridges, average age of bus fleet System Management 

Safety 

Safety 

Total number of fatalities and serious injuries, rate of 
crashes with fatalities and serious injuries per vehicle mile 

traveled, in work zones, at rail crossings, and related to 
bicycles and pedestrians 

Security 

Personal and freight 
mobility Personal and 

freight mobility 

Annual hours of truck and auto delays and cost, annual 
transit ridership for fixed route and shared ride services, 

percent or number of freight bottlenecks eliminated Mode interconnectivity 

Economic Vitality 

Stewardship 

Annual savings through Next Generation implementation, 
timely delivery of approved local and HOP projects, 
number of municipal officials trained through Local 
Technical Assistance Program on coordination of 

transportation and land use planning 

Environment 

Reliability and 
Stormwater 

Tourism 
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Planning Partners 
The MPOôs planning partners include federal, state, and local authorities that collaborate toward the 

common goals of safety and mobility in the transportation system within Mercer County. 

The SVATS MPO is responsible for Mercer Countyôs portion of the Youngstown PA-OH Transportation 

Management Area (TMA) shared with Eastgate Regional Council of Governments in Ohio. The TMA is 

designated as part of an urban area containing 200,000 or more population. 

Mercer Countyôs state planning partners include PennDOT District 1 based out of Oil City, PA and the 

Center for Program Development and Management at PennDOTôs Central Office in Harrisburg, PA. The 

FHWA Pennsylvania Division based in Harrisburg, PA is a key planning partner that further coordinates the 

plan development with FHWA headquarters. Local planning partners include the Mercer County Regional 

Council of Governments (MCRCOG), the authority that is responsible for providing transit service through 

the Shenango Valley Shuttle Service and Mercer County Community Transit. Municipal leaders are valued 

planning partners and were invited to participate in the process through involvement with the project 

decision-making team known as the Steering Committee. Each of these planning partners was critical to 

the development of this LRTP. 

Steering Committee 
LRTP development was driven by a series of Steering Committee meetings. Members were invited by the 

MPO and consisted of planning partners including PennDOT District 1-0, PennDOT Central Office, the 

FHWA PA Division office, municipal leaders, and the MPO. The Steering Committeeôs roles were to guide 

the process, make key decisions, review planning products, and provide feedback. The meetings were 

conducted virtually due to in-person meeting restrictions resulting from the COVID-19 pandemic. Five 

Steering Committee meetings occurred roughly every other month for the duration of the plan and covered 

the following topics: 

1. Kickoff Meeting (December 2020) ï The plan approach, schedule, and key milestones and 

deliverables were discussed. 

2. Outreach Preparation Meeting (January 2021) ï Details of the public involvement plan were 

reviewed and Steering Committee members offered ideas for effective local outreach. 

3. Project Workshop (April 2021) ï The Steering Committee reviewed and discussed findings from 

the outreach efforts to date. General themes of the comments were examined and discussed for 

ways to frame the LRTP discussion. 

4. Prioritization and Constraint (July 2021) ï The prioritization and financial constraint of possible 

projects were discussed. 

5. Plan Review (September 2021) ï The draft plan outline and final outreach strategy were reviewed. 
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People & Places 
Location 
Mercer County is located on the western border of Pennsylvania and shares the Youngstown metropolitan 

area with Ohio. It is part of PennDOT District 1. Mercer Countyôs proximity to the Interstates 79, 80, and 

376 and National Highway System (NHS) routes of US 62 and SR 0018 make it an important transportation 

hub for regional and interstate travel and provide many opportunities for business development. It is also 

less than a two-hour drive to population centers such as Erie, Pittsburgh, Youngstown, and Cleveland, 

which make it a prime location for freight movement and a convenient stop along I-80 for cross-country 

travel (EXHIBIT 2).  

Land Use 
Land use in each municipality is dictated by the zoning code or lack of zoning code. Many areas are rural 

or agricultural in nature. The existing land use for Mercer County includes widely distributed urbanized 

areas along with farmland, forest, open spaces, and floodplains (EXHIBIT 3). The Shenango River and 

Reservoir and Lake Wilhelm are significant water features with State Parks and community parks nearby. 

The future land use for Mercer County, as noted in the 2006 Mercer County Comprehensive Plan, includes 

targeted mixed-use growth areas adjacent to existing urbanized areas, dedicated greenways and open 

space, and targeted industrial and manufacturing economic growth areas (EXHIBIT 4). 

Tourism 
Mercer County boasts a variety of destinations for tourists, ranging from unique shopping to outdoor 

adventure. A comprehensive map of tourist destinations gleaned from the Visit Mercer County website can 

be found in EXHIBIT 5. These sites are grouped into the main categories of shopping, attractions, golf, disc 

golf, historical sites, and natural sites. There are also sites just outside of the county which have regional 

tourism draws such as the Amish communities in Lawrence County and Lake Pymatuning in Crawford 

County. Identifying and tracking access to tourist sites is an important part of long-range planning as it 

influences quality of life and economic vitality. Proximity and accessibility to tourist destinations plays a role 

in LRTP project prioritization. 

 

https://www.visitmercercountypa.com/
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Exhibit 2 ï Location Map 
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Exhibit 3 ï Existing Land Use 
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Exhibit 4 ï Future Land Use Map 
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Exhibit 5 ï Tourism Destinations 
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Population 
Mercer County is home to a population of approximately 110,700 people according to the latest population 

estimates from the American Community Survey (ACS). The 2020 Census data is in limited release as of 

the writing of this plan. The county has seen a steady decline in population since the 1980ôs due to various 

factors including the aging population and the closing of some significant manufacturing facilities. The 

current population is approximately 18,000 fewer people from its recorded peak of approximately 128,300 

in 1980 (EXHIBIT 6). Population centers and urbanized areas include Sharon, Farrell, Hermitage, Greenville, 

Mercer, and Grove City, along with smaller communities such as Stoneboro, Sandy Lake, and others 

located throughout rural and lower population density land (EXHIBIT 8). The most recent population 

projections from the Center for Rural Pennsylvania in March 2014 show Mercer Countyôs population 

increasing slightly to approximately 123,000 by 2040. 

The population in Mercer County trends older with a median age of 45.5 years, which is higher than both 

the statewide average of 40.8 years and the national average of 38.1 years (EXHIBIT 7). The combination 

of a declining and aging population creates unique circumstances for long range planning. Many regions in 

Pennsylvania are facing aging populations and the special planning considerations that come with them. 

These planning needs are important to consider, as many of the senior population are on fixed incomes 

and rely on public transportation for healthcare appointments, grocery shopping, and social activities. Many 

people approaching retirement age and older are expressing the desire to ñage in placeò. The quality of life 

of an aging population is greatly impacted by access to safe mobility choices for all types of activities.  

Exhibit 6 ï Mercer County Population Over Time 

 

 

Exhibit 7 ï Mercer County Age Distribution 

 

SOURCE: US CENSUS REPORTER 
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Exhibit 8 ï Mercer County Population Density 
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Environmental Justice 
Mercer County is home to a diverse population in terms of race, ethnicity, and income classes. Regional 

long range planning efforts must include representation from residents and communities within the region. 

Planning efforts should meaningfully engage all residents and proposed projects should not adversely 

impact any traditionally marginalized groups.  

Environmental Justice (EJ) refers to the policy set forth by Title VI of the Civil Rights Act of 1964 that states, 

for the purposes of long range transportation planning, MPOs must specifically address EJ in the process 

of developing and advancing transportation programs and projects. The core principle is that all individuals 

in a community should enjoy the same protection from hazards, equal access to resources and 

infrastructure, and benefits from the economic and social influences and opportunities regardless of race, 

color, national origin, ability, English proficiency, or income. It also means that decisions made regarding 

the community are made in a way that is fair and honest. Historically these populations have been 

negatively affected and under-served by traditional planning efforts, especially during the interstate 

expansion era. A Benefits and Burdens analysis is performed on projects during each LRTP and  

Transportation Improvement Program (TIP) cycle to provide a deeper understanding of the potential 

impacts and benefits of each project on minority and low-income populations.  

Key Points 
¶ Nearly 13% of Mercer County residents are living in poverty. Some localized areas of the county 

have more than 50% of residents considered low income. 

¶ Racial minorities represent roughly 6.8% of Mercer Countyôs population. Most of that population is 

Black or African American with smaller groups of American Indian and Asian populations. 

¶ In Mercer County, 18.8% of the population has some kind of disability. The most common disability, 

at 9.4%, falls into the category of Ambulatory Difficulty, or a serious difficulty walking or climbing 

stairs. 

¶ 21% of Mercer County residents are over the age of 65, up from 18% in 2010. 

¶ 10% of Mercer County households do not have access to a personal vehicle. 

¶ Bicycle and pedestrian crashes tend to be clustered in more urban, highly travelled areas of the 

county which also tend to be in areas of high minority or low-income populations. 

Planning Implications 
¶ A Benefits and Burdens analysis identifies potentially disadvantaged populations and how 

proposed transportation improvements will impact these groups. 

¶ An aging population will require considerations for how those individuals can engage with our 

transportation system to access necessary care and everyday errands when they can no longer 

drive a personal vehicle. 

¶ Enhanced transportation options and infrastructure for modes other than personal vehicles should 

be considered to improve access for the aging population as well as others who do not have access 

to a vehicle for a variety of reasons. 

¶ Strategies to avoid, mitigate, or minimize any disproportionate and adverse impacts that may arise 

will be coordinated closely with PennDOT District 1-0, FHWA, FTA, and community stakeholders. 

¶ SVATS MPO is continuing to engage low income, minority, and other traditionally underserved 

populations in all planning processes to ensure that the needs and interests of these groups are 

represented and addressed as transportation improvements are planned. 
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EJ Core Elements Methodology and SVATS MPO Approach 
SVATS MPO utilizes a methodology set out in the 2019 South Central Pennsylvania Environmental Justice 

Unified Process and Methodology Guide, developed by FHWA PA Division, FTA Region III, PennDOT 

Central Office, PennDOT Engineering District 8-0, and six MPOs within District 8-0. The guide outlines 

strategies for completing an EJ analysis as identified by FHWA and FTA and the specific core activities that 

MPOs in Pennsylvania should include in an EJ analysis. 

The four Core Elements are: (1) Identification of EJ populations; (2) Assessment of conditions and 

identification of needs; (3) Evaluation of burdens and benefits; and (4) Identification and addressing of 

disproportionate and adverse impacts. These elements have been incorporated into the following analysis. 

Identification of EJ Populations 
High levels of minority and low-income residents are the two main indicators used to identify EJ populations. 

For the purposes of this analysis, the definitions used by the Pennsylvania Department of Environmental 

Protection (DEP) were used. The following data was sourced from the PA DEP EJ Viewer, US 

Environmental Protection Agency (EPA) EJScreen tool, and the US Census Bureau 2019 American 

Community Survey (ACS) estimates. 

Income and Poverty 

According to the US Census Bureau and 2019 American Community Survey data, the median household 

income in Mercer County is $54,543, nearly $10,000 lower than the median income for the state of 

Pennsylvania ($63,463). Nearly 13% of Mercer County residents are living in poverty, compared to 12% of 

all Pennsylvania residents. As of 2020, the US Census Bureauôs Poverty Threshold for a family of four with 

two adults and two children was $26,246. 2019 American Community Survey data in EXHIBIT 9 highlights 

the municipalities with the highest levels of poverty in the county.  

Exhibit 9 ï Top 10 Municipalities by Poverty Rate 

Municipality 
Population Below 

Poverty Level 
% Population Below 

Poverty Level 

Farrell City 1,511 33% 

Jamestown Borough 205 28% 

Sharon City 3,570 27% 

New Lebanon Borough 48 24% 

Sandy Lake Borough 148 24% 

Sheakleyville Borough 46 22% 

Wheatland Borough 126 21% 

Greene Township 244 19% 

Pymatuning Township 559 18% 

Town of Greenville 815 18% 

SOURCE: US CENSUS BUREAU, 2019 ACS DATA 
 

The US EPA EJScreen tool was used to demonstrate the levels of low-income populations at the Census 

Block Group (BG) level throughout the county, as shown in EXHIBIT 11. These BGs are mostly concentrated 

around Sharon and Farrell in the southwestern portion of the county, with several of those with more than 

50% of residents considered low income. Low-income households are most in need of enhanced transit 

services, improvements to walkability and bikeability, and access to the internet and other resources, and 

benefit from safety improvements at intersections.  
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Minority Population 

The 2019 ACS estimates Mercer Countyôs non-white population at roughly 7,500, or 6.8% of the roughly 

110,000 total population. Most of the non-white population identified as Black or African American with 

smaller groups of American Indian and Asian populations. The municipalities in Mercer County with the 

largest minority populations are listed in EXHIBIT 10 and include many of the same municipalities with high 

rates of population living below the poverty level. Minority populations were mapped by BG using the EPA 

EJScreen tool in EXHIBIT 12. These BGs are concentrated in Sharon and Farrell and include many of the 

same BGs as are noted in EXHIBIT 11, Low Income Population by Census Block Group. 

Exhibit 10 ï Top 10 Municipalities by Minority Population 

Municipality Non-White Population 
% Non-White 
Population 

Farrell City 2,203 47% 

Findley Township 620 22% 

Sharon City 2,225 17% 

Wheatland Borough 48 8% 

Hermitage City 1120 7% 

Pine Township 282 6% 

West Salem Township 146 4% 

Pymatuning Township 120 4% 

Grove City Borough 264 3% 

Sandy Lake Borough 16 3% 

SOURCE: US CENSUS BUREAU, 2019 ACS DATA 
 

Mercer County Environmental Justice 

Considering the low-income and minority demographic data reviewed above, higher than average poverty 

and minority populations were identified by Census BG based on the thresholds established by the PA DEP 

and their EJ Viewer tool. High poverty areas were designated by identifying those BGs with a population of 

residents in poverty greater than or equal to 20% of the total population of that BG, of which there are 

twenty-five (25) (EXHIBIT 13). Similarly, high levels of minority population were designated by identifying 

the BGs with a population of non-white residents greater than or equal to 30% of the total population. Eleven 

(11) BGs are considered high minority population areas (EXHIBIT 14). 

In total, 35 BGs in Mercer County have high poverty and minority populations, as shown in EXHIBIT 15. 

Many BGs overlap in terms of poverty and minority population, particularly in the Farrell and Sharon areas. 

For the remainder of this Benefits and Burdens analysis, these 35 areas will be combined and assessed as 

a group. 
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Exhibit 11 ï Low Income Populations by Census Block Group 
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Exhibit 12 ï Minority Populations by Census Block Group 
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Exhibit 13 ï High Poverty Areas by Census Block Group 
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Exhibit 14 ï High Minority Areas by Census Block Group 
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Exhibit 15 ï High Poverty and Minority Areas by Census Block Group 
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Other Potentially Disadvantaged Populations 
While income and minority demographic data are the two characteristics traditionally included within EJ 

analyses, other populations should be given consideration in the planning processes. These groups are 

considered ódisadvantagedô or ótraditionally underservedô, and SVATS MPO seeks to address their needs 

and interests in the planning and programming of transportation projects.  

Limited English Proficiency 

Limited English Proficiency (LEP) populations are another important part of public involvement in planning 

processes. SVATS MPO adopted an LEP Plan to outline procedures to provide meaningful access to 

information and services provided by the MPO to LEP persons. According to 2019 ACS data, more than 

95% of Mercer County residents speak only English at home. The next largest group of languages fall into 

the category of óOther Indo-European Languagesô at just under 3% of the population. This may be attributed 

to the large Amish population in the county who speak a derivation of English and German known as 

Pennsylvania Dutch.  

As noted in EXHIBIT 16 the largest number of LEP households are in the larger, more populated areas like 

Sharon and Hermitage in 2019. Again, there are several municipalities noted that overlap with the poverty 

and minority populations. 

Exhibit 16 ï Top 10 Municipalities by LEP Households  

Municipality Total LEP Households 

Sharon City 69 

Hermitage City 27 

Lackawannock Township 22 

Fairview Township 19 

Farrell City 18 

Sharpsville Borough 15 

Delaware Township 14 

East Lackawannock Township 13 

Town of Greenville 11 

Grove City Borough 10 

SOURCE: US CENSUS BUREAU, 2019 ACS DATA 
 

Persons with a Disability 

Disabilities can have profound effect on an individualôs ability to interact with the larger community and use 

transportation services. Disabilities may include physical, mental, and cognitive disabilities and often limit 

an individualôs independence. Those living with disabilities should be considered in efforts to improve 

accessibility to places in the county, especially among modes such as public transit or shared ride services. 

In Mercer County, 18.8% of the population has a disability, according to the 2019 ACS. The most common 

disability falls into the category of Ambulatory Difficulty, which is defined by the US Census Bureau as 

having serious difficulty walking or climbing stairs. Other common disabilities noted in the ACS data are 

Independent Living Difficulty (having difficulty doing errands alone because of a physical, mental, or 

emotional problem) and Cognitive Difficulty (having difficulty remembering, concentrating, or making 

decisions because of a physical, mental, or emotional problem). The higher rates of these types of 

disabilities may be attributable to the Countyôs aging population, as these medical concerns tend to be more 

common as people age. 

  

https://mcrpc.com/wp-content/uploads/2020/04/2019-PPP-Title-VI-Procedures-LEP-Analysis3926.pdf
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Senior Population (65+ years of age) 

The population of Mercer County is above both statewide and national averages and continues to age. 

There are many factors contributing to that trend including the facts that people are living longer in general 

and that many young people have moved from the county for a variety of reasons. The median age in the 

county is 45.5 years, five years older than the median age in Pennsylvania, 40.8 years. According to the 

2019 ACS data, 21.2% of the county population is over the age of 65. In the 2010 US Census, that 

population was approximately 18%. 

During the Stakeholder focus group meetings, a representative from the Mercer County Area Agency on 

Aging noted that seniors use transportation not just for errands like grocery shopping or doctorôs 

appointments, but also for social events and visiting family. It was also noted that the individuals considered 

óyounger seniorsô (60-70 years old, of the Baby Boomer generation) are more active, more interested in the 

ability to remain in their homes and ñage-in-placeò than previous generations. 

Female Head of Household 

The average family size in Mercer County is 2.74 people, which is slightly smaller than the average of 3 

people per family in Pennsylvania as a whole. More than a quarter (28.2%) of families in Mercer County 

are led by a female householder with no spouse or partner present, and 4.5% of families are led by a female 

householder with children. Traditionally, these households are considered disadvantaged because women 

tend to make less than their male counterparts in general and tend to lack support as they are the only adult 

in the household.  

Zero Car Households 

Another key population that is considered traditionally disadvantaged and underrepresented in planning 

processes is the population without access to a personal vehicle. No matter the reason for this lack of 

personal vehicle, this population generally relies on bicycle or pedestrian infrastructure or public 

transportation to move around the community and access the resources they need in daily life. Overall, 

approximately 10% of the population of Mercer County have no vehicle available to them. When broken 

down by Census Tract, higher rates of households without access to a vehicle are concentrated in roughly 

the same areas where higher rates of low income and minority populations, as shown in EXHIBIT 17. This 

data was not available at the BG level with 2019 ACS data. 
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Exhibit 17 ï Mercer County Zero Car Household Rate by Census Tract 

 

SOURCE: AMERICAN COMMUNITY SURVEY 2019, CENSUS TRACT LEVEL DATA 
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Assessment of Conditions and Needs in EJ Areas 
As demographic data was analyzed and mapped, the condition of transportation assets was also assessed 

related to the identified high poverty and minority areas. Combining both sets of data will help to identify 

unmet needs and gaps in the transportation system that more significantly impacts these populations.  

Pavement Condition 

EXHIBIT 18 overlays the high poverty and minority areas and existing pavement condition on state roads. 

Pavement condition is measured by the International Roughness Index (IRI). IRI categorizes pavement as 

Excellent, Good, Fair, or Poor. EXHIBIT 19 includes insets in Farrell, Sharon, Greenville, and Grove City to 

show details for these areas. There are isolated areas in all three insets in or near the high poverty and 

minority areas where many state roads are in fair or poor condition.  

Bridge Condition 

EXHIBIT 20 and EXHIBIT 21 similarly overlays the high poverty and minority areas with existing bridge 

conditions. PennDOT classifies bridge condition as Good, Fair, and Poor. Statewide, PennDOT has made 

a concerted effort to repair or replace Poor condition bridges in recent years, and while PennDOT District 

1-0 has seen a reduction in Poor condition bridges in Mercer County overall, there are clusters of Fair and 

Poor condition bridges in high poverty and minority areas, especially in the Sharon/Farrell area. There are 

currently action plans and additional funding is being sought to address these poor condition bridges. 

Crash History 

EXHIBIT 22 and EXHIBIT 23 show bicycle and pedestrian crashes in Mercer County in high poverty and 

minority areas. Clusters of crashes including fatalities and bicycle and pedestrian crashes are clustered in 

Sharon/Farrell and Greenville, with smaller clusters in Grove City. Many of these high poverty and minority 

areas are in the more urban, highly populated areas of the county with more people walking, so have higher 

crash rates. Bicycle and pedestrian crashes are spread out in the more rural areas of the county. This could 

be due to a variety of reasons including lack of infrastructure for biking and walking, the distances between 

those rural areas and other resources, or the higher likelihood that households in those areas have access 

to a personal vehicle. 

The more populated high poverty and minority see more crashes due to the increased opportunity for traffic 

conflicts between pedestrians, cars, and bicycles. Low-income individuals are less likely to have access to 

a vehicle and more likely to rely on walking or biking. There were eight fatal crashes in the Sharon/Farrell 

high poverty and minority areas. SR 3008 (State Street), which runs through the high poverty and minority 

areas in Sharon, sees significant numbers of these crashes. This is a highly travelled street through a very 

populated and busy area with increased opportunities for conflicts between vehicles and bikes or 

pedestrians. Planning efforts and policies are endeavoring to provide dedicated walking space and 

sidewalks for pedestrians in these areas. 
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Exhibit 18 ï Pavement Condition by High Poverty and Minority Block Groups 
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Exhibit 19 ï Pavement Condition by High Poverty and Minority Block Groups (Insets) 
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Exhibit 20 ï Bridge Condition by High Poverty and Minority Block Groups 
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Exhibit 21 ï Bridge Condition by High Poverty and Minority Block Groups (Insets) 
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Exhibit 22 ï Crash History by High Poverty and Minority Block Groups 
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Exhibit 23 ï Crash History by High Poverty and Minority Block Groups (Insets) 
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Benefits & Burdens Evaluation 
A Benefits and Burdens analysis serves to examine the equity of a transportation plan by reviewing 

identifying any disproportionate impacts on high poverty and minority populations. Transportation needs 

will continue to grow as our infrastructure ages, and funding has been decreasing from all typical funding 

sources. Prioritizing transportation improvements is more important now than ever, and the benefits and 

burdens of each project must be weighed when those prioritization decisions are made. These decisions 

involve assessment of the people served by the improvement, the cost of the project, and the impact the 

project may have on the surrounding communities. 

Different types of projects result in different types and significance of impacts. Impacts can range from 

temporary traffic disruptions and noise during construction to permanent disconnections of the 

transportation network or significant changes in safety within the network. Impacts should be considered 

from all perspectives ï some projects will positively impact some community members while negatively 

impact others.  

This LRTP includes a variety of projects located in the identified BGs (EXHIBIT 24), such as the Greenville 

SR 0018 & Packard Avenue intersection improvement project (GREEN_D1) which will improve pedestrian 

safety, sight distance, and accessibility; the Kidds Mill Road project (LRTP_H8) which will improve access 

and enhance economic vitality for the block groups near the Greenville Reynolds development, the 

reconfiguration of the SR 0418 (Mercer Avenue) and Council Street intersection (LRTP_H41B) to improve 

sight distance and safety, and the SR 0418 (Mercer Avenue) at Morefield Road intersection reconfiguration 

(LRTP_H10) which will improve safety and accessibility. This LRTP also identifies a myriad of sidewalk and 

multi-use trail investments and betterment needs to improve safe bicycling and walking opportunities as 

funding opportunities arise. This LRTP also supports a comprehensive transit study to be completed to 

study routes and timetables to improve services. These projects, betterments, and studies are expected to 

benefit high poverty and minority populations. 

Any project that proposes to alter any transportation asset beyond simple maintenance or preservation 

activities requires a planning study before any designs are made or funding allocated. During a planning 

study, extensive public outreach is conducted to ensure all voices are heard and all needs and interests 

are considered. When projects are formally added to the TIP, a formal Benefits & Burdens evaluation will 

be conducted to further quantify positive and negative impacts to high poverty and minority populations. 

Future Planning Efforts 
As the projects proposed in this LRTP are further studied and programmed for design and construction, 

strategies to avoid, mitigate or minimize any disproportionate and adverse impacts that may arise will be 

coordinated closely with community stakeholders, PennDOT District 1-0, FHWA, and FTA.  

SVATS MPO is continually learning and updating processes to meaningfully consider impacts to high 

poverty and minority populations and proactively working to make strategic investments in communities 

with significant levels of high poverty and minority populations or other potentially disadvantaged 

populations. In future updates to the TIP and other planning documents, additional analyses will be 

conducted following the framework outlined in the South Central Pennsylvania Environmental Justice 

Unified Process and Methodology Guide, learning best practices from other planning partners utilizing this 

framework across the state.   
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Outreach to Environmental Justice Communities 
As discussed in the EJ Benefits and Burdens analysis above, SVATS MPO is continuing to engage low 

income, minority, and other traditionally underserved populations in all planning processes including the 

LRTP. The team assembled a focus group of community leaders who serve various traditionally under-

represented communities. Participants included the Community Action Partnership of Mercer County, 

George Junior Republic, Mercer County Area Agency on Aging, Mercer County Housing Authority, and 

MCRCOG which runs the fixed route transit Shenango Valley Shuttle Service. These groups provided 

important feedback which was primarily focused on providing their communities with transportation access 

to education, employment centers, and services like healthcare. More details can be found in the 

Stakeholder Focus Groups section of this plan. 

A public survey was made available from February to March 2021 and was promoted by LRTP Steering 

Committee members, Stakeholder Focus Group participants, and through Facebook advertisements based 

on user location. Some of the municipalities found in the top 10 survey response zip codes can also be 

seen in at least two of the Environmental Justice lists above, including Greenville, Hermitage, Sharon, 

Sharpsville, and Wheatland. Public survey summary results can be found in Appendix A. The top 10 

municipalities by survey response are shown in EXHIBIT 25. 



 
 

36 | P a g e  
 

Exhibit 24 ï LRTP Projects by High Poverty and Minority Block Groups 

 

 
















































































































































