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APPENDIX A: 

PEER CITIES HIGHWAY 
CAPPING MEMO 



 Infrastructure Program Coordination 
Office of Transportation, Infrastructure & Sustainability 
1401 JFK Boulevard, 9th Floor 
Philadelphia, PA 19102 

Peer Cities Highway Capping Memo 
 
To: FILE, Chinatown Stitch project 
From: Megan Clarkin, Chris Puchalsky, Jonathan Zisk, Bailey Bradford 
Date: May 23, 2023 
 

Purpose 
 
Cities across the country continue to grapple lasting impacts of highway construction that divided 
downtowns from neighborhoods and disrupted many established minority communities. Neighborhood 
groups and advocates across the country highlight the need to physically reconnect communities by 
building “caps” or “stitches” over highways. A cap or stich is any structure that covers a highway, and 
can include suspended decks, land bridges, or complete lids that can host parks and retail or simply 
decrease the visual presence of a highway.  
 
This memo explores several peer cities’ capping projects based on available public data. Information will 
be refined as interviews are conducted with appropriate staff from each city. Particular attention is paid 
to the impetus for each project, whether they were driven by community groups, government agencies, 
or private institutions. Similarly, this memo details each project’s construction phasing and permitting. 
Costs for completed projects are listed at their original price, as well as in 2023 dollars per the FHWA’s 
National Highway Construction Cost Index, where $1 dollar in Q1 2003 is $2.79 in Q3 2022.  
 
This information will benefit Philadelphia as the city embarks on a feasibility study for capping portions 
of the Vine Street Expressway between Broad Street and 8th Steet. Lessons from peer cities will assist 
the project team in anticipating risks and strategizing for successful design, construction, and 
maintenance of capping projects in Philadelphia.  
 

 
Figure 1: Basic rendering of a full highway cap (left) and a partial highway cap (right) (Source: Downtown Austin Alliance) 

 

https://explore.dot.gov/views/NHIInflationDashboard/NHCCI?%3Aiid=1&%3Aembed=y&%3AisGuestRedirectFromVizportal=y&%3Adisplay_count=n&%3AshowVizHome=n&%3Aorigin=viz_share_link
https://explore.dot.gov/views/NHIInflationDashboard/NHCCI?%3Aiid=1&%3Aembed=y&%3AisGuestRedirectFromVizportal=y&%3Adisplay_count=n&%3AshowVizHome=n&%3Aorigin=viz_share_link


 
Austin, Texas 

 
Figure 1.1: Our Future 35 Community Vision Artwork (Source: OurFuture35 / Ami PLasse) 

Project Name: Our Future 35 – Austin’s Cap and Stitch Program 

Project Status: Developing Environmental Impact Statement 

Estimated Design Completion Date: 2025 

Estimated Cost Per Square Foot: $416 per sq ft (see Figure 1.2) 

Project Team: City of Austin, Texas DOT and Downtown Austin Alliance  

o City of Austin – Responsible for determining location of caps and stitches, designing 
enhancements and coordinating funding 

o Texas DOT – Responsible for obtaining environmental clearance for improvements, 
accommodating construction and coordinating funding 

o Downtown Austin Alliance – Responsible for coordinating the community vision by engaging 
stakeholders and advocating for downtown access.  
 

Project Background: Before it was I-35, Austin’s East Avenue was a large boulevard that served as a 
gathering place for ethnic communities. However, its 1950s transformation to an interstate displaced 
homes and businesses, removed green spaces, and created a socioeconomic barrier between East 
Austin and downtown. Today, the I-35 corridor is ranked as the second most gridlocked in Texas. 

https://www.ourfuture35.org/


Project Description: TxDOT’s I-35 Capital Express Central Project and partial reconstruction of I-35 offer 
an opportunity to reunite the community and provide spaces for all people to enjoy. Sections of I-35 
adjacent to downtown will be sunk, making space for caps across the highway. 

Engagement Process: The City went through the Urban Land Institute’s process to receive initial 
recommendations on location, connectivity, and equity. After the release of the ULI report, public 
feedback was collected through formal community outreach. Similarly, TxDOT held public meetings and 
produced an online survey to identify public preferences for achieving equitable outcomes, bringing 
back green space and reconnecting communities to downtown.  

Use Limitations:  
o Buildings – Potential uses on the cap can include food vending, farmers markets, working 

classrooms etc. The potential for these uses requires additional evaluations for structural 
impacts, height limitations, construction materials, parking, loading zones, and ADA accessibility.  

o Green Space – Potential caps will provide space for outdoor classes, lawn games, art fairs, story 
times, market days, and public recreation.  

 

 
Figure 1.2: Extent of Our Future 35 capping and stitching project in Austin (Source: https://www.ourfuture35.com/) 

 

https://austin.uli.org/uli-resources/downtown-austin-alliance-i-35-advisory-service-panel/
https://www.ourfuture35.com/


 
Figure 1.3: Closer look at I-35 between 11th and 12th St. for capping cost estimation (Source: Engineer’s Opinion of Probable 

Construction Cost (EOPCC) as prepared by CAS, page 16) 

  

https://acrobat.adobe.com/link/review?uri=urn%3Aaaid%3Ascds%3AUS%3Ad75c95c9-ebd2-38cd-ab33-26c4d47fdc1e


 

Atlanta, Georgia  

 
Figure 1.1: Promotional graphics for the Atlanta Stitch (Source: https://thestitchatl.com) 

Project Name: The Stitch 

Project Status: Planning 

Estimated Design Completion Date: 2026 

Estimated Cost Per Square Foot: $1,100 ($713 million / 610,000 Sq. Ft) 

Project Team: Atlanta Downtown Improvement District (ADID), The City of Atlanta 

Project Background: The construction of I-75/85 in the 1960s, known as the “Downtown Connector”, 
effectively destroyed communities and disconnected many neighborhoods from Downtown Atlanta. In 
the early 2000s, Atlanta’s master plan included a recommendation to cap the Downtown Connector. 
The plan was supported by neighborhood groups and downtown landowners, and eventually lead to the 
Vision Plan in 2015 that continues to guide planning processes for building the Atlanta “Stitch.” 

Project Description: The Stitch is in the last year of its planning phase and is expected to undergo 
engineering and design from 2024-2026. Current proposals include the construction of three different 
public spaces on top of the cap, including “Hospital Square,” “Peachtree Green,” and “Energy Park.” 
Future community and stakeholder input will shape the nature of those spaces, but the project is 
expected to result in the creation of 14 new acres green space, enhancements to bus and rail transit 
networks, and increased opportunities for affordable housing and commercial use.  

Engagement Process: After the Vision Plan of 2015, the Atlanta Downtown Improvement District (ADID) 
formed an advisory committee of stakeholders and funding partners to oversee feasibility studies and 
alternatives for implementation. The Vision Plan contains recommendations for conducting additional 

https://www.jacobs.com/projects/The-Stitch-Vision-Study
https://thestitchatl.com/


stakeholder and visioning workshops to establish a clearer path forward for engagement activities. 
Similarly, the development of a public engagement plan and strategic communications plan is also 
recommended in order to successfully instill a sense of ownership in the project.  

Use Limitations: The City is looking to pursue air rights development above the cap structure, which will 
require leasing considerations and agreement of terms with USDOT in order to realize a vision of 
affordable housing and commercial development.  

The Vision Plan evaluated maintenance and operational models for other cap projects and determined 
that income sources for the parks (festivals, concerts, vending and special events) would not cover the 
total costs; additional sources such as assessments, sponsorships, public or private funding would be 
required.  

Technical feasibility is being explored in the current phase. The structural integrity of the cap will likely 
require significant investment in order to support multi-story buildings above the tunnel. The potential 
for construction on the cap will be reflective of the load-bearing capacity of the tie-back walls that 
support the interstate.   

Costs: Total estimated costs for the Stitch are roughly $713 million, including the cost of buildings on top 
of the cap.  Initial funding for planning, design and engineering were secured through grant awards 
(Atlanta Regional Commission, HUD and USDOT). A Reconnecting Communities grant application was 
submitted, which will include matching funds from the City of Atlanta and ADID.  

 
Figure 1.2: Approximate extent of The Stitch in Downtown Atlanta (Source: https://thestitchatl.com/project) 

 



Boston, Massachusetts  

 
Figure 3.1: The completed Rose Kennedy Greenway, atop the Big Dig  

Project Name: The Central Artery/ Third Harbor Tunnel Project, aka The Big Dig 

Project Status: Completed 

Project Team: Massachusetts Turnpike Authority, City of Boston, Bechtel/Parsons Brinckerhoff and Rose 
Kennedy Greenway Conservancy  

o Massachusetts Turnpike Authority – Responsible for overall project management.  
o Bechtel/Parsons Brinckerhoff – Responsible for design and construction.  
o Rose Kennedy Greenway Conservancy – Responsible for managing all aspects of the Rose 

Kennedy Greenway, including horticulture, programming, public art, maintenance and capital 
improvements.  
 

Project Background: A six-lane elevated highway (I-93), known as the Central Artery, became one of the 
most congested in the United States by the early 1990s. In addition to accident rates four times the 
national average, the highway displaced over 20,000 residents and separated the North End and 
Waterfront neighborhoods from the downtown. To avoid further congestion and inefficient mobility in 
the future, the Massachusetts Turnpike Authority conceived of the Central Artery/ Third Harbor Tunnel 
Project. 

Project Description: The Central Artery/Tunnel project involved two components: 1) Replacement of the 
6-lane highway with an underground expressway beneath the existing roadway, ending at a bridge 
crossing of the Charles River and 2) the extension of I-90 through a tunnel beneath South Boston and 
Boston Harbor to Logan Airport. Significant engineering challenges plagued the project, including 

https://www.mass.gov/info-details/the-big-dig-project-background


inaccuracies and unknowns associated with the subsurface soil conditions. The project team 
encountered uncharted utilities, weak soil, unfavorable ground-water conditions, archeological 
discoveries and environmental issues that made tunnel construction complex and lengthy. Additionally, 
the project included the construction of four major highway interchanges and replacement of bridges. 

At the completion of construction, the project established 45 parks and public plazas with water 
features and other amenities along the historic path of the Central Artery. Known as the Rose Kennedy 
Greenway, this element of the project opened in 2008 and is funded primarily via private donations to 
the Conservancy. The Greenway boasts historical and interpretative markers as well as maps throughout 
the parks. Most of the 30 acres downtown will remain open space, although 25% is set aside for 
development opportunities. The Conservancy, the Commonwealth of Massachusetts, the City of Boston 
and property owners adjacent to the park negotiated a BID to support park operations.  

In addition to the Greenway, the project included other parks and landscaping along the Charles River 
and East Boston, shoreline restoration, and the construction of sections of Boston’s Harborwalk.  

Engagement Process: Based on the available public literature, it appears that City and State officials 
garnered support from stakeholders, organizations and neighbors who expressed concerns about the 
project prior to moving forward with design and construction.  

Use Limitations: Prior to achieving a clean slate for public amenities and park space, the project team 
had to consider how to construct the tunnel underneath the existing elevated Central Artery without 
compromising the structure.  Approximately one third of the project budget was dedicated to 
construction mitigation efforts in the community, which included keeping businesses open and 
operating and maintaining traffic capacity. 

Costs: A post-construction analysis conducted through Boston University’s Mega-Project Research 
Program found that the majority of cost escalations resulted from a lack of project integration in its 
design and construction. Significantly, the City’s design-bid-build model hindered the ability of 
contractors to collaborate to the degree required. The project featured 118 construction contracts 
involved in the heavily technical, legal, regulatory, and economic issues surrounding design and 
construction. Looking back, the cost of conducting communication campaigns with adjacent 
communities, the public, regulatory agencies, and the public was underestimated. 

https://www.mass.gov/info-details/the-big-dig-project-background
https://appel.nasa.gov/2010/07/15/the-big-dig-learning-from-a-mega-project/


 
Figure 3.1: Extent of the Big Dig in Boston and total project cost by estimated square footage  Source: Boston.com) 

 

Columbus, Ohio #1 

 
Figure 4.1: Union Station Cap in Columbus, OH  

Project Name: Cap at Union Station 

https://www.boston.com/uncategorized/noprimarytagmatch/2012/07/10/true-cost-of-big-dig-exceeds-24-billion-with-interest-officials-determine/


Project Status: Completed (2004) 

Estimated Cost Per Square Foot: $230 ($460 per sq ft in 2023 $) 

Project Team: City of Columbus, ODOT and Continental Real Estate 

o City of Columbus – Responsible for coordinating between ODOT and property owners. Secured 
air rights for the property.  

o ODOT – Responsible for construction oversight. 
o Continental Real Estate – Responsible for developing and constructing the project. 

 
Project Background: Revitalization of the neighborhoods north of the I-670 corridor spurred the 
feasibility of the capping project as commercial interests solidified. Reconnecting the newly thriving 
commercial areas to Columbus’ downtown became viable in 1996 when the Ohio Department of 
Transportation (ODOT) and municipal officials met with neighborhood groups to discuss widening I-670 
from four to eight lanes. The Short North Business Association, specifically, wanted to ensure that 
business generated through the Convention Center would flow into the neighborhoods north of the 
highway. They requested more pedestrian-friendly interventions to encourage the crossing of the 200-
foot-long spans across I-670. Over the next three years, city officials revised the scope to include an 
expanded bridge area along High Street and worked with Continental Real Estate to sign a 
Memorandum of Understanding (MOU) to develop the project.  

Project Description: The Cap at Union Station represents a commercial development project 
encompassing three separate bridges across Ohio’s Interstate I-670. One bridge permits through-traffic 
across the highway while the two structures on either side of High Street support retail structures. The 
project cost $7.8 million and constructed 25,496 square feet of leasable space that re-imagined the 
existing “dead zone” as a seamless streetscape, complete with nine retails shops and restaurants.  

Engagement Process: Efforts to plan and build the cap were led by the Columbus Downtown 
Development Corporation (CDDC). The group was founded in 2002 to pursue the recommendations in 
the Strategic Business Plan for Downtown Columbus. The final tenants of the cap were selected to draw 
business from crowds at the Convention Center and include a Cold Stone Creamery and luxury 
steakhouse.  

Project Agreements and Easements: The MOU required permission from ODOT and Federal Highway 
Administration (FHWA) to construct the cap platforms as well as the City obtaining clear title to air 
rights above the highway. Once secured, Continental Real Estate would enter a ground lease for the 
platforms and construct the commercial facilities.  

In order to obtain the required easements, the City agreed not to impede ODOT’s ability to operate the 
interstate, including their ability to shutdown and evacuate the capped areas in case of emergency. 
Additional conditions include removal of windows on the rear of the buildings (facing the highway), 
restricted access to roof areas, and a prohibition on lighted signs or advertising visible to highway 
drivers. 

Use Limitations: Obtaining required permitting from FHWA proved challenging, with the agency 
requiring fair market rent for use of the cap platforms, as they were going to be used for non-
transportation purposes. The City came to an agreement, where Continental leased the platforms for $1 
per year in exchange for 10% of the development’s ongoing profits funneled into City coffers. In case of 
future sale, the City would receive 10% of the sales price. Continental signed a 20-year lease with eight 
five-year renewal options.  

https://casestudies.uli.org/wp-content/uploads/2015/12/C035010.pdf
https://www.fhwa.dot.gov/ipd/project_profiles/oh_cap_union_station.aspx
https://www.fhwa.dot.gov/ipd/project_profiles/oh_cap_union_station.aspx


The commercial uses atop the two bridge structures are designed to withstand vibrations from the 
highway below and a flexible joint allows the section of building on the bridge to move and the part 
anchored to the ground to stay in place. An insulated and heated concrete bay was designed to carry all 
the utilities (water, stormwater, sewer, gas, electric and communications) and maintenance access is 
provided in the buildings’ interiors.  

Costs: The City spent $115,000 in preliminary architecture services to ensure the cap platforms were 
compatible with the highway design, with a reimbursement of $75,000 by Continental as part of the 
MOU. ODOT contributed close to $1.3 million for the construction of the cap platforms. In order to 
provide the required utilities, the City paid $325,000 to extend the connections across the bridge.  

All told the cap cost $7.5 million in 2004, or $19 million in 2022. At approximately 41,300 sq ft, the 
project would cost $460 per sq ft today.  

 

 
Figure 4.2: Extent of the Union Station Cap in Columbus, OH and total project cost by estimated square footage (Source: FHWA) 

 

Columbus, Ohio #2 

Project Name: Columbus Crossroads Project 

Project Status: Planning  

Project Team: City of Columbus, ODOT and MS Consultants  

o City of Columbus – Responsible for determining location of caps and stitches, designing 
enhancements and coordinating funding 

https://www.fhwa.dot.gov/ipd/project_profiles/oh_cap_union_station.aspx


o ODOT – Responsible for obtaining environmental clearance for improvements, accommodating 
construction and coordinating funding 

o MS Consultants – Responsible for coordinating the community vision by engaging stakeholders 
and advocating for downtown access 
 

Project Background: Interstates I-70 and I-71 run through Columbus, Ohio’s central business district. The 
two-mile long overlap of these highways is one of Ohio’s most crash prone locations and is characterized 
by significant congestion.  

Project Description: Columbus Crossroads is a $1.3 billion undertaking to replace aging freeways and 
bridges, alleviate traffic congestion, reduce safety risks, and reconnect neighborhoods at the 
intersection and overlap of Interstates 70 and 71. Phase 4 of the Columbus Crossroads Project will 
reconnect downtown with Southside neighborhoods by expanding and improving three overpass 
bridges along High, Third, and Fourth Streets. The High and Third Street bridge caps will include on-
street parking, public art, green space and/or commercial development. 

Engagement Process: ODOT contractor ms consultants facilitated over 400 stakeholder, community, and 
public meetings to develop Columbus’ South Innerbelt Study. That plan is not yet publicly available.  

 

 

 
Figure 5.1: Extent of the Columbus Crossroads project in Columbus, OH (Source: ODOT) 

 

https://www.morpc.org/wordpress/wp-content/uploads/2021/06/Columbus-Crossroads-Phase-4-Project-Narrative.pdf
https://www.msconsultants.com/project/i-70-i-71-columbus-crossroads/
https://www.transportation.ohio.gov/projects/mega-projects/resources/ramp-up/ramp-up-phases


 
Figure 5.2:  Detail of the Columbus Crossroads project, Phase 4 bridges (Source: MKSK) 

 

 

Dallas, Texas 

Project Name: Klyde Warren Park 

Project Status: Completed (2013) 

Estimated Cost Per Square Foot: $505 ($839 per sq ft in 2023 $) 

Project Team: Texas Department of Transportation, City of Dallas and The Woodall Rodgers Park 
Foundation (Foundation) 

o City of Dallas – Owner of Klyde Warren Park  
o TxDOT – Provided funding and contractor selection for the deck  
o Woodall Rodgers Park Foundation – Operates and manages Klyde Warren Park 

 
Project Background: In the 1960s, the 366 Spur was built through a predominantly Black Uptown 
neighborhood on the edge of Dallas’ downtown. This led to decades of decline in the area until the late 
1980s, when real estate companies began to build on cheap vacant land in the neighborhood and 
established Dallas’ first TIF to improve streetscapes and infrastructure. In the early 2000s, the Dallas real 
estate community raised $1million for a feasibility study on capping the highway between their new 
buildings in Uptown and Dallas’ downtown. Further interest from Texas Capital bank generated another 
$2 million in donations to the project, and in 2004, the Woodall Rodgers Park Foundation was created to 
lead the project from design to operation.  

Project Description: The capping over Woodall Rodgers Freeway created a 5-acre park that acts as Dallas’ 
“town square” and connects Uptown’s arts district with the downtown business district. The park 
opened in 2012 and welcomes more than a million visitors each year and hosts 1,000 events annually. 

https://www.mkskstudios.com/projects/i70-i71-innerbelt
https://www.cnu.org/sites/default/files/Spokane%20Case%20Study%204%20-%20Dallas.pdf


The deck structure utilizes an innovative approach to support the park’s uses, where 100 trenches act as 
planter boxes to accommodate tree root-balls and well as utility lines. The park also incorporates 
sustainable design elements, including LED light poles with solar panels, double purification systems for 
all five water features, and geothermal energy for cooling and heating its café and restaurant.  

The City of Dallas owns the land and amenities, though the Woodal Rodgers Park Foundation has a 50-
year contract to manage the park and its $3 million annual operating budget.  

Engagement Process: Not many details of the engagement process are available, but one article 
mentioned tension with near neighbors that had to be overcome. The project was broadly supported by 
local business interests to increase commercial connectivity within downtown, so there were few 
immediately impacted residential stakeholders.  

Use Limitations: Once all the decking beams were in place, the depressed expressway became a tunnel. 
Although most of the provisions of creating a “tunnel” were accounted for during the design process, 
a code change required a fireproofing layer on the bottom of the structure. The tunnel design also 
included sprinklers and 28 jet exhaust fans in order to protect the structure and the park in case of fire.  

In order to create a seamless patron experience of the park, the design included the closure of through 
streets and subsequent 18-foot-wide enhanced crosswalks at the park’s four corners to assist people in 
accessing the site.  

Costs: In total, cap and park cost $110 million dollars, or $193 million in 2023. At approximately 230,000 
sq ft, the park would cost $839 / sq ft today.   

Through a public-private partnership, the project received $20 million from the city, $20 million in state 
highway funds, and $16.7 million in stimulus funding. The remaining $50 million were collected through 
private donations directly to the Foundation, including $10 million from donor Kelcy Warren. 

The Dallas Arts District Public Improvement District (PID) generates an estimated $15.5 million annually 
to support the operations of Klyde Warren Park by assessing a tax of 25¢/$100 on the $6.2 billion of 
assessed property value in the district. The PID term was recently renewed and will run through 2031.  

 

https://www.dallasartsdistrict.org/wp-content/uploads/kwp-pid-booklet-lr.pdf


 
Figure 6.1: Extent of Klyde Warren Park in Dallas, TX and total project cost by estimated square footage. 

 



 
Figure 6.2: Before and after view of Klyde Warren Park in Dallas, TX (Congress for a New Urbanism). 

 

 

Pittsburgh, Pennsylvania 

Project Name: Urban Connector Project aka Frankie Pace Park  

Project Status: Completed (2021) 

Estimated Cost Per Square Foot: $260 ($353 per square foot in 2023$) 

Project Team: Pennsylvania Department of Transportation, City of Pittsburgh and the Sports and 
Exhibition Authority of Pittsburgh and Allegheny County (Authority)  

o City of Pittsburgh – Responsible for the construction contract as well as ultimate ownership and 
operation of Frankie Pace Park.  

o Sports and Exhibition Authority – Responsible for coordinating with the City on administration 
of the project. 

o PennDOT – Responsible for construction management and oversight.  
 



Project Background: The three-acre park spans the recessed Interstate 579/Crosstown Boulevard 
reunites Pittsburgh’s Lower Hill District with its downtown. In the 1950s and 60s, highway construction 
raised dozens of homes and businesses in the historically Black section of Lower Hill.   

Project Description: The capping over Interstate 579/Crosstown Boulevard, created a 3-acre (123,000 sq 
ft) park that reconnects the Hill District to employment centers, educational opportunities, and services 
in Downtown Pittsburgh, while also acting as a community amenity. The bridge structure is comprised of 
pre-stressed concrete adjacent box beams and is designed for pedestrian loading. Columns were placed 
within the existing I-579 medians to support the overhead structure. Construction benefited from 
significantly reduced traffic due to the pandemic, which allowed for more aggressive scheduling.  

The park utilizes green stormwater infrastructure strategies, where rain gardens and tree planters are 
incorporated into the park space to minimize runoff. The structure minimizes urban heat island effects 
while also mitigating noise and air pollution generated by the highway.  

The park includes ADA-accessible pedestrian and bike paths, active recreation spaces, performance and 
education areas and a small classroom garden. New connections to the nearby subway station and 
pedestrian and bicycle routes were also established.  

Local artists played an integral role in the park’s design, creating a large public art installation. The 
community also wanted to ensure that their history also had a place in the park, where story walls 
feature local figures.  

Engagement Process: Stakeholders and residents of the Hill District participated in the design process, 
with the first public meetings held in March, May and June 2016. A smaller subcommittee of eight 
volunteers from the community was more directly involved in decision-making. Public art and local 
history played a large role in the design of the park. As a result, a four-day design charette was held in 
December later that year in order to identify four artists to work on the project.  

Costs: Federal funding through the TIGER Discretionary grant ($20 million), state, local and private 
funding as well as a land match to make up the $32 million total cost, or $46 million in 2023. At 
approximately 130,000 sq ft, the cap would cost $353 per square foot today.  

 

 

https://www.lowerhillredevelopment.com/events-announcements/ribbon-cutting-ceremony-marks-the-opening-of-frankie-pace-park-formerly-i-579-cap-park-connecting-downtown-and-hill-district
https://www.codaworx.com/projects/frankie-mae-pace-park/?magazine=art-for-social-change


  
Figure 7.1: Extent of Frankie Pace Park in Pittsburgh, PA and total project cost by estimated square footage (Source: []) 

   
Figure 7.2: Frankie Pace Park, Pittsburgh (City of Pittsburgh) 

 

Philadelphia, Pennsylvania 

Project Name: Bridges over 676, Including Shakespeare Park and Pennypacker Park 



Project Status: Completed (2018) 

Estimated Cost Per Square Foot: $220 ($468 per square foot in 2023$) 

Project Team: Pennsylvania Department of Transportation, City of Philadelphia, Parkway Council 
Foundation  

o PennDOT – Responsible for planning, construction management, and oversight. 
o City of Philadelphia – Development and maintenance of parks.  
o Parkway Council -- Collected surveys on preferred uses for Logan Circle  

 
Project Background: In the 1960s, the Vine Street Expressway, now I-676, was constructed from the 
Schuylkill to 18th Street. This phase of construction cut across the north side of Logan Circle, one of 
Philadelphia’s five original squares and the southern terminus of the Benjamin Franklin Parkway. This 
severed Center City from cultural institutions and destinations on Logan Circle, including the Free 
Library’s Parkway Central branch and Philadelphia’s family courthouse.   

Project Description: In the early 2000s, PennDOT determined that six bridges across I-676 between 22nd 
St and 19th St were in need of replacement. They decided the replace those six bridges with five new 
bridges that reimagined the flow of pedestrians and vehicles through the complicated intersection of 
the Benjamin Franklin Parkway and cultural institutions including the Philadelphia Free Library and the 
Barnes Museum. 21st St and 22nd St were replaced with conventional road bridges, while one large 
span was constructed to carry traffic along the Parkway, 20th St, and pedestrian traffic to the Free 
Library. A further two conventional road spans (with room for streetside planters) were built along 18th 
St and 19th St, while a pedestrian-only span between them connected Logan Square to the historic 
family courthouse via a new park. 

Engagement Process: The Bridges over 676 project was notable for the minimal involvement of local 
advocates. While community groups including those from Chinatown and the Center City District have 
advocated for caps over I-676, their efforts were not directed towards the area in the scope of 
PennDOT’s Bridges Over 676 Project. While some groups including Plan Philly cited projects including 
Dallas’ Klyde Warren Park and Chicago’s Millenium Park to advocate for a more extensive cap, PennDOT 
cited the cost tunnel-length cap as too high for their capital budget.  

Costs: PennDot spend $64.8 million on the project, equivalent to around $103 million in 2023. At 
approximately 220,000 sq ft, the project would cost $468 per sq ft today.  

 



Figure 8.1: Extent of the Bridges over 676 Project, including Shakespeare Park and Pennypacker Park  

 

Figure 8.2: Bridges over 676, including Shakespeare Park and Pennypacker Park (Ground Reconsidered) 



 
Figure 8.3: Pennypacker Park, renovated Family Court Bridge (Ground Reconsidered) 

 

Philadelphia, Pennsylvania 

Project Name: Park at Penn’s Landing 

Project Status: Design, Construction Starting 2023 

Estimated Cost Per Square Foot: $630 

Project Team: Pennsylvania Department of Transportation, City of Philadelphia, Parkway Council 
Foundation  

o PennDOT – Responsible for planning, construction management, and oversight of cap 
construction. 

o City of Philadelphia – Responsible for Park Construction on cap.  
o Delaware River Waterfront Development Corportation (DRWDC) -- Coordinated original master 

plan, early planning, and public outreach. Responsible for part of park construction and 
maintenance.  

 
Project Background: In the mid 20th Century, the construction of I-95 separated Philadelpha’s street grid 
from the Delaware River waterfront. Where bustling docks had once driven the city’s economy, the 
social and economic center of Philadelphia had since shifted inland, to Center City. Thorough the 21st 
century, the Delaware River Waterfront remained isolated from the rest of the city. In 2011, the 



Delaware River Waterfront Development Corporation published a Master Plan for the Central Delaware 
that focused on strategies for reconnecting Philadelphia’s neighborhood to the Delaware and on 
building a “truly Philadelphia” waterfront that reflected the culture and desires of the city.  

Project Description: PennDOT is undergoing a decades-long project to reconstruct I-95 through 
Philadelphia. Sector B of the project includes two project sections, one rebuilding I-95 from Central to 
South Philadelphia, and the other the Penn’s Landing improvement project, which includes the 
construction of a 12-acre cap over I-95, spanning an entire city block from Walnut St to Chestnut St and 
from Front St to the waterfront. The park would span both 1-95 and Columbus Blvd.  

Engagement Process: The planning and design for the cap at Penn’s Landing was conducted by DRWDC 
and split into three phases: A New Vision, Gathering Community Input, and Updated Park Design. The 
first phase examined the history of the site, the next phase was run by PennPraxis and included 
engagement with community partners SEAMAAC, Make the World Better Foundation, The Village of 
Arts and Humanities, and Little Giant Creative, and the final phase is ongoing, and includes publicly 
sharing detailed plans for the park.  

Costs: $328.9 million 

 
Figure 9.1:Extent of caping project for the Park at Penn‘s Landing (DRWDC) 

 

 

https://www.delawareriverwaterfront.com/planning/masterplan-for-the-central-delaware


 
Figure 9.2: Rendering of the Park at Penn’s Landing Cap (DRWDC) 
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Community Vision Workshop #1: April 26, 2023 

About Community Vision Workshop #1 

The Chinatown Stitch: Reconnecting Philadelphia to Vine Street is a concept study looking at building a 

cap on top of the Vine Street Expressway between Broad Street and 8th Street to reconnect 

Chinatown and Chinatown North in Philadelphia. The study is a partnership between the City of 

Philadelphia’s Office of Transportation Infrastructure and Sustainability (OTIS) and the Philadelphia 

Chinatown Development Corporation (PCDC). 

On April 26, 2023, the first of two in-person 

Community Visioning Workshops was held at 

Chinese Christian Church and Center (1101 

Vine Street) from 6:00 PM to 8:00 PM. This 

workshop was held as an open house so 

community members could stop by any time 

during the event to view display boards and 

talk one-on-one with project team members.  

The purpose of Community Vision Workshop 

#1 was to educate attendees about the 

Chinatown Stitch study, the history of the Vine 

Street Expressway, previous planning efforts to 

address its impacts, and highway caps. 

Attendees gave feedback on the community 

vision and goals for the Chinatown Stitch cap, 

safety issues they face in the study area, their 

preferred cap amenities, and trade-offs.  

Fifty-seven (57) people signed into the Community Vision Workshop, which was promoted through 

the following methods:  

• Simplified Chinese and English flyers placed in Chinatown businesses 

• Postcard mailing to 1,115 residences within the study area 

• City of Philadelphia, PCDC, DVRPC, and partner social media posts 

• Project website 

• Press release/local media coverage 

There were eight display boards translated into Simplified Chinese and English. Of these boards, 

three were educational and five were interactive. Project team members were stationed at each 

display to explain the display topics and answer questions. PCDC provided 2 Mandarin and 2 

Cantonese translators.  

Overall, participants expressed interested in a one-block cap with a modern, neighborhood feel 

that prioritizes green space/park amenities and bike and pedestrian safety improvements. If 

buildings are included, they should be small-scale buildings with public facilities.    

 

Community Vision #1 Workshop had educa�onal and interac�ve 

displays boards set up around the event space.  



 
 

2 

 

Display Board Feedback Results 

Community Vision and Goals 

Which of these options would you prefer as goals for the design of the Chinatown Stitch? On a sticky note, 

write what this goal means to you.  

 

Design Goal Total Votes Comment Examples 

Vibrant 11 

Chinatown needs vibrant third 

spaces with mixed-use … for 

intergenerational community 

building. 

Calming 9 

It is already so vibrant a calm serene 

grass space would bring balance. A 

lot of elderly and children live in the 

area, so we need to slow down 

traffic. 

 

Design Goal Total Votes Comment Examples 

Modern 10 
Want modern design, but bold 

Chinatown personality 

Traditional 5 
Show Chinatown can grow without 

losing its identity 

 

Design Goal Total Votes Comment Examples 

Neighborhood Feel 13 

Safe, community gathering place for 

elders, especially for elders who live 

alone 

Philadelphia Landmark 4 

I hope this place will be more 

accessible, allowing more people 

from various places to use it 

 

   
Workshop attendees shared their visions for the Chinatown Stitch cap.  
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Tell Us About Vine Street 

On a sticky note, please share your issues or ideas for the Vine Street study area and then place them on 

the map.  

 

Issues Total Comments Example Comments 

Street Safety 19 

• Unsafe to bike. 

• Super fast traffic on Vine Street 

Local.  

• Plenty of trash, dark, and 

unsafe for children underneath 

overpass. 

• Light too short for pedestrians 

to cross Vine Street safely. 

Noise 4 
• Noise from cars and trucks. 

• Too loud.  

Lack of resources for unhomed 

populations.  
3 

• Homeless people sleeping here 

where children play. 

 

Ideas Total Comments Example Comments 

Green Space/Park 14 

• Trees. 

• Dog park. 

• More space for seniors. 

• Multi-use park. 

• Gardens. 

• Playground. 

Bike and Pedestrian Safety 

Improvements 
14 

• Parking protected bike lane on 

Vine Street. 

• Increase pedestrian crossings 

from 10th St to 12th St.  

• Delayed red lights so 

pedestrians can cross first and 

slow down traffic.  

Changes to Road Design 8 

• Road diet. 

• Bump out all curbs to slow local 

traffic. 

 

General Comments 13 

• A Chinatown History Museum. 

• Café. 

• Use buildings that surround 

gathering spaces to block out 

traffic noise.  

No Land Tax 4 • No land tax 
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Workshop attendees used sticky notes to identify issues and ideas on a map of the study area. 
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What Would You Put on a Highway Cap? 

Grab a game piece to test what types of amenities could fit on a future cap.  

 

 
 

Cut outs of potential cap amenities, like a community garden, spray park, and pickleball court, were 

used by attendees to see what could potentially fit on top of the Vine Street Expressway. 
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Chinatown Stitch Study Trade-offs 

A trade-off is balancing two factors that cannot be attained at the same time. To use resources as 

efficiently as possible, decision-making around tradeoffs is necessary to design a preferred alternative 

that benefits Chinatown residents, business owners, and visitors. Please us dot stickers to vote on which 

trade-off you prefer.  

 

Not all of the Vine Street Expressway between Broad Street and 8th Street can be capped. Do you prefer 

one full cap or multiple partial caps?  

Trade-offs Votes 

One Block Cap 40 

Multiple Partial Caps 8 

 

Do you prefer the cap(s) to be developed with building or park space?   

Trade-offs Votes 

Park Space 28 

Buildings and Park Space 22 

Buildings 3 

 

If the cap(s) are developed with park space, do you prefer parks landscaped with gardens and trees of 

plazas/courtyards.    

Trade-offs Votes 

Landscaped Garden/Trees 35 

Plaza/Courtyard 9 

Both 7 

 

If the cap(s) are developed with park space, do you prefer a park focused on nature or a park focused 

on activities?    

Trade-offs Votes 

Nature 21 

Activities 16 

Both 13 

 

If the cap(s) are developed with buildings, do you prefer smaller-scale, medium-scale, or larger-scale 

development?     

Trade-offs Votes 

Smaller-scale 30 

Medium-scale 12 

Larger-scale 1 
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If the cap(s) are developed with buildings, do you prefer businesses, housing, or public facilities?      

Trade-offs Votes 

Public Facilities 25 

Housing 6 

Business 2 

No Preference 1 

 

 
 

Attendees used dot stickers to vote on their preferred trade-off. 
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Do you have additional thoughts or feedback you would like to share with us? 

If so, please write them on a sticky note and post them to the board.  

 

Feedback examples 

Please start as soon as possible. 

Place for kids to play, ping pong for adults, and kids’ yoga or friendly fitness activities. 

Slow down Vine Street local traffic way down!! 

Trash and bathrooms are an issue. 

Storm drains or other measures to address the elements along 10th and 11th often huge 

puddles driving in the rain. 

Chinatown historic museum/public Asian art performance space for artists, musicians, and poets. 

Anything to damper loud noises of traffic, water fountain or waterway. 

Entire Vine Street Expressway capped! 

Lighting and safety. 

More third space for Chinatown, like parks and libraries, etc. 

Coffee shop. 

Garden for planting. 

Add some night lights, making the nightlife more vibrant. 

 

 
This display board allowed attendees to leave open-ended comments about the Chinatown Stitch. 
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Coloring page 

Children and adults used their imagination to draw what they would like to see on the Chinatown 

Stitch cap.  
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Next Steps 
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The input received from Community Visioning Workshop #1, three pop-up events, and the online 

survey will be used to develop three design concepts for the Chinatown Stitch. This summer, the 

concepts will be shared with the public for their feedback. 

For more information on the Chinatown Stitch study, visit 

https://www.phila.gov/programs/complete-streets/projects/the-chinatown-stitch-reconnecting-

philadelphia-to-vine-street/.  

 

You can submit comments online at https://www.phila.gov/programs/complete-

streets/projects/the-chinatown-stitch-reconnecting-philadelphia-to-vine-street/submit-a-comment/ 

or by emailing otis@phila.gov. 

 

Stay up-to-date on project news by subscribing for email updates at https://phila.us21.list-

manage.com/subscribe?u=aa027a1be06913479854af614&id=1bc6623b61.   
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Community Vision Workshop  
April 26, 2023 

Exit Survey 
 

Fifty-seven people signed into the Community Vision Workshop. Of those attendees, 44 people completed an exit 
survey. The City of Philadelphia is committed to equity, and we want to ensure that feedback we receive on our 
projects is representative of the diversity of Philadelphia residents. Therefore, people were asked to self-select their 
demographic data so that we understand who has provided feedback. 

 

1. What is your age? 

Age Range Total Percent 

Under 18 0 0% 

18-29 14 32% 

30-39 8 18% 

40-49 2 5% 

50-59 7 16% 

60-69 7 16% 

70-79 5 11% 

80+ 0 0% 
Prefer not to say 1 2% 

 

2. What is your race/ethnicity? (Select all that apply to you.) 
Race/Ethnicity Total Percent 
American Indian/Alaska 
Native 

0 0% 

Asian 21 48% 

Black/African American 1 2% 
Hispanic/Latinx 1 2% 

Middle Eastern 0 0% 

Native Hawaiian or Other 
Pacific Islander 

0 0% 

White (non-Hispanic) 21 48% 
Other (please specify) 0 0% 
Prefer not to say 0 0% 

  
3. To which gender do you most identify? 
Gender Total Percent 

Female 18 41% 

Male 25 25% 

Non-binary 0 0% 

Genderqueer 0 0% 

Other (please specify) 0 0% 

Prefer not to say 1 2% 
 

4. What is your household income range? 
Household Income Range Total Percent 

Less than $14,999 3 7% 

$15,000 – $24,999 1 2% 

$25,000 – $34,999 3 7% 

$35,000 – $49,999 7 16% 

$50,000 – $74,999 11 25% 

$75,000 – $99,999 10 23% 

$100,000+ 9 20% 
Prefer not to say 3 7% 
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5. What is your home ZIP code? 

Zip Code Total Percent 
19107 15 34% 
Prefer not to say 9 20% 
19123 4 9% 
19104 3 7% 
19143 3 7% 
19128 2 5% 
19010 1 2% 
19102 1 2% 
19103 1 2% 
19106 1 2% 
19130 1 2% 
19147 1 2% 
19149 1 2% 
94612 1 2% 

 

6. How did you hear about this Workshop? 
(Circle all that apply) 

Promotion Total Percent 
Neighbor or Friend 13 28% 
Postcard 7 15% 
Project Website 7 15% 
PCDC 5 11% 
Social Media 5 11% 
City of Philadelphia 3 6% 
Organization 2 4% 
Chinese Christian Church 
and Center 1 2% 

On Community 
Collaboration Committee 1 2% 

Pennoni 1 2% 
Press Release or News 1 2% 
University of Pennsylvania 1 2% 

 

 

Do you have other ideas about how we can advertise this project in your neighborhood? 

• Billboards 
• Community Facebook page 
• Community Meetings/ tabling at events 
• Email Newsletter 
• Fairmount CDC 
• Flyers 
• Involve Bicycle Coalition of Greater Philadelphia 
• Local News 
• Mailing was effective! 

 

• Nextdoor.com  
• Notices in apartment buildings, supermarkets, 

and property elevators  
• Reach out to all local regions and community 

organizations 
• Social Media 
• Tabling in the summer, outdoors, and at Rail 

Park on June 10 
• TV advertisements 

Number of email subscribers: 25 (57%) 
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Survey 1 Summary 

About the Survey 

The Chinatown Stitch: Reconnecting Philadelphia to Vine Street is a concept study looking at building a 

cap on top of the Vine Street Expressway between Broad Street and 8th Street to reconnect 

Chinatown and Chinatown North in Philadelphia. The study is a partnership between the City of 

Philadelphia’s Office of Transportation Infrastructure and Sustainability (OTIS) and the Philadelphia 

Chinatown Development Corporation (PCDC). 

As part of the study, the City and PCDC released a survey to gather input on the community’s vision 

and goals for the proposed cap. The survey was released electronically in three languages: English, 

Simplified Chinese, and Spanish. The electronic survey had 15 questions, including five 

demographic questions and one question that collected email addresses to receive updates about 

the project. Questions 1, 2, 4, 11, and 14 were required. PCDC supplemented the electronic survey 

with a shorter 8-question paper survey (including three demographic questions) that was 

distributed at three pop-up events in Chinatown as well as at some of the housing developments in 

Chinatown (e.g., On Lok House for seniors).  

Survey Advertising 

The survey was promoted via: 

• Simplified Chinese and English flyers placed in Chinatown businesses 

• Postcard mailing to 1,115 residences within the study area 

• City of Philadelphia, PCDC, DVRPC, and partner social media posts 

• Project website 

• Press release/local media coverage 

• PCDC-distributed paper surveys to community connections, Chinatown businesses, and 

clients. 

Number of Responses 

The survey received 2,335 responses between March 2023 and May 2023. 

 
English 

Simplified 

Chinese 
Spanish 

Format 

Total 

Electronic 1,538 101 1 1,640 

Paper 114 581 0 695 

 Language 

Total 

1,652 682 1 2,335 

Additional Analysis 

The study area is in ZIP Code 19107 and Chinatown North is in ZIP Code 19123. The study team 

chose to analyze the responses from these ZIP Codes in additional detail. The study team was also 
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particularly interested in whether responses from the Asian community differed from the overall 

survey responses.  

Asian in 19107 

or 19123 

Asian Outside 

19107 or 19123 

Non-Asian in 

19107 or 19123 

Non-Asian 

Outside of 19107 

and 19123 

No ZIP Code or 

Race Provided 

344 687 185 1,098 21 

Vision Statement 

The Chinatown Stitch will be a safe, inviting green space surrounded by wide sidewalks and streets 

with fewer lanes and slower traffic that prioritize people walking and biking.   
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1. Why do you usually visit Chinatown? (Select all that apply to you.)  

Respondents indicated that they primarily visited Chinatown to shop and eat, followed by 

participating in community and cultural events, and visiting friends and family.  
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2. A cap is a platform on top of a highway that creates new space for parks, businesses, or 

housing. What would you like to see on top of a cap? (Select your top three.) 

Overall, respondents were mostly interested in seeing green space on top of a future cap, followed 

by outdoor gathering space, places to relax, and places to shop and eat. Places to relax were more 

important to Asian respondents than non-Asian respondents.  
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3. Which of these options would you prefer as goals for the design of The Chinatown Stitch? 

Approximately 60% of all groups preferred a vibrant space over a calm space. There was a slight 

preference for a modern space over a traditional space in all groups except non-Asians who live 

outside of 19107 and 19123. In general, there was a preference for a space with a Philadelphia 

neighborhood feel over a Philadelphia landmark feel.  
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4. What three words could describe your vision for the future Chinatown Stitch? (Choose your 

top three.) 

The three most popular words among all respondents were: “Safe,” “Neighborhood Cultural 

Identity” and “Welcoming/Inviting.” “Neighborhood Cultural Identity” was the top word for non-

Asians outside the study area. After “Safe,” Asians in the study area wanted the space to be 

“Physically Accessible,” celebrate their “Neighborhood Cultural Identity,” and “Promote Physical 

Health.” 
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5. Neighborhood residents and community organizations developed the vision statement 

below for the Vine Street area as part of the United State Department of Transportation (US 

DOT) Every Place Counts Design Challenge in 2016. The Design Challenge gathered federal 

advisors, state agencies, local officials, community organizations, and neighborhood 

residents to explore design and policy approaches to creating connected, economically 

prosperous, and environmentally and physically healthy communities. How much do you 

agree or disagree with this vision statement? 

“Reimagine the Vine Street corridor to improve neighborhood connections, create equitable 

mixed-use development opportunities, and inclusive mobility options.” - US Department of 

Transportation, Every Place Counts Design Challenge 

Over 80% of respondents “strongly agreed” or “agreed” with the vision statement, however, 

people in the 19107 and 19123 ZIP codes were more likely to “disagree” or “strongly disagree” with 

it. 
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6. What other thoughts do you have about the Chinatown Stitch project? Feel free to 

elaborate on any of your answers above. (Tell us in up to 250 words.) 

Question 6 received a total of 709 open-ended comments, 158 of which (22.2%) came from people 

who self-identified as Asian.1 Of the open-ended comments: 

• 538 expressed support for the project  

• 151 were neutral 

• 20 expressed opposition to the project  

The open-ended responses mentioned the following topics. (Note: responses that touched on 

multiple categories were tagged with each topic, so the total number of categorized comments 

may be higher than the number of comments received.) The topics that were most important to 

people who identified as Asian in terms of the number of responses were: green space/public 

space, personal safety (crime, unhoused, drug addicts), community connection, biking and walking, 

street safety, and justice/righting historic wrongs. Topics where responses from Asian people made 

up over half of the total responses on a particular topic were: sound barrier/protection from noise, 

parking, personal safety (crime, unhoused, drug addicts), and place to exercise. 

 

Number 

of 

Responses 

Number of Responses from 

People Who Self-Identified as 

Asian 

Topic 

147 29 Green Space / Public space  

104 22 Community Connection  

65 14 Biking and walking   

57 12 Street Safety (speeding, reckless drivers, etc.) 

56 7 Affordable housing 

47 5 Cap whole expressway / Vine Street 

45 18 Keep Culture / Chinatown First 

43 23 Personal Safety (Crime, unhoused, drug addicts) 

37 10 Justice / Righting Historic Wrongs 

36 9 Supportive 

35 7 Amenity / Nice addition 

30 8 Shopping, Businesses, and Food / Restaurants  

26 6 Stadium 

25 2 Rail Park / Connecting more roads  

21 17 N/A 

20 7 Placemaking 

15 1 Get Rid of 676 

14 8 Parking 

11 2 Trees 

 
1 Nearly all (93.8%) of the respondents who filled out the paper survey iden4fied as Asian, however, many of the 

respondents who filled out paper surveys did not answer the open-ended ques4on. 
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8 3 Children 

7 2 Transit 

6 1 Community Garden  

6 3 Place to exercise (Tai Chi, Qigong) 

6 1 Project Details 

5 3 Sound barrier / Protection from noise 

5 1 Elders 
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7. How do you travel around the area? (Choose one for each category.)2 

Over 80% of the respondents in the 19107 and 19123 ZIP Codes said they “almost always” or “very 

often” walked in the study area. Respondents outside of the 19107 and 19123 ZIP Codes were less 

likely to walk or use a mobility device, with over 20% of Asians outside of 19107 and 19123 saying 

they “almost never walk.”  

Asians in 19107 or 19123 took transit less often in the study area. Bicycle use is lowest among 

Asians living outside of the 19107 and 19123 ZIP Codes. Approximately 40% of Asians who live 

outside of the 19107 and 19123 ZIP Codes “almost always” or “very often” drive into the study 

area—either alone or with others. Cab/Lyft/Uber use is higher among non-Asians than it is among 

Asians.   

 

 
2 Note: this ques4on was not asked on the paper survey, so these results are based on fewer responses. 
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8. Who should be prioritized on the streets going around and through the future Chinatown 

Stitch project? (Rank them in your desired order).3 

This question was not asked on the paper survey, so these responses are only based on the 

electronic survey responses. Both respondents who took the survey in Chinese and in English 

prioritized people walking or using mobility aids, such as wheelchairs or walkers. For respondents 

who took the survey in Chinese, people driving came next, then people biking or using 

scooters/skateboards, followed by people using transit, people making deliveries, and finally using 

the road space for shopping, dining, or socializing. For respondents who took the survey in English, 

the ranked order was: people walking or using mobility aids, people biking/scooting/skating, 

people using transit, using the road space for shopping/dining/socializing, people making 

deliveries, people driving, and finally people parking.  

Chinese People 

biking or 

using other 

mobility 

devices 

(e.g., 

scooter, 

skateboard) 

People 

driving 

People 

parking 

People using 

public 

transportatio

n 

People 

walking or 

using 

mobility 

aids (e.g., 

wheelchair, 

walker) 

People 

making 

deliveries to 

homes or 

businesses 

Use road 

space for 

shopping, 

dining, 

socializing 

1 15 13 16 15 20 0 11 

2 15 19 14 10 17 2 13 

3 24 13 15 19 7 7 5 

4 16 13 15 16 13 7 10 

5 13 8 13 17 20 14 5 

6 4 12 12 9 10 37 6 

7 3 12 5 4 3 23 40 

 

English People 

biking or 

using other 

mobility 

devices 

(e.g., 

scooter, 

skateboard) 

People 

driving 

People 

parking 

People using 

public 

transportatio

n 

People 

walking or 

using 

mobility 

aids (e.g., 

wheelchair, 

walker) 

People 

making 

deliveries to 

homes or 

businesses 

Use road 

space for 

shopping, 

dining, 

socializing 

1 190 42 10 83 989 5 139 

2 638 63 42 310 241 14 150 

3 351 59 68 556 106 59 259 

4 156 98 82 361 48 224 489 

5 63 211 156 91 50 718 169 

6 29 641 440 43 17 218 70 

7 31 344 660 14 7 220 182 

  

 
3 Note: this ques4on was not asked on the paper survey, so these results are based on fewer responses. 
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9. How could Vine Street be better? By “Vine Street” we mean the two local streets to the 

north and south of the Vine Street Expressway shown on the map at the beginning of the 

survey. (Tell us in up to 250 words.)4 

Question 9 received a total of 765 open-ended comments, 176 of which (23%) were from people 

who self-identified as Asian. The open-ended responses mentioned the following topics. (Note: 

responses that touched on multiple categories were tagged with each topic, so the total number of 

categorized comments may be higher than the number of comments received.)  

The eight topics that were most important to people who self-identified as Asian in terms of the 

number of responses were: safe, slow/reduce traffic (e.g., road diet, speed cushions), 

trees/parks/green space, Main Street/businesses/mixed use, more sidewalks/wider sidewalks, lane 

restrictions/less space for cars, parking, and easier to cross. 

The topics that were most important to people who self-identified as Asian as a percentage of the 

total number of responses on a topic were: parking, preserving/honoring Chinatown, safety, 

congestion, more sidewalks/wider sidewalks, and slowing/reducing traffic (e.g., road diet/speed 

cushions).  

Number 

of 

Responses 

Number of Responses 

from People Who Self-

Identified as Asian 

Topic 

205 9 Pedestrian / Bike Lane protection 

182 38 Slow / Reduce Traffic (Road diet / Speed cushions) 

138 41 Safe 

125 22 Trees / Park / Green Space  

107 20 Main Street / Businesses / Mixed Use 

77 14 Lane Reductions / Less Space for Cars 

75 19 More Sidewalks / Wider Sidewalks 

58 11 Easier to cross 

57 9 Prioritize Pedestrians (Delayed Red Light for Drivers) / 

Public Transit 

38 7 Clean 

30 5 Connection (to other side or Vine / Rail Park) 

29 9 Preserve and Honoring Chinatown 

27 12 Parking 

14 4 Congestion 

9 0 Cap 

 

 
4 Note: this ques4on was not asked on the paper survey, so these results are based on fewer responses. Nearly all 

(93.8%) of the respondents who filled out the paper survey iden4fied as Asian, so these responses likely 

undercount issues of importance to the Asian community. 
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10. What is your age? (Select one option.) 

Asian respondents tended to be older than Non-Asian respondents. For example, nearly 50% of the 

Asians in the 19107 or 19123 ZIP Codes were 60 years or older, while only approximately 15% of 

non-Asian respondents were over the age of 60. There were 560 survey respondents who preferred 

not to reveal their age.  
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11. What is your race/ethnicity? (Select all that apply to you.) 

Respondents were overwhelmingly Asian (1,052) and White (935). There were 119 respondents who 

preferred not to respond. 
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12. What gender do you most identify as? (Select one option.)5 

The paper survey did not include a question about gender, so there were only 1,522 responses to 

the gender question. Asian survey respondents were more evenly split between male and female, 

with fewer respondents identifying as genderqueer, non-binary, or other. For the non-Asians, 

respondents were more likely to identify as male (approximately 60%), one third as female, and 4% 

as genderqueer, non-binary, or other. 

 

 
5 Note: this ques4on was not asked on the paper survey, so these results are based on fewer responses. 
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13. What is your household income range? 

White respondents tended to be wealthier, with 70% making more than $75,000 and over 50% 

making more than $100,000. Approximately 10% of Asian respondents made less than $14,999 and 

approximately a third made less than $50,000. For comparison, Philadelphia’s median household 

income was $52,649 in 2021 dollars according to the Census Bureau. This question was not asked 

on the paper survey so there were 1,047 respondents who either left this question blank or 

preferred not to answer.  
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14. What is your home ZIP Code? 

2,219 respondents provided their home ZIP Code. There were 177 unique ZIP codes and 2 

responses which were either letters or had fewer than 5 digits. There were 125 ZIP Codes that were 

in Philadelphia (which has ZIP Codes that start with “19”). The 19107 and 19123 ZIP codes were the 

first and third highest number of responses, respectively. The ZIP Codes that had more than 10 

responses were:  

19107 379 

19147 177 

19123 150 

19148 138 

19130 104 

19103 102 

19104 95 

19146 83 

19125 72 

19106 47 

19122 47 

19145 47 

19149 45 

19128 44 

19143 43 

19111 37 

19121 36 

19119 31 

19152 25 

19134 24 

19102 23 

19144 19 

19120 15 

19129 13 

19020 12 

19118 12 

19139 12 

19096 11 

19114 11 

19052 10 

19115 10 

19124 10 

19127 10 
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15. If you would like project updates, please leave your email: 

The email question was added after the survey was distributed. A total of 164 email addresses were 

collected. If you took the survey before the email question was added, please stay up-to-date on 

project news by subscribing for email updates at this link.   

 

People Who Work or Own a Business in Chinatown 

A total of 337 people indicated that they either work or own a business in Chinatown.   
Asian in 19107 

or 19123 

Asian outside 

19107 or 19123 

Non-Asian in 

19107 or 19123 

Non-Asian Outside 

19107 and 19123 

I work here or I 

own a business 

here 

85 147 19 86 

 

For Question 4, What three words could describe your vision for the future Chinatown Stitch? 

(Choose your top three.), those who work or own a business in Chinatown ranked the top four 

words similar to the ranking of all responses with the third and fourth words switched.   

I work here or I own a business here All Responses 

Safe Safe 

Neighborhood Cultural Identity Neighborhood Cultural Identity 

Physically Accessible Welcoming/Inviting 

Welcoming/Inviting Physically Accessible 

 

For Question 8, Who should be prioritized on the streets going around and through the future 

Chinatown Stitch project? (Rank them in your desired order), the average ranking for 

workers/businesses owners is similar to the average ranking for all responses. Workers/business 

owners were slightly more likely to prioritize “people driving” and “people parking” compared to all 

respondents.  

Average Ranking 

I work here or I 

own a business 

here 

All 

Responses 

People walking or using mobility aids (e.g. wheelchair, 

walker) 
1.89 1.74 

People biking or using other mobility devices (e.g. scooter, 

skateboard) 
2.75 2.67 

People using public transportation 3.43 3.20 

Use road space for shopping, dining, socializing 4.30 3.97 

People driving 5.02 5.42 

People making deliveries to homes or businesses 5.27 5.20 

People parking 5.35 5.80 

 

Chinatown workers and business owners were most interested in green space on the future cap, 

followed by places to relax, places to shop and eat, and outdoor gathering space.  
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Next Steps 

 

The survey input will be combined with the feedback received from Community Visioning Workshop 

#1 to develop three design concepts for the Chinatown Stitch. This summer, the concepts will be 

shared with the public for their feedback. 

For more information on the Chinatown Stitch study, visit 

https://www.phila.gov/programs/complete-streets/projects/the-chinatown-stitch-reconnecting-

philadelphia-to-vine-street/.  

 

You can submit comments online at https://www.phila.gov/programs/complete-

streets/projects/the-chinatown-stitch-reconnecting-philadelphia-to-vine-street/submit-a-comment/ 

or by emailing otis@phila.gov. 
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Community Vision Workshop #2:  

September 18, 2023 

About Community Vision Workshop #2 
The Chinatown Stitch: Reconnecting Philadelphia to Vine Street is a concept study looking at building a 

cap on top of the Vine Street Expressway between Broad Street and 8th Street to reconnect 

Chinatown and Chinatown North in Philadelphia. The study is a partnership between the City of 

Philadelphia’s Office of Transportation Infrastructure and Sustainability (OTIS) and the Philadelphia 

Chinatown Development Corporation (PCDC). 

On September 18, 2023, the second of two in-

person Community Visioning Workshops was 

held at Chinese Christian Church and Center 

(1101 Vine Street) from 6:00 PM to 8:00 PM. 

This workshop was held as an open house so 

community members could stop by any time 

during the event to view display boards and 

talk one-on-one with project team members.  

The purpose of Community Vision Workshop 

#2 was to solicit public feedback about the 

three design concepts for the Chinatown Stitch 

(Two-Block; Three-Block; and Three-Bock: Vine 

Street Westbound to the Middle). Attendees 

gave feedback on their preferred design 

alternative, what they liked and disliked about 

each design alternative, and which 

amenities they would like to have on each 

cap.  

Thirty-nine (39) people signed into the Community Vision Workshop, which was promoted through 

the following methods:  

• Simplified Chinese and English flyers placed in Chinatown businesses and apartment 

buildings 

• Postcard mailing to 1,115 residences within the study area 

• City of Philadelphia, PCDC, DVRPC, and partner social media posts 

• Project website 

• Press release/local media coverage 

There were eleven display boards translated into Simplified Chinese and English. Of these boards, 

six were educational and five were interactive. Project team members were stationed at each 

 

 

Community Vision #2 Workshop had educational and 

interactive displays boards set up around the event space. 
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display to explain the display topics and answer questions. PCDC provided 2 Mandarin and 2 

Cantonese translators.  

Overall, participants expressed interest in a two block cap or three block cap with full coverage. 

They like that the concepts have green space, a connection to the Rail Park, and the pedestrian 

bridge. They dislike turning the cap into a tunnel, the removal of sound barriers, and any potential 

for increased traffic congestion. Participants’ top amenity choices are a market space, 

picnic/seating area, and a community garden, and the factors that are most important to them are 

improving the pedestrian environment, adding green space and public plazas, and minimizing 

construction duration and impact on community. 

Display Board Feedback Results 

Two Block Cap 
What do you like and dislike about this concept? Use green sticky notes to write what you like. Use yellow 

sticky notes to write what you dislike. Place your sticky notes on the map next to what you like or dislike. 

Likes Dislikes 

• Green space • Too much green space 

• Connection to Rail Park • Lack of transit hub 

• The cap is not a tunnel • Removal of sound barriers 

• The cap connects both sides of the 

street 

 

 

Additional Notes: While one resident liked that there would be no parking on the cap, several 

others—including business owners--expressed a desire for additional parking. Another resident 

expressed concern about vehicles speeding and running red lights. 

 

Three Block Cap: Full Coverage 
What do you like and dislike about this concept? Use green sticky notes to write what you like. Use yellow 

sticky notes to write what you dislike. Place your sticky notes on the map next to what you like or dislike. 

Likes  Dislikes 

• Green space • Too much green space 

• Connection to Rail Park 

• Pedestrian bridge 

• Maximizing the space 

• Lack of transit hub 

• This would turn the cap into a tunnel 

• The cap would have to be raised and the 

tunnel would need an exhaust release 

mechanism 

• Removal of sound barriers  

• Vehicles would be challenged to turn onto 

the Convention Center ramp 

  

Additional Notes: Several residents expressed a desire for parking and security. Another resident 

expressed a desire for a road diet on Vine Street. 
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Three Block Cap: Vine Street Westbound to the Middle 
What do you like and dislike about this concept? Use green sticky notes to write what you like. Use yellow 

sticky notes to write what you dislike. Place your sticky notes on the map next to what you like or dislike. 

Likes  Dislikes 

• Connection to Rail Park • Narrow surface lanes 

• Pedestrian bridge • Potential danger of crossing a wide street 

• Consolidation of road space • Removal of sound barriers 

 • Breaking up/fragmentation of space 

 • Potential for increased vehicle traffic 

congestion and noise 

 

 

     
Workshop attendees shared what they liked and disliked about the Chinatown Cap concepts. 
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How Much Do You Like the Concepts? 

Use one dot sticker to vote on how much you like or dislike each concept. 

 

Concept # of stars Votes 

Two Block Cap  3 

 3 

 5 

 18 

 9 
Total Votes = 38 

Average Rating = 3.7105  

 

 

Concept # of stars Votes 

Three Block Cap: Full Coverage  0 

 2 

 15 

 14 

 11 
Total Votes = 42 

Average Rating = 3.8095 

 

 

Concept # of stars Votes 

Three Block Cap: Vine Street 

Westbound to the Middle 
 21 

 4 

 8 

 3 

 2 
Total Votes = 38 

Average Rating = 1.9737 
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Attendees ranked each concept on a one- to five-star scale.  

 

 

Chinatown Stitch Park Amenities 
Which park amenities would you like to see on top of the cap? Use dot stickers to vote on your top three. 

 

 

 
   

 

 

 

Amenity Votes 

Market Space 22 

Picnic/Seating Area 15 

Community Garden 13 

Exercise Space 11 

Performance Stage 8 

Water Feature 8 

Playground 9 

Athletic Courts 8 

Dog Park 6 

Game Tables 4 
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Chinatown Stitch Park Amenities - Other 
Write your idea on a sticky note. 

 

The top comments for additional amenities were categorized as follows: cultural representation, 

parking, and solutions to address unhoused people.  

 

Amenity Idea Votes Comment examples 

Cultural representation 6 Emphasis on culture 

Parking 3 Residence parking 

Address lack of resources for 

unhomed populations. 

3 Must provide measures for 

misuse by homeless. 

Connect to Rail Park 2 Connection with Rail Park 

can provide some of these 

amenities. 

Activities 2 I’ll bring the games. 

Security 1 Everything needs security. 

Transit hub 1 Transit hub 

Cafes  1 Cafes 
 

        
Attendees voted on the cap amenities they would like to see most.  

 

 

  



 
 

7 

 

Ranking of Factors 
Please rank how important these factors are to you from 1 to 6 (1-most important to you, 6-least 

important to you). 

 

A
endees were asked to complete a Ranking of Factors sheet to rank the six key factors of the concept 

designs. Based on the average score for each factor, below is the final ranking of the importance of each 

factor to par'cipants: 

1. Improve the pedestrian environment 

2. Add green space and public plazas 

3. Minimize construc'on dura'on and impact on community 

4. Add poten'al buildings along or on the cap 

5. Minimize construc'on cost 

6. Add connec'on to Rail Park 

In contrast to ranking adding a connec'on to the Rail Park as the least important factor overall in the exit 

survey, par'cipants expressed that they liked this connec'on via s'cky notes on the concept display 

boards.  

Factor Rank 1 

Votes 

Rank 2 

Votes 

Rank 3 

Votes 

Rank 4 

Votes 

Rank 5 

Votes 

Rank 6 

Votes 

Average Final 

Rank 

Minimize construction 

duration and impact on 

community 

6 4 5 7 6 1 3.21 3 

Improve the pedestrian 

environment 

12 7 6 1 1 2 2.24 1 

Add potential buildings 

along or on the cap 

1 2 8 9 3 6 4.00 4 

Add green space and 

public plazas 

9 9 5 2 2 2 2.48 2 

Minimize construction 

cost 

4 5 1 2 9 8 4.07 5 

Add connection to Rail 

Park 

1 1 7 7 6 7 4.28 6 
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Exit Survey Feedback 
A
endees were asked to complete an exit survey to collect demographic data about the individuals who 

provided feedback during the workshop. The City of Philadelphia is commi
ed to equity, and we want to 

ensure that feedback we receive on our projects is representa've of the diversity of Philadelphia 

residents. Therefore, people were asked to self-select their demographic data so that we understand 

who has provided feedback. A total of 28 people filled out the Exit Survey. 

 

1. What is your age? 

Age Range Total Percent 

Under 18 0 0% 

18-29 3 10.7% 

30-39 9 32.1% 

40-49 2 7.1% 

50-59 6 21.4% 

60-69 5 17.9% 

70-79 3 10.7% 

80+ 0 0% 

Prefer not to say 0 0% 
 

2. What is your race/ethnicity? (Select all that 

apply to you.) 

Race/Ethnicity Total Percent 

American Indian/Alaska 

Na've 

0 0% 

Asian 15 53.6% 

Black/African American 0 0% 

Hispanic/La'nx 1 3.6% 

Middle Eastern 1 3.6% 

Na've Hawaiian or Other 

Pacific Islander 

0 0% 

White (non-Hispanic) 9 32.1% 

Other (please specify) 0 0% 

Prefer not to say 0 0% 

  

3. To which gender do you most iden*fy? 

Gender Total Percent 

Female 9 32% 

Male 18 64% 

Non-binary 0 0% 

Genderqueer 0 0% 

Other (please specify) 0 0% 

Prefer not to say 1 4% 
 

4. What is your household income range? 

Household Income Range Total Percent 

Less than $14,999 0 0% 

$15,000 – $24,999 2 7.1% 

$25,000 – $34,999 0 0% 

$35,000 – $49,999 0 0% 

$50,000 – $74,999 6 21.4% 

$75,000 – $99,999 9 32.1% 

$100,000+ 5 17.9% 

Prefer not to say 6 21.4% 
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5. What is your home ZIP code? 

Zip Code Total Percent 

19107 7 25.0% 

19104 3 10.7% 

19123 2 7.1% 

19134 1 3.6% 

19146 1 3.6% 

19147 1 3.6% 

19149 1 3.6% 

N/A (no permanent 

home) 

1 3.6% 

Prefer not to say 11 39.29% 
 

6. How did you hear about this Workshop? 

(Circle all that apply) 

Promo*on Total Percent 

Social Media 4 36.4% 

Neighbor or Friend 3 27.3% 

PCDC 3 27.3% 

Press Release or News 3 27.3% 

Project Website 3 27.3% 

Postcard 2 18.2% 

Email 1 9.1% 

Organiza'on 1 9.1% 
 

 

Do you have other ideas about how we can adver*se this project in your neighborhood? 

Community leaders to have get togethers with residents 

Yes! Build off the 76 Place drama to propose something that people actually want. Leverage the 

public's opinion. 

Add resident parking 

Flyers on lamp posts and contac'ng West Poplar neighborhood associa'ons and schools. I have not 

seen any outreach in that area at all. 

Neighborhood RCO, Planning/zoning groups, Facebook neighborhood groups are very ac've. 

Put display board around Chinatown fire sta'on 

Social media, connect with Callowhill neighbors and Railpark 

Flyers at local businesses i.e. Cliffs, Love City Brewery 

Go to Temple, Upenn, Drexel, Moore, Philly Community College for feedback 

We Chat - social media 

Nextdoor, Facebook, Instagram, Tiktok 

Distribute the postcard to restaurant goers. 

Design flyers to distribute at Chinese restaurants, teahouses, bubble teas, bakery and grocery stores 

and supermarket. 

All local news channels, PCDC, other Chinatown Associa'ons, Social Media (FB, IG, etc.) 

Number of email subscribers: 12 (42.8%) 
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Next Steps 
The input received from Community Visioning Workshop #2, two September pop-up events, and 

the online survey will be used to develop a final design concept for the Chinatown Stitch. 

For more information on the Chinatown Stitch study, visit 

https://www.phila.gov/programs/complete-streets/projects/the-chinatown-stitch-reconnecting-

philadelphia-to-vine-street/.  

 

You can submit comments online at https://www.phila.gov/programs/complete-

streets/projects/the-chinatown-stitch-reconnecting-philadelphia-to-vine-street/submit-a-comment/ 

or by emailing otis@phila.gov. 

 

Stay up-to-date on project news by subscribing for email updates at https://phila.us21.list-

manage.com/subscribe?u=aa027a1be06913479854af614&id=1bc6623b61.   
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APPENDIX G: 

SURVEY #2
SUMMARY 



Chinatown Stitch 
Survey 2 Analysis



Survey 
summary

• English
591 online, 68 paper

• Chinese
13 online, 55 paper

• Total # with non-missing 
priority rankings or 
concept ratings:

726



Crosstabs:
Concept 
Ratings
• Asian responses rated 

Concept 1 and 2 
around the same

• All others rated 
Concept 2 slightly 
higher

• Consistently lower 
scores for Concept 3

• Standard deviations for 
all ratings quite similar



Crosstabs: Concept Ratings

Same bar chart, averaged down or across axis



Crosstabs: Concept Ratings

Concept 3 rating decreases with age



Crosstabs: 
Priority 
Rankings
• This stacked diverging 

bar chart shows every 
ranking ordered & 
stacked from least (6) to 
most (1) important

• Counts much higher 
outside Chinatown than 
inside; shows priority 
for ped/bike and green 
space, less cost and 
buildings

• Chinatown + Asian: 
some priority for 
duration



Crosstabs: Priority Rankings

Ranking percentages expands low-n results. Can see general priority shift towards ped/bike, green space



Crosstabs: Priority Rankings
Very similar priorities 
by location or race



Crosstabs: Priority Rankings

• Work/Own: 
uptick in 
construction 
duration in 
within 
Chinatown

• Age:
uptick in 
public 
buildings in 
70-80+



Other stats on residence and work/own

• For those who live & work/own in 
Chinatown, plurality put 
construction duration as #1 
priority (36%)

• From first survey, looked at 
live ~ work crosstabs averages

• “People driving”: live & work 
respondents slightly higher priority, 
but still less than 4 out of 7

• “People parking” : highest priority is 
only 5 out of 7

Row Labels I live here (blank) Average

I work here or I own a business here 4.69 5.11 5.02

(blank) 5.38 5.47 5.46

Average 5.23 5.44 5.42

Row Labels I live here (blank) Average

I work here or I own a business here 5.00 5.44 5.35

(blank) 5.47 5.89 5.86

Average 5.36 5.85 5.80

People driving

People parking
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APPENDIX H: 

DECISION
MATRIX 

 



CRITERIA WEIGHT RATING TOTAL DESCRIPTION RATING TOTAL DESCRIPTION RATING TOTAL DESCRIPTION

Goal: Create an inviting park 

space with landscapes and 

public plazas

10% 3 7.50%

Least amount of 

open/green space 

(sq ft) and 

disconnected by a 

gap.

4 10.00%
Most continuuous 

green space. 
3 7.50%

Most amount of 

green space (sq ft), 

but green space is 

fragmented by Vine 

St.

Goal: Include public civic 

buildings, facilities, and 

businesses that serve 

community needs

10% 2 5.00%

Least amount of 

developable land 

adjacent to Vine 

Street.

3 7.50%

Amount of 

developable land 

adjacent to Vine St 

is same as 3 Block 

Cap: Vine St WB to 

Middle.

3 7.50%

Amount of 

developable land 

adjacent to Vine St 

is equal to 3 Block 

Cap: Full.

Goal: Prioritize the elderly, 

young, and those with 

disabilities 

10% 4 10.00% Survey Result 4 10.00% Survey Result 3 7.50% Survey Result

Goal: Create a safe street 

design that extends the 

Chinatown neighborhood 

feel 

10% 4 10.00%

Local Vine St road 

diet from 10th to 

13th. St. Shorter 

crossing distances 

for pedestrians.

4 10.00%

Local Vine St road 

diet from 10th to 

13th. St. Shorter 

crossing distances 

for pedestrians.

3 7.50%

Local Vine St road 

diet and one less 

road crossing for 

pedestrians on 11th 

and 12th Streets, 

however the 

crossings at 11th 

and 12th are wider 

for pedestrians.

Rail Park Connection 7.5% 3 5.63%
Possible Rail Park 

Connection.
3 5.63%

Opportunity for 

possible Rail Park 

Connection to be to 

a larger green 

space.

4 7.50%

Easiest to 

connection Rail 

Park.

Least Construction 

Duration/Impact
7.5% 4 7.50%

Shortest 

construction 

time/least amount 

of construction 

impact on the 

Chinatown 

community. No 

tunnel needed.

2 3.75%

Long construction 

timeline as tunnel 

is needed.

1 1.88%

Longest 

construction 

time/most amount 

of impact on the 

Chinatown 

community. Tunnel 

needed. Requires 

moving Vine St.

Lowest Construction Cost 7.5% 3 5.63%
Lowest esimated 

cost.
2 3.75%

Second highest 

construction cost.
1 1.88%

Highest 

construction cost.

Lowest Operations & 

Maintenance Needs
7.5% 3 5.63%

Least amount of 

Cap and green 

space to maintain. 

No tunnel 

infrastructure to 

maintain.

1 1.88%

Green space, 

amenties, and 

tunnel 

infrastructure to 

maintain.

1 1.88%

Most amount of 

green space and 

tunnel 

infrastructure to 

maintain.

Ranking from Asian 

Respondents
7.5% 2.96 5.55% Survey Result 2.96 5.55% Survey Result 3.625 6.80% Survey Result

Ranking from Chinatown 

Business Owners & 

Workers

7.5% 2.848 5.34% Survey Result 3.032 5.69% Survey Result 3.625 6.80% Survey Result

Ranking from Chinatown 

Residents
7.5% 2.8 5.25% Survey Result 2.96 5.55% Survey Result 3.3625 6.30% Survey Result

Ranking from Overall 

Survey Respondents 
7.5% 2.824 5.30% Survey Result 3.016 5.66% Survey Result 3.5 6.56% Survey Result

max

100% 69.59%78.31%

TOTAL

2 Block Cap

TOTAL

3 Block Cap: Full

74.94%

3 Block Cap: Vine St WB to Middle

The three design concepts were ranked by thirteen criteria on a 1 to 4 scale.                                                          
1 = Meets the criteria least                       2 = Meets the criteria very little                                               
3 =  Meets the criteria some what          4 = Meets the criteria the most

2 Block Cap 3 Block Cap: Vine St WB to Middle3 Block Cap: Full

TOTAL

WEIGHTED
Decision Matrix
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APPENDIX I: 

TRAFFIC MODELING 
SUMMARY 



‭Chinatown Stitch‬
‭Traffic Modeling Summary‬

‭Purpose‬
‭This analysis was performed in conjunction with‬‭The Chinatown Stitch: Reconnecting Philadelphia to Vine‬
‭Street‬‭, a project that explores capping a portion of the Vine Street Expressway. Alongside the proposed‬
‭highway cap, there is potential for road dieting of the local Vine Streets to further improve safety for all roadway‬
‭users. This study analyzes potential proposed build alternatives for Vine Street and their impact on the local‬
‭roadway network.‬

‭Existing Conditions‬

‭Study Area‬
‭The proposed highway cap would be located over I-676 (Vine Street Expressway) and is limited to between‬
‭13th Street and 10th Street due to vertical constraints of the highway. For the analysis of the impact of changes‬
‭to the local roadway, the study area was expanded several blocks.‬

‭The study area includes the two Vine Street local roadways (Vine Street Eastbound and Vine Street‬
‭Westbound), Callowhill Street to the north, and Race Street to the south. All numbered streets between 8th‬
‭Street and 15th Street are included, making a total of 32 study intersections.‬‭Figure 1‬‭shows the study area‬
‭intersections and links.‬

https://www.phila.gov/programs/complete-streets/projects/the-chinatown-stitch-reconnecting-philadelphia-to-vine-street/
https://www.phila.gov/programs/complete-streets/projects/the-chinatown-stitch-reconnecting-philadelphia-to-vine-street/


‭Figure 1: Study Area‬

‭Traffic Counts‬
‭DVRPC has a substantial library of historic traffic counts. The‬‭Reviving Vine‬‭report was published by‬‭DVRPC in‬
‭2018 and included turning movement counts from 2017 at all Vine Street intersections included in our study‬
‭area, with the exception of 15th Street & Vine Street WB and 15th Street & Vine Street EB, which were‬
‭counted in 2020. The intersections of 15th Street & Callowhill Street and Broad Street & Callowhill Street were‬
‭counted in 2018 and the intersections of 9th Street & Callowhill Street and 8th Street & Callowhill Street were‬
‭counted in 2016. All other study intersections were counted at the onset of this project in 2022.‬

‭In order to create an existing conditions model reflective of current, Post-COVID travel conditions, turning‬
‭movement volumes were balanced between intersections, with more reliance on the intersections most‬
‭recently counted. The network peak hours were determined to be 8:00AM - 9:00AM (AM Peak Hour) and‬
‭4:30PM to 5:30PM (PM Peak Hour).‬

‭Due to limitations in the data, heavy vehicle percentages were assumed to be 2% throughout the network and‬
‭pedestrian information was not incorporated.‬

https://www.dvrpc.org/mobility/vine/


‭Traffic Signals‬
‭The existing traffic signals within the study all operate on coordinated, pretimed timing schedules. The signals‬
‭along Vine Street Eastbound (EB) and Vine Street Westbound (WB) are clustered at each numbered street‬
‭intersection. During the AM Peak Hour all signals on Callowhill Street and the signals at 15th Street & Vine‬
‭Street EB/WB operate on a 90-second cycle, all signals on Race Street operate on a 60-second cycle length.‬
‭The signals at Broad Street & Vine Street EB/WB operate on a 120-second cycle length. The remaining signals‬
‭along Vine Street EB/WB operate on a 100-second cycle length. During the PM Peak Hour, all signals on‬
‭Callowhill Street and Race Street, as well as the two signals at 15th Street & Vine Street EB/WB, maintain the‬
‭same timing schedules as in the AM Peak Hour. The timing splits slightly change at Broad Street & Vine Street‬
‭EB/WB and the cycle length at the remaining Vine Street intersections is changed to 100 seconds.‬

‭2050 No Build Conditions‬
‭The existing conditions model was then modified to anticipate future traffic in the study area in the year 2050‬
‭without the proposed highway cap project. DVRPC’s regional model, which incorporates predicted employment‬
‭and housing information, was used to determine traffic volume growth rates for the AM and PM peak hours.‬
‭Compared to the year 2019, the regional model anticipates a 6.13% increase in traffic during the AM Peak‬
‭Hour and a 3.10% increase during the PM Peak Hour within the study area. These growth rates were applied‬
‭to all volumes within the network.‬

‭Planned transportation projects in the study area were also incorporated into the 2050 No Build Conditions‬
‭model. Through the Highway Safety Improvement Program (HSIP) the City of Philadelphia and Urban‬
‭Engineers are developing plans for a road diet along Vine Street Eastbound and Westbound, anticipated to be‬
‭built by 2030. These plans include removing one lane of traffic from 8th Street to Broad Street on both Vine‬
‭Street EB and WB, as well as signal updates. This plan is based on DVRPC’s‬‭Reviving Vine‬‭report, published‬
‭in 2018. The 2050 No Build Conditions model includes the proposed road diet, as well as a realignment of the‬
‭intersection of 8th Street and Vine Street Eastbound. The hourly traffic volumes for the 2050 No Build‬
‭Conditions are shown in‬‭Figures 2‬‭and‬‭3‬‭.‬

https://www.dvrpc.org/mobility/vine/


‭Figure 2: Traffic Volumes - No Build - AM Peak Hour‬

‭Figure 3: Traffic Volumes - No Build - PM Peak Hour‬



‭Synchro Results‬
‭Under the 2050 No Build Conditions, all intersections within the study area operate at levels of service D or‬
‭better during both peak hours, with the exception of 11th Street & Vine Street WB, which fails during the AM‬
‭peak hour, 11th Street & Vine Street EB, which fails during the PM peak hour, and 10th Street & Vine Street‬
‭WB, which has an LOS E during the AM peak hour. The synchro results by approach are shown in‬‭Table 1‬‭.‬
‭Detailed synchro reports are appended.‬

‭Table 1: 2050 No Build Conditions Synchro Results‬

‭*indicates HCM 2000‬ ‭2050 No Build AM Peak Hour‬ ‭2050 No Build PM Peak Hour‬

‭Intersection‬ ‭Approach‬
‭Volume‬

‭(veh)‬
‭Delay‬

‭(s)‬
‭LOS‬

‭95th %ile‬
‭Queue (ft)‬

‭Volume‬
‭(veh)‬

‭Delay‬
‭(s)‬

‭LOS‬
‭95th %ile‬
‭Queue (ft)‬

‭1‬ ‭15th & Callowhill‬

‭EB Callowhill‬ ‭-‬ ‭0‬ ‭A‬ ‭0‬ ‭-‬ ‭0‬ ‭A‬ ‭0‬

‭WB Callowhill‬ ‭464‬ ‭38‬ ‭D‬ ‭460‬ ‭255‬ ‭30.9‬ ‭C‬ ‭265‬

‭SB 15th‬ ‭585‬ ‭20.6‬ ‭C‬ ‭395‬ ‭424‬ ‭16.5‬ ‭B‬ ‭262‬

‭OVERALL‬ ‭1,049‬ ‭28.3‬ ‭C‬ ‭679‬ ‭21.9‬ ‭C‬

‭2*‬ ‭Broad & Callowhill‬

‭EB Callowhill‬ ‭-‬ ‭0‬ ‭A‬ ‭-‬ ‭-‬ ‭0‬ ‭A‬ ‭-‬

‭WB Callowhill‬ ‭311‬ ‭17.1‬ ‭B‬ ‭104‬ ‭262‬ ‭16.1‬ ‭B‬ ‭78‬

‭NB Broad‬ ‭690‬ ‭10.3‬ ‭B‬ ‭90‬ ‭717‬ ‭9.4‬ ‭A‬ ‭89‬

‭SB Broad‬ ‭1,173‬ ‭11.6‬ ‭B‬ ‭145‬ ‭879‬ ‭9.6‬ ‭A‬ ‭102‬

‭OVERALL‬ ‭2,174‬ ‭12‬ ‭B‬ ‭1,858‬ ‭10.4‬ ‭B‬

‭3‬ ‭13th & Callowhill‬

‭WB Callowhill‬ ‭361‬ ‭21.7‬ ‭C‬ ‭175‬ ‭309‬ ‭21.4‬ ‭C‬ ‭155‬

‭NB 13th‬ ‭331‬ ‭22.2‬ ‭C‬ ‭240‬ ‭268‬ ‭21.3‬ ‭C‬ ‭208‬

‭OVERALL‬ ‭692‬ ‭21.9‬ ‭C‬ ‭577‬ ‭21.4‬ ‭C‬

‭4‬ ‭12th & Callowhill‬

‭WB Callowhill‬ ‭441‬ ‭22.8‬ ‭C‬ ‭222‬ ‭389‬ ‭23.6‬ ‭C‬ ‭192‬

‭SB 12th‬ ‭339‬ ‭20.4‬ ‭C‬ ‭127‬ ‭400‬ ‭18.6‬ ‭B‬ ‭140‬

‭OVERALL‬ ‭780‬ ‭21.8‬ ‭C‬ ‭789‬ ‭21.1‬ ‭C‬

‭5‬ ‭11th & Callowhill‬

‭WB Callowhill‬ ‭443‬ ‭25.3‬ ‭C‬ ‭225‬ ‭385‬ ‭24.6‬ ‭C‬ ‭195‬

‭NB 11th‬ ‭331‬ ‭19‬ ‭B‬ ‭222‬ ‭389‬ ‭20.1‬ ‭C‬ ‭260‬

‭OVERALL‬ ‭774‬ ‭22.6‬ ‭C‬ ‭774‬ ‭22.3‬ ‭C‬

‭6*‬ ‭10th & Callowhill‬

‭WB Callowhill‬ ‭792‬ ‭20.7‬ ‭C‬ ‭285‬ ‭748‬ ‭20.5‬ ‭C‬ ‭222‬

‭SB 10th‬ ‭164‬ ‭35.3‬ ‭D‬ ‭152‬ ‭238‬ ‭40.4‬ ‭D‬ ‭209‬

‭SEB Ridge‬ ‭161‬ ‭35.1‬ ‭D‬ ‭148‬ ‭129‬ ‭32.8‬ ‭C‬ ‭116‬

‭NWB Ridge‬ ‭10‬ ‭27.9‬ ‭C‬ ‭19‬ ‭20‬ ‭28.3‬ ‭C‬ ‭28‬

‭OVERALL‬ ‭1,127‬ ‭24.9‬ ‭C‬ ‭1,135‬ ‭26.2‬ ‭C‬

‭7‬ ‭9th & Callowhill‬
‭WB Callowhill‬ ‭1,250‬ ‭0‬ ‭a‬ ‭0‬ ‭947‬ ‭0‬ ‭a‬ ‭0‬

‭OVERALL‬ ‭1,250‬ ‭0‬ ‭a‬ ‭947‬ ‭0‬ ‭a‬

‭8‬ ‭8th & Callowhill‬

‭WB Callowhill‬ ‭1,628‬ ‭6.7‬ ‭A‬ ‭222‬ ‭1,263‬ ‭13.8‬ ‭B‬ ‭245‬

‭SB 8th‬ ‭483‬ ‭43.5‬ ‭D‬ ‭265‬ ‭598‬ ‭23.8‬ ‭C‬ ‭228‬

‭OVERALL‬ ‭2,111‬ ‭15.1‬ ‭B‬ ‭1,861‬ ‭17‬ ‭B‬



‭9‬ ‭15th & Vine WB‬

‭WB Vine‬ ‭1,339‬ ‭12.4‬ ‭B‬ ‭220‬ ‭1,028‬ ‭37‬ ‭D‬ ‭450‬

‭SB 15th‬ ‭1,569‬ ‭37‬ ‭D‬ ‭345‬ ‭1,206‬ ‭27‬ ‭C‬ ‭322‬

‭OVERALL‬ ‭2,908‬ ‭25.7‬ ‭C‬ ‭2,234‬ ‭31.6‬ ‭C‬

‭10*‬ ‭15th & Vine EB‬

‭EB Vine‬ ‭937‬ ‭15.2‬ ‭B‬ ‭230‬ ‭680‬ ‭25.4‬ ‭C‬ ‭260‬

‭SB 15th‬ ‭1,480‬ ‭11.6‬ ‭B‬ ‭158‬ ‭940‬ ‭4.2‬ ‭A‬ ‭25‬

‭NEB 676EB Off-Ramp‬ ‭1,002‬ ‭13.4‬ ‭B‬ ‭139‬ ‭946‬ ‭28.9‬ ‭C‬ ‭372‬

‭OVERALL‬ ‭3,419‬ ‭13.1‬ ‭B‬ ‭2,566‬ ‭18.9‬ ‭B‬

‭11*‬ ‭Broad & Vine WB‬

‭WB Vine‬ ‭1,681‬ ‭39.3‬ ‭D‬ ‭584‬ ‭1,268‬ ‭34.7‬ ‭C‬ ‭390‬

‭NB Broad‬ ‭553‬ ‭24.5‬ ‭C‬ ‭202‬ ‭509‬ ‭15.1‬ ‭B‬ ‭158‬

‭SB Broad‬ ‭967‬ ‭26.2‬ ‭C‬ ‭181‬ ‭819‬ ‭21.9‬ ‭C‬ ‭134‬

‭OVERALL‬ ‭3,201‬ ‭32.8‬ ‭C‬ ‭2,596‬ ‭26.8‬ ‭C‬

‭12*‬ ‭Broad & Vine EB‬

‭EB Vine‬ ‭1,698‬ ‭37.8‬ ‭D‬ ‭468‬ ‭1,705‬ ‭24.4‬ ‭C‬ ‭215‬

‭NB Broad‬ ‭556‬ ‭34.3‬ ‭C‬ ‭117‬ ‭799‬ ‭41‬ ‭D‬ ‭386‬

‭SB Broad‬ ‭1,170‬ ‭15.3‬ ‭B‬ ‭149‬ ‭852‬ ‭17‬ ‭B‬ ‭134‬

‭OVERALL‬ ‭3,424‬ ‭29.5‬ ‭C‬ ‭3,356‬ ‭26.5‬ ‭C‬

‭13‬ ‭13th & Vine WB‬

‭WB Vine‬ ‭1,698‬ ‭28.2‬ ‭C‬ ‭528‬ ‭1,157‬ ‭32.2‬ ‭C‬ ‭378‬

‭NB 13th‬ ‭313‬ ‭37‬ ‭D‬ ‭268‬ ‭380‬ ‭23.9‬ ‭C‬ ‭188‬

‭OVERALL‬ ‭2,011‬ ‭29.6‬ ‭C‬ ‭1,537‬ ‭30.1‬ ‭C‬

‭14‬ ‭13th & Vine EB‬

‭EB Vine‬ ‭658‬ ‭10.8‬ ‭B‬ ‭188‬ ‭641‬ ‭20.7‬ ‭C‬ ‭235‬

‭NB 13th‬ ‭252‬ ‭27.2‬ ‭C‬ ‭182‬ ‭391‬ ‭15‬ ‭B‬ ‭190‬

‭OVERALL‬ ‭910‬ ‭15.3‬ ‭B‬ ‭1,032‬ ‭18.5‬ ‭B‬

‭15‬ ‭12th & Vine WB‬

‭WB Vine‬ ‭1,959‬ ‭33.1‬ ‭C‬ ‭618‬ ‭1,210‬ ‭32.6‬ ‭C‬ ‭395‬

‭SB 12th‬ ‭420‬ ‭31.3‬ ‭C‬ ‭318‬ ‭480‬ ‭27.7‬ ‭C‬ ‭350‬

‭OVERALL‬ ‭2,379‬ ‭32.8‬ ‭C‬ ‭1,690‬ ‭31.2‬ ‭C‬

‭16‬ ‭12th & Vine EB‬

‭EB Vine‬ ‭597‬ ‭25‬ ‭C‬ ‭302‬ ‭652‬ ‭33.3‬ ‭C‬ ‭328‬

‭SB 12th‬ ‭681‬ ‭44.7‬ ‭D‬ ‭570‬ ‭532‬ ‭23.6‬ ‭C‬ ‭305‬

‭OVERALL‬ ‭1,278‬ ‭35.5‬ ‭D‬ ‭1,184‬ ‭28.9‬ ‭C‬

‭17‬ ‭11th & Vine WB‬

‭WB Vine‬ ‭2,021‬ ‭108.9‬ ‭F‬ ‭1,485‬ ‭1,050‬ ‭38.9‬ ‭D‬ ‭500‬

‭NB 11th‬ ‭269‬ ‭28‬ ‭C‬ ‭192‬ ‭549‬ ‭24.5‬ ‭C‬ ‭282‬

‭OVERALL‬ ‭2,290‬ ‭99.4‬ ‭F‬ ‭1,599‬ ‭34‬ ‭C‬

‭18‬ ‭11th & Vine EB‬

‭EB Vine‬ ‭469‬ ‭24.5‬ ‭C‬ ‭250‬ ‭776‬ ‭24.2‬ ‭C‬ ‭375‬

‭NB 11th‬ ‭282‬ ‭24.8‬ ‭C‬ ‭235‬ ‭698‬ ‭144.5‬ ‭F‬ ‭1,208‬

‭OVERALL‬ ‭751‬ ‭24.6‬ ‭C‬ ‭1,474‬ ‭81.2‬ ‭F‬

‭19‬ ‭10th & Vine WB‬

‭WB Vine‬ ‭2,156‬ ‭61.3‬ ‭E‬ ‭1,232‬ ‭1,043‬ ‭22.9‬ ‭C‬ ‭362‬

‭SB 10th‬ ‭439‬ ‭29.1‬ ‭C‬ ‭310‬ ‭456‬ ‭27.8‬ ‭C‬ ‭330‬

‭OVERALL‬ ‭2,595‬ ‭55.9‬ ‭E‬ ‭1,499‬ ‭24.4‬ ‭C‬

‭20‬ ‭10th & Vine EB‬

‭EB Vine‬ ‭482‬ ‭25.2‬ ‭C‬ ‭252‬ ‭925‬ ‭37.6‬ ‭D‬ ‭445‬

‭SB 10th‬ ‭574‬ ‭37.8‬ ‭D‬ ‭468‬ ‭448‬ ‭23.1‬ ‭C‬ ‭262‬

‭OVERALL‬ ‭1,056‬ ‭32‬ ‭C‬ ‭1,373‬ ‭32.9‬ ‭C‬



‭21‬ ‭9th & Vine WB‬

‭WB Vine‬ ‭1,803‬ ‭0‬ ‭a‬ ‭0‬ ‭908‬ ‭0‬ ‭a‬ ‭0‬

‭SB 9th‬ ‭352‬ ‭0‬ ‭a‬ ‭0‬ ‭134‬ ‭0‬ ‭a‬ ‭0‬

‭OVERALL‬ ‭2,155‬ ‭0‬ ‭a‬ ‭1,042‬ ‭0‬ ‭a‬

‭22‬ ‭9th & Vine EB‬

‭EB Vine‬ ‭464‬ ‭0‬ ‭a‬ ‭0‬ ‭941‬ ‭0‬ ‭a‬ ‭0‬

‭NB 9th‬ ‭117‬ ‭12‬ ‭a‬ ‭18‬ ‭328‬ ‭12‬ ‭a‬ ‭192‬

‭OVERALL‬ ‭581‬ ‭2.4‬ ‭a‬ ‭1,269‬ ‭3.1‬ ‭a‬

‭23*‬ ‭8th & Vine WB‬

‭WB 676 Off-Ramp‬ ‭3,092‬ ‭16.4‬ ‭B‬ ‭567‬ ‭2,381‬ ‭13.3‬ ‭B‬ ‭348‬

‭SB 8th‬ ‭861‬ ‭31.4‬ ‭C‬ ‭222‬ ‭913‬ ‭29.6‬ ‭C‬ ‭230‬

‭OVERALL‬ ‭3,953‬ ‭19.6‬ ‭B‬ ‭3,294‬ ‭17.8‬ ‭B‬

‭24*‬ ‭8th & Vine EB‬

‭EB Vine‬ ‭581‬ ‭47.6‬ ‭D‬ ‭192‬ ‭1,269‬ ‭65‬ ‭E‬ ‭374‬

‭SB 8th‬ ‭700‬ ‭43.4‬ ‭D‬ ‭187‬ ‭597‬ ‭35.4‬ ‭D‬ ‭148‬

‭SEB 676 Off-Ramp‬ ‭601‬ ‭35.3‬ ‭D‬ ‭318‬ ‭209‬ ‭30‬ ‭C‬ ‭120‬

‭OVERALL‬ ‭1,882‬ ‭42.1‬ ‭D‬ ‭2,075‬ ‭52.9‬ ‭D‬

‭25‬ ‭15th & Race‬

‭EB Race‬ ‭450‬ ‭13.1‬ ‭B‬ ‭100‬ ‭824‬ ‭16.2‬ ‭B‬ ‭200‬

‭SB 15th‬ ‭1,459‬ ‭16‬ ‭B‬ ‭252‬ ‭840‬ ‭12.3‬ ‭B‬ ‭120‬

‭OVERALL‬ ‭1,909‬ ‭15.3‬ ‭B‬ ‭1,664‬ ‭14.2‬ ‭B‬

‭26‬ ‭Broad & Race‬

‭EB Race‬ ‭400‬ ‭20‬ ‭B‬ ‭140‬ ‭775‬ ‭24.7‬ ‭C‬ ‭280‬

‭NB Broad‬ ‭583‬ ‭14.2‬ ‭B‬ ‭90‬ ‭688‬ ‭14.7‬ ‭B‬ ‭108‬

‭SB Broad‬ ‭941‬ ‭15.1‬ ‭B‬ ‭125‬ ‭603‬ ‭13.9‬ ‭B‬ ‭72‬

‭OVERALL‬ ‭1,924‬ ‭15.8‬ ‭B‬ ‭2,066‬ ‭18.2‬ ‭B‬

‭27‬ ‭13th & Race‬

‭EB Race‬ ‭490‬ ‭15.4‬ ‭B‬ ‭150‬ ‭686‬ ‭17‬ ‭B‬ ‭217‬

‭NB 13th‬ ‭293‬ ‭15.8‬ ‭B‬ ‭88‬ ‭442‬ ‭17.6‬ ‭B‬ ‭158‬

‭OVERALL‬ ‭783‬ ‭15.6‬ ‭B‬ ‭1,128‬ ‭17.2‬ ‭B‬

‭28‬ ‭12th & Race‬

‭EB Race‬ ‭531‬ ‭18‬ ‭B‬ ‭140‬ ‭737‬ ‭19.2‬ ‭B‬ ‭192‬

‭SB 12th‬ ‭808‬ ‭15.7‬ ‭B‬ ‭190‬ ‭409‬ ‭12.5‬ ‭B‬ ‭82‬

‭OVERALL‬ ‭1,339‬ ‭16.6‬ ‭B‬ ‭1,146‬ ‭16.8‬ ‭B‬

‭29‬ ‭11th & Race‬

‭EB Race‬ ‭371‬ ‭18.3‬ ‭B‬ ‭115‬ ‭639‬ ‭21.1‬ ‭C‬ ‭215‬

‭NB 11th‬ ‭306‬ ‭12‬ ‭B‬ ‭92‬ ‭788‬ ‭19.7‬ ‭B‬ ‭322‬

‭OVERALL‬ ‭677‬ ‭15.4‬ ‭B‬ ‭1,427‬ ‭20.3‬ ‭C‬

‭30‬ ‭10th & Race‬

‭EB Race‬ ‭395‬ ‭18.7‬ ‭B‬ ‭135‬ ‭729‬ ‭22‬ ‭C‬ ‭258‬

‭SB 10th‬ ‭591‬ ‭19.7‬ ‭B‬ ‭310‬ ‭432‬ ‭15.3‬ ‭B‬ ‭200‬

‭OVERALL‬ ‭986‬ ‭19.3‬ ‭B‬ ‭1,161‬ ‭19.5‬ ‭B‬

‭31‬ ‭9th & Race‬

‭EB Race‬ ‭329‬ ‭17.7‬ ‭B‬ ‭98‬ ‭696‬ ‭21.8‬ ‭C‬ ‭238‬

‭NB 9th‬ ‭268‬ ‭13‬ ‭B‬ ‭110‬ ‭613‬ ‭25.5‬ ‭C‬ ‭345‬

‭OVERALL‬ ‭597‬ ‭15.6‬ ‭B‬ ‭1,309‬ ‭23.5‬ ‭C‬

‭32‬ ‭8th & Race‬

‭EB Race‬ ‭480‬ ‭17.4‬ ‭B‬ ‭110‬ ‭999‬ ‭21.3‬ ‭C‬ ‭285‬

‭SB 8th‬ ‭1,158‬ ‭15‬ ‭B‬ ‭238‬ ‭917‬ ‭12.8‬ ‭B‬ ‭165‬

‭OVERALL‬ ‭1,638‬ ‭15.7‬ ‭B‬ ‭1,916‬ ‭17.2‬ ‭B‬



‭2050 Build Alternative 1‬
‭The 2050 No Build model is then modified to include potential further road dieting Vine Street adjacent to the‬
‭proposed highway cap. The first build alternative includes dieting Vine Street Eastbound and Westbound to‬
‭one lane in each direction. Vine Street EB is reduced to one through lane with turning lanes from the approach‬
‭at 13th Street to 10th Street. Vine Street WB is reduced to one through lane with turning lanes from the‬
‭approach at 10th Street to 15th Street..‬

‭This model also includes the installation of a traffic signal at 9th Street and Vine Street WB, creating the‬
‭opportunity for a pedestrian crossing and a potential pedestrian bridge. The traffic signal timing along Vine‬
‭Street was adjusted to improve coordination and optimize delay. Appended Synchro reports detail the timing‬
‭alterations.‬

‭Volume Change‬
‭The Build Alternative 1 road diet along Vine Street was input into DVRPC’s regional model to anticipate any‬
‭rerouting of traffic that might occur given the reduced capacity.‬‭Figures 4‬‭and‬‭5‬‭show the volume changes in‬
‭traffic compared to the 2050 No Build Conditions. As they serve as parallel alternative routes, Callowhill Street‬
‭and Race Street experience increases in volume when the capacity along Vine Street is reduced. The AM‬
‭Peak Hour has greater changes in volume compared to the PM Peak Hour, as the network is closer to capacity‬
‭during the morning.‬



‭Figure 4: Volume Change - No Build to Build Alternative 1 - AM Peak Hour‬

‭Figure 5: Volume Change - No Build to Build Alternative 1 - PM Peak Hour‬



‭Synchro Results‬
‭With the proposed road dieting in Build Alternative 1, all intersections within the study area operate at levels of‬
‭service D or better during both peak hours. Although increases in volume are anticipated along Callowhill‬
‭Street due to the reduction in capacity along Vine Street, levels of service are maintained. Results by‬
‭intersection approach are shown in‬‭Table 2‬‭. Detailed synchro reports are appended.‬

‭Table 2: 2050 Build Alternative 1 Synchro Results‬

‭*indicates HCM 2000‬ ‭2050 Build 1 AM Peak Hour‬ ‭2050 Build 1 PM Peak Hour‬

‭Intersection‬ ‭Approach‬
‭Volume‬

‭(veh)‬
‭Delay‬

‭(s)‬
‭LOS‬

‭95th %ile‬
‭Queue (ft)‬

‭Volume‬
‭(veh)‬

‭Delay‬
‭(s)‬

‭LOS‬
‭95th %ile‬
‭Queue (ft)‬

‭1‬ ‭15th & Callowhill‬

‭EB Callowhill‬ ‭-‬ ‭0‬ ‭0‬ ‭0‬ ‭-‬ ‭0‬ ‭0‬ ‭0‬

‭WB Callowhill‬ ‭587‬ ‭46.9‬ ‭D‬ ‭605‬ ‭395‬ ‭36.9‬ ‭D‬ ‭398‬

‭SB 15th‬ ‭579‬ ‭20.4‬ ‭C‬ ‭388‬ ‭423‬ ‭16.5‬ ‭B‬ ‭260‬

‭OVERALL‬ ‭1,166‬ ‭33.7‬ ‭C‬ ‭818‬ ‭26.4‬ ‭C‬

‭2*‬ ‭Broad & Callowhill‬

‭EB Callowhill‬ ‭-‬ ‭0‬ ‭A‬ ‭-‬ ‭-‬ ‭0‬ ‭A‬ ‭-‬

‭WB Callowhill‬ ‭503‬ ‭39‬ ‭D‬ ‭259‬ ‭435‬ ‭25.5‬ ‭C‬ ‭178‬

‭NB Broad‬ ‭731‬ ‭10.4‬ ‭B‬ ‭87‬ ‭669‬ ‭8.8‬ ‭A‬ ‭80‬

‭SB Broad‬ ‭1,168‬ ‭11.6‬ ‭B‬ ‭132‬ ‭811‬ ‭8.9‬ ‭A‬ ‭86‬

‭OVERALL‬ ‭2,402‬ ‭17‬ ‭B‬ ‭1,915‬ ‭12.6‬ ‭B‬

‭3‬ ‭13th & Callowhill‬

‭WB Callowhill‬ ‭495‬ ‭22.5‬ ‭C‬ ‭240‬ ‭420‬ ‭22‬ ‭C‬ ‭215‬

‭NB 13th‬ ‭333‬ ‭21.6‬ ‭C‬ ‭242‬ ‭321‬ ‭21.9‬ ‭C‬ ‭248‬

‭OVERALL‬ ‭828‬ ‭22.1‬ ‭C‬ ‭741‬ ‭22‬ ‭C‬

‭4‬ ‭12th & Callowhill‬

‭WB Callowhill‬ ‭609‬ ‭26.6‬ ‭C‬ ‭302‬ ‭509‬ ‭24.3‬ ‭C‬ ‭252‬

‭SB 12th‬ ‭377‬ ‭17.9‬ ‭B‬ ‭132‬ ‭470‬ ‭18.5‬ ‭B‬ ‭165‬

‭OVERALL‬ ‭986‬ ‭23.3‬ ‭C‬ ‭979‬ ‭21.5‬ ‭C‬

‭5‬ ‭11th & Callowhill‬

‭WB Callowhill‬ ‭617‬ ‭26.8‬ ‭C‬ ‭300‬ ‭408‬ ‭24.3‬ ‭C‬ ‭205‬

‭NB 11th‬ ‭338‬ ‭18.5‬ ‭B‬ ‭228‬ ‭454‬ ‭21.3‬ ‭C‬ ‭315‬

‭OVERALL‬ ‭955‬ ‭23.9‬ ‭C‬ ‭862‬ ‭22.7‬ ‭C‬

‭6*‬ ‭10th & Callowhill‬

‭WB Callowhill‬ ‭875‬ ‭22.5‬ ‭C‬ ‭285‬ ‭793‬ ‭21‬ ‭C‬ ‭238‬

‭SB 10th‬ ‭162‬ ‭36.1‬ ‭D‬ ‭153‬ ‭237‬ ‭40.4‬ ‭D‬ ‭209‬

‭SEB Ridge‬ ‭90‬ ‭29.8‬ ‭C‬ ‭83‬ ‭129‬ ‭31.6‬ ‭C‬ ‭114‬

‭NWB Ridge‬ ‭10‬ ‭27.1‬ ‭C‬ ‭19‬ ‭20‬ ‭27.4‬ ‭C‬ ‭28‬

‭OVERALL‬ ‭1,137‬ ‭25.1‬ ‭C‬ ‭1,179‬ ‭26.2‬ ‭C‬

‭7‬ ‭9th & Callowhill‬
‭WB Callowhill‬ ‭1,380‬ ‭0‬ ‭a‬ ‭0‬ ‭1,841‬ ‭0‬ ‭a‬ ‭0‬

‭OVERALL‬ ‭1,380‬ ‭0‬ ‭a‬ ‭1,841‬ ‭0‬ ‭a‬

‭8‬ ‭8th & Callowhill‬

‭WB Callowhill‬ ‭1,656‬ ‭16.9‬ ‭B‬ ‭410‬ ‭1,271‬ ‭13.8‬ ‭B‬ ‭248‬

‭SB 8th‬ ‭573‬ ‭23.8‬ ‭C‬ ‭230‬ ‭609‬ ‭23.9‬ ‭C‬ ‭233‬

‭OVERALL‬ ‭2,229‬ ‭18.6‬ ‭B‬ ‭1,880‬ ‭17.1‬ ‭B‬

‭9‬ ‭15th & Vine WB‬ ‭WB Vine‬ ‭974‬ ‭32‬ ‭C‬ ‭210‬ ‭944‬ ‭32.1‬ ‭C‬ ‭62‬



‭SB 15th‬ ‭1,751‬ ‭62‬ ‭E‬ ‭622‬ ‭1,266‬ ‭57.2‬ ‭E‬ ‭432‬

‭OVERALL‬ ‭2,725‬ ‭51.3‬ ‭D‬ ‭2,210‬ ‭46.5‬ ‭D‬

‭10*‬ ‭15th & Vine EB‬

‭EB Vine‬ ‭938‬ ‭19.2‬ ‭B‬ ‭214‬ ‭681‬ ‭11.2‬ ‭B‬ ‭153‬

‭SB 15th‬ ‭1,409‬ ‭5.9‬ ‭A‬ ‭58‬ ‭959‬ ‭3.9‬ ‭A‬ ‭24‬

‭NEB 676EB Off-Ramp‬ ‭1,056‬ ‭17.1‬ ‭B‬ ‭136‬ ‭946‬ ‭12.5‬ ‭B‬ ‭219‬

‭OVERALL‬ ‭3,403‬ ‭13‬ ‭B‬ ‭2,586‬ ‭9‬ ‭A‬

‭11*‬ ‭Broad & Vine WB‬

‭WB Vine‬ ‭1,140‬ ‭17.6‬ ‭B‬ ‭612‬ ‭1,108‬ ‭16.8‬ ‭B‬ ‭411‬

‭NB Broad‬ ‭580‬ ‭14.9‬ ‭B‬ ‭132‬ ‭483‬ ‭12.8‬ ‭B‬ ‭42‬

‭SB Broad‬ ‭1,082‬ ‭32.5‬ ‭C‬ ‭181‬ ‭753‬ ‭30.7‬ ‭C‬ ‭116‬

‭OVERALL‬ ‭2,802‬ ‭22.8‬ ‭C‬ ‭2,344‬ ‭20.4‬ ‭C‬

‭12*‬ ‭Broad & Vine EB‬

‭EB Vine‬ ‭1,723‬ ‭12.1‬ ‭B‬ ‭160‬ ‭1,702‬ ‭16.9‬ ‭B‬ ‭170‬

‭NB Broad‬ ‭556‬ ‭38.3‬ ‭D‬ ‭136‬ ‭776‬ ‭37.8‬ ‭D‬ ‭313‬

‭SB Broad‬ ‭1,123‬ ‭8.4‬ ‭A‬ ‭144‬ ‭740‬ ‭13.4‬ ‭B‬ ‭135‬

‭OVERALL‬ ‭3,402‬ ‭15.2‬ ‭B‬ ‭3,218‬ ‭21.1‬ ‭C‬

‭13‬ ‭13th & Vine WB‬

‭WB Vine‬ ‭1,109‬ ‭32.4‬ ‭C‬ ‭910‬ ‭990‬ ‭28.1‬ ‭C‬ ‭792‬

‭NB 13th‬ ‭343‬ ‭47.7‬ ‭D‬ ‭312‬ ‭427‬ ‭46.2‬ ‭D‬ ‭265‬

‭OVERALL‬ ‭1,452‬ ‭36‬ ‭D‬ ‭1,417‬ ‭33.6‬ ‭C‬

‭14‬ ‭13th & Vine EB‬

‭EB Vine‬ ‭681‬ ‭25.3‬ ‭C‬ ‭145‬ ‭560‬ ‭30.1‬ ‭C‬ ‭60‬

‭NB 13th‬ ‭279‬ ‭29.9‬ ‭C‬ ‭208‬ ‭420‬ ‭23.7‬ ‭C‬ ‭265‬

‭OVERALL‬ ‭960‬ ‭26.6‬ ‭C‬ ‭980‬ ‭27.4‬ ‭C‬

‭15‬ ‭12th & Vine WB‬

‭WB Vine‬ ‭1,296‬ ‭34‬ ‭C‬ ‭248‬ ‭981‬ ‭33.8‬ ‭C‬ ‭108‬

‭SB 12th‬ ‭463‬ ‭42.6‬ ‭D‬ ‭400‬ ‭505‬ ‭34.1‬ ‭C‬ ‭372‬

‭OVERALL‬ ‭1,759‬ ‭36.3‬ ‭D‬ ‭1,486‬ ‭33.9‬ ‭C‬

‭16‬ ‭12th & Vine EB‬

‭EB Vine‬ ‭619‬ ‭35.1‬ ‭D‬ ‭355‬ ‭563‬ ‭28.2‬ ‭C‬ ‭480‬

‭SB 12th‬ ‭655‬ ‭30‬ ‭C‬ ‭495‬ ‭503‬ ‭35.9‬ ‭D‬ ‭340‬

‭OVERALL‬ ‭1,274‬ ‭32.5‬ ‭C‬ ‭1,066‬ ‭31.8‬ ‭C‬

‭17‬ ‭11th & Vine WB‬

‭WB Vine‬ ‭1,328‬ ‭37.2‬ ‭D‬ ‭1,098‬ ‭938‬ ‭27.4‬ ‭C‬ ‭670‬

‭NB 11th‬ ‭274‬ ‭43.9‬ ‭D‬ ‭222‬ ‭521‬ ‭42.6‬ ‭D‬ ‭328‬

‭OVERALL‬ ‭1,602‬ ‭38.3‬ ‭D‬ ‭1,459‬ ‭32.8‬ ‭C‬

‭18‬ ‭11th & Vine EB‬

‭EB Vine‬ ‭473‬ ‭26.1‬ ‭C‬ ‭52‬ ‭649‬ ‭40‬ ‭D‬ ‭62‬

‭NB 11th‬ ‭284‬ ‭25.6‬ ‭C‬ ‭240‬ ‭668‬ ‭29.3‬ ‭C‬ ‭558‬

‭OVERALL‬ ‭757‬ ‭25.9‬ ‭C‬ ‭1,317‬ ‭34.6‬ ‭C‬

‭19‬ ‭10th & Vine WB‬

‭WB Vine‬ ‭1,772‬ ‭19.3‬ ‭B‬ ‭138‬ ‭937‬ ‭14.9‬ ‭B‬ ‭30‬

‭SB 10th‬ ‭170‬ ‭36.6‬ ‭D‬ ‭150‬ ‭456‬ ‭33.3‬ ‭C‬ ‭330‬

‭OVERALL‬ ‭1,942‬ ‭20.8‬ ‭C‬ ‭1,393‬ ‭21‬ ‭C‬

‭20‬ ‭10th & Vine EB‬

‭EB Vine‬ ‭482‬ ‭32.1‬ ‭C‬ ‭358‬ ‭799‬ ‭27.3‬ ‭C‬ ‭610‬

‭SB 10th‬ ‭574‬ ‭30.5‬ ‭C‬ ‭445‬ ‭448‬ ‭40‬ ‭D‬ ‭318‬

‭OVERALL‬ ‭1,056‬ ‭31.2‬ ‭C‬ ‭1,247‬ ‭31.8‬ ‭C‬

‭21‬ ‭9th & Vine WB‬ ‭WB Vine‬ ‭1,482‬ ‭9.7‬ ‭A‬ ‭125‬ ‭912‬ ‭4.1‬ ‭A‬ ‭67‬



‭SB 9th‬ ‭392‬ ‭40.7‬ ‭D‬ ‭383‬ ‭113‬ ‭36.5‬ ‭D‬ ‭113‬

‭OVERALL‬ ‭1,874‬ ‭16.2‬ ‭B‬ ‭1,025‬ ‭7.7‬ ‭A‬

‭22‬ ‭9th & Vine EB‬

‭EB Vine‬ ‭464‬ ‭0‬ ‭a‬ ‭0‬ ‭834‬ ‭0‬ ‭a‬ ‭0‬

‭NB 9th‬ ‭117‬ ‭11‬ ‭a‬ ‭731‬ ‭324‬ ‭28.2‬ ‭d‬ ‭150‬

‭OVERALL‬ ‭581‬ ‭2.2‬ ‭a‬ ‭1,158‬ ‭7.9‬ ‭a‬

‭23*‬ ‭8th & Vine WB‬

‭WB 676 Off-Ramp‬ ‭2,992‬ ‭10.6‬ ‭B‬ ‭344‬ ‭2,365‬ ‭10.4‬ ‭B‬ ‭317‬

‭SB 8th‬ ‭860‬ ‭36.1‬ ‭D‬ ‭236‬ ‭925‬ ‭37‬ ‭D‬ ‭248‬

‭OVERALL‬ ‭3,852‬ ‭16.3‬ ‭B‬ ‭3,290‬ ‭17.9‬ ‭B‬

‭24*‬ ‭8th & Vine EB‬

‭EB Vine‬ ‭561‬ ‭11.5‬ ‭B‬ ‭136‬ ‭1,159‬ ‭40.4‬ ‭D‬ ‭710‬

‭SB 8th‬ ‭981‬ ‭40.5‬ ‭D‬ ‭149‬ ‭670‬ ‭9.9‬ ‭A‬ ‭57‬

‭SEB 676 Off-Ramp‬ ‭481‬ ‭62.3‬ ‭E‬ ‭349‬ ‭210‬ ‭38.3‬ ‭D‬ ‭140‬

‭OVERALL‬ ‭2,023‬ ‭37.6‬ ‭D‬ ‭2,039‬ ‭30.1‬ ‭C‬

‭25‬ ‭15th & Race‬

‭EB Race‬ ‭442‬ ‭13‬ ‭B‬ ‭98‬ ‭824‬ ‭16.2‬ ‭B‬ ‭200‬

‭SB 15th‬ ‭1,433‬ ‭15.7‬ ‭B‬ ‭245‬ ‭861‬ ‭12.4‬ ‭B‬ ‭125‬

‭OVERALL‬ ‭1,875‬ ‭15.1‬ ‭B‬ ‭1,685‬ ‭14.3‬ ‭B‬

‭26‬ ‭Broad & Race‬

‭EB Race‬ ‭393‬ ‭20‬ ‭B‬ ‭138‬ ‭774‬ ‭24.7‬ ‭C‬ ‭280‬

‭NB Broad‬ ‭583‬ ‭14.2‬ ‭B‬ ‭90‬ ‭665‬ ‭14.6‬ ‭B‬ ‭105‬

‭SB Broad‬ ‭882‬ ‭14.8‬ ‭B‬ ‭115‬ ‭552‬ ‭13.7‬ ‭B‬ ‭68‬

‭OVERALL‬ ‭1,858‬ ‭15.7‬ ‭B‬ ‭1,991‬ ‭18.3‬ ‭B‬

‭27‬ ‭13th & Race‬

‭EB Race‬ ‭482‬ ‭15.3‬ ‭B‬ ‭145‬ ‭686‬ ‭17‬ ‭B‬ ‭217‬

‭NB 13th‬ ‭294‬ ‭15.9‬ ‭B‬ ‭88‬ ‭475‬ ‭18‬ ‭B‬ ‭172‬

‭OVERALL‬ ‭776‬ ‭15.5‬ ‭B‬ ‭1,161‬ ‭17.4‬ ‭B‬

‭28‬ ‭12th & Race‬

‭EB Race‬ ‭523‬ ‭18‬ ‭B‬ ‭138‬ ‭737‬ ‭19.2‬ ‭B‬ ‭192‬

‭SB 12th‬ ‭813‬ ‭15.8‬ ‭B‬ ‭190‬ ‭409‬ ‭12.5‬ ‭B‬ ‭82‬

‭OVERALL‬ ‭1,336‬ ‭16.7‬ ‭B‬ ‭1,146‬ ‭16.8‬ ‭B‬

‭29‬ ‭11th & Race‬

‭EB Race‬ ‭382‬ ‭18.4‬ ‭B‬ ‭120‬ ‭639‬ ‭21.1‬ ‭C‬ ‭215‬

‭NB 11th‬ ‭303‬ ‭12‬ ‭B‬ ‭90‬ ‭784‬ ‭19.6‬ ‭B‬ ‭320‬

‭OVERALL‬ ‭685‬ ‭15.6‬ ‭B‬ ‭1,423‬ ‭20.3‬ ‭C‬

‭30‬ ‭10th & Race‬

‭EB Race‬ ‭400‬ ‭18.7‬ ‭B‬ ‭138‬ ‭744‬ ‭22.2‬ ‭C‬ ‭262‬

‭SB 10th‬ ‭571‬ ‭18.9‬ ‭B‬ ‭295‬ ‭416‬ ‭14.9‬ ‭B‬ ‭190‬

‭OVERALL‬ ‭971‬ ‭18.8‬ ‭B‬ ‭1,160‬ ‭19.6‬ ‭B‬

‭31‬ ‭9th & Race‬

‭EB Race‬ ‭335‬ ‭17.8‬ ‭B‬ ‭98‬ ‭696‬ ‭21.8‬ ‭C‬ ‭238‬

‭NB 9th‬ ‭260‬ ‭12.9‬ ‭B‬ ‭108‬ ‭604‬ ‭24.6‬ ‭C‬ ‭332‬

‭OVERALL‬ ‭595‬ ‭15.7‬ ‭B‬ ‭1,300‬ ‭23.1‬ ‭C‬

‭32‬ ‭8th & Race‬

‭EB Race‬ ‭481‬ ‭17.4‬ ‭B‬ ‭110‬ ‭999‬ ‭21.3‬ ‭C‬ ‭285‬

‭SB 8th‬ ‭1,290‬ ‭16.6‬ ‭B‬ ‭280‬ ‭914‬ ‭12.8‬ ‭B‬ ‭165‬

‭OVERALL‬ ‭1,771‬ ‭16.8‬ ‭B‬ ‭1,913‬ ‭17.2‬ ‭B‬



‭2050 Build Alternative 2‬
‭The second build alternative includes dieting Vine Street Westbound to two lanes and Vine Street Eastbound‬
‭to one lane. Vine Street EB is reduced to one through lane with turning lanes from the approach at 13th Street‬
‭to 10th Street. Vine Street WB is reduced to two through lanes with turning lanes from the approach at 8th‬
‭Street to 15th Street.‬

‭This model also includes the installation of a traffic signal at 9th Street and Vine Street WB, creating the‬
‭opportunity for a pedestrian crossing and a potential pedestrian bridge. The traffic signal timing along Vine‬
‭Street was adjusted to improve coordination and optimize delay. Appended Synchro reports detail the timing‬
‭alterations.‬

‭Volume Change‬
‭The Build Alternative 2 road diet along Vine Street was input into DVRPC’s regional model to anticipate any‬
‭rerouting of traffic that might occur given the reduced capacity.‬‭Figures 6‬‭and‬‭7‬‭show the volume changes in‬
‭traffic compared to the 2050 No Build Conditions. Similarly to the first build alternative, some traffic is rerouted‬
‭from Vine Street to Callowhill Street, but there is less of a change compared to the No Build conditions.‬



‭Figure 6: Volume Change - No Build to Build Alternative 2 - AM Peak Hour‬

‭Figure 7: Volume Change - No Build to Build Alternative 2 - PM Peak Hour‬



‭Synchro Results‬
‭With the proposed road dieting in Build Alternative 2, all intersections within the study area operate at levels of‬
‭service C or better during both peak hours. Although increases in volume are anticipated along Callowhill‬
‭Street due to the reduction in capacity along Vine Street, levels of service are maintained. Results by‬
‭intersection approach are shown in‬‭Table 3‬‭. Detailed synchro reports are appended.‬

‭Table 3: 2050 Build Alternative 2 Synchro Results‬

‭*indicates HCM 2000‬ ‭2050 Build 2 AM Peak Hour‬ ‭2050 Build 2 PM Peak Hour‬

‭Intersection‬ ‭Approach‬
‭Volume‬

‭(veh)‬
‭Delay‬

‭(s)‬
‭LOS‬

‭95th %ile‬
‭Queue (ft)‬

‭Volume‬
‭(veh)‬

‭Delay‬
‭(s)‬

‭LOS‬
‭95th %ile‬
‭Queue (ft)‬

‭1‬ ‭15th & Callowhill‬

‭EB Callowhill‬ ‭-‬ ‭0‬ ‭A‬ ‭0‬ ‭-‬ ‭0‬ ‭A‬ ‭0‬

‭WB Callowhill‬ ‭565‬ ‭44.8‬ ‭D‬ ‭575‬ ‭297‬ ‭32.4‬ ‭C‬ ‭305‬

‭SB 15th‬ ‭578‬ ‭20.3‬ ‭C‬ ‭388‬ ‭424‬ ‭16.5‬ ‭B‬ ‭262‬

‭OVERALL‬ ‭1,143‬ ‭32.4‬ ‭C‬ ‭721‬ ‭23‬ ‭C‬

‭2*‬ ‭Broad & Callowhill‬

‭EB Callowhill‬ ‭-‬ ‭0‬ ‭A‬ ‭-‬ ‭-‬ ‭0‬ ‭A‬ ‭-‬

‭WB Callowhill‬ ‭364‬ ‭20.2‬ ‭C‬ ‭130‬ ‭314‬ ‭17.7‬ ‭B‬ ‭104‬

‭NB Broad‬ ‭690‬ ‭10.3‬ ‭B‬ ‭90‬ ‭682‬ ‭9.3‬ ‭A‬ ‭84‬

‭SB Broad‬ ‭1,168‬ ‭11.5‬ ‭B‬ ‭142‬ ‭811‬ ‭9.5‬ ‭A‬ ‭94‬

‭OVERALL‬ ‭2,222‬ ‭12.5‬ ‭B‬ ‭1,807‬ ‭10.8‬ ‭B‬

‭3‬ ‭13th & Callowhill‬

‭WB Callowhill‬ ‭393‬ ‭22‬ ‭C‬ ‭192‬ ‭334‬ ‭21.7‬ ‭C‬ ‭170‬

‭NB 13th‬ ‭331‬ ‭22.2‬ ‭C‬ ‭240‬ ‭320‬ ‭22.4‬ ‭C‬ ‭245‬

‭OVERALL‬ ‭724‬ ‭22.1‬ ‭C‬ ‭654‬ ‭22‬ ‭C‬

‭4‬ ‭12th & Callowhill‬

‭WB Callowhill‬ ‭462‬ ‭23.1‬ ‭C‬ ‭233‬ ‭380‬ ‭23.5‬ ‭C‬ ‭190‬

‭SB 12th‬ ‭371‬ ‭20.7‬ ‭C‬ ‭142‬ ‭451‬ ‭19.1‬ ‭B‬ ‭160‬

‭OVERALL‬ ‭833‬ ‭22‬ ‭C‬ ‭831‬ ‭21.1‬ ‭C‬

‭5‬ ‭11th & Callowhill‬

‭WB Callowhill‬ ‭472‬ ‭25.6‬ ‭C‬ ‭240‬ ‭385‬ ‭24.6‬ ‭C‬ ‭195‬

‭NB 11th‬ ‭331‬ ‭19‬ ‭B‬ ‭222‬ ‭381‬ ‭30.8‬ ‭C‬ ‭358‬

‭OVERALL‬ ‭803‬ ‭22.9‬ ‭C‬ ‭766‬ ‭27.7‬ ‭C‬

‭6*‬ ‭10th & Callowhill‬

‭WB Callowhill‬ ‭901‬ ‭22.5‬ ‭C‬ ‭336‬ ‭748‬ ‭20.5‬ ‭C‬ ‭222‬

‭SB 10th‬ ‭162‬ ‭35.1‬ ‭D‬ ‭151‬ ‭237‬ ‭40.4‬ ‭D‬ ‭430‬

‭SEB Ridge‬ ‭231‬ ‭42.7‬ ‭D‬ ‭228‬ ‭129‬ ‭32.8‬ ‭C‬ ‭116‬

‭NWB Ridge‬ ‭10‬ ‭27.9‬ ‭C‬ ‭19‬ ‭20‬ ‭28.3‬ ‭C‬ ‭28‬

‭OVERALL‬ ‭1,304‬ ‭27.7‬ ‭C‬ ‭1,134‬ ‭26.2‬ ‭C‬

‭7‬ ‭9th & Callowhill‬
‭WB Callowhill‬ ‭1,380‬ ‭0‬ ‭a‬ ‭0‬ ‭1,380‬ ‭0‬ ‭a‬ ‭0‬

‭OVERALL‬ ‭1,380‬ ‭0‬ ‭a‬ ‭1,380‬ ‭0‬ ‭a‬

‭8‬ ‭8th & Callowhill‬

‭WB Callowhill‬ ‭1,640‬ ‭6.7‬ ‭A‬ ‭212‬ ‭1,264‬ ‭13.8‬ ‭B‬ ‭245‬

‭SB 8th‬ ‭424‬ ‭40.1‬ ‭D‬ ‭230‬ ‭624‬ ‭24.1‬ ‭C‬ ‭238‬

‭OVERALL‬ ‭2,064‬ ‭13.6‬ ‭B‬ ‭1,888‬ ‭17.2‬ ‭B‬

‭9‬ ‭15th & Vine WB‬ ‭WB Vine‬ ‭1,174‬ ‭31.3‬ ‭C‬ ‭210‬ ‭1,018‬ ‭14‬ ‭B‬ ‭38‬



‭SB 15th‬ ‭1,676‬ ‭25.9‬ ‭C‬ ‭325‬ ‭1,244‬ ‭26.4‬ ‭C‬ ‭255‬

‭OVERALL‬ ‭2,850‬ ‭28.1‬ ‭C‬ ‭2,262‬ ‭20.8‬ ‭C‬

‭10*‬ ‭15th & Vine EB‬

‭EB Vine‬ ‭937‬ ‭19.2‬ ‭B‬ ‭274‬ ‭681‬ ‭10.7‬ ‭B‬ ‭143‬

‭SB 15th‬ ‭1,472‬ ‭6.4‬ ‭A‬ ‭56‬ ‭1,037‬ ‭5.9‬ ‭A‬ ‭28‬

‭NEB 676EB Off-Ramp‬ ‭999‬ ‭16.8‬ ‭B‬ ‭164‬ ‭946‬ ‭12.1‬ ‭B‬ ‭204‬

‭OVERALL‬ ‭3,408‬ ‭13‬ ‭B‬ ‭2,664‬ ‭9.4‬ ‭A‬

‭11*‬ ‭Broad & Vine WB‬

‭WB Vine‬ ‭1,565‬ ‭13.3‬ ‭B‬ ‭156‬ ‭1,228‬ ‭17.2‬ ‭B‬ ‭261‬

‭NB Broad‬ ‭552‬ ‭11.1‬ ‭B‬ ‭52‬ ‭484‬ ‭11.9‬ ‭B‬ ‭47‬

‭SB Broad‬ ‭942‬ ‭22.7‬ ‭C‬ ‭147‬ ‭753‬ ‭26.6‬ ‭C‬ ‭136‬

‭OVERALL‬ ‭3,059‬ ‭15.8‬ ‭B‬ ‭2,465‬ ‭19.1‬ ‭B‬

‭12*‬ ‭Broad & Vine EB‬

‭EB Vine‬ ‭1,694‬ ‭13.2‬ ‭B‬ ‭371‬ ‭1,714‬ ‭41.3‬ ‭D‬ ‭591‬

‭NB Broad‬ ‭556‬ ‭38.3‬ ‭D‬ ‭151‬ ‭775‬ ‭35.5‬ ‭D‬ ‭305‬

‭SB Broad‬ ‭1,161‬ ‭23‬ ‭C‬ ‭292‬ ‭756‬ ‭8.8‬ ‭A‬ ‭166‬

‭OVERALL‬ ‭3,411‬ ‭20.6‬ ‭C‬ ‭3,245‬ ‭32.3‬ ‭C‬

‭13‬ ‭13th & Vine WB‬

‭WB Vine‬ ‭1,579‬ ‭29.7‬ ‭C‬ ‭698‬ ‭1,114‬ ‭24.8‬ ‭C‬ ‭478‬

‭NB 13th‬ ‭313‬ ‭41.8‬ ‭D‬ ‭278‬ ‭426‬ ‭35.3‬ ‭D‬ ‭233‬

‭OVERALL‬ ‭1,892‬ ‭31.7‬ ‭C‬ ‭1,540‬ ‭27.7‬ ‭C‬

‭14‬ ‭13th & Vine EB‬

‭EB Vine‬ ‭642‬ ‭28.8‬ ‭C‬ ‭355‬ ‭571‬ ‭21.1‬ ‭C‬ ‭217‬

‭NB 13th‬ ‭252‬ ‭20.7‬ ‭C‬ ‭155‬ ‭394‬ ‭14.5‬ ‭B‬ ‭200‬

‭OVERALL‬ ‭894‬ ‭26.5‬ ‭C‬ ‭965‬ ‭18.4‬ ‭B‬

‭15‬ ‭12th & Vine WB‬

‭WB Vine‬ ‭1,842‬ ‭30.1‬ ‭C‬ ‭290‬ ‭1,166‬ ‭28.2‬ ‭C‬ ‭123‬

‭SB 12th‬ ‭431‬ ‭31.3‬ ‭C‬ ‭322‬ ‭485‬ ‭31.7‬ ‭C‬ ‭365‬

‭OVERALL‬ ‭2,273‬ ‭30.3‬ ‭C‬ ‭1,651‬ ‭29.2‬ ‭C‬

‭16‬ ‭12th & Vine EB‬

‭EB Vine‬ ‭583‬ ‭36.3‬ ‭D‬ ‭342‬ ‭548‬ ‭26.7‬ ‭C‬ ‭432‬

‭SB 12th‬ ‭692‬ ‭28.8‬ ‭C‬ ‭515‬ ‭537‬ ‭31.9‬ ‭C‬ ‭330‬

‭OVERALL‬ ‭1,275‬ ‭32.2‬ ‭C‬ ‭1,085‬ ‭29.3‬ ‭C‬

‭17‬ ‭11th & Vine WB‬

‭WB Vine‬ ‭1,899‬ ‭28.5‬ ‭C‬ ‭760‬ ‭1,000‬ ‭26.2‬ ‭C‬ ‭398‬

‭NB 11th‬ ‭269‬ ‭41.9‬ ‭D‬ ‭215‬ ‭548‬ ‭31.4‬ ‭C‬ ‭298‬

‭OVERALL‬ ‭2,168‬ ‭30.2‬ ‭C‬ ‭1,548‬ ‭28‬ ‭C‬

‭18‬ ‭11th & Vine EB‬

‭EB Vine‬ ‭466‬ ‭26.4‬ ‭C‬ ‭52‬ ‭657‬ ‭37.4‬ ‭D‬ ‭57‬

‭NB 11th‬ ‭283‬ ‭25.5‬ ‭C‬ ‭240‬ ‭691‬ ‭31.5‬ ‭C‬ ‭560‬

‭OVERALL‬ ‭749‬ ‭26.1‬ ‭C‬ ‭1,348‬ ‭34.4‬ ‭C‬

‭19‬ ‭10th & Vine WB‬

‭WB Vine‬ ‭1,927‬ ‭21.2‬ ‭C‬ ‭652‬ ‭990‬ ‭30.4‬ ‭C‬ ‭453‬

‭SB 10th‬ ‭528‬ ‭38.5‬ ‭D‬ ‭375‬ ‭456‬ ‭30.9‬ ‭C‬ ‭340‬

‭OVERALL‬ ‭2,455‬ ‭24.9‬ ‭C‬ ‭1,446‬ ‭30.5‬ ‭C‬

‭20‬ ‭10th & Vine EB‬

‭EB Vine‬ ‭479‬ ‭31.9‬ ‭C‬ ‭352‬ ‭804‬ ‭25.3‬ ‭C‬ ‭562‬

‭SB 10th‬ ‭567‬ ‭30.4‬ ‭C‬ ‭440‬ ‭442‬ ‭36.2‬ ‭D‬ ‭288‬

‭OVERALL‬ ‭1,046‬ ‭31.1‬ ‭C‬ ‭1,246‬ ‭29.2‬ ‭C‬

‭21‬ ‭9th & Vine WB‬ ‭WB Vine‬ ‭1,782‬ ‭1.7‬ ‭A‬ ‭18‬ ‭885‬ ‭10.7‬ ‭B‬ ‭256‬



‭SB 9th‬ ‭145‬ ‭35.2‬ ‭D‬ ‭127‬ ‭129‬ ‭24.4‬ ‭C‬ ‭33‬

‭OVERALL‬ ‭1,927‬ ‭4.2‬ ‭A‬ ‭1,014‬ ‭12.4‬ ‭B‬

‭22‬ ‭9th & Vine EB‬

‭EB Vine‬ ‭464‬ ‭0‬ ‭a‬ ‭0‬ ‭855‬ ‭0‬ ‭a‬ ‭0‬

‭NB 9th‬ ‭117‬ ‭11‬ ‭b‬ ‭173‬ ‭337‬ ‭31.8‬ ‭d‬ ‭173‬

‭OVERALL‬ ‭581‬ ‭6.4‬ ‭a‬ ‭1,192‬ ‭9‬ ‭a‬

‭23*‬ ‭8th & Vine WB‬

‭WB 676 Off-Ramp‬ ‭3,092‬ ‭10.8‬ ‭B‬ ‭448‬ ‭2,437‬ ‭11.3‬ ‭B‬ ‭326‬

‭SB 8th‬ ‭862‬ ‭41.2‬ ‭D‬ ‭247‬ ‭946‬ ‭21.4‬ ‭C‬ ‭127‬

‭OVERALL‬ ‭3,954‬ ‭17.4‬ ‭B‬ ‭3,383‬ ‭14.1‬ ‭B‬

‭24*‬ ‭8th & Vine EB‬

‭EB Vine‬ ‭581‬ ‭22.6‬ ‭C‬ ‭247‬ ‭1,164‬ ‭47.1‬ ‭D‬ ‭652‬

‭SB 8th‬ ‭715‬ ‭10.3‬ ‭B‬ ‭42‬ ‭669‬ ‭6.8‬ ‭A‬ ‭37‬

‭SEB 676 Off-Ramp‬ ‭602‬ ‭26.4‬ ‭C‬ ‭308‬ ‭210‬ ‭32.3‬ ‭C‬ ‭125‬

‭OVERALL‬ ‭1,898‬ ‭19.2‬ ‭B‬ ‭2,043‬ ‭32.4‬ ‭C‬

‭25‬ ‭15th & Race‬

‭EB Race‬ ‭442‬ ‭13‬ ‭B‬ ‭98‬ ‭824‬ ‭16.2‬ ‭B‬ ‭200‬

‭SB 15th‬ ‭1,454‬ ‭15.9‬ ‭B‬ ‭250‬ ‭842‬ ‭12.3‬ ‭B‬ ‭123‬

‭OVERALL‬ ‭1,896‬ ‭15.2‬ ‭B‬ ‭1,666‬ ‭14.2‬ ‭B‬

‭26‬ ‭Broad & Race‬

‭EB Race‬ ‭392‬ ‭20‬ ‭B‬ ‭135‬ ‭774‬ ‭24.7‬ ‭C‬ ‭280‬

‭NB Broad‬ ‭583‬ ‭14.2‬ ‭B‬ ‭90‬ ‭663‬ ‭14.6‬ ‭B‬ ‭105‬

‭SB Broad‬ ‭992‬ ‭15.3‬ ‭B‬ ‭132‬ ‭576‬ ‭11‬ ‭B‬ ‭55‬

‭OVERALL‬ ‭1,967‬ ‭15.9‬ ‭B‬ ‭2,013‬ ‭17.4‬ ‭B‬

‭27‬ ‭13th & Race‬

‭EB Race‬ ‭494‬ ‭15.4‬ ‭B‬ ‭150‬ ‭686‬ ‭17‬ ‭B‬ ‭217‬

‭NB 13th‬ ‭293‬ ‭15.8‬ ‭B‬ ‭88‬ ‭445‬ ‭17.6‬ ‭B‬ ‭158‬

‭OVERALL‬ ‭787‬ ‭15.6‬ ‭B‬ ‭1,131‬ ‭17.2‬ ‭B‬

‭28‬ ‭12th & Race‬

‭EB Race‬ ‭535‬ ‭18.1‬ ‭B‬ ‭142‬ ‭737‬ ‭19.2‬ ‭B‬ ‭192‬

‭SB 12th‬ ‭808‬ ‭15.7‬ ‭B‬ ‭190‬ ‭415‬ ‭12.5‬ ‭B‬ ‭85‬

‭OVERALL‬ ‭1,343‬ ‭16.7‬ ‭B‬ ‭1,152‬ ‭16.8‬ ‭B‬

‭29‬ ‭11th & Race‬

‭EB Race‬ ‭371‬ ‭18.3‬ ‭B‬ ‭115‬ ‭639‬ ‭21.1‬ ‭C‬ ‭215‬

‭NB 11th‬ ‭306‬ ‭12‬ ‭B‬ ‭92‬ ‭793‬ ‭19.8‬ ‭B‬ ‭328‬

‭OVERALL‬ ‭677‬ ‭15.4‬ ‭B‬ ‭1,432‬ ‭20.4‬ ‭C‬

‭30‬ ‭10th & Race‬

‭EB Race‬ ‭395‬ ‭18.7‬ ‭B‬ ‭135‬ ‭739‬ ‭22.1‬ ‭C‬ ‭260‬

‭SB 10th‬ ‭581‬ ‭19.3‬ ‭B‬ ‭302‬ ‭416‬ ‭14.9‬ ‭B‬ ‭190‬

‭OVERALL‬ ‭976‬ ‭19.1‬ ‭B‬ ‭1,155‬ ‭19.5‬ ‭B‬

‭31‬ ‭9th & Race‬

‭EB Race‬ ‭328‬ ‭17.7‬ ‭B‬ ‭95‬ ‭696‬ ‭21.8‬ ‭C‬ ‭238‬

‭NB 9th‬ ‭268‬ ‭13‬ ‭B‬ ‭110‬ ‭621‬ ‭26.2‬ ‭C‬ ‭352‬

‭OVERALL‬ ‭596‬ ‭15.6‬ ‭B‬ ‭1,317‬ ‭23.9‬ ‭C‬

‭32‬ ‭8th & Race‬

‭EB Race‬ ‭479‬ ‭17.4‬ ‭B‬ ‭110‬ ‭999‬ ‭21.3‬ ‭C‬ ‭285‬

‭SB 8th‬ ‭1,176‬ ‭15.1‬ ‭B‬ ‭240‬ ‭908‬ ‭12.7‬ ‭B‬ ‭162‬

‭OVERALL‬ ‭1,655‬ ‭15.8‬ ‭B‬ ‭1,907‬ ‭17.2‬ ‭B‬



‭Summary‬
‭The Chinatown Stitch project includes a proposed highway cap over I-676. Adjacent to the highway cap, road‬
‭dieting of the local Vine Streets is proposed to improve safety for all roadway users. A study area surrounding‬
‭the proposed highway cap was selected to analyze the impact of road dieting to the local roadway network.‬
‭Traffic volumes within the study area during the year 2050 were estimated, and local transportation projects‬
‭were included to develop the‬‭2050 No Build Conditions‬‭. Two reconfigurations of Vine Street were proposed‬
‭as build alternatives:‬

‭●‬ ‭Build Alternative 1:‬‭1 lane along Vine Street EB and 1 lane along Vine Street WB‬
‭●‬ ‭Build Alternative 2:‬‭1 lane along Vine Street EB and 2 lanes along Vine Street WB‬

‭Potential rerouting due to capacity reduction was estimated using DVRPC’s regional model. The installation of‬
‭a traffic signal at 9th Street & Vine Street WB, as well as intersection realignment at 8th Street & Vine Street‬
‭EB were included in both build alternatives. Signal optimization was performed along both Vine Street EB and‬
‭Vine Street WB in the build models.‬

‭Under the 2050 No Build Conditions, all intersections within the study area operate at levels of service D or‬
‭better during both peak hours, with the exception of 11th Street & Vine Street WB, which fails during the AM‬
‭peak hour, 11th Street & Vine Street EB, which fails during the PM peak hour, and 10th Street & Vine Street‬
‭WB, which has an LOS E during the AM peak hour.All intersections in Build Alternative 1 operate at levels of‬
‭service D or better during both peak hours. All intersections in Build Alternative 2 operate at levels of service C‬
‭or better during both peak hours.‬‭Table X‬‭shows the results comparison between the 2050 No Build Conditions‬
‭and both build alternatives. Detailed Synchro reports are appended.‬



‭Table 4: Intersection Results Comparison‬

‭Scenario‬ ‭2050 No Build‬ ‭2050 Build Alternative 1‬ ‭2050 Build Alternative 2‬

‭Time Period‬
‭AM Peak‬

‭Hour‬
‭PM Peak‬

‭Hour‬
‭AM Peak‬

‭Hour‬
‭PM Peak‬

‭Hour‬
‭Build 1 - No Build‬

‭Delay‬
‭AM Peak‬

‭Hour‬
‭PM Peak‬

‭Hour‬
‭Build 2 - No Build‬

‭Delay‬

‭Intersection‬ ‭Delay‬ ‭LOS‬ ‭Delay‬ ‭LOS‬ ‭Delay‬ ‭LOS‬ ‭Delay‬ ‭LOS‬ ‭AM Peak‬ ‭PM Peak‬ ‭Delay‬ ‭LOS‬ ‭Delay‬ ‭LOS‬ ‭AM Peak‬ ‭PM Peak‬

‭1‬ ‭15th & Callowhill‬ ‭28.3‬ ‭C‬ ‭21.9‬ ‭C‬ ‭33.7‬ ‭C‬ ‭26.4‬ ‭C‬ ‭5.4‬ ‭4.4‬ ‭32.4‬ ‭C‬ ‭23‬ ‭C‬ ‭4.1‬ ‭1.1‬

‭2*‬ ‭Broad & Callowhill‬ ‭12‬ ‭B‬ ‭10.4‬ ‭B‬ ‭17‬ ‭B‬ ‭12.6‬ ‭B‬ ‭5‬ ‭2.2‬ ‭12.5‬ ‭B‬ ‭10.8‬ ‭B‬ ‭0.6‬ ‭0.4‬

‭3‬ ‭13th & Callowhill‬ ‭21.9‬ ‭C‬ ‭21.4‬ ‭C‬ ‭22.1‬ ‭C‬ ‭22‬ ‭C‬ ‭0.2‬ ‭0.6‬ ‭22.1‬ ‭C‬ ‭22‬ ‭C‬ ‭0.2‬ ‭0.7‬

‭4‬ ‭12th & Callowhill‬ ‭21.8‬ ‭C‬ ‭21.1‬ ‭C‬ ‭23.3‬ ‭C‬ ‭21.5‬ ‭C‬ ‭1.5‬ ‭0.5‬ ‭22‬ ‭C‬ ‭21.1‬ ‭C‬ ‭0.3‬ ‭0‬

‭5‬ ‭11th & Callowhill‬ ‭22.6‬ ‭C‬ ‭22.3‬ ‭C‬ ‭23.9‬ ‭C‬ ‭22.7‬ ‭C‬ ‭1.3‬ ‭0.4‬ ‭22.9‬ ‭C‬ ‭27.7‬ ‭C‬ ‭0.3‬ ‭5.3‬

‭6*‬ ‭10th & Callowhill‬ ‭24.9‬ ‭C‬ ‭26.2‬ ‭C‬ ‭25.1‬ ‭C‬ ‭26.2‬ ‭C‬ ‭0.1‬ ‭0‬ ‭27.7‬ ‭C‬ ‭26.2‬ ‭C‬ ‭2.7‬ ‭0‬

‭7‬ ‭9th & Callowhill‬ ‭0‬ ‭a‬ ‭0‬ ‭a‬ ‭0‬ ‭a‬ ‭0‬ ‭a‬ ‭0‬ ‭0‬ ‭0‬ ‭a‬ ‭0‬ ‭a‬ ‭0‬ ‭0‬

‭8‬ ‭8th & Callowhill‬ ‭15.1‬ ‭B‬ ‭17‬ ‭B‬ ‭18.6‬ ‭B‬ ‭17.1‬ ‭B‬ ‭3.5‬ ‭0.1‬ ‭13.6‬ ‭B‬ ‭17.2‬ ‭B‬ ‭-1.5‬ ‭0.2‬

‭9‬ ‭15th & Vine WB‬ ‭25.7‬ ‭C‬ ‭31.6‬ ‭C‬ ‭51.3‬ ‭D‬ ‭46.5‬ ‭D‬ ‭25.6‬ ‭14.9‬ ‭28.1‬ ‭C‬ ‭20.8‬ ‭C‬ ‭2.4‬ ‭-10.8‬

‭10*‬ ‭15th & Vine EB‬ ‭13.1‬ ‭B‬ ‭18.9‬ ‭B‬ ‭13‬ ‭B‬ ‭9‬ ‭A‬ ‭-0.1‬ ‭-10‬ ‭13‬ ‭B‬ ‭9.4‬ ‭A‬ ‭-0.1‬ ‭-9.6‬

‭11*‬ ‭Broad & Vine WB‬ ‭32.8‬ ‭C‬ ‭26.8‬ ‭C‬ ‭22.8‬ ‭C‬ ‭20.4‬ ‭C‬ ‭-10‬ ‭-6.4‬ ‭15.8‬ ‭B‬ ‭19.1‬ ‭B‬ ‭-17‬ ‭-7.8‬

‭12*‬ ‭Broad & Vine EB‬ ‭29.5‬ ‭C‬ ‭26.5‬ ‭C‬ ‭15.2‬ ‭B‬ ‭21.1‬ ‭C‬ ‭-14.3‬ ‭-5.4‬ ‭20.6‬ ‭C‬ ‭32.3‬ ‭C‬ ‭-8.9‬ ‭5.8‬

‭13‬ ‭13th & Vine WB‬ ‭29.6‬ ‭C‬ ‭30.1‬ ‭C‬ ‭36‬ ‭D‬ ‭33.6‬ ‭C‬ ‭6.4‬ ‭3.4‬ ‭31.7‬ ‭C‬ ‭27.7‬ ‭C‬ ‭2.1‬ ‭-2.4‬

‭14‬ ‭13th & Vine EB‬ ‭15.3‬ ‭B‬ ‭18.5‬ ‭B‬ ‭26.6‬ ‭C‬ ‭27.4‬ ‭C‬ ‭11.3‬ ‭8.8‬ ‭26.5‬ ‭C‬ ‭18.4‬ ‭B‬ ‭11.2‬ ‭-0.1‬

‭15‬ ‭12th & Vine WB‬ ‭32.8‬ ‭C‬ ‭31.2‬ ‭C‬ ‭36.3‬ ‭D‬ ‭33.9‬ ‭C‬ ‭3.5‬ ‭2.7‬ ‭30.3‬ ‭C‬ ‭29.2‬ ‭C‬ ‭-2.5‬ ‭-2‬

‭16‬ ‭12th & Vine EB‬ ‭35.5‬ ‭D‬ ‭28.9‬ ‭C‬ ‭32.5‬ ‭C‬ ‭31.8‬ ‭C‬ ‭-3‬ ‭2.9‬ ‭32.2‬ ‭C‬ ‭29.3‬ ‭C‬ ‭-3.2‬ ‭0.3‬

‭17‬ ‭11th & Vine WB‬ ‭99.4‬ ‭F‬ ‭34‬ ‭C‬ ‭38.3‬ ‭D‬ ‭32.8‬ ‭C‬ ‭-61.1‬ ‭-1.1‬ ‭30.2‬ ‭C‬ ‭28‬ ‭C‬ ‭-69.2‬ ‭-5.9‬

‭18‬ ‭11th & Vine EB‬ ‭24.6‬ ‭C‬ ‭81.2‬ ‭F‬ ‭25.9‬ ‭C‬ ‭34.6‬ ‭C‬ ‭1.3‬ ‭-46.6‬ ‭26.1‬ ‭C‬ ‭34.4‬ ‭C‬ ‭1.5‬ ‭-46.8‬

‭19‬ ‭10th & Vine WB‬ ‭55.9‬ ‭E‬ ‭24.4‬ ‭C‬ ‭20.8‬ ‭C‬ ‭21‬ ‭C‬ ‭-35‬ ‭-3.4‬ ‭24.9‬ ‭C‬ ‭30.5‬ ‭C‬ ‭-30.9‬ ‭6.2‬

‭20‬ ‭10th & Vine EB‬ ‭32‬ ‭C‬ ‭32.9‬ ‭C‬ ‭31.2‬ ‭C‬ ‭31.8‬ ‭C‬ ‭-0.8‬ ‭-1‬ ‭31.1‬ ‭C‬ ‭29.2‬ ‭C‬ ‭-0.9‬ ‭-3.7‬

‭21‬ ‭9th & Vine WB‬ ‭0‬ ‭a‬ ‭0‬ ‭a‬ ‭16.2‬ ‭B‬ ‭7.7‬ ‭A‬ ‭16.2‬ ‭7.7‬ ‭4.2‬ ‭A‬ ‭12.4‬ ‭B‬ ‭4.2‬ ‭12.4‬

‭22‬ ‭9th & Vine EB‬ ‭2.4‬ ‭a‬ ‭3.1‬ ‭a‬ ‭2.2‬ ‭a‬ ‭7.9‬ ‭a‬ ‭-0.2‬ ‭4.8‬ ‭2.2‬ ‭a‬ ‭9‬ ‭a‬ ‭-0.2‬ ‭5.9‬

‭23*‬ ‭8th & Vine WB‬ ‭19.6‬ ‭B‬ ‭17.8‬ ‭B‬ ‭16.3‬ ‭B‬ ‭17.9‬ ‭B‬ ‭-3.3‬ ‭0.1‬ ‭17.4‬ ‭B‬ ‭14.1‬ ‭B‬ ‭-2.2‬ ‭-3.7‬

‭24*‬ ‭8th & Vine EB‬ ‭42.1‬ ‭D‬ ‭52.9‬ ‭D‬ ‭37.6‬ ‭D‬ ‭30.1‬ ‭C‬ ‭-4.4‬ ‭-22.8‬ ‭19.2‬ ‭B‬ ‭32.4‬ ‭C‬ ‭-22.9‬ ‭-20.6‬

‭25‬ ‭15th & Race‬ ‭15.3‬ ‭B‬ ‭14.2‬ ‭B‬ ‭15.1‬ ‭B‬ ‭14.3‬ ‭B‬ ‭-0.3‬ ‭0‬ ‭15.2‬ ‭B‬ ‭14.2‬ ‭B‬ ‭-0.1‬ ‭0‬

‭26‬ ‭Broad & Race‬ ‭15.8‬ ‭B‬ ‭18.2‬ ‭B‬ ‭15.7‬ ‭B‬ ‭18.3‬ ‭B‬ ‭-0.1‬ ‭0.1‬ ‭15.9‬ ‭B‬ ‭17.4‬ ‭B‬ ‭0.1‬ ‭-0.8‬

‭27‬ ‭13th & Race‬ ‭15.6‬ ‭B‬ ‭17.2‬ ‭B‬ ‭15.5‬ ‭B‬ ‭17.4‬ ‭B‬ ‭0‬ ‭0.2‬ ‭15.6‬ ‭B‬ ‭17.2‬ ‭B‬ ‭0‬ ‭0‬

‭28‬ ‭12th & Race‬ ‭16.6‬ ‭B‬ ‭16.8‬ ‭B‬ ‭16.7‬ ‭B‬ ‭16.8‬ ‭B‬ ‭0‬ ‭0‬ ‭16.7‬ ‭B‬ ‭16.8‬ ‭B‬ ‭0‬ ‭0‬

‭29‬ ‭11th & Race‬ ‭15.4‬ ‭B‬ ‭20.3‬ ‭C‬ ‭15.6‬ ‭B‬ ‭20.3‬ ‭C‬ ‭0.1‬ ‭0‬ ‭15.4‬ ‭B‬ ‭20.4‬ ‭C‬ ‭0‬ ‭0.1‬

‭30‬ ‭10th & Race‬ ‭19.3‬ ‭B‬ ‭19.5‬ ‭B‬ ‭18.8‬ ‭B‬ ‭19.6‬ ‭B‬ ‭-0.5‬ ‭0.1‬ ‭19.1‬ ‭B‬ ‭19.5‬ ‭B‬ ‭-0.2‬ ‭0‬

‭31‬ ‭9th & Race‬ ‭15.6‬ ‭B‬ ‭23.5‬ ‭C‬ ‭15.7‬ ‭B‬ ‭23.1‬ ‭C‬ ‭0.1‬ ‭-0.4‬ ‭15.6‬ ‭B‬ ‭23.9‬ ‭C‬ ‭0‬ ‭0.3‬

‭32‬ ‭8th & Race‬ ‭15.7‬ ‭B‬ ‭17.2‬ ‭B‬ ‭16.8‬ ‭B‬ ‭17.2‬ ‭B‬ ‭1.1‬ ‭0‬ ‭15.8‬ ‭B‬ ‭17.2‬ ‭B‬ ‭0.1‬ ‭0‬
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I. Results of Equity Analysis 

 

Introduction 

The City of Philadelphia plans to construct a cap over several blocks of the Vine Street Expressway that 

would connect the northern and southern parts of the Chinatown neighborhood. Currently, Chinatown 

and Chinatown North are split by the expressway, which, since its construction in 1991, has negatively 

impacted and intensified the social and economic divide between the two areas.1 The project includes 

the creation of green space on the highway cap, traffic safety improvements, and a pedestrian bridge 

connecting the area to a currently under-development recreation network. 

This equity analysis was conducted to analyze the extent to which the planned infrastructure project will 

benefit underserved communities and disproportionately affected areas. 

This analysis involves the comparison of demographics at multiple geographic levels around the planned 

improvements. This analysis takes guidance from Title VI of the Civil Rights Act2 and the Executive Order 

on Environmental Justice3 to identify population groups and measures relevant to this equity analysis. 

Project Description 

The City of Philadelphia is currently planning the development of the Chinatown Stitch, which will cap 

the Vine Street Expressway for an area spanning just east of 10th Street to roughly halfway between 

11th and 12th Streets. The caps will consist of green space and pathways to facilitate movement 

throughout the area and enhance cohesion of Chinatown and the surrounding area.   

In conjunction with this new park space, the project will improve roadway conditions along Vine Street 

from 9th Street to Broad Street through the introduction of a road diet, various traffic calming 

measures, and improvements to pedestrian and cyclist infrastructure. The project also includes a 

pedestrian bridge over 9th Street, and a pedestrian bridge connecting Chinatown to the Rail Park across 

Vine Street. These bridges will fully separate pedestrian traffic from the roadway, and provide a 

connection to an expansive park and recreation space currently under development. Overall, the project 

will reconnect the Chinatown neighborhood, which was split by the completion of the Vine Street 

Expressway in 1991. Instead of a loud, difficult to cross complex of surface roads and highway, the 

complete project will create a welcoming open space.  Benefits from the planned improvements include 

significant safety benefits, positive impacts to quality of life and health outcomes, state of good repair 

for essential infrastructure, and increased connections between Chinatown and Chinatown North.  

Improvement Users – Populations for Comparison 

The Chinatown Cap will primarily benefit Chinatown residents. Visitors to the neighborhood—which 

includes a popular commercial corridor—will also benefit, however this analysis focuses on residents of 

census tracts that include Chinatown as this population is expected to experience the greatest positive 

 
1 https://www.phila.gov/2023-03-08-learn-about-the-chinatown-stitch/  
2 Title VI of the Civil Rights Act of 1964. https://www.justice.gov/crt/fcs/TitleVI-Overview 
3 Executive Order 12898, February 11, 1994. https://www.archives.gov/files/federal-register/executive-

orders/pdf/12898.pdf.  



impact. This analysis includes census tracts 2 and 376, which include Chinatown and surrounding 

neighborhoods. This area is bounded to the north by Green Street to the east by 6th and 7th streets, to 

the south by Arch Street, and to the east by Broad Street. Population and demographic data for the 

study area, Philadelphia, and Pennsylvania comes from the U.S. Census. This analysis includes additional 

indexes provided by the U.S. Department of Transportation4 and U.S. Environmental Protection Agency.5 

Minority and Low-Income Populations 

Title VI and Environmental Justice guidance, and their application to transportation and infrastructure 

investments, establishes that such investments should promote access and opportunity to low-income 

and minority communities.6  Local residents are projected to derive significant benefit from these 

improvements. Using data from the American Community Survey (ACS)7, the demographic composition 

of the project area is compared to Philadelphia and the Commonwealth. The analysis shows that the 

proportion of racial minority population groups are on par with Philadelphia, and notably more heavily 

concentrated around improvements than Pennsylvania overall. (see Table 1).8 

 

Table 1 – Racial and Ethnic Minorities In Project Area 

  Chinatown Stitch Philadelphia Pennsylvania 

Population Count 6,919 1,596,865 12,970,650 

Racial Minority 60% 62% 22% 

Ethnic Minority 8% 15% 8% 

 

Using the same data, the composition of low-income households is compared for the same geographies. 

In addition to the federal poverty rate, this analysis also includes a regional measure of household 

income. The area near the Chinatown Stitch has a higher median income than the city or the state and 

fewer families are living at under 200 percent of the federal poverty level. (see Table 2). 

 

 
4 https://www.transportation.gov/RAISEgrants/raise-app-hdc  
5 This data was pulled using the EJScreen tool, which reports Environmental Justice indexes by census tract in 

percentiles comparable to the state and nation. https://ejscreen.epa.gov/mapper/  
6 See: Environmental Justice Policy Guidance for Federal Transit Administration Recipients, 2012; Federal Highway 

Administration Guidance on Environmental Justice, 

https://www.fhwa.dot.gov/environment/environmental_justice/equity/; and Rich Stolz, Race, Poverty and 

Transportation, 2000. 
7 Data used is from the 2017-2021 ACS 5-Year estimates. 
8 For this analysis, “Racial Minority” is defined as all racial groups excluding white individuals.  “Ethnic Minority” is 

defined as anyone of Hispanic or Latino origin, regardless of race.  Therefore, total minority population is the sum 

of these two groups, encompassing all individuals except non-Hispanic whites. This follows guidance from U.S. DOT 

Order 5610.2(a), Actions to Address Environmental Justice in Minority Populations and Low-Income Populations. 

https://www.transportation.gov/sites/dot.gov/files/docs/mission/transportation-policy/environmental-

justice/339501/dot56102a.pdf.  



Table 2 – Low Income Households in Project Area 

  Chinatown Stitch Philadelphia Pennsylvania 

Households 3,344 646,608 
                        

5,147,783  

Average Median Household Income $92,733 $52,649 $67,587 

Families Under 200% of Poverty Level 18% 37% 21% 

 

U.S. DOT and the Bipartisan Infrastructure Law define Historically Disadvantaged Communities and 

Areas of Persistent Poverty. These indexes can be used to identify places that have experienced barriers 

to opportunity or disadvantages over an extended period of time and incorporate multiple variables, 

including income.9 While neither tract in the study area have been identified as historically 

disadvantaged, both tracts in the study area have been identified as Areas of Persistent Poverty. (see 

Table 3). 

Table 3 – Indexes of Historic Disadvantage and Persistent Poverty in Project Area 

    Chinatown Stitch Philadelphia Pennsylvania 

Historically Disadvantaged 
Community (2010 Tracts)  

Percent of Tracts  0% 60% 18% 

Percent of Total Area  0% 49% 3% 

Area of Persistent Poverty 
(2010 Tracts)  

Percent of Tracts  100% 55% 22% 

Percent of Total Area  100% 39% 4% 

 

By making walking more appealing, this project has the potential to reduce vehicle traffic. Such a mode 

shift would reduce vehicle emissions, leading to improved air quality. The addition of green space, in 

place of an open freeway, is also expected to improve air quality. The U.S. EPA tracks measures of 

Environmental Justice— efforts that seeks to address inequities of environmental protection facing 

communities with large minority or low-income populations.10 These indexes show air quality in the area 

near the Chinatown Stitch is much poorer than the commonwealth and the nation. (Please see Table 

5).11 

Table 5 – Environmental Justice in Project Area 

  

Project 
Area (State 
Percentile) 

Project Area 
(Nationwide 
Percentile) 

Diesel particulate matter   99 92 

Air Toxics Cancer Risk 81 83 

 

Transportation Needs 

Additional considerations for an equity analysis are the transportation needs of the population, access 

to those needs, and differences in those factors among different population groups. Using ACS data on 

 
9 https://www.transportation.gov/RAISEgrants/raise-app-hdc  
10 https://www.epa.gov/environmentaljustice 
11 https://www.epa.gov/ejscreen/ej-and-supplemental-indexes-ejscreen 



vehicle ownership, the percent of households without vehicles near the project area is higher than in 

Philadelphia and the commonwealth (see Table 6). 

 

Table 6 – Vehicle Availability by Tenure in Project Area 

  Chinatown Stitch Philadelphia Pennsylvania 

Households 3,344 646,608 5,147,783 

        No vehicle available 36% 29% 11% 

    Owner occupied: 1,352 336,236 3,551,970 

        No vehicle available 31% 18% 5% 

    Renter occupied: 1,992 310,372 1,595,813 

        No vehicle available 40% 41% 24% 

 

Transportation needs can also be assessed through data on commuting patterns. In the project area, 

fewer people drive to work and more people walk compared to Philadelphia and Pennsylvania (see 

Table 7). 

 

Table 7 - Means of Transportation in Project Area 

  
Chinatown 

Stitch  Philadelphia Pennsylvania 

Workers 16 years and over 
                             

4,292  710,964 
                        

6,173,679  

Drove alone 23% 48% 73% 

Drove (Carpooled) 3% 8% 8% 

Public transportation (excluding taxicab) 17% 21% 5% 

Walked 31% 8% 3% 

Taxicab, motorcycle, bicycle, or other means   3% 2% 1% 

Worked from home   19% 11% 10% 

 

This analysis has shown that the project will directly benefit minority populations and areas of persistent 

poverty, contributing to safe and equitable connection within a community and to opportunity. To 

demonstrate equitable benefits, this analysis should show that those populations have a direct need for 

the type of project described in this analysis. For this project, this means that people living in the area 

around the Chinatown Stitch have a greater need for pedestrian infrastructure than the overall 

population. 

Additionally, the analysis in the table below clearly shows that minority and low-income groups in the 

Philadelphia MSA have a much higher reliance on walking and other modes such as public 

transportation, and a much lower reliance on vehicles than the overall population in Philadelphia (see 

Table 8). 

 



Table 8 – Means of Transportation by Minority and Low-Income Status for the Philadelphia MSA 

  Total Minority     Below 100 percent of the poverty level 

Total: 100% 100% 100% 

    Car, truck, or van - drove alone 70% 62% 52% 

    Car, truck, or van - carpooled 7% 10% 11% 

    Public transportation (excluding taxicab) 9% 17% 19% 

    Walked 3% 4% 8% 

    Taxicab, motorcycle, bicycle, or other means 2% 0.3% 2% 

    Worked from home 8% 6% 8% 

 

Given the above factors, minority populations and low-income populations, with a heavy reliance on 

multi-modal transportation, will benefit at a high rate due to the location and nature of the project.   
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Chinatown Stitch: Maintenance and Operations Memo 

 

Purpose 

A significant element of the Chinatown Stitch’s long-term success is the implementation of a 

reliable and sustainable operation and maintenance framework.  As a first step toward solidifying a 

framework, the project team hosted a brainstorming workshop on Wednesday, October 25, 2023, 

from 10:00 AM to 11:30 AM with key stakeholders to better understand maintenance and 

operations needs and identify potential revenue sources for future examination. The City of 

Philadelphia presented on how the I-95 CAP will incorporate operations and maintenance as well as 

a summary of peer cities’ revenue sources for similar highway capping projects. The purpose of this 

memo is to memorialize the meeting discussion and clearly articulate next steps for the project 

team. 

 

 

  

October 25, 2023 Meeting Attendees 

First 

Name Last Name Title Organization 

Megan  Clarkin 
Director, Infrastructure 

Program Coordination 
City of Philadelphia - OTIS 

Chris  Puchalsky 
Director of Policy and 

Strategic Initiatives 
City of Philadelphia - OTIS 

Andrew Jacobs Urban Designer Center City District 

Ashwin  Patel 
Senior Manager, Traffic 

Engineering and Safety  
PennDOT District 6 

Neil  Garry Recycling Planner 
City of Philadelphia - 

Streets 

Katrina Budischak 
Project Manager, 

Transportation Planning 
McCormick Taylor 

Erika  Morgan Planner III McCormick Taylor 

Mark Squilla Councilmember District 1 City of Philadelphia  

Ian Bowen Associate Director Econsult Solutions, Inc. 

Charles Davies ADE of Design PennDOT District 6 

Peter Angelides President and Principal Econsult Solutions, Inc. 

John Chin Executive Director 
Philadelphia Chinatown 

Development Corporation 
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Case Study: I-95 CAP, Delaware River Waterfront Corporation (DRWC) 

The I-95 CAP is led by Pennsylvania Department of Transportation (PennDOT), the City of 

Philadelphia, and the Delaware River Waterfront Corporation (DRWC). There is a joint use lease 

agreement between the City of Philadelphia and PennDOT and a sublease that transfers 

responsibilities for operations and maintenance (O&M) to DRWC. The CAP has two main 

components:  

o A new 11.5-acre park and civic space at Penn’s Landing between Chestnut Street and 

Walnut Street, Front Street to the river, connecting the city to the waterfront. This new park 

will include a new skating rink, water features, a café and a variety of other active and 

passive uses. 

o A new signature bridge at South Street, both of which will also extend over Columbus 

Boulevard to connect cyclists and pedestrians to the newly completed Delaware River Trail.  

I-95 CAP Maintenance and Operations  

DRWC and the City of Philadelphia are currently in the process of executing a sublease to the joint-

use lease agreement (JULA) between PennDOT and the City. Maintenance and operation needs 

include:  

o Maintaining, developing, operating, and policing the surface of the leased premises 

o Maintaining the area free of weeds, debris, and inflammable materials 

o Paving, security fencing, lighting inlets, guiderails, bollards, landscaping, surface 

treatments, and wall elements 

o Landscaping - mowing, fertilizing, watering, weeding, and replacement of dead/diseased 

plant materials 

o Sidewall street trees, tree pits, planter box landscaping, pruning, spraying, fertilizing, and 

watering 

o Graffiti and snow removal 

o Trash removal 

Chinatown Stitch: Types of Maintenance  

Maintenance for the Chinatown Stitch will include the cap “topside” amenities and the cap 

structure. Demarcated as anything above the waterproof layer, the “topside” is owned by the City 

who will be responsible for day-to-day maintenance. Anything below the waterproof layer will most 

likely be the responsibility of PennDOT.  

In addition to the I-95 CAP maintenance needs listed above, the following activities apply to the 

Chinatown Stitch’s topside amenities: 

o Security and lighting 

o Hazardous materials/drug paraphernalia (expensive and requires specialized equipment) 

o Outreach to people who are unhoused  

o Vandalism/destructive behavior 

o Public trash cans being used as household trash cans 
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Considerations for public communication regarding maintenance needs and activities will be 

critical. Any O&M framework should include methods for receiving public comments. Existing 

landscaping activities on Vine Street should also be folded into the proposed framework to ensure 

continuity of service.  

Structure Maintenance includes: 

o Tunnel  

o Mechanical systems that need to be operated 

o Drainage 

In addition to structure maintenance, the project team should be aware of the need for 

rehabilitation of small components, like lighting and rusted fence pieces will be required. These 

activities fall into a separate category from O&M but directly contribute toward keeping the overall 

asset in a good state of repair. 
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Chinatown Stitch: Solutions – Peer City Practice 

 

Cap Loca�on Project Status 
Project 

Descrip�on 

Maintenance 

Structure 
Opera�ng Budget Revenue Sources 

Klyde Warren 

Park 
Dallas, Texas Completed 

The capping over 

Woodall Rodgers 

Freeway created a 

5-acre park that 

acts as Dallas’ 

“town square”. 

City of Dallas: 

Owner of Klyde 

Warren Park 

 

Woodall Rodgers  

Park Founda,on: 

Operates and 

manages Klyde 

Warren Park (50 

year contract) 

$3,000,000 

Philanthropic 

assistance for 

maintenance 

(endowment). 

 

Cap is within a 

Business 

Improvement 

District (BID). 

Cap at Union 

Station 
Colombus, Ohio Completed 

The Cap at Union 

Station 

represents a 

commercial 

development 

project 

encompassing 

three separate 

bridges across 

Ohio’s Interstate 

I-670. 

City of 

Columbus: Has 

clear title and air 

rights. 
 

Con,nental Real 

Estate: Long term 

development 

lease with City to 

construct and 

lease the 

buildings. 

 

City receives 10% 

of the 

development’s 

ongoing profits. 

The Central 

Artery/ Third 

Harbor Tunnel 

Project aka The 

Big Dig 

Boston, 

Massachuse9s 
Completed 

The Central 

Artery/Tunnel 

project involved 

two components: 

 

Rose Kennedy 

Greenway 

Conservancy: 

Responsible for 

managing all 

aspects of the 

 The Conservancy,  

Massachuse9s, 

the City of Boston 

and property 

owners adjacent 

to the park 
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Cap Loca�on Project Status 
Project 

Descrip�on 

Maintenance 

Structure 
Opera�ng Budget Revenue Sources 

1) Replacement of 

the 6-lane 

highway with an 

underground 

expressway 

beneath the 

exis,ng roadway, 

ending a bridge 

crossing of the 

Charles River 

 

2) The extension 

of I-90 through a 

tunnel beneath 

South Boston and 

Boston Harbor to 

Logan Airport. 

Rose Kennedy 

Greenway, 

including 

hor,culture, 

programming, 

public art, 

maintenance and 

capital 

improvements. 

nego,ated a BID 

to support park 

opera,ons.  

 

City, BID, State 

DOT funds go 

towards 

maintenance and 

opera,ons. 

The S�tch Atlanta, Georgia Planning 

Once completed, 

the project will 

include 14-acres 

of urban green 

space, 

transporta,on 

enhancements, 

and opportuni,es 

for affordable 

housing and 

commercial uses. 

 

 Located within 

the Atlanta 

Downtown 

Improvement 

District (ADID).  

 

The City is looking 

to pursue air 

rights 

development 

above the cap 

structure, which 

will require 
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Cap Loca�on Project Status 
Project 

Descrip�on 

Maintenance 

Structure 
Opera�ng Budget Revenue Sources 

leasing 

considera,ons 

and agreement of 

terms with 

USDOT in order to 

realize a vision of 

affordable 

housing and 

commercial 

development. 

Dilworth Plaza 
Philadelphia, 

Pennsylvania 
Completed 

A flexible park 

space located 

above SEPTA’s 

City Hall sta,on 

on the west side 

of City Hall. 

Center City 

District - Long 

term lease with 

the City and 

responsible for 

maintenance and 

opera,ons. 

$5,000,000 

(includes 

programing) 

 

Opera,onal costs: 

50% 

 

Safety: 26% 

 

Landscape 

maintenance: 

24% 

 

Per Planter 

maintenance: 

$1,500 

Revenue 

genera,on onsite, 

like concessions, 

currently covers 

30-40% of 

maintenance 

costs (prior to 

COVID-19 

pandemic 50%). 

The Rail Park: 

Phase 1 

Philadelphia, 

Pennsylvania 
Completed 

A passive linear 

park with 

landscaping and 

programming 

The CCD 

maintains the 

park in 

partnership with 

$175,000 

 

Highest 

maintenance 
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Cap Loca�on Project Status 
Project 

Descrip�on 

Maintenance 

Structure 
Opera�ng Budget Revenue Sources 

built on top of the 

defunct Reading 

Railroad viaduct. 

the Department 

of Parks and 

Recrea,on. Parks 

and Recrea,on 

shares the cost of 

cleaning crews 

supervised by 

CCD. CCD 

provides rou,ne 

patrols with its 

Community 

Service 

Representa,ves, 

and Parks and 

Recrea,on 

handles 

landscape 

maintenance. 

cost: cleaning and 

security  

 

Second highest 

maintenance 

cost: Landscape 
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Chinatown Stitch: Operation and Maintenance Frameworks 

Cap amenities should be designed with an understanding of maintenance requirements. Similarly, 

the proposed O&M framework must provide stability and a sound financial structure in order to 

sustain this valuable community asset in a state of good repair.  

Possible options for Chinatown Stitch’s top side:  

o City Department, like Parks and Recreation (similar to Shakespeare Park, the cap in front of 

the Free Library of Philadelphia’s Parkway Central Library branch). 

o Special purpose entity created for the Chinatown Stitch. 

o Partnerships with existing stakeholders or organizations, such as CCD, Interstate Land 

Management Corporation (ILMC), or the Philadelphia Chinatown Development Corporation 

(PCDC). 

 PCDC has an eight person maintenance/cleaning team and also works with 

Community Life Improvement Program (CLIP) to assist with cleaning and 

maintenance. 

 CCD can assist with graffiti removal (outside of CCD boundaries, but have the 

infrastructure in place to assist). 

 Existing partner support needs to go hand in hand with dedicated funding sources.  

o Business leasees may be responsible for some maintenance, like commercial building and 

the area around it. 

o “Friends Of” groups may be supportive, but not fully responsible for maintenance and 

operations.  

o Community involvement or governance in how Chinatown Stitch is programmed and 

operated. 

Chinatown Stitch: Operation and Maintenance Revenue Sources 

It is important to have reliable revenue sources in place to understand the budget. It is possible 

that initial operations and maintenance funds will need to be generated in advance.  

Possible options for Chinatown Stitch’s top side:  

o Lease payments - From structures/businesses that rent space on the cap or long-term 

development partner responsible for leasing. 

o Concessions 

 The Federal Highway Administration (FHWA) Pennsylvania Division office is resistant 

to revenue generation on top of a cap. Will take groundwork and early 

conversations. 

o Special events and programming/sponsorship activities 

o Fundraising 

o Tax Increment Financing (TIF) 

 TIF is usually used to finance large structures. In this situation it would be used in 

post construction scenario, which is legal. 
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o Business Improvement District (BID) 

 Capture the real estate appreciation that will happen as result of the Stitch.  

 The BID would have to benefit Stitch and businessowners 

o Transit-oriented Development (TOD) 

o Public sources - Revenue allocated from City or Commonwealth. 

o Parkway institution partnerships 

o Parking revenue:  

 On-street metered parking 

 Structured or garage 

o Combination of revenue resources 

Possible options for Chinatown Stitch’s structure:  

It is also important to recognize the difference between what will be considered maintenance and 

what efforts will be considered rehabilitation. There are many programs available for rehabilitation.  

Such as:  

o PA State Secretary’s Discretionary Funding (capitol funding) 

o Transportation Alternatives (TA) grant  
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