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Executive Summary
The King of Prussia Rail Draft Environmental Impact Statement/Draft Section 4(f) Evaluation
(DEIS) describes and summarizes the transportation and environmental benefits and impacts of
extending Norristown High Speed Line (NHSL) rail transit service to the King of Prussia Mall
and other destinations in the King of Prussia-Valley Forge area of Upper Merion Township,
Montgomery County, Pennsylvania (Figure ES-1). The Federal Transit Administration (FTA) is
the lead federal agency for this Project, and the Southeastern Pennsylvania Transportation
Authority (SEPTA) is the Project sponsor.

ES-1 Purpose of the Draft Environmental Impact Statement
The DEIS builds upon previous studies, particularly SEPTA’s 2003 Norristown High Speed Line
(Route 100) Extension Draft Alternatives Analysis, which identified a range of alternative
alignments to extend NHSL rail service to the King of Prussia-Valley Forge area. The DEIS
assesses five Action Alternatives and the No Action Alternative. The DEIS was prepared in
accordance with the National Environmental Policy Act of 1969 (NEPA). It includes a Draft
Section 4(f) Evaluation, prepared in accordance with Section 4(f) of the U.S. Department of
Transportation Act of 1966, as well as other applicable laws. The DEIS guides decision-making
and meets the federal and state regulatory obligations of FTA and SEPTA.

ES-1.1

Project Purpose and Need

The purpose of the proposed Project is to provide faster, more reliable public transit service to
the King of Prussia area that:
•

Offers improved transit connections to the area from communities along the existing
Norristown High Speed Line, Norristown, and Philadelphia;

•

Improves connectivity between defined key destinations within the King of Prussia area;
and

•

Better serves existing transit riders and accommodates new transit patrons.

The need for expanded transit service in Montgomery County has been identified for more than
20 years in regional studies and local plans. The Project need stems from existing transit
service deficiencies that are expressed by long travel times, delays due to roadway congestion,
required transfers leading to two or more seat trips, and destinations that are underserved or
currently not served by public transit. These needs are compounded by growing population and
employment in the area, concentrations of major commercial development in King of Prussia
and significant planned development for the area.
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ES-2 Alternatives Development
On June 27, 2013, FTA and SEPTA initiated the NEPA process for the Project with a Notice of
Intent (NOI) in the Federal Register. FTA and SEPTA then began the development and
evaluation of alternatives with a “long list” of alternatives that focused on rail service, as bus
mode was eliminated as not achieving the Project purpose and need. The “long list” of
alternatives was screened through a three-tiered evaluation process consisting of progressively
more detailed levels of scrutiny. Tier 1 screening eliminated alternatives that did not achieve the
Project purpose and need or would not be reasonable to build, operate or maintain. Tier 2
examined the surviving alternatives for engineering/right-of-way needs, markets to be served,
system connectivity, support for transit-oriented development, and community and
environmental impacts. As a result of Tier 2 analysis, all but the five Action Alternatives that are
considered in this DEIS were eliminated; the alternatives that were eliminated did not perform
as well as the five that were retained.
Tier 3 consisted of a detailed analysis of the five Action Alternatives in terms of their potential
benefits and impacts on the transportation, natural and human environments. The results of the
Tier 3 analysis are reported in this DEIS along with a comparison with the No Action Alternative.
In addition, the DEIS reports the input FTA and SEPTA received from the public, agencies and
other stakeholders, and how that input was used to refine the alternatives and identify a
recommended LPA. SEPTA identified the recommended LPA in Spring 2016 based on the
technical information in the DEIS and the results of public, agency and stakeholder coordination
to date (also documented in the DEIS). The recommended LPA is one of the five Action
Alternatives that are evaluated in the DEIS.
Also in this DEIS, FTA and SEPTA are pursuing two design options for the recommended LPA
that would reduce the potential impacts of the recommended LPA. Each of the recommended
LPA design options would modify a portion of the recommended LPA; the remainder of the
recommended LPA would be unchanged. Either or both design options could be applied to the
recommended LPA as a minimization strategy.
SEPTA, in coordination with FTA and the Delaware Valley Regional Planning Commission
(DVRPC), developed a transportation study area for the Project that encompasses the greater
King of Prussia-Valley Forge area. The transportation study area is bounded roughly by the
Schuylkill River, US Route 422, I-76 (Schuylkill Expressway) and the existing NHSL.
The DEIS discusses how alternatives were developed and evaluated, and it describes how and
why SEPTA identified the recommended LPA. In addition, the DEIS evaluates the benefits and
impacts of the five Action Alternatives, the recommended LPA design options and the No Action
Alternative. The Action and No Action Alternatives are described in the following subsections.

ES-2.1

No Action Alternative

The No Action Alternative is the 2040 condition of transportation facilities and services within the
transportation study area if the Project is not implemented. The No Action Alternative assumes
that, with the exception of the Project, all other committed projects listed in the financially
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constrained element of the Connections 2040 Plan for Greater Philadelphia, the long-range
transportation plan of the DVRPC, are built and operating. The No Action Alternative projects
consist primarily of committed capacity and operational improvements to regional and local
study area roadways, particularly US Route 422 and the PA Turnpike. In addition to these
committed projects, the No Action Alternative consists of highway and transit networks, transit
service levels, traffic volumes, and forecasted demographics for the horizon year 2040. The No
Action Alternative provides the basis against which the Action Alternatives and recommended
LPA design options are compared.

ES-2.2

Action Alternatives and Recommended LPA Design Options

Each Action Alternative evaluated in the DEIS would extend NHSL rail transit service
approximately four miles from the existing line to the King of Prussia Mall and farther west,
ending in the vicinity of the Valley Forge Casino Resort (VFCR). Each Action Alternative is
described below and shown in Figure ES-2. Each Action Alternative and recommended LPA
design option also assumes completion of all committed transportation projects listed in the
financially-constrained element of DVRPC’s Connections 2040 Plan for Greater Philadelphia.
Among the Action Alternatives, SEPTA identified the PECO/TP-1st Ave. Action Alternative as
the recommended LPA. Additional descriptions and maps of the Action Alternatives and related
infrastructure are provided in the DEIS.
•

PECO-1st Ave.:
The PECO-1st
Ave. Action
Alternative would
use a portion of
the PECO electric
utility corridor,
passing in front of
(to the south of)
the King of
Prussia Mall,
turning north to
Conceptual rendering of what the recommended LPA could
look like along 1st Avenue.
use a portion of
Source: Bergmann Associates, PC, 2016.
the Norfolk
Southern
Railroad (NS) Industrial Track before turning west along 1st Avenue and ending near the
intersection of 1st Avenue and N. Gulph Road in the vicinity of the VFCR.

•

PECO/TP-1st Ave. (recommended LPA): The PECO/TP-1st Ave. Action Alternative
would use a shorter portion of the PECO electric utility corridor (compared to PECO-1st
Ave.) and a portion of the PA Turnpike, passing behind (to the north of) the King of
Prussia Mall, turning north to use a portion of the NS Industrial Track before turning west
along 1st Avenue and ending near the intersection of 1st Avenue and N. Gulph Road in
the vicinity of the VFCR.
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Action Alternatives
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In response to specific concerns about proximity effects of the recommended LPA identified
during public and stakeholder coordination activities, SEPTA developed the following two design
options for the recommended LPA. Each would reduce potential proximity effects of the
recommended LPA. One or both design options could be applied to the recommended LPA as a
minimization strategy, subject to public comments on the DEIS.
o

PA Turnpike North/South Option: This recommended LPA design option would
reduce the potential proximity effects (visual and noise) of the recommended
LPA on residential properties adjacent to and on the south side of the PA
Turnpike. In this design option, the recommended LPA and its infrastructure
would be the same as described above between the NHSL and the PA Turnpike;
and it would be the same as described above west of the PA Turnpike. Where
the PA Turnpike crosses the PECO corridor, the PA Turnpike North/South Option
would turn off the PECO electric utility corridor onto the north side of the PA
Turnpike. East of US Route 202, the elevated guideway would begin to cross
over the PA Turnpike as well as US Route 202. As the alignment reaches the
south side of the PA Turnpike, the design option would end and the
recommended LPA alignment would resume.

o

9/11 Memorial Avoidance Option: This recommended LPA design option would
reduce the potential proximity effects (visual) of the recommended LPA to the
9/11 Memorial on the King of Prussia Volunteer Fire Company property. In this
design option, the recommended LPA alignment and its infrastructure would be
the same as described above between the NHSL and just east of the King of
Prussia Volunteer Fire Company property; the recommended LPA alignment and
its infrastructure would also be the same as described above west of proposed
Court station. As the recommended LPA approaches the Fire Company and just
east of the memorial, the 9/11 Memorial Avoidance Option would turn west off
the PA Turnpike right-of-way (ROW) and cross the Fire Company property,
re-joining the recommended LPA alignment along Mall Boulevard west of
Allendale Road.

•

PECO/TP-N. Gulph: The PECO/TP-N. Gulph Action Alternative would use the same
portions of the PECO electric utility corridor and the PA Turnpike as the recommended
LPA, passing behind (to the north of) the King of Prussia Mall, turning south to connect
to N. Gulph Road before turning west along the N. Gulph Road and ending near the
intersection of 1st Avenue and N. Gulph Road in the vicinity of the VFCR.

•

US 202-1st Ave.: The US 202-1st Ave. Action Alternative would use portions of the US
Route 202 corridor and the PA Turnpike right-of-way, passing behind (to the north of) the
King of Prussia Mall, turning north to use a portion of the NS Industrial Track before
turning west along 1st Avenue and ending near the intersection of 1st Avenue and N.
Gulph Road in the vicinity of the VFCR.
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US 202-N. Gulph: The US 202-N. Gulph Action Alternative would use portions of the US
Route 202 corridor, passing behind (to the north of) the King of Prussia Mall, turning
south to connect to N. Gulph Road before turning west along N. Gulph Road and ending
near the intersection of 1st Avenue and N. Gulph Road in the vicinity of the VFCR.

Each Action Alternative and recommended LPA design option would have the following
infrastructure and design elements:
•

ROW needs – The Project would primarily use existing transportation and utility rightsof-way in the transportation study area.

•

Primarily elevated guideway – Use of an elevated, dedicated guideway structure for
most of the alignment would avoid impacting the operation of existing roadways and
other transportation systems.

•

Stations - Five to seven stations would be provided in the transportation study area
depending upon the route of each alternative. Station areas were selected based on
their potential to attract ridership, access and safety, engineering feasibility and local
planning.

•

Park-and-ride Facilities - One park-and-ride facility would be provided in the vicinity of
the VFCR. Three of the five Action Alternatives (the recommended LPA, PECO-1st Ave.,
and PECO/TP-N. Gulph), as well as each recommended LPA design option, would
provide a second park-and-ride facility in the Henderson Road area. Park-and-ride
facilities would provide for drop-off and pick-up of riders by bus and automobile.

•

Kiss-and ride Facilities - Proposed station areas without park-and-ride facilities would
be kiss-and-ride facilities with walk and bicycle access; kiss-and-ride facilities would
provide for drop-off and pick-up of riders by bus and automobile, with no park-and-ride
component.

•

69th Street Transportation Center in Upper Darby Township, Delaware County One new station track would be provided along the north side of the existing NHSL
tracks, ending at the existing station building. The new track would serve the existing
northern platform on its north side. The platform would be widened to serve the new
track.

•

NHSL – SEPTA would upgrade the signal system on the NHSL to accommodate the
Project.
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•

Vehicles – - To accommodate
KOP Rail, SEPTA would use
its existing fleet of N5 rail
vehicles that operates on the
NHSL (Figure ES-3), plus six
new vehicles. New vehicles
would also be serviced at the
existing SEPTA NHSL
maintenance facility,
approximately 0.25 mile from
the 69th Street Transportation
Center in Upper Darby
Township.

•

Traction power substations
Note: Photo of existing SEPTA N5 vehicle.
(TPSS) – TPSS would be
Source: SEPTA, 2015.
provided at approximately 1.0
mile intervals along the proposed guideway alignment.

•

Signal Bungalows – Small sheds holding signal equipment would be located adjacent
to the guideway.

•

Stormwater Management Facilities - Drainage from the proposed park-and-ride
facilities would be managed by stormwater management facilities that would be provided
near the park-and-ride facilities.

•

Americans with Disabilities Act Compliance - The Project would comply with the
Americans with Disabilities Act of 1990, as amended.

Figure ES-3:

SEPTA N5 Vehicle

ES-3 Summary of DEIS Findings
The DEIS evaluated the No Action Alternative, the Action Alternatives and the recommended
LPA design options to assess their effectiveness in achieving the Project’s purpose and need as
well as benefits and impacts. This evaluation provides a basis for decision-makers and the
public to compare and assess the alternatives. Table ES-2 summarizes the benefits and
impacts of each alternative and describes minimization, mitigation and Project commitments. 1
0F

SEPTA used study areas that are appropriate for each type of environmental resource that is
evaluated in the DEIS. In addition to the transportation study area described in Section ES-2,
the following study areas are most commonly used:

1 Table ES-2 presents quantitative and qualitative results for each alternative and recommended LPA
design option. The quantities for the recommended LPA design options are shown as the differences
(greater or less than) compared to the recommended LPA quantities. If there is no difference in quantity
compared to the recommended LPA, the code “ND” (no difference) is used.
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Project study area - The Project study area consists of two parts. In the King of Prussia area,
the Project study area is the geographic area within 500 feet on either side of the centerline of
each Action Alternative, as well as ½-mile from the center point of each proposed station area.
In Upper Darby, the Project study area is the geographic area within 100 feet on either side of
the centerline of the proposed new track at SEPTA’s 69th Street Transportation Center. The two
parts of the Project study area are shown on the maps in Appendix A.
Limit of disturbance area (LOD) - The LOD is the boundary within which proposed structures
and construction activities would occur; it describes the outside edge of the temporary or
permanent disturbance areas of each Action Alternative and recommended LPA design option
based on the level of engineering completed to date (maps, Appendix A).

ES-3.1

Effectiveness in Achieving the Purpose and Need

The No Action and Action Alternatives vary in their ability to achieve each element of the Project
purpose and need. The purpose and need statement is presented in Section ES-1. While each
Action Alternative would provide faster, more reliable public transit service to, from and within
the transportation study area, performance varies among the alternatives for the following
factors: travel time savings, ridership increase, rate of mode shift, parking capacity, and access
to jobs, parks, and community facilities. The recommended LPA would perform as well as or
better than the other Action Alternatives in these factors by providing the most transit travel time
savings for existing bus riders (217,000 travel hours annually) and close to the highest travel
time savings for existing automobile travelers who shift to using the Project (2.0 million hours
annually), the highest ridership increase (increase of 9,500 average weekday riders on the
NHSL), increase in transit parking capacity (1,470 spaces), access to jobs (15 million square
feet), number of parks served (5) and access to community facilities (7).

ES-3.1.1

The Need for Faster, More Reliable Public Transit Service to the Area

ES-3.1.1.1 No Action Alternative
The No Action Alternative will not provide faster, more reliable public transit service to, from or
within the transportation study area. Existing roadway-based transit service problems related to
on-time performance, reliability and travel times will be worse by 2040 as traffic congestion and
delays increase as a consequence of foreseeable growth and development.
ES-3.1.1.2 Action Alternatives
Each Action Alternative and recommended LPA design option would provide faster, more
reliable public transit service, with varying degrees of effectiveness (Table ES-2). By operating
on its own rail corridor and not in mixed traffic on roadways, each Action Alternative would
eliminate the extra time experienced by existing bus service operating on congested roadways,
such as on the Schuylkill Expressway, as well as the unpredictability of travel time because of
variable travel conditions on roadways.
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The Need for Improved Transit Connections To, From and Within the
King of Prussia-Valley Forge Area

ES-3.1.2.1 No Action Alternative
The No Action Alternative will not improve transit connections to and within the transportation
study area. Depending on the bus route, riders will continue to transfer among the bus routes to
get to their destinations. The No Action Alternative will not change existing connections between
transit, bicycle and pedestrian networks in the transportation study area.
ES-3.1.2.2 Action Alternatives
Each Action Alternative would
improve transit connections to and
within the transportation study
area by:
•

•

Providing direct, rail transit
service between the 69th
Street Transportation
Center and King of Prussia
as well as between
Norristown Transportation
Center and King of Prussia
while continuing to provide
service between 69th
Street Transportation
Center and Norristown
Transportation Center;
and,

Conceptual rendering of what the recommended LPA could look like
at the King of Prussia Mall.
Source: Bergmann Associates, PC, 2016.

Serving three defined key destinations: King of Prussia Mall, King of Prussia Business
Park and Valley Forge National Historical Park, as well as other destinations in the
transportation study area.

Differences in the performance of the Action Alternatives and recommended LPA design options
are due to the number and location of proposed station areas with respect to jobs, community
facilities and parks (Table ES-2).

ES-3.1.3
The Need to Better Serve Existing Transit Patrons and Accommodate
New Patrons
ES-3.1.3.1 No Action Alternative
The No Action Alternative will not better serve existing transit patrons and accommodate new
patrons. Forecasted growth and foreseeable development in the transportation study area
through 2040 will place more demands on the transportation system than it can accommodate.
Adding buses to the transit system serving the transportation study area to meet future demand
is not a viable solution as it is not possible to overcome the roadway congestion problem.
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ES-3.1.3.2 Action Alternatives
Compared to the No Action Alternative, each Action Alternative and recommended LPA design
option would better serve existing transit patrons and accommodate new patrons by providing
direct rail transit service to transportation study area destinations, and providing additional
transit service capacity beyond what SEPTA can accommodate today despite rationalizing its
bus services.

ES-3.2
ES-3.2.1

Transportation and Safety Effects
Public Transportation

The following bus, rail and bus shuttle services operate in the transportation study area:
•

Bus - SEPTA operates six bus routes to, from and within the transportation study area.
Each route serves the King of Prussia Mall; however, only three serve all of the three
key destinations in the transportation study area. Three bus routes connect to Center
City Philadelphia via the Schuylkill Expressway (I-76). Total average weekday ridership
across the six bus routes exceeds 6,300 passenger trips.

•

Rail Transit - SEPTA’s NHSL operates along 13.5 miles of dedicated rail guideway
between the 69th Street Transportation Center in Upper Darby and the Norristown
Transportation Center. The NHSL skirts the eastern edge of the transportation study
area and does not directly serve the key destinations within it. Currently, NHSL riders
destined to or from the transportation study area must transfer to SEPTA bus service at
the Gulph Mills, DeKalb Street or Norristown Transportation Center stations.
Examination of 2015 data shows an upward trend in ridership on SEPTA’s NHSL in
recent years, with a FY 2015 average weekday ridership of 11,620, a 36% increase from
FY 2010.

•

Bus Shuttles - Two shuttle services operate in the transportation study area, providing
connections between some transportation study area destinations and SEPTA’s NHSL
and Regional Rail services.

In the existing condition, bus riders are subject to the same roadway congestion delays as
motorists because buses share roadway travel lanes with general traffic. Existing travel speed
survey data show low average vehicular speeds of 20 miles per hour along the Schuylkill
Expressway eastbound during the morning peak period; slow travel speeds result in four of the
six bus routes having average on-time performance rates below SEPTA’s standard of 80%. In
the transportation study area, delays occur in the existing condition at key roadway intersections
that buses travel through, such as 1st Avenue/Moore Road and US Route 202/Henderson Road.
Travel times on existing bus routes vary from ride to ride depending on roadway traffic
conditions, time of day, weather and other factors. As a result, bus travel times are unreliable.
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Current total employment in the King of Prussia submarket of the greater Philadelphia region is
the highest of any submarket outside Philadelphia. The 2016 DVRPC-adopted forecasts
estimate that Upper Merion Township’s population will increase from 28,620 (2015 US Census
estimate) to 34,003 in 2040, which is an increase of just under 19%, or nearly 0.8% annually.
DVRPC’s adopted 2016 municipal-level employment forecasts show that Upper Merion
Township will have the greatest absolute employment change in the DVRPC region, rising from
57,038 (2015 US Census estimate) to 65,430 in 2040, a nearly 15% increase. This is an
absolute increase of 8,292 and represents the highest absolute employment growth forecasted
in that period for municipalities in Montgomery County. The population and employment
forecasts translate to growth in traffic volumes in the transportation study area by 2040, which
will increase roadway congestion and cause longer and more unreliable bus travel times.
ES-3.2.1.1 No Action Alternative
In the No Action Alternative, SEPTA would continue to operate the NHSL and the six bus routes
that serve the transportation study area. The No Action Alternative includes no projects to
improve the transit system in the transportation study area beyond rehabilitation and
maintenance projects in SEPTA’s capital budget. No improvements in transit travel conditions
(service frequency, travel time savings, travel connections, ridership or mode shift) are
contained within the No Action Alternative. Destinations in the transportation study area that are
not currently well-served by transit will continue being not well-served. Existing bus on-time
performance problems, slow average bus travel speeds and unreliability attributable to roadway
congestion, would persist and worsen as traffic congestion and delays increase over time.
ES-3.2.1.2 Action Alternatives
Ridership and Mode Choice
Compared to the No Action Alternative, the Project would have the following transit service
benefits:
•

Increase Transit Boardings - The Project would increase transit boardings at Project
stations in the transportation study area by 10 to 13% in 2040 depending on the Action
Alternative. A “boarding” is defined as when a person enters a transit vehicle for travel.
These data, shown in Table ES-2, demonstrate demand for transit in the transportation
study area. The recommended LPA and PECO/TP-N. Gulph Action Alternative would
have the highest increases.

•

Increase Transit Trips and Transit Ridership on NHSL - Each Action Alternative
would reduce auto-based trips and increase the number of trips using park-and-ride
facilities and walking to transit stations. Within the transportation study area, mode shift
rate increases of 1.3 to 1.5 percent above the 2.3 percent mode share rate for the No
Action Alternative were identified depending on the Action Alternative (Table ES-2). The
recommended LPA and PECO/TP-N. Gulph Action Alternative would have the highest
increases in mode shift rates. Each Action Alternative would also increase average
weekday transit ridership on the NHSL by 7,500 to 9,500, with the recommended LPA
and PECO/TP-N. Gulph Action Alternative having the highest increases.
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•

Increase Transit Mode Share - Each Action Alternative would increase the transit mode
share by 57 to 65 percent compared to the No Action Alternative, with the recommended
LPA and PECO/TP-N. Gulph Action Alternative having the highest rates of increase.

•

Serve Travel Markets and Key Destinations - Each Action Alternative would increase
transit travel options to, from and within the transportation study area, thereby serving
the largest suburban employment center in the Greater Philadelphia region. Each Action
Alternative would provide transit stations within ½ mile of the three key transportation
study area destinations: King of Prussia Mall, King of Prussia Business Park and Valley
Forge National Historical Park. Potential shuttle services or multi-use paths could
provide connections from proposed stations to the Valley Forge National Historical Park
and other destinations, such as Children’s Hospital of Philadelphia. As indicated by
DVRPC’s forecasts, Project stations and park-and-ride facilities within the transportation
study area would improve the ability of residents and other travelers to walk to stations
or to park at a rail transit facility within the transportation study area, as opposed to
having to travel to find rail transit access and park-and-ride facilities.

•

Modify Existing SEPTA Bus Service - As part of each Action Alternative and
recommended LPA design option, SEPTA would make several changes to its bus routes
to eliminate service redundancies created by the Project, adjust routes to serve
proposed stations and park-and-ride facilities, and optimize operating efficiency in light
of these changes. Buses would be routed to serve Project stations as well as to
complement Project service to key destinations.

•

Reduce Transit Travel Time - Each Action Alternative would reduce transit travel times
to, from and within the transportation study area (Table ES-2). For example, the
estimated Project travel time between Center City and the King of Prussia Mall (53
minutes) contrasts with existing bus service travel time on SEPTA routes 124 and 125,
which can range from a scheduled run time of 97 minutes up to 105 minutes due
primarily to traffic congestion on I-76.
Travel times among each Action Alternative would vary by approximately one to two
minutes per trip depending on the number of station stops in the transportation study
area, the length of each Action Alternative as well as the type of service offered by a
particular train (limited, express and local, as currently offered on the NHSL). As
reported by the Economy League of Greater Philadelphia and shown in Table ES-2, the
shift of existing bus riders to using the Project rail service would save 104,000 to
217,000 hours per year in travel time to and from the transportation study area,
depending on the Action Alternative. For existing automobile drivers, the shift to using
the Project rail service would save 1.7 to 2.1 million hours annually for travel to and from
the transportation study area, depending on the Action Alternative. The recommended
LPA and PECO/TP-N. Gulph Action Alternative would have the highest travel time
savings from shifting existing bus riders and existing automobile drivers to using the
Project rail service.
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Improve Transit Service Reliability - Each Action Alternative would also improve
reliability. By operating on its own rail corridor and not in mixed traffic on roadways, each
Action Alternative and recommended LPA design option would eliminate the extra travel
time experienced by existing bus service operating on congested roadways, such as on
the Schuylkill Expressway, as well as the unpredictability of travel time because of
variable travel conditions on roadways.

ES-3.2.2

Roadways

Transportation study area highways (the Pennsylvania Turnpike (I-276), Schuylkill Expressway
(I-76), Pottstown Expressway (US Route 422), and DeKalb Pike (US Route 202)) experience
heavy volumes of traffic and congestion, especially during peak travel periods. I-76, for
example, functions at or near capacity during most peak periods and many non-peak travel
periods under existing conditions. By 2040, I-76 will function at capacity in nearly all travel
periods. In addition, portions of key transportation study area roadways operate at or near
capacity in the existing condition as modeled by DVRPC. By 2040, growth in roadway traffic
volumes will increase the amount of congestion on roads such as US Route 202, Henderson
Road, Saulin Boulevard, Moore Road and 1st Avenue, among others.
ES-3.2.2.1 No Action Alternative
In the No Action Alternative, some committed projects, such as the addition of travel lanes on
US Route 422, will increase roadway capacity. Others, such as the proposed Lafayette Street
extension and new Turnpike exit in Norristown, will address specific access needs. Despite
these projects, capacity analysis of key transportation study area intersections indicates that
increased traffic volumes will cause more intersections to operate at or near capacity, with more
congestion and longer travel delays compared to the existing condition.
ES-3.2.2.2 Action Alternatives
Although mode choice analysis results reported for the Action Alternatives would be beneficial
for transit service, mode choice would not change forecasted 2040 congestion conditions on
most portions of transportation study area roadways. However, each Action Alternative would
provide several benefits regarding roadway operations. First, each Action Alternative would
provide rail guideway on elevated structure over the roadway network to minimize roadway and
traffic impacts. Second, SEPTA would address the operation of a number of intersections the
Project would affect in the vicinity of proposed park-and-ride facilities. Analysis indicates that
most intersection operations would be the same or better with the intersection optimization
proposed by SEPTA as part of mitigation for the traffic impacts of each Action Alternative.
Where poor intersection operations remain despite optimization, congestion and travel delays
would be experienced.

ES-3.2.3

Pedestrian and Bicycle Facilities

Pedestrian and bicycle facilities in the transportation study area include sidewalks and multi-use
trails such as Montgomery County’s Chester Valley Trail. Sidewalks are present in some areas
and absent in others, resulting in a discontinuous pedestrian and bicycle network in terms of
serving destinations.
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ES-3.2.3.1 No Action Alternative
Two projects in the No Action Alternative will improve pedestrian and bicycle accommodations
in the transportation study area: the 1st Avenue Streetscape and Multi-Use Trail project (also
known as the 1st Avenue “Road Diet” project) and the planned Chester Valley Trail Extension.
These projects will increase pedestrian and bicycle access and connections to some
destinations. However, existing pedestrian and bicycle facility deficiencies that are not
specifically addressed by the committed projects in the No Action Alternative would remain. The
No Action Alternative would have no impact on pedestrian and bicycle facilities.
ES-3.2.3.2 Action Alternatives
Each Action Alternative would provide rail guideway on elevated structure over pedestrian and
bicycle facilities, which would minimize potential negative impacts on pedestrian and bicycle
facilities. Proposed stations and park-and-ride facilities would have multi-modal access and
appropriate pedestrian and bicycle facilities that would be connected to the existing, adjacent
sidewalk network. Existing pedestrian and bicycle facility deficiencies that are not specifically
addressed by the Project or the committed projects in the No Action Alternative would remain.

ES-3.2.4

Public Parking Facilities

No existing public on-street parking or public parking garages, or planned public parking
projects, are within the proposed limits of temporary or permanent disturbance of each Action
Alternative. Existing parking areas are private and associated with commercial and office land
uses. The No Action and Action Alternatives would have no impact on public parking facilities.

ES-3.2.5

Railroad Facilities and Operations

Two active NS rail freight lines traverse the transportation study area. The Harrisburg Line runs
along the east and north sides of the study area, and in the northern portion of the
transportation study area it serves Abrams Yard, a key freight activity center. The Dale
Secondary runs through the southern portion of the transportation study area. In addition, the
transportation study area includes two former rail freight corridors, the former Chester Valley
Branch and the former North Abrams Industrial Track. As well, SEPTA regional rail serves
Norristown Transportation Center and 69th Street Transportation Center; SEPTA trolley service
serves the 69th Street Transportation Center.
ES-3.2.5.1 No Action Alternative
No planned freight, passenger or commuter railroad projects or changes to such facilities are
included in the No Action Alternative. Montgomery County owns a portion of the former Chester
Valley Branch right-of-way and plans to extend the Chester Valley Trail on the former railroad
corridor.
ES-3.2.5.2 Action Alternatives
None of the Action Alternatives would directly impact active freight or passenger rail operations.
Action Alternatives, including the recommended LPA, that use 1st Avenue would be aligned
along a small portion of the former North Abrams Industrial Track corridor north of the PA
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Turnpike. SEPTA is coordinating with NS regarding the use of that portion of their unused
corridor.

ES-3.2.6

Safety and Security

The existing transportation system in the study area includes design and operational elements
that promote safe operation and interaction among the multiple modes that are present.
Examples of such elements include roadway intersection signalization, pedestrian walk signals
and striped crosswalks. Existing fire, rescue and police services rely on the existing
transportation network to provide their services to the Project study area, such as responding to
incidents.
ES-3.2.6.1 No Action Alternative
Safety and security for the No Action Alternative will include the existing policies and operational
elements that are present in the transportation study area. The sponsors of each No Action
Alternative project are expected to promote safe operations of the new facilities in the context of
the transportation study area environment. Existing fire, rescue and police services will
continue to operate within the existing roadway network. Growth in transportation study area
roadway congestion has the potential to increase response times.
ES-3.2.6.2 Action Alternatives
The grade-separated design of each Action Alternative would separate Project operations from
other modes, thereby eliminating potential for at-grade crossing conflicts. Grade-separation
also allows SEPTA to separate the proposed vehicle power source from places that people
typically occupy, which is a critically important safety provision.
Each of the Action Alternatives and recommended LPA design options would be designed and
operated in accordance with SEPTA’s existing rail operations safety and security protocols and
procedures for the NHSL, which would be updated to include specific requirements for the
Project prior to revenue service. The Project would be designed in accordance with SEPTA’s
Design Criteria Manual for the NHSL.

ES-3.3

Impacts to the Natural and Human Environment

The performance of each Action Alternative and recommended LPA design option compared to
the No Action Alternative in regard to the natural and human environment categories and factors
is presented in Table 8-4.1.

ES-3.3.1

No Action Alternative

The No Action Alternative will be partly consistent with local and regional plans and will partly
support economic development because transit service improvements that are integral to these
plans are not part of the No Action Alternative. The No Action Alternative will have low to no
visual impacts as a result of planned transportation projects, but it will not reduce vehicle miles
traveled or benefit air quality. The No Action Alternative may have localized noise impacts near
planned transportation project work areas, and it will not reduce fuel costs incurred by the
traveling public or road and pavement costs.
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Action Alternatives

The Action Alternatives and recommended LPA design options would perform equally well in
the following natural and human environment categories and factors: land use and economic
development, number of potential full commercial property acquisitions, potential impacts to
historic properties, air quality and cost. For other categories and factors, performance among
the alternatives differs and is summarized below.
•

•

PECO-1st Ave. Action Alternative
o

Advantages - The PECO-1st Ave. Action Alternative would perform better than
the other Action Alternatives and recommended LPA design options in the least
number of community facilities potentially impacted. Compared with the
recommended LPA, the PECO-1st Ave. Action Alternative would have fewer
impacts on forest habitat. The PECO-1st Ave. Action Alternative would have no
potential to impact to the State-endangered plant.

o

Disadvantages - The PECO-1st Ave. Action Alternative would perform less well
than the other Action Alternatives and recommended LPA design options in the
relatively high number of partial residential and parks acquisitions, proximity
impacts to parks including parks crossed, high visual impacts, relatively high
amount of soil disturbance, fields impacts, and number of potential PECO
transmission tower conflicts. It would have more potential areas of contaminated
materials and hazardous materials concern and less energy savings than other
Action Alternatives and recommended LPA design options. PECO-1st Ave.
potentially would use more properties protected by Section 4(f) than the
recommended LPA, the recommended LPA design options and US 202-1st Ave.

PECO/TP-1st Ave. Action Alternative (recommended LPA)
o

Advantages - The recommended LPA would perform better than some Action
Alternatives in: the number of partial and full residential acquisitions, least
number of parks impacted or crossed, and visual impacts. It would perform as
well as some other Action Alternatives in: community facility impacts, air quality
benefits, potential noise impacts, wetlands impacts and areas of contamination
concern. The recommended LPA would have no potential to impact the Stateendangered plant. The recommended LPA potentially would use fewer properties
protected by Section 4(f) compared to PECO-1st Ave., PECO/TP-N. Gulph and
US 202-N. Gulph.

o

Disadvantages: The recommended LPA potentially would have more impacts to
community facilities than PECO-1st Ave. It potentially would have more partial
residential property impacts, more soil disturbance, more new impervious
surfaces and potentially more utility conflicts than US 202-1st Ave. and US 202-N.
Gulph. The recommended LPA potentially would have more partial commercial
property impacts than PECO/TP-N. Gulph. The recommended LPA would have
more impacts to forests than the other Action Alternatives and recommended
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LPA design options. The recommended LPA potentially would use as many
properties protected by Section 4(f) as the recommended LPA design options
and US 202-1st Ave.
o

o

PA Turnpike North/South Option (for recommended LPA)


Advantages - The PA Turnpike North/South Option would perform better
than the other Action Alternatives and the 9/11 Memorial Avoidance
Option in potentially requiring no full or partial residential acquisitions. It
would perform similarly to the recommended LPA in the number of partial
and full commercial acquisitions, least number of parks impacted or
crossed and number of potential PECO utility tower conflicts. The PA
Turnpike North/South Option would have less visual impacts compared
with the recommended LPA. It performs as well as some other Action
Alternatives in: community facility impacts, air quality benefits, potential
noise impacts and wetlands impacts. Compared to the recommended
LPA, the PA Turnpike North/South Option would potentially impact less
forest. The PA Turnpike North/South Option would have no impact on the
State-endangered plant. The PA Turnpike North/South Option potentially
would use fewer properties protected by Section 4(f) compared to PECO1st Ave., PECO/TP-N. Gulph and US 202-N. Gulph.



Disadvantages - The PA Turnpike North/South Option potentially would
impact more area of forest than the PECO-1st Ave., US 202-1st Ave. and
US 202-N. Gulph Action Alternatives, and the 9/11 Memorial Avoidance
Option. The PA Turnpike North/South Option potentially would use as
many properties protected by Section 4(f) as the recommended LPA and
US 202-1st Ave.

9/11 Memorial Avoidance Option (for recommended LPA)


Advantages - Similar to the recommended LPA, the 9/11 Memorial
Avoidance Option would perform better than some Action Alternatives in:
the number of partial and full residential acquisitions, least number of
parks impacted or crossed, visual impacts, and potential number of
PECO utility tower conflicts. It would perform as well as some other
Action Alternatives in: community facility impacts, air quality benefits,
potential noise impacts and wetlands impacts. The 9/11 Memorial
Avoidance Option would potentially impact less forest. The 9/11 Memorial
Avoidance Option potentially would use fewer properties protected by
Section 4(f) compared to PECO-1st Ave., PECO/TP-N. Gulph and US
202-N. Gulph. It would not impact the State-endangered plant.



Disadvantages - The 9/11 Memorial Avoidance Option potentially would
impact more forest than the PECO-1st Ave., US 202-1st Ave. and US 202N. Gulph Action Alternatives. The 9/11 Memorial Avoidance Option
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potentially would use as many properties protected by Section 4(f) as the
recommended LPA and US 202-1st Ave.
•

•

PECO/TP-N. Gulph Action Alternative
o

Advantages - The PECO/TP-N. Gulph Action Alternative would perform better
than the recommended LPA in the least number of potential partial commercial
acquisitions and fewest areas of contaminated materials concern. It would
perform as well as the recommended LPA in the number of partial residential
acquisitions, number of full residential acquisitions, number of full park
acquisitions, visual impacts, fields impacted, wetlands affected and number of
potential PECO tower conflicts. The PECO/TP-N. Gulph Action Alternative would
not be a least well performing alternative for any factor or category. The
PECO/TP-N. Gulph Action Alternative potentially would use as many properties
protected by Section 4(f) as PECO-1st Ave., and US 202-N. Gulph, but would not
impact the State-endangered plant.

o

Disadvantages – Compared to some Action Alternatives and recommended LPA
design options, the PECO/TP-N. Gulph Action Alternative would have more
impacts on community facilities, partial property acquisitions, full property
acquisitions, natural resources, number of PECO transmission tower conflicts,
and energy savings in terms of bus miles. The PECO/TP-N. Gulph Action
Alternative potentially would use more properties protected by Section 4(f) than
the recommended LPA or its design options.

US 202-1st Ave. Action Alternative
o

Advantages - The US 202-1st Ave. Action Alternative would perform better than
the recommended LPA in the number of potential partial residential property
acquisitions, amount of soil disturbance, amount of forest, amount of fields
affected, least number of potential PECO tower conflicts and energy savings in
bus VMT. It would perform as well as the recommended LPA in the number of
community facilities impacted, number of parks impacted or crossed, visual
impacts, wetlands impacts, and potential areas of contaminated materials
concern. The US 202-1st Ave. Action Alternative potentially would use fewer
properties protected by Section 4(f) compared to PECO-1st Ave., PECO/TP-N.
Gulph and US 202-N. Gulph.

o

Disadvantages - The US 202-1st Ave. Action Alternative would perform least well
in potential visual and noise impacts on community facilities, number of partial
commercial property acquisitions, and number of full residential acquisitions. It
would perform less well than the recommended LPA in these areas as well as in
reduction in automobile VMT. US 202-1st Ave. would have potential to impact the
State-endangered plant. The US 202-1st Ave. Action Alternative potentially would
use as many properties protected by Section 4(f) as the recommended LPA and
the recommended LPA design options.
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US 202-N. Gulph Action Alternative
o

Advantages - As the US 202-N. Gulph Action Alternative would be primarily
aligned in existing roadways, it would perform better than the recommended LPA
in potential partial residential acquisitions, amount of soil disturbance, amount of
forest, fields affected, number of PECO tower conflicts and reduction in bus VMT.
It would perform as well as the recommended LPA in community facilities
impacts, number of parks impacted or crossed, visual impacts, wetlands impacts,
and potential areas of contaminated materials concern. The US 202-N. Gulph
Action Alternative potentially would use as many properties protected by Section
4(f) as PECO-1st Ave., and PECO/TP-N. Gulph.

o

Disadvantages - The US 202-N. Gulph Action Alternative would perform less well
than the recommended LPA in higher visual and noise impacts on adjacent
community facilities, a greater number of partial commercial acquisitions, and
less reduction in automobile VMT. US 202-N. Gulph would have potential to
impact the State-endangered plant. The US 202-N. Gulph Action Alternative
potentially would use more properties protected by Section 4(f) than the
recommended LPA, the recommended LPA design options or US 202-1st Ave.

In accordance with Section 106 and its implementing
regulations, FTA has determined, with concurrence
from the Pennsylvania Historical and Museum
Commission and input from other consulting parties,
that the recommended LPA would have “no adverse
effect” on historic properties because it would not
diminish the NHSL location, design, setting, materials,
workmanship, feeling or association of such
properties in the Project study area as defined by
Section 106. The other Action Alternatives have also
been evaluated to potentially have no adverse effect
on historic properties.
SEPTA has identified potential strategies to minimize
or mitigate impacts of each Action Alternative and
recommended LPA design option. These strategies
and SEPTA’s commitments are reported in the DEIS
and summarized in Table ES-2.

ES-3.4

The following terms are used
frequently in this DEIS:
Adverse: A negative or
unfavorable condition.
Avoidance: The act of
avoiding impacts to, or keeping
away from, something or
someone.
Minimization: Measures taken
to reduce the severity of
adverse impacts.
Mitigation: Measures taken to
alleviate adverse impacts that
remain after minimization.

Public Involvement and Outreach

SEPTA has strived to develop and refine each Action Alternative and recommended LPA design
option by working with public, agencies and other stakeholders and by incorporating their input
into the Project design. Since the initiation of the Project’s NEPA process, and as described in
the DEIS, SEPTA has undertaken a public involvement and agency outreach program, holding
over 100 public meetings, including pre-scoping and scoping meetings, public information
sessions, public meetings and public workshops, committee meetings (steering, technical
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advisory, stakeholder advisory and agency coordination committees), agency coordination
meetings, elected officials’ briefings, public hearings, community working group meetings,
neighborhood meetings and backyard visits.
In the NEPA process to date, SEPTA received over 3,100 comments from stakeholders,
agencies and the public. Opinions included support or opposition to all or parts of the Project,
the Action Alternatives and the recommended LPA design options. Comment themes pertained
primarily to the purpose and need, the Action and No Action Alternatives, the potential effects of
the Project on the natural and human environment (particularly in regard to proximity noise and
visual impacts, safety, economic development and parking), study area geographical coverage,
costs and funding and public outreach.
The DEIS provides details on the public involvement and outreach activities, especially as they
relate to minority and low-income populations. The DEIS also documents activities undertaken
to engage the public. Among the key outcomes of the public involvement process were design
refinements to avoid or reduce proximity effects such as noise, visual and privacy impacts, as
well as safety. For example, SEPTA is pursuing the two recommended LPA design options that
would reduce potentially negative proximity effects by increasing the distance between the
recommended LPA elevated guideway and residential properties and a 9/11 Memorial.

ES-3.5

Project Costs and Funding

SEPTA developed preliminary capital costs as well as operations and maintenance costs (O&M)
for each Action Alternative 2 that are shown in Table ES-2. The O&M estimates factored in total
rail and bus costs because SEPTA expects changes to bus services in the transportation study
area with the Project in operation. Bus service changes are expected to reduce SEPTA’s total
future bus operating costs. Specifically, SEPTA’s total rail O&M cost would increase by
approximately just under $10 million for each Action Alternative, but total annual bus O&M costs
would decrease by approximately $5 million.
1F

Building large-scale transit projects typically requires transit agencies to combine multiple
funding types (e.g. grants and loans) and sources (federal, state, regional, local and/or private),
and it appears likely that this Project will require the same. SEPTA is planning to pursue Project
funding through the FTA’s Capital Investment Grant program (also known as “New Starts”) and
will consider other federal support as available. The remainder of Project funding must come
from non-federal sources—state, regional, local and other sources.

ES-4 Balancing Benefits and Impacts
In developing the Action Alternatives and recommended LPA design options that are examined
in the DEIS, SEPTA considered ways to refine the conceptual design to avoid or minimize
impacts. Yet some negative impacts would occur due to the design and safety standards
SEPTA must meet, the developed character of the communities the Project is intended to serve
and the need to avoid adversely affecting future operations of other transportation facilities in
2

Cost estimates have not been prepared for the design options. If one or both design options advance along with the
recommended LPA, SEPTA will have cost estimates prepared.
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the transportation study area. Throughout the Project, SEPTA has worked with the public,
agencies and other stakeholders to balance the trade-offs between the benefits and the impacts
of the Project.
On the benefits side, each Action Alternative would achieve the purpose and need, with the
recommended LPA providing the most benefits in the combination of ridership, travel time
savings for existing transit riders as well as automobile drivers that shift to using transit,
connections to bus services and bicycle pedestrian networks, and connections to jobs, nonresidential land uses and parks. These transit service benefits would support the planning and
economic development goals of Upper Merion Township and Montgomery County by generating
benefits for residents and businesses, as well as the region as a whole, as described below.
The Economy League of Greater Philadelphia determined
that regardless of the Action Alternative or recommended LPA
design option selected, the Project would generate substantial
local and regional economic benefits of different types,
summarized in Table ES-1. Upper Merion residents, in
general, would benefit economically by having access to more
job opportunities, better salaries and the stability afforded by
the expanded sources of income (Economy League, 2015;
values in 2015 dollars):

Regardless of the Action
Alternative or recommended
LPA design option selected,
the Project would promote
and strengthen regional
growth

•

$19.7 to $22.1 million per year in total tax revenue from construction spending alone;

•

$1.1 to $1.3 billion in local economic activity in the region during Project operations;

•

Increased travel options, reduced reliance on autos, travel time savings and reduced
transportation costs;

•

Improved access to employment opportunities and consumer goods and services; and

•

Stable or potential increased property values.

The specific level of local and regional economic benefits realized from the Project would
depend on the Action Alternative.
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Table ES-1: Local and Regional Economic Benefits of the Project
New Capital Expenditures for Construction
$1 to $1.2 billion in Project cost is expected to generate $1,122.8 to $1,311.6 million in total
construction spending in the region
Less Roadway Congestion
Regional reduction in automobile use by 14.6 to 18.4 million vehicle miles traveled per year
Better Access and Connectivity
o

Regional reduction in travel time for drivers: 1.7 to 2.1 million hours per year, valued at
$36.4 to $44.5 million

o

Regional reduction in travel time for existing bus transit riders: 104,000 to 217,000 hours
per year, valued at $2.6 to $4.7 million

o

Connectivity: fewer number of transfers between transit services (a)

o

Reliability: separation from roadway traffic would eliminate travel delays caused by
congestion

Less Motor Vehicle Air Pollution
Regional reduction in automobile emissions by 5,200 to 5,800 tons of carbon dioxide
emissions; overall reduction in annual cost to mitigate for damage caused by vehicular
emissions is valued at approximately $1.5 to $1.9 million
Growth in Business and Commercial Real Estate
Approximately 310,000 square feet of new non-residential development in King of Prussia
would be stimulated by the Project (b)
Job Growth Across Skill Levels
1,200 new employees per year
Note: Data in this table apply to each Action Alternative and recommended LPA design option.
Sources: Economy League of Greater Philadelphia. 2015. Connecting KOP. Monetary values are in 2015 dollars;
other estimates are for the coming 20 years. (a) Source: AECOM, 2016; (b) Source: Economy League of Greater
Philadelphia and DVRPC’s model and demographic forecasts.

Each Action Alternative and recommended LPA design option would have potential impacts on
the natural and human environment in the transportation study area. Potential direct impacts are
a result of the need for right-of-way, while proximity effects are due to the nearness of the
Project to existing land uses.
Recognizing that transit projects have the potential to induce community change, SEPTA is
supporting Upper Merion Township and Montgomery County in its land use planning. On the
natural environment side, the Project’s primary use of existing transportation corridors inherently
minimizes potential negative impacts on land and water resources. SEPTA will continue to
coordinate with the regulatory agencies to identify measures to avoid or minimize natural
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resource impacts during the design and permitting phases of the Project. Where negative
impacts of the Project remain, SEPTA will identify and commit to specific mitigation measures
intended to offset remaining impacts to the natural and human environment. Although some
mitigation measures are enforced by federal and state regulations, many of SEPTA’s mitigation
measures will be project-specific commitments it will make with the affected public, stakeholders
and agencies in the transportation study area.

ES-5 Next Steps
FTA has signed the DEIS and distributed it to federal, state and local agencies, as well as
stakeholders and other interested parties. There is a 45-day review period for the DEIS; the
comment deadline is posted on the Project website (www.kingofprussiarail.com). During the
DEIS review and comment period, the DEIS is available in local libraries in the transportation
study area and on the project website. A public hearing will occur during the public comment
period. Following the DEIS review and comment period, FTA and SEPTA will consider the
comments received on the DEIS and other relevant information prior to selecting an LPA and
making decisions on the recommended LPA design options to pursue.
FTA may issue a single Final Environmental Impact Statement (FEIS) and Record of Decision
pursuant to Public Law 114-94, 23 USC139(n)(2) as amended by the Fixing America’s Surface
Transportation (FAST) Act, unless FTA determines that statutory criteria, or practicability
considerations preclude issuance of the combined document pursuant to Section 1319. During
the FEIS, SEPTA will continue to coordinate with stakeholders, agencies and the public.
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Table ES-2: Summary of Benefits and Impacts – Minimization and Mitigation Commitments
Benefits and Impacts of Action Alternatives
Recommended LPA and
Its Design Options

Yes

 Increases average weekday transit
ridership on the NHSL by 2040 (Section
3.1.3)

0

+8,500

+9,500

ND

ND

+9,500

+7,500

+7,500

Minimization and Mitigation
Commitments for Action Alternatives

 None is warranted.

 None is warranted.

 None is warranted.
0

4,952

 Reduces peak period transit travel time
per trip (Section 3.1.3)

5,297

ND

ND

5,376

4,192

4,106
 None is warranted.

-26 minutes to King of Prussia Mall from Center City Philadelphia (total travel time: 53 minutes)
-23 minutes to King of Prussia Mall from Norristown Transportation Center (total travel time: 15 minutes)
-9 minutes to King of Prussia Mall from 69th Street Transportation Center (total travel time: 35 minutes)
0 minutes

(Chapter 3)

Transportation and Safety Effects

 Average weekday boardings at Project
stations in 2040 (Section 3.1.3)

US 202-N. Gulph

Yes

US 202-1st Ave.

Yes

PECO/TP-N. Gulph

ND

(ND meaning No
Difference)

ND

9/11 Memorial
Avoidance
Option

Yes

(ND meaning No
Difference)

Yes

PA Turnpike
North/South
Option

Requires bus
routes to
serve the
3 key
destinations

PECO/TP-1st Ave.

 Serves defined key destinations (King of
Prussia Mall, King of Prussia Business
Park and Valley Forge National
Historical Park) as well as other
destinations (Section 3.1.3)

PECO-1st Ave.

Factor

No Action Alternative

Resource

Design Options Differences
Compared to
PECO/TP-1st Ave.

-38 minutes to King of Prussia Business Park from Center City Philadelphia (total travel time: 59 minutes)
-23 minutes to King of Prussia Business Park from Norristown Transportation Center (total travel time: 21 minutes)
-12 minutes to King of Prussia Business Park from 69th Street Transportation Center (total travel time: 41 minutes)
-27 minutes to Center City Philadelphia from King of Prussia (total travel time: 48 minutes)

 Uses dedicated guideway in Project
study area (travel time reliability factor)
(Section 3.1.3)
 Reduces transit travel time by shift to the
Project (thousands of hours saved
annually) (Section 3.1.3)
 Reduces automobile travel time by shift
to the Project (millions of hours saved
annually) (Section 3.1.3)
 Increases percent of transit trips in
transportation study area compared to
No Action in 2040 (Section 3.1.3)

King of Prussia Rail Project – DEIS

 None is warranted.
No

Yes

Yes

ND

ND

Yes

Yes

Yes
 None is warranted.

0

-186

-217

ND

ND

-182

-153

-104
 None is warranted.

0

0
(2040 No
Action transit
share is 2.3%)

-1.7

-2.0

ND

ND

-2.1

-1.8

-1.7
 None is warranted.

+1.3%

+1.5%

ND

ND

+1.5%

+1.4%

+1.3%
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Benefits and Impacts of Action Alternatives
Recommended LPA and
Its Design Options

PECO/TP-N. Gulph

US 202-1st Ave.

US 202-N. Gulph

-6,342

ND

ND

-6,123

-5,343

-5,106

 Changes the number of park-and-ride
trips per day in DVRPC region in 2040
(Section 3.1.3)

0

+2,670

+2,827

ND

ND

+2,831

+1,592

+1,580

 Changes the number of walk-to-transit
trips per day in DVRPC region in 2040
(Section 3.1.3)

0

+2,943

+3,514

ND

ND

+3,792

+3,750

+3,526

 Number of trains per peak hour in
transportation study area on 2040
(Section 2.7)

0

 Frequency of rail transit service in
transportation study area in 2040
(minutes) (Section 3.1.3)

No rail transit
service

 Increases transit parking capacity in
transportation study area (Section 2.3)

(ND meaning No
Difference)

-5,614

9/11 Memorial
Avoidance
Option

PECO/TP-1st Ave.

0

(ND meaning No
Difference)

PECO-1st Ave.

 Changes the number of auto-based trips
per day in DVRPC region in 2040
(Section 3.1.3)

Factor

PA Turnpike
North/South
Option

No Action Alternative

Resource

Design Options Differences
Compared to
PECO/TP-1st Ave.

 None is warranted.

 None is warranted.

 None is warranted.

No

 None is warranted.

6 - King of Prussia to 69th Street Transportation Center
3 - King of Prussia to Norristown Transportation Center

 None is warranted.

10 minutes, peak period
20 minutes, non-peak periods
Yes

Yes

ND

ND

Yes

Yes

Yes

 None is warranted.
 SEPTA will develop a program of bus
service changes to eliminate service
redundancies created by the Project,
adjust routes to serve proposed stations
and park-and-ride facilities, and optimize
operating efficiency.

 Connects to bus and shuttle services;
changes to bus and shuttle services are
likely (Section 3.1.3)

No

King of Prussia Rail Project – DEIS

Minimization and Mitigation
Commitments for Action Alternatives

Yes

Yes

ND

ND

Yes

Yes

Yes

 SEPTA will coordinate with the Greater
Valley Forge Transportation Management
Association (GVFTMA) and King of Prussia
Business Improvement District (KOP-BID)
to plan appropriate shuttle service
modifications to serve Project stations.
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Benefits and Impacts of Action Alternatives

US 202-N. Gulph

US 202-1st Ave.

PECO/TP-N. Gulph

(ND meaning No
Difference)

9/11 Memorial
Avoidance
Option

(ND meaning No
Difference)

PA Turnpike
North/South
Option

PECO/TP-1st Ave.

Factor

Design Options Differences
Compared to
PECO/TP-1st Ave.
PECO-1st Ave.

Resource

No Action Alternative

Recommended LPA and
Its Design Options

 Maintains or improves most key roadway
intersection levels of service in 2040 with
mitigation (Section 3.2.3)

Minimization and Mitigation
Commitments for Action Alternatives

 Key intersection levels of service will be
maintained or improved with Project
mitigation. SEPTA will coordinate with state
and local officials to:
No

Yes

Yes

ND

ND

Yes

Yes

Yes

 Further assess the need for and design
specific improvements to intersections
affected by the Project.
 Develop and implement a Project traffic
management plan for affected roadways,
bicycle and pedestrian facilities and
parking during construction and operation.

 Connects to bicycle and pedestrian
network, accommodation at proposed
stations (Section 3.3.3)

Yes

Yes

ND

ND

Yes

Yes

Yes

 SEPTA will coordinate with affected nonresidential property owners and the
Township to address temporary and
permanent parking impacts.

No

Yes

Yes

ND

ND

Yes

Yes

Yes

 Avoids impacts to active freight and
heavy rail lines (Section 3.5.3)

Yes

Yes

Yes

ND

ND

Yes

Yes

Yes

 Safety is considered in conceptual
design (Section 3.6.3)

Yes

Yes

Yes

ND

ND

Yes

Yes

Yes

 SEPTA will develop safety plans for Project
construction and operation.

Yes

 SEPTA will continue working with Upper
Merion Township and Montgomery County
to optimize the Project’s role in supporting
future land use planning.

 Consistent with Township and County
land use plans (Section 4.2.3)
(Section 4.2)

Land Use Patterns and
Consistency with Plans

 Non-residential property acquisitions
could impact parking (Section 3.4.3)

No

 Accommodate pedestrian and bicycle
movements at affected intersections,
Project stations and park-and-ride facilities,
and make connections to sidewalks
adjacent to Project station facilities.

Partly

Yes

Yes

ND

ND

Yes

Yes

 Accesses study area jobs (nonresidential square feet (millions) within ½
mile of proposed station areas) (Section
8.2.2)

No change

14.9

15.0

ND

ND

14.2

14.5

13.7

 Accesses community facilities (number
of facilities within ½ mile of proposed
station areas) (Section 4.4.3)

No change

3

7

ND

ND

7

10

10

King of Prussia Rail Project – DEIS

 None is warranted.

 None is warranted.

 None is warranted.
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US 202-1st Ave.

PECO/TP-N. Gulph

(ND meaning No
Difference)

9/11 Memorial
Avoidance
Option

(ND meaning No
Difference)

PA Turnpike
North/South
Option

PECO/TP-1st Ave.

Factor

PECO-1st Ave.

No Action Alternative

Resource

Design Options Differences
Compared to
PECO/TP-1st Ave.

US 202-N. Gulph

Recommended LPA and
Its Design Options

 Potential for construction easements to
temporarily change land use, access
and parking on affected properties
(Section 4.2.3)

Minimization and Mitigation
Commitments for Action Alternatives

 SEPTA will identify temporary staging
areas and construction access in
coordination with potentially affected
property owners. To the extent reasonably
feasible, SEPTA will identify such areas
within the Project right-of-way or on vacant
or publicly owned property.
Yes

Yes

Yes

ND

ND

Yes

Yes

Yes

 SEPTA will work with potentially affected
property owners in regard to easement
needs and conditions, resulting in formal
easement agreements.
 SEPTA will restore properties affected by
temporary easements to an acceptable
pre-construction condition following
construction activities, in accordance with
individual easement agreements.

(Section 4.3)

 Potential to affect private property values
as a result of direct or proximity effects
(Section 4.3.3)

 Potential for temporary changes in
access to businesses during
construction (Section 4.3.3)

(Section 4.4)

Community
Cohesion and
Facilities

Economic Development

 Number of proposed station areas within
Upper Merion Township’s Mixed Use
(KPMU) zoning district (Section 4.2.3)

 Avoids splitting or fragmenting
residential or business communities
(Section 4.4.3)
 Preserves access across existing
transportation and utility rights-of-way
(Section 4.4.3)

King of Prussia Rail Project – DEIS

 None is warranted.
0

Yes

2

Yes

2

Yes

ND

ND

ND

ND

1

Yes

2

Yes

1

Yes

 SEPTA will use avoidance and
minimization to address causes of potential
negative property value effects (such as
visual change, noise and vibration impacts)
to the extent reasonably feasible.
 SEPTA, in coordination with affected
businesses and property owners, would
identify where temporary changes in
business access could potentially occur
during construction and develop a plan to
avoid or minimize such impacts.

Yes

Yes

Yes

ND

ND

Yes

Yes

Yes

Yes

Yes

Yes

ND

ND

Yes

Yes

Yes

 None is warranted.

 None is warranted.
Yes

Yes

Yes

ND

ND

Yes

Yes

Yes
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US 202-N. Gulph

US 202-1st Ave.

PECO/TP-N. Gulph

(ND meaning No
Difference)

9/11 Memorial
Avoidance
Option

(ND meaning No
Difference)

PA Turnpike
North/South
Option

PECO/TP-1st Ave.

Factor

Design Options Differences
Compared to
PECO/TP-1st Ave.
PECO-1st Ave.

Resource

No Action Alternative

Recommended LPA and
Its Design Options

 Number of community facility properties
directly impacted (Section 4.4.3)

Minimization and Mitigation
Commitments for Action Alternatives

 SEPTA will examine ways to avoid or
minimize negative impacts on community
cohesion (see also Property Acquisitions
and Displacements, and Visual and
Aesthetic Resources).

Unknown

1

3

ND

-1

3

3

3

 SEPTA will continue its dialogue with
potentially affected neighborhoods to
develop minimization and mitigation
measures that address negative impacts to
the extent reasonably feasible.
 SEPTA will continue dialogue with the King
of Prussia Volunteer Fire Company to
address potential impacts to their property
and the 9/11 Memorial.
 SEPTA will coordinate with emergency
service providers to preserve provider
access and circulation.

 Number of adjacent community facilities
(potential for proximity visual and noise
impacts) (Section 4.4.3)

 See Noise and Vibration, and Visual and
Aesthetic Resources.
Unknown

1

4

ND

ND

5

5

(Section 4.5)

and Displacements

Property Acquisitions

 Number of potential partial property
(parcel) acquisitions (Section 4.5.3)

King of Prussia Rail Project – DEIS

Unknown

59 Residential
46 Commercial
16 Other
121 Total

24 Residential
46 Commercial
15 Other
85 Total

-24 Residential
ND Commercial
-1 Other
-25 Total

ND Residential
+1 Commercial
-1 Other
ND Total

24 Residential
30 Commercial
16 Other
70 Total

2 Residential
95 Commercial
8 Other
105 Total

4

 SEPTA would use existing transportation
and utility rights-of-way to minimize the
number of potentially affected properties
and will continue to collaborate with
property owners to cause the least impact
to property maintenance and operations.

2 Residential
69 Commercial
 SEPTA has and will continue to coordinate
9 Other
with Simon Property Group regarding
80 Total
proposed use of part of the King of Prussia
Mall property.
 Permanent property acquisition activities
will occur in accordance with the Uniform
Act as amended and FTA Circular
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US 202-N. Gulph

US 202-1st Ave.

PECO/TP-N. Gulph

(ND meaning No
Difference)

9/11 Memorial
Avoidance
Option

(ND meaning No
Difference)

PA Turnpike
North/South
Option

PECO/TP-1st Ave.

Factor

Design Options Differences
Compared to
PECO/TP-1st Ave.
PECO-1st Ave.

Resource

No Action Alternative

Recommended LPA and
Its Design Options

 Number of potential full property (parcel)
acquisitions (Section 4.5.3)

Unknown

4 Residential

4 Residential

-4 Residential

ND Residential

4 Residential

19 Residential

19 Residential

4 Commercial

4 Commercial

ND Commercial

ND Commercial

4 Commercial

4 Commercial

4 Commercial

4 Other

3 Other

ND Other

+1 Other

2 Other

2 Other

1 Other

12 Total

11 Total

-4 Total

+1 Total

10 Total

25 Total

24 Total

Minimization and Mitigation
Commitments for Action Alternatives

5010.1D, Grants Management
Requirements and State laws that establish
the process by which SEPTA may acquire
real property through a negotiated
purchase or through condemnation.
 SEPTA will work with potentially affected
property owners regarding formal,
construction phase easement agreements
for temporary construction work areas.
 SEPTA will restore properties affected by
Project-related temporary easements at the
end of construction in accordance with
individual easement agreements.
 If PECO-1st Ave. is selected for further
study, SEPTA will coordinate with Upper
Merion Township on ways to minimize
impacts on Kingwood Road Park, the
PECO Easement, and the Chester Valley
Trail Extension.

2 impacted:
Kingwood
Road Park,
Unknown

PECO
Easement;
1 crossed:
Chester Valley
Trail Extension

(Section 4.6)

Parks, Recreational Land, and Open Space

 Potential number of parks directly
impacted or crossed (Section 4.6.3)

 Accesses parks (number of parks within
½ mile of proposed station areas)
(Section 4.6.3)
 Potential for proximity effects on parks
(number and names of potentially
affected parks) (Section 4.6.3)

King of Prussia Rail Project – DEIS

0 impacted;
1 crossed:
Chester Valley
Trail Extension

ND

ND

0 impacted;

0 impacted;

0 impacted;

1 crossed:
Chester Valley
Trail Extension

1 crossed:
Chester Valley
Trail Extension

1 crossed:
Chester Valley
Trail Extension

 SEPTA would consider guideway
alignment modifications to minimize park
impacts and mitigation opportunities. Such
as replacement parkland if avoiding park
impacts is not reasonably feasible.
 SEPTA will coordinate with Montgomery
County and Upper Merion Township to
minimize temporary impacts of construction
activity on the Chester Valley Trail
Extension and the PECO Easement,
respectively ( such as trail closures, noise
and physical disturbance of the facilities).
 None is warranted.

0

Unknown

5
2 - Kingwood
Road Park,
PECO
Easement

5

1 - Chester
Valley Trail
Extension

ND

ND

ND

ND

4

1 - Chester
Valley Trail
Extension

5

1 - Chester
Valley Trail
Extension

4

1 - Chester
Valley Trail
Extension

 SEPTA will coordinate with Montgomery
County regarding minimizing proximity
effects on the Chester Valley Trail
Extension. Strategies to minimize impacts
could include vegetative screening and
noise abatement, if warranted.
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 Potential number and names of historic
property impacts (Section 4.7.3)

(Section 4.7)

Historic and Archeological Resources

Unknown

3 - Philadelphia
and Western
3 - Philadelphia
Railway
and Western
(NHSL); PA
Railway (NHSL);
Turnpike:
PA Turnpike:
Delaware River Delaware River
Extension;
Extension;
American
American
Baptist
Baptist
Churches, USA Churches, USA
Mission Center Mission Center

ND

ND

5 - Philadelphia
and Western
Railway (NHSL);
PA Turnpike:
Delaware River
Extension; PA
Turnpike:
Philadelphia
Extension; GE
Space
Technology
Center;
American
Baptist
Churches, USA
Mission Center

3 - Philadelphia
and Western
Railway (NHSL);
PA Turnpike:
Delaware River
Extension;
American
Baptist
Churches, USA
Mission Center

US 202-N. Gulph

US 202-1st Ave.

PECO/TP-N. Gulph

(ND meaning No
Difference)

9/11 Memorial
Avoidance
Option

(ND meaning No
Difference)

PA Turnpike
North/South
Option

PECO/TP-1st Ave.

Factor

Design Options Differences
Compared to
PECO/TP-1st Ave.
PECO-1st Ave.

Resource

No Action Alternative

Recommended LPA and
Its Design Options

Minimization and Mitigation
Commitments for Action Alternatives

5 - Philadelphia  FTA and SEPTA will continue to consult
and Western
with the PA Historical and Museum
Railway
Commission and other consulting parties
(NHSL); PA
under Section 106 of the National Historic
Turnpike:
Preservation Act as the Project advances.
Delaware River  After an LPA is selected, FTA and SEPTA
Extension; PA
will coordinate with consulting parties to
Turnpike:
identify minimization strategies for
Philadelphia
construction and operational phases of the
Extension; GE
Project in accordance with the
Space
requirements and procedures set forth in
Technology
36 CFR 800 and complete Section 106
Center;
consultation.
American
 None is warranted for archaeology.
Baptist
Churches, USA
Mission Center

 Adverse impacts on historic properties
as defined by Section 106? (Section
4.7.3)
Unknown

No

No

ND

ND

No

No

No

Unknown

Yes

Yes

ND

ND

Yes

Yes

Yes

 Potential for archaeological sites in the
Project study area is low? (Section
4.7.3)

King of Prussia Rail Project – DEIS
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US 202-N. Gulph

US 202-1st Ave.

(ND meaning No
Difference)

9/11 Memorial
Avoidance
Option

(ND meaning No
Difference)

PA Turnpike
North/South
Option

PECO/TP-1st Ave.

PECO-1st Ave.

Factor

No Action Alternative

Resource

Design Options Differences
Compared to
PECO/TP-1st Ave.

PECO/TP-N. Gulph

Recommended LPA and
Its Design Options

 SEPTA would use existing transportation
and utility corridors to the extent
reasonably feasible to minimize Project
visual impacts.

(Section 4.8)

Potential for visual impacts? (Section
4.8.3)

Visual and Aesthetic Resources

Minimization and Mitigation
Commitments for Action Alternatives

Yes

Yes

Yes.

Yes, but
Yes, but
potential impacts
potential impacts
on 9/11
on residences
Memorial are
are reduced by
reduced by
alignment shift
alignment shift

Yes

Yes

Yes

 SEPTA has worked to address business
and resident concerns about the visual
impacts of the proposed Project by 1) using
elevated guideway that would enable
motorists to see businesses from under the
structure, 2) proposing a contemporary
concept design for the guideway structure,
and 3) developing the two recommended
LPA design options that reduce potential
visual impacts on residences and the 9/11
Memorial.
 When an LPA is selected, SEPTA will
examine ways to further minimize and
mitigate visual impacts. Potential
strategies could include but may not be
limited to, alignment refinements, visual
treatments of the Action Alternative
elements, and screening.

Air Quality

(Section 4.9)

 SEPTA’s Project construction plan will
specify work, staging and storage areas as
well as hauling routes, along with
schedules for these elements, to manage
potential impacts of temporary construction
activities such as visual impacts.
 Benefits air quality due to reduced
weekday peak vehicle miles traveled in
2040 (Section 4.9.3)

King of Prussia Rail Project – DEIS

 SEPTA will assess the potential for a
Project air quality impact during the FEIS
for the selected LPA.
-7,150
No

(-0.45%)

-6,484
(-0.41%)

ND

ND

-7,298

-7,166

-7,945

(-0.46%)

(-0.45%)

(-0.50%)

 Air quality control measures and best
management practices for control of dust
and vehicle emissions during Project
construction will be determined later in
design when the details of project
construction activities have been
developed.
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(Section 4.10)

Noise and Vibration

 Potential number of noise impacts
(Category 2 = where people sleep such
as residences; Category 3 = daytime
institutional or office use) (Section
4.10.3)

 Potential number of vibration impacts
(Category 2 = where people sleep such
as residences; Category 3 = daytime
institutional or office use) (Section
4.10.3)

Unknown

Unknown

66 Category 2

33 Category 2

-29 Category 2

ND Category 2

32 Category 2

29 Category 2

28 Category 2

3 Category 3

2 Category 3

ND Category 3

-1 Category 3

2 Category 3

3 Category 3

3 Category 3

0 Category 2

3 Category 2

-3 Category 2

ND Category 2

3 Category 2

0 Category 2

0 Category 2

1 Category 3

0 Category 3

ND Category 3

ND Category 3

0 Category 3

0 Category 3

0 Category 3

(Section 4.11)

 Potential risk regarding underlying
geologic conditions (Section 4.11.3)

Natural Resources

US 202-N. Gulph

US 202-1st Ave.

PECO/TP-N. Gulph

(ND meaning No
Difference)

9/11 Memorial
Avoidance
Option

(ND meaning No
Difference)

PA Turnpike
North/South
Option

PECO/TP-1st Ave.

Factor

Design Options Differences
Compared to
PECO/TP-1st Ave.
PECO-1st Ave.

Resource

No Action Alternative

Recommended LPA and
Its Design Options

Minimization and Mitigation
Commitments for Action Alternatives

 SEPTA will undertake detailed noise and
vibration analyses during the Final EIS,
which will focus on the LPA that will be
selected after the DEIS public comment
period.
 Where Project impacts are indicated by
detailed analyses, SEPTA will consider
noise and vibration control strategies that
are both feasible and reasonable.
 During construction planning, SEPTA will
assess the potential for temporary noise
and vibration impacts during Project
construction and identify measures to
minimize construction impacts as
warranted.
 SEPTA will undertake detailed
geotechnical studies to assess and
characterize potential risks, and develop
appropriate design solutions.

Yes

Yes – similar to
other Action
Alternatives

Yes – similar to
other Action
Alternatives

ND

ND

Yes – similar to
other Action
Alternatives

Yes – similar to
other Action
Alternatives

 SEPTA will consult with PECO, PennDOT,
the PA Turnpike Commission, Upper
Merion Township and other Project study
area stakeholders regarding geology
Yes – similar to conditions and appropriate design within
other Action
their rights-of-way.
Alternatives
 SEPTA would refine the alignment and
design the structural supports in locations
with suitable subsurface conditions.
 SEPTA would build flexibility and
redundancy into the design of the
guideway and other structures to minimize
potential subsurface problems and
impacts.

King of Prussia Rail Project – DEIS
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US 202-N. Gulph

US 202-1st Ave.

PECO/TP-N. Gulph

(ND meaning No
Difference)

9/11 Memorial
Avoidance
Option

(ND meaning No
Difference)

PA Turnpike
North/South
Option

PECO/TP-1st Ave.

Factor

Design Options Differences
Compared to
PECO/TP-1st Ave.
PECO-1st Ave.

Resource

No Action Alternative

Recommended LPA and
Its Design Options

 Amount of potential soil disturbance and
change in amount of impervious
surfaces (acres) (Section 4.11.3)

Minimization and Mitigation
Commitments for Action Alternatives

 During design, SEPTA will assess and
characterize the capabilities and limitations
of soils, and develop design solutions that
consider soil conditions.
 SEPTA will consider means to reduce the
amount of new impervious surfaces
through design refinements, such as
minimizing the dimensions of the
guideway, pavement, and structures.
Unknown

12.9

9.8

ND

ND

11.0

3.9

4.9

 SEPTA will prepare and implement PAapproved erosion and sediment control
plans and applicable stormwater
management plans during Project
construction. These plans will identify
appropriate best management practices.
 SEPTA will develop specific construction
practices that include provisions to
minimize potential problems associated
with subsurface conditions as the Project is
built.
 SEPTA will consider means to avoid or
minimize impacts to existing forests and
fields through design refinements.

 Amount of potential forest disturbance
(potential for impact to a Stateendangered plant (*) (Section 4.11.3)

Unknown

2.9

5.4

-1.1

-1.5

3.7

2.8*

1.1*

 If US 202-1st Ave. or US 202-N. Gulph is
selected, SEPTA will consult with the PA
Department of Conservation and Natural
Resources (DCNR) to determine whether
and where the identified, protected plant
occurs in the Project study area, assess
the potential for the Project to affect the
plant, if present, and provide mitigation if
warranted.
 During the FEIS, SEPTA will coordinate
with PA Fish and Boat Commission
regarding potential waterway impacts for
the selected alternative.

 Amount of potential field disturbance
(acres) (Section 4.11.3)

Unknown

8.0

3.5

ND

ND

3.5

0.0

0.0

 Amount of waterways and floodplains
potentially affected (acres) (Section
4.11.3)

Unknown

0

0

ND

ND

0

0

0

King of Prussia Rail Project – DEIS

 None is warranted.
 None is warranted.
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US 202-N. Gulph

US 202-1st Ave.

PECO/TP-N. Gulph

(ND meaning No
Difference)

9/11 Memorial
Avoidance
Option

(ND meaning No
Difference)

PA Turnpike
North/South
Option

PECO/TP-1st Ave.

Factor

Design Options Differences
Compared to
PECO/TP-1st Ave.
PECO-1st Ave.

Resource

No Action Alternative

Recommended LPA and
Its Design Options

Minimization and Mitigation
Commitments for Action Alternatives

 SEPTA, in coordination with the US Army
Corps and PA Department of
Environmental Protection, will determine
whether the selected LPA would impact
wetlands.

 Amount of potential wetlands
disturbance (acres) (Section 4.11.3)

Unknown

0.05

0.05

ND

ND

0.05

0.05

0.05

 SEPTA will consider means to avoid
wetland and waterway impacts, if present,
through design refinements.
 SEPTA will obtain appropriate permits and
approvals where impacts cannot be
avoided. SEPTA would implement the
conditions of the permits to address
negative impacts.

 SEPTA would perform a Phase II
Environmental Site Assessment of the
selected LPA prior to right-of-way
acquisition.

 Number of areas of contaminated
materials concern within the proposed
limits of disturbance (Section 4.12.3)

(Section 4.12)

Contaminated Materials and Hazardous Waste

 SEPTA will work to minimize impacts of
new stormwater runoff from its structures
using best management practices.

King of Prussia Rail Project – DEIS

 SEPTA would examine means to avoid or
minimize and mitigate impacts if the Project
has the potential to impact a site with
potential contaminated materials and
hazardous waste issues.
Unknown

27

25

ND

ND

13

35

23

 SEPTA would develop and implement
Health and Safety Plans and Materials
Management Plans for use during
construction and operation.
 SEPTA would develop and implement an
Asbestos Abatement Plan and a LeadBased Paint Assessment Plan if structures
would be demolished during construction.

ES-35 of 40

Executive Summary

October 2017

Benefits and Impacts of Action Alternatives

US 202-N. Gulph

US 202-1st Ave.

PECO/TP-N. Gulph

(ND meaning No
Difference)

9/11 Memorial
Avoidance
Option

(ND meaning No
Difference)

PA Turnpike
North/South
Option

PECO/TP-1st Ave.

Factor

Design Options Differences
Compared to
PECO/TP-1st Ave.
PECO-1st Ave.

Resource

No Action Alternative

Recommended LPA and
Its Design Options

 SEPTA will coordinate with utility service
providers to determine and verify the
location of existing utilities.

 Number of potential conflicts with PECO
transmission towers (Section 4.13.3)
0

12

8

ND

ND

8

0

0

(Section 4.13)

Utilities and Energy Use

 Reduces annual automobile vehicle
miles traveled (million miles) (Section
4.13.3)

 Reduces annual bus vehicle miles
traveled (thousands of miles) (Section
4.13.3)

Increase in
VMT likely

-16.1

-17.5

ND

ND

-18.4

-16.1

-14.6

0

-57

-86

ND

ND

-82

-128

-128

Increase in
cost likely

Similar to
recommended
LPA

-$2.6 to -$3.2
million

ND

ND

Similar to
recommended
LPA

Similar to
recommended
LPA

Similar to
recommended
LPA

Increase in
cost likely

Similar to
recommended
LPA

$350,000 to
$430,000

ND

ND

Similar to
recommended
LPA

Similar to
recommended
LPA

Similar to
recommended
LPA

 Annual cost savings for motor vehicle
fuel (Section 4.13.3)

 Annual reduction in road and pavement
maintenance costs (2015$) (Section
4.13.3)

King of Prussia Rail Project – DEIS

Minimization and Mitigation
Commitments for Action Alternatives

 SEPTA will refine the selected LPA with
the goal of avoiding or minimizing negative
impacts on utilities during construction and
operation of the Project, where reasonably
feasible, and identify mitigation measures
to address remaining impacts.
 Project construction activities would be
planned and scheduled to avoid or
minimize utility service disruptions. All
potential work to relocate and protect
utilities would be coordinated with and
approved by the utility owner. Planned
outages would require notification of
affected utility users.
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US 202-N. Gulph

US 202-1st Ave.

PECO/TP-N. Gulph

(ND meaning No
Difference)

9/11 Memorial
Avoidance
Option

(ND meaning No
Difference)

PA Turnpike
North/South
Option

PECO/TP-1st Ave.

Factor

Design Options Differences
Compared to
PECO/TP-1st Ave.
PECO-1st Ave.

Resource

No Action Alternative

Recommended LPA and
Its Design Options

(Section 4.14)

Environmental Justice (EJ)

 Disproportionately high and adverse
effects on environmental justice
populations? (Section 4.14.3)

Minimization and Mitigation
Commitments for Action Alternatives

 Each Action Alternative and recommended
LPA design option would improve transit
service for all Project study area
populations while avoiding or minimizing
potential impacts. The PA Turnpike
North/South Option is an example of a
refinement that reduces potential impacts
to Project study area residents.

Unknown

No

No

ND

ND

No

No

No

 SEPTA has strived for full and fair access
to meaningful involvement by low-income
and minority populations in Project
planning and development. SEPTA has
actively sought input and participation from
all members of the transportation study
area community. Residents have provided
important information on community
concerns that SEPTA is using in the design
and evaluation of the Action Alternatives
and recommended LPA design options.
 SEPTA has and will continue to examine
means to minimize impacts to the human
and natural environment through design
and coordination with stakeholders and the
public.
 SEPTA has identified potential
minimization and mitigation strategies in
the DEIS and this table to offset short- and
long-term impacts of each Action
Alternative and recommended LPA design
option.
 SEPTA will identify and apply appropriate
mitigation measures for the selected LPA
in EJ and non-EJ communities as
warranted.

King of Prussia Rail Project – DEIS
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US 202-N. Gulph

US 202-1st Ave.

PECO/TP-N. Gulph

(ND meaning No
Difference)

9/11 Memorial
Avoidance
Option

(ND meaning No
Difference)

PA Turnpike
North/South
Option

PECO/TP-1st Ave.

Factor

Design Options Differences
Compared to
PECO/TP-1st Ave.
PECO-1st Ave.

Resource

No Action Alternative

Recommended LPA and
Its Design Options

 Permanent commitment of natural,
material and financial resources?
(Section 4.15.3)

Irreversible and Irretrievable Commitment of Resources
(Section 4.15)

Yes

Yes

Yes

 Permanent, positive employment,
earnings and output effects to King of
Prussia (Section 4.15.2)

ND

ND

Yes

Yes

Yes

Minimization and Mitigation
Commitments for Action Alternatives

 SEPTA has identified potential
minimization and mitigation strategies in
the DEIS and this table to offset short- and
long-term impacts of each Action
Alternative and recommended LPA design
option.

 None is warranted.
900 to 1,500 new jobs annually
17,000 to 29,000 new employees over 20 years
$79.1 million to $132.6 million in earnings annually

Unknown

$1.6 to $2.7 billion in labor income over 20 years
$540 million to $946 million to assessed values of real estate over 20 years
$12.8 million to $22.4 million in new property tax revenues annually

 Preliminary Capital Cost for Project ($
billions) (Section 8.6.2)
Source: Economy League of Greater
Philadelphia

0

$1.17

$1.08

Cost estimates
would be
developed in the
FEIS for the
recommended LPA
design options if
one or both is
selected for further
study

Cost estimates
would be
developed in the
FEIS for the
recommended
LPA design
options if one or
both is selected for
further study

$1.19

$1.02

$1.12

$9.6

Cost estimates
would be
developed in the
FEIS for the
recommended LPA
design options if
one or both is
selected for further
study

Cost estimates
would be
developed in the
FEIS for the
recommended
LPA design
options if one or
both is selected for
further study

$9.7

$9.8

$9.8

 Preliminary Annual Operations and
Maintenance Cost ($ millions) (Section
8.6.2)
Values in 2014 dollars

King of Prussia Rail Project – DEIS

$13.3

$9.7
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Broad
Acceptance by
Key
Stakeholders
and Political
Leaders
(Chapter 8)

Preliminary Cost
Estimates
(Chapter 8)

Indirect and
Cumulative
Impacts
(Chapter 6)

Draft Section 4(f)
Evaluation
(Chapter 5)

$5.1

$4.9

$4.9

$4.9

$5.2

(ND meaning No
Difference)

9/11 Memorial
Avoidance
Option

(ND meaning No
Difference)

US 202-N. Gulph

$0.5

US 202-1st Ave.

Values in 2014 dollars

Cost estimates
would be
developed in the
FEIS for the
recommended LPA
design options if
one or both is
selected for further
study

PECO/TP-N. Gulph

 Preliminary Annual Operations and
Maintenance Cost, Net Growth (rail and
bus) ($ millions) (Section 8.6.2)

PA Turnpike
North/South
Option

PECO/TP-1st Ave.

Factor

Design Options Differences
Compared to
PECO/TP-1st Ave.
PECO-1st Ave.

Resource

No Action Alternative

Recommended LPA and
Its Design Options

Cost estimates
would be
developed in the
FEIS for the
recommended
LPA design
options if one or
both is selected for
further study

 Number of protected properties
potentially permanently used (Section
5.3)
Unknown

5

3

ND

ND

5

3

5

 Potential for indirect and cumulative
effects (Chapter 6)


Yes

 Preliminary capital cost estimate for
Project ($ billions) (Section 8.6.2)

Incremental cumulative effects

$0

$1.17

$1.08

ND

ND

$1.19

$1.02

$1.12

 Preliminary annual NHSL operations and
maintenance cost estimate ($ millions)
(Section 8.6.2)

$13.3

+$9.7

+$9.6

ND

ND

+$9.7

+$9.8

+$9.8

 Preliminary annual operations and
maintenance cost estimate – net growth
(rail and bus) ($ millions) (Section 8.6.2)

$0.5

$5.1

$4.9

ND

ND

$4.9

$4.9

$5.2

 Supports Upper Merion Supervisors and
public preferences to not use US Route
202? (Section 8.4)

Yes

Yes

Yes

ND

ND

Yes

No

No

 Supports Core Stakeholders and public
preferences to not use PECO west of PA
Turnpike? (Section 8.4)

Yes

No

Yes

ND

ND

Yes

Yes

Yes

King of Prussia Rail Project – DEIS

 Mitigation measures would be identified by
FTA and SEPTA in coordination with the
officials with jurisdiction over the affected
properties, to retain the features, attributes
or activities that qualify each property for
protection by Section 4(f).
 SEPTA has identified potential
minimization and mitigation strategies in
the DEIS and this table to offset short- and
long-term impacts of each Action
Alternative and recommended LPA design
option.

Enhances and encourages development and redevelopment processes near station areas


Minimization and Mitigation
Commitments for Action Alternatives

 SEPTA will refine Project cost estimates
after an LPA is selected.

 None is warranted.

 None is warranted.
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 Supports Simon Properties/KOP-BID
preference to be aligned behind the King
of Prussia Mall? (Section 8.4)
 PA Turnpike is willing to consider an
alignment in their ROW? (Section 8.4)

King of Prussia Rail Project – DEIS

ND

US 202-N. Gulph

ND

US 202-1st Ave.

Yes

(ND meaning No
Difference)

Yes

9/11 Memorial
Avoidance
Option

PECO/TP-1st Ave.

No

(ND meaning No
Difference)

PECO-1st Ave.

 Supports Core Stakeholders preferences
to use 1st Avenue? (Section 8.4)

PA Turnpike
North/South
Option

Factor

No Action Alternative

Resource

Design Options Differences
Compared to
PECO/TP-1st Ave.

PECO/TP-N. Gulph

Recommended LPA and
Its Design Options

No

Yes

No

Minimization and Mitigation
Commitments for Action Alternatives

 None is warranted.
 None is warranted.

No

No

Yes

ND

ND

Yes

Yes

Yes

Not applicable

Yes

Yes

ND

ND

Yes

Yes

Yes

 None is warranted.
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