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Intergovernmental Cooperation Authority for Harrisburg 

Minutes of the Governing Board 

Regular Meeting 

February 22, 2023 

Temple University Harrisburg, Strawberry Square, Harrisburg PA 

hbgica.org 

Members in Attendance  Ms. Audry Carter 
Mr. Doug Hill 
Mr. H. Ralph Vartan 
Ms. Kathy Speaker MacNett 
Ms. Elaine Barber, via Zoom 

A Quorum Was Recognized 

Ex‐Officio Members in Attendance  Mr. Michael Wood, 
Office of the Budget 

 

In Attendance  Mr. Michael Cassidy 
Independent Counsel  
Mr. Jeffrey Stonehill 
Authority Manager 

 

Meeting Begins     4:01 p.m. 

Welcome by Audry Carter, Chair  Ms. Carter opened the meeting with the 
introduction of Ms. Elaine Barber, the 
newest appointee to the Board of the 
Intergovernmental Cooperation Authority 
for Harrisburg. 

 

Approval of the minutes of 
December 14, 2022 
 
 

Ms. Carter asked for a motion to approve 
the minutes. 
Mr. Hill offered a motion to approve. 
A second by Mr. Vartan. 
The motion passes. 

Approved 4‐0. 
Ms. Barber abstained from 
the vote per the by‐laws. 

Report by the Chair  Ms. Carter noted that the January 2023 
meeting of the ICA Board was cancelled. 
 
She went on to note that the City of 
Harrisburg finished 2022 with revenues 
exceeding expenditures and 
encumbrances. Revenues were up 12% 
year over year and she noted the 
American Rescue Plan Act funding. 
 
Ms. Carter added that in 2022, the City of 
Harrisburg paid off $12 million of its 
remaining Ambac debt while maintaining 
a $21 million fund balance.  
She added that the Williams 
administration plans on paying off the 
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balance of the Ambac debt as soon as 
reasonably possible. The payoff occurred 
following the public meeting. 
 
Ms. Carter noted that Harrisburg is still 
seeking a City Engineer and there is a 
plan to meet on the 2021 audit in March 
2023; in a virtual meeting. 
 
She added that the City of Harrisburg is 
sprinting to move forward on the DCED 
mad dash dollars awarded for recreation 
improvements. 
 
Ms. Carter turned the floor over to Mr. 
Vartan who reviewed a discussion he had 
with Ms. Kelley regarding an amendment 
to the schedule for the submission of the 
update to the Mayor’s Five‐Year Financial 
Plan for 2023. 
 
Mr. Vartan reviewed his discussion and 
concluded that a full update will be 
created in July of 2023. The plan would 
be submitted to the ICA Board by August 
30th. The ICA Board would be required to 
review and respond with comments by 
September 30th. The thought being that 
beginning on October 1st, the city is going 
full speed ahead into the following year’s 
budget. 
 
For April 2023, Mr. Vartan suggested to 
the Board that the City of Harrisburg 
submit an update to the numbers in the 
2022 plan document, rather than submit 
a full new plan, with a full new plan being 
submitted in July and August 2023.  
 
To remain in compliance and noting the 
approved 2023 budget, Ms. Kelley could 
merely submit updated tables and charts 
and that would be sufficient to keep the 
City in compliance. That is the proposed 
submission calendar. 
 
Mr. Vartan concluded by saying the City 
would need to submit this as a revised 
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submission calendar for the Board’s 
approval at a future meeting. 
 
Ms. Carter thanked Mr. Vartan for the 
progress and she added that she had 
spoken to Ms. Kelley about updated 
numbers. 
 
Ms. Carter added that an update of the 
numbers is important because there is a 
variance between the projected revenue 
in the Five‐Year Plan for 2023 and the 
projected revenue in the approved 2023 
budget. 
 
Ms. Carter noted that the January 2023 
Act 47 report was received and noted a 
slight increase in January 2023 revenues 
year over year.  

Neighborhood Services Fund 
Discussion 

Ms. Carter introduced several guests 
from the City of Harrisburg. 
Unfortunately, Mr. Dave West was 
unable to attend. 
 
The Neighborhood Services Fund has long 
been of interest to the ICA Board. Ms. 
Carter explained some background. 
 
Austin Griffin, Public Works Deputy 
Director, introduced himself, handed out 
some performance numbers from the 
Fourth Quarter of 2022, and talked about 
the services provided in the 
Neighborhood Services Fund. 
 
Mr. Vartan asked about customer service 
phone calls and vehicle services. 
 
Ms. Carter asked about yard waste. 
 
Ms. Speaker MacNett asked about the 
budget for this fund. 
 
Mr. Stonehill asked about the headcount 
of employees in the department. 
 
Ms. Carter noted that despite the 
uncollected fees, the City continues to 
collect the waste. Mr. Griffin noted that 
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in Paxtang and Penbrook, the boroughs 
pay the cost of waste collection whereas 
in Harrisburg and Steelton, the customers 
are required to pay directly. However, he 
noted that in Steelton, the borough helps 
with unpaid accounts. 
 
Mr. Stonehill noted that you cannot stop 
collection due to public health, and Mr. 
Griffin agreed that things cannot stop. 
 
Ms. Carter noted that the Steelton 
contract is coming to an end. 
 
Mr. Vartan asked about recruitment and 
retention of employees and asked about 
vehicle maintenance condition. Mr. 
Griffin noted high diesel pricing. 
 
Mr. Cassidy noted private solid waste 
contractors are increasing rates as much 
as 50% over previous rates. 
 
Ms. Nicole Williams, Fleet Manager at the 
City of Harrisburg, introduced herself and 
explained the vehicle maintenance 
operation. 
 
Ms. Williams was asked about the 
condition of the fleet. She added that she 
is trying to analyze the overall costs of 
each vehicle including maintenance. 
 
Mr. Vartan noted that several years ago, 
the city failed to use the cost of vehicle 
depreciation in the cost of operations. 
 
Mr. Michael Parker, City Clerk for the City 
of Harrisburg, introduced himself and 
explained that he was attending in order 
to participate in the discussion. 
 
Mr. John Watson, Highway Department 
Manager, introduced himself and 
explained some of the activities of his 
department including leaf collection and 
yard waste collections. He went on to 
explain what CRW collects versus the 
Highway Department. 
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He talked about analysis of vehicle costs 
and taking it into consideration with 
regard to the borough trash contracts. 
 
Ms. Carter asked a bulky waste drop off 
day. 
 
Mr. Hill asked about electronics and 
appliance recycling. 
 
Mr. Vartan asked about investigations 
into illegal dumping.  
 
Mr. Vartan asked if there is any value to 
the recycled waste. Mr. Griffin said that 
the city no longer receives payments for 
recycled materials. 
 
Mr. Parker mentioned Councilman 
Rodriguez’s clean up days, which he 
described as very successful. He also 
commented on an illegal dumping 
program that the City had thirty or forty 
years ago that he thought was very 
effective. 
 
Mr. Griffin noted that LCSWMA waived 
the tipping fees for the roll‐off containers 
that were filled during Councilman 
Rodriguez’s cleanup days program. 
 
Mr. Vartan asked if LCSWMA could waive 
fees for demolition of blighted and 
condemned buildings. Mr. Watson said 
they do give a discount for dropping off 
materials from the city’s blighted building 
demolition project. 
 
Mr. Bryan McCutcheon, Accounting 
Manager, introduced himself, handed out 
financial information, and covered a 
number of subjects in a brief 
presentation. 
 
He discussed the summary of January 
finances for the Neighborhood Services 
Fund. 
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The cash basis fund balance did drop 
each year, but less in 2022 than 2021. 
The fund still has $7.6 million in fund 
balance. 
 
He did note that the city is tracking the 
costs and revenues for the operations in 
Penbrook, Paxtang, and Steelton. 
 
Mr. Vartan asked about distribution of 
costs for the three outside boroughs. Mr. 
McCutcheon responded that they are just 
cost allocations of payroll, supplies, and 
direct costs for Steelton, which is for 
invoicing customers.  
 
Mr. Stonehill asked about the eventual 
depletion of the entire fund balance over 
time based on the annual operating 
deficit. Mr. McCutcheon responded that 
the cash balance is diminishing. Trying to 
figure that out, is still a concern, 
explained Mr. McCutcheon. Mr. Vartan 
asked about the rate of the collection of 
receivables. 
 
The collection rate has improved 
according to Mr. McCutcheon. 
 
Mr. Stonehill asked about how other 
departments pay for vehicle 
maintenance. Mr. McCutcheon explained 
that vehicle maintenance is in the 
General Fund, but their operations are 
charged back to other funds like the 
Neighborhood Services Fund. 
 
Ms. Carter noticed this is the first 
financial report with data from the new 
finance software. 
 
Ms. Carter thanked all the participants 
for attending. 
 
A citizen, Mr. Eric Epstein, asked about 
uncollected receipts for Neighborhood 
Services Fund. He asked about funding 
for transportation equipment. He 
thanked the group for attending. 
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Authority Manager’s Report  Mr. Stonehill reviewed a partial bills paid 
report explaining that he had been 
unable to obtain a bank statement until 
the day of the meeting. 

Mr. Stonehill mentioned that we now 
have three appointment letters. 

The next meeting will be on March 22, 
2023. 

Public Comments  Mr. Stonehill introduced Ms. Madra Clay 
from the Pennsylvania Department of 
Community and Economic Development. 

Mr. Eric Epstein talked about deficient 
bridges in the City of Harrisburg. This 
issue was raised by the Harrisburg Area 
Transportation Study (HATS). 

Mr. Eric Epstein talked about deficient 
water and sewer issues. This issue was 
discussed by Capital Region Water (CRW).  
Mr. Stonehill explained that CRW had 
previously visited with the ICA Board. 

Adjourn meeting at 5:15 p.m.  Motion by Mr. Hill. 
A second was not required. 

Approved 5‐0. 

Respectfully submitted: 

‐‐‐‐‐‐‐‐‐‐‐‐‐‐‐‐‐‐‐‐‐‐‐‐‐‐‐‐‐‐‐‐‐ 

Jeffrey M. Stonehill, Authority Manager   



Appendix Documents 





Summary of Bills Paid – Intergovernmental Cooperation Authority for Harrisburg 

Report – February 22, 2023  

THIS IS NOT A COMPLETE REPORT – BANK RECONCILIATION NOT COMPLETE 
 

 December 31, 2022 Balance $178,510.94 
 

 Digital Ocean $12.72 January 1, 2023 
Website software licenses 
 

 Digital Ocean $6.87 January 1, 2023 
Web Host 
 

 Pursuit Co-Working Harrisburg $95.00 January 1, 2023 
Virtual Office Monthly Subscription 
 

 Factory 44 $300.00 January 2, 2023 
Software Licenses 
 

 Johnson & Duffie $2,555.00 January 23, 2023 
Independent General Counsel 
 

 MESH PA LLC $5,250.00 January 23, 2023 
Authority Manager 
 

 Digital Ocean $12.72 February 1, 2023 
Website software licenses 
 

 Digital Ocean $6.87 February 1, 2023 
Web Host 
 

 Pursuit Co-Working Harrisburg $95.00 February 1, 2023 
Virtual Office Monthly Subscription 
 

 Johnson & Duffie $402.50 February 22, 2023 
Independent General Counsel 
 

 MESH PA LLC $4,200.00 February 22, 2023 
Authority Manager 
 

Ending balance: ________________ 

  

 Interest earnings Y-T-D  _____ 
 Fees Y-T-D    $0 





































BRIDGE PLANNING 
• Derek Mitch, P.E., District 

Bridge Engineer -
Background 

• Emphasis has switched from 
lowering number of "poor" 
bridge to a Lowest Life 
Cycle Cost. 

• Taking a deeper look at our 
bridge program. 

• LLC is base~on "risk 
score". 
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BRIDGE PLANNING 
Bridge Risk Score Calculation 

The risk sc-ore for each bridge is calculated using the formula below. Appendix Table J.2 defines 

tlte factors and the parameters that determine factor values. 

Bridge Risk= ( ✓Deck Area* Annual Average Daily Traffic)• Fs • Frc" Fdet • Faadtt • Fnooc1 

Appendix Table J.2: Bridge Risk Score Factors 

Factor 
Factor Definition Parameter Value 

Fa Soour Factor Scour Rating = A 1.2 

Scour Rating ~ A 1.0 

Ftc Fracture Critical Factor Fracture Critical Rating < 5 1.4 

Fracrure Critical Rating 2:: 5 1.0 

Fc1et Detour Length Factor Detour Length > 30 miles 2.0 

Detour Length ~ 10 miles 1.5 

Detour Length < 10 mHes 1i0 

Fa,acttt AnnuaJ Average Daily Truck Truck traffic > 20% total traffic 2.0 
Traffic Factor Truck traffic ;ii: 10% 1ota! traffic 1.5 

Truck traffic< 10% total traffic 1.0 

fflood Bridge Closed for Flooding Bndge has been closed for flooding 3.0 
Event Factor Brklge has been overtopped due to 1.5 

flooding 

Bridge has not been dosed or 1.-0 
overtopped due to ftqoding 



BRIDGE PLANNING 
• Condition Rating (CR) 9 ➔ Brand new 

• Condition Rating (CR) 4 ➔ Poor 

• Condition Rating (CR) 0 ➔ Collapsed in river 

• A quick look at CR tells the story - a "wave" coming 
Treat Network by CR - Examine Next 30 Years 

• CR = 0-2, Deck Area = 

• CR = 3, Deck Area = 

• CR = 4, Deck Area = 

• CR = 5 Deck Area = , 

• CR = 6 Deck Area = I 

• CR = 7, Deck Area = 

• CR = 8 Deck Area = I 

• CR= 9, Deck Area= 

16,192 ➔ Needs Replacement (5 years} 

434,201 ➔ Needs Replacement (10 years) 

522,953 ➔ Needs Replacement (15 years) 

6,834,689 ➔ Needs Rehab (15 years) 

3,010,595 ➔ Needs Rehab {25 years) 

2,405,674 ➔ Needs Preservation (15 years) 

518,795 ➔ Needs Preservation (25 years) 

62,563 ➔ Needs Preservation (40 years) 



BRIDGE PLANNING 
• Bridge design life ---75 years 

• Eisenhower Interstate System - started 1956, ended 1972 

• 1956 + 75 = 2031, 1972 + 75 = 2047 

• 61% of our network in 1950-1979 

Deck area by Year built 

Adams Cumberland Dauphin Franklin Lancaster Lebanon Perry York Total 

Before 1929 39,799.60 38,866.90 310,331.10 34,323.90 370,681.30 10,585.00 37,127.70 38,931.70 880,647.21 
1930-39 39,470.40 29,984.70 141,061.31 59,610.30 98,780.70 40,290.50 78,018.30 119,943.40 607,159.62 
1QAn .AO Ai:: n?n Qn 1n 7AR An i:i-, A1? an AA ~7A Qn 1F.~ ?'>a 7 n 7A i::ai:i 1.n 1Q 7?F, 1n 77 a .ai:.. an t:;?? ,:;,:;1 i:;1 

1950-59 53,002.00 66,973.00 510,886.40 41,055.30 203,651.51 14,597.90 132,319.90 646,443.52 1,668,929.52 
1960-69 188,054.80 670,364.31 1,221,608.81 259,340.11 553,047.41 330,182.21 182,685.60 196,419.50 3,601,702.77 
1970-79 8,619.90 306,924.21 1,768,922.20 39,376.80 1,213,390.27 31.411.00 0.00 221,574.00 3,590,218.38 
·• ~ou•o~ .J!:!, ;:,t:>11. l U ov,~::1.ou -'~-',<t-!:!0.0 l 4!:>1£0£.<t-U l .><t-,!:>-'4.ou £0,04~.4U 5 , f .J£,OU ~/ 101::>.0U roo, , or.::>.!. 

1990-99 59,398.20 202,012.20 150,322.80 18,469.10 136,783.91 8,675.20 11,632.20 32,825.30 620,118.91 
2000-09 50,049.40 74,398.20 30,321.70 55,438.10 487,132.62 138,792.21 45,588.40 157,955.41 1,039,676.04 
2010+ 120,145.40 220,978.51 141,533.80 136,124.80 240,241.11 74,223.50 40,084.80 321 ,177.61 1,294,509.54 

Total 642,929.71 1,672,200.43 4,741,296.54 733,369.72 3,601,473.03 753,004.23 556,915.51 1,911,081.85 14,612,271.02 



BRIDGE PLANNING 
• Bridge design life ----75 years 

• Eisenhower Interstate System - started 1956, ended 1972 

• 1956 + 75 = 2031, 1972 + 75 = 2047 

• 61 % of our network in 1950-1979 
Poor Deck Area by Year Built 

Adams Cumberland Dauphin Franklin Lancaster Lebanon Perrv York Total 

Before 1929 8,474.80 6,928.50 97,970.20 5,381.90 19,381.00 2,749.80 9,673.90 6,128.30 156,688.40 
1930-39 5,241.70 1,719.60 3,385.70 7,243.80 16,551.10 1,017.50 10,032.80 18,424.80 63,617.00 
1940-49 7,237.30 2,652.00 31,474.30 5,037.40 24,691.50 1,085.60 4,969.70 10,943.60 88,091.40 
1950-59 1,896.00 1,868.10 3,232.10 3,101.90 22,262.00 1,254.30 3,985.20 82,118.20 119,717.81 
1960-69 14,147.00 17,492.00 7,227.00 9 017.10 29,684.40 1,948.00 7,000.50 8,405.00 94,921.00 
1970-79 0.00 352.00 19,900.40 1,452.00 3,776.00 11,237.60 0.00 3,812.80 40,530.80 
1980-89 0.00 676.00 3,834.00 0.00 5,475.00 0.00 0.00 782.00 10,767.00 
1990-99 0.00 0.00 1,206.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 1,206.00 
2000-09 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 
2010+ 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 
Total 36,996.80 31,688.20 168,229.70 31 ,234.1 0 121,821.00 19,292.80 35,662.10 130,614.70 575,539.42 



WORST 1ST 
Combined NHS and Non-NHS Condition By Deck Area 
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LOWEST LIFE CYCLE COST 
Combined NHS and Non-NHS Condition By Deck Area 
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BRIDGE PLANNING 
unit Cost Data: Res>looclernem . OJl\/m 

ECMS Dara Rani,.· 08/02/2fJ19 to 11B/02{2f]22 

DataSet<:oont: 

Instructions: 

37 cu,.,.,, Proj.-cts 

' (1) Cells shaded irreen are input. 
• (2) To add a new proJect. copy a row from lil1' m,ddJe of th~ t?lble a-nd insert the row in 

the m>dcne of the 'l'ebl~. Th is wm tetsm the urop dOWr•!i4 ~l1m1nare lt1e n.e-e·d to 

reapply the filters to the column headings, and automatically add the new data 
point to the graph. After insertion. edit all shaded dal'll fields 

• (3) After all new projects are added, re-sort data using by newest first. 
• (4) After new cost data is entered. adjusttrendlineformula input based off of chart. 

$1,200 

~ $1,000 

• $BOC ... 
;; 
0 
u $6DD 

i $4()0 

.,; $2ll0 

Let Date vs Structure SF Cost 

• • • 
• • • 

•• • • • ···••I···"-·····•····••· ... •·· ... •······ ... • .. ··•···· ... •, .... .... .. .. 
• • • • • •• • • • • • 

Last Updat!!d: 09/ ll/22 
Updated Bf: KJS 

Slructure Total 
20211 Av-,.rai:e sr Cost• $414 SB26 
2021 A-e SF Cost~ $449 $877 

2022 Average SF Cost: $719 Sl,301 
Ove<ell Aver411e Sf Cost• S507 $974 

Tte.,dlln<' Slope• ~ Tr~ndl in!e Y· ln!~pt • 2 

• (1) ltems/costusoc1ated with natural streambeo material placement/storage 
y-= 0.319b. ~ 13512 

SUUClllfe Trendrme 
Date SF Cost Notes: so 

• (2) Items/ ton as.soclated with unique Issues (e.g. sinkhole stabollzatl<>OI that appear 
on strunu,es ra1> blocl< we~ eiu:luaed. 

5/15/19 12/1/10 6/18/20 '1/1./21 7/23/H 

Let Date 

'(3) OV!ef-avatron and bac!dillln& of unsultaDle ma~rtal lnclud1'd under othet • Cllt11erts •· • • •·· Unear{CUIYertsJ 

• (4) SF Costs lndude temporary excavation support and removal of existing struaures. 

Pro~ Data SUUClllfe Data 

Culv. 

. ( ldll, I Ilise l.l!l1cth 
!FT) (FTI fFTI 

SUUCltWe I No. I I I Wall I 

ECMS I ~ I I I Route & I Plan I of I Structure Wq Barrier I Span I ~ · 
Project Date Dist, County Section Number Spans Type Type T~ {Ftl 
-~~- .. .?/~/22. B Lancaster CT172 - 048 ... s.~7~ _ ,..1. .... L.~ - Precast I Combo I Combo G/_R I 6.00 I 0.67 3.00 42.13 

"l/8/22 a/27/2: ~ffl 

~/1023 
~L~12024 
_6/30/202, 
6/30/2026 

Conslruclian C.ost Data 

law l!iddt!r- Strucl11re Cost 

TES&PS 

so 

Otller 
Str.ltem 

S300 

Existing 

11-e.,..,,a, 

S25,000 

S696 
ST73 
$890 

s1,001 

S1,124 

Total 
Suucture 

$314,100 

Today 

Stninur~ 
SFCost 

Total 
Ulnstr. 

SFCost 

~~~"'j~rr~ : ~a~:-:::~ "~:·~--~~- ~ ::~:;::: ""r;~~;F~~~i~<i./.~. ;:.: ~:: ~~ ::~ -·~~·- ..... ~;;··"··-~·-· -~'~?.~. ~= ;;~6::0 "-·-~··-·····~¥:o!/l·-·~~'.~---~~~r" = ~~~-· 
·-~~·::i1:2iii"-a"·-~~;;~~-r 1101::-ii"RG==~ __:.::- --·1- Box-Precast .~!:. .~'.!.!'~. ,_,rraM _ .1§.00 _1.08__~ 31.50 _Y~ Yes _ _g~=~-~!!,.Bid $9,800 $37,500 SUSS $40.000 $483,76, :-:::.: it?.!?.-
~2!'.!! •. 2/12/22 B Lancast"r 7101-BRG _!.;.§! __ 2 Box-Precast Er> ~i<;!!!__ OM- -·-:-11•'-~-=;.:-tl·SO --~~-- ... !e~!-~.7'5 Alt.Bid $9800 $37.500 $7,500 $80,000 , $790,535 - - ~ .... R.'!l! 
-~~_2.[12/22 B Yori: 2079-005 5-40014 1 Box-Precast u ;,~.~,]llll!M.<J/!!.. 27. _ l._ -~,!O ___ f3.1Sj " No \?'es 985 $461~ S11,420 inlS SO $2,2.40 $30.000 $504.060 . .. ~~.--.. -~~-

-~.!)!~ .~f14/22 B York 3035 - 001 5-3~]... 1 Box - Precast .... ~~ ·~on SM G/~~::. ~-- l . 6.00 J_l?Ml: . '· '· "o 879 ~ '1,}9 S3,135 $21,871 $12,276 $3,467 $40,761 $490.228 .. §.?..5-!I. __ - · ~9.?.?_ 
.:?..~~~- .3L31122 8 umberlaM 0997 - 039 -~~ 1 Box- Precast En .~Ion PA Brill' _ )_8. .. .!:~ .. ~IJ~ . j;A 1 No ~ 723 ~ ~IJDO-· $8,525 $5,040 SO $520 $20,000 $423,985 $586 - ~..?!..-
,,_9.!:,l?..9-. .. _2/_3122 8 Yori: 2002-019 .J!.:3.,~39., .• _!.,. Box-Precast Fnd~on SMG11ri' . ~ ,.~'!:..~!~!..!~- ..;,~ ...,es 260 5,,t;if,;j $850 inlS S10,000 S2,250 $4,000 S246,100 -. ~ 



BRIDGE PLANNING 
Cost Analysis: 

Total 

Replacement 

Partial 

Replac.em.ent 
Rehabilitation 

Com- I Super- I Stone I Cone. I Preser-
Culvert 121 j Bridge 1,1 I bined structure Deck Arch Arch vation 

ti 'i' Preliminary Engi'!~~-~ $296,242 $310518 $215,915 $1.3.8,765 $196,528 5220,848 $107,492 1 
8 8 Final DEsign $175,172 $198, 113 $202,539 $257,226 $"112,.583 $139,2&9 $163, 241 

-I j Preliminary+Final $471,414 $508,631 $418,454 $395,991 $309,111 $360,136 $270,733 

GI F 0 
- Right-of-Way $17,438 $18,385 I ~,27! I $7,098 , ..,...,, 

ti ~ No. of Projects with Design Costs 37 27 64 10 3 3 5 I 10 
1 

8 ~ Total Associated SF Area 30,912 100,2.84 131,196 25,303 20,722 4,222 11,883 143,199 
GI !iii CL Average SF Area 835 3,714 2,050 2,530 6,907 1,407 ·- ti ,_ ................. . 2,377 14,320 

:l ,q Total Desi nCOst PE+FD+R/Wl SlS,383,784 $15,346,797 $33,710,629 $4,227,253 $1,209,270 $982,427 
Q - ' 

$1,934,228, $2.709.704 

- Average Cost per SF $1'53 ~ 7 $167 $58 $233 $163 $19 

~ ~ 
C Ill 
0 .. 

•- GI ti CL 

i:! ti 
ti 8 
8 -

GI 

~ > 
ti i: 
:I 0 
!; 

-a ti 
·- z m..,. 

2 ~ 
_, ~ 

2-0~ Avera~e $342 ..... _ $.~.?.~ .. ----- 111 Il l 111 Il l .J?3 ... 
2021Average $406 $426 111 111 111 111 $64 
2022Average -·-$353 .. __ ,, ·- -.. - Il l Il l (11 Il l "" .. $97 .. 
overall Average $365 $446 $236 $143 $372 $157 $72 

2020 Average -- -··-}?_6:? ___ ., ....... J6.~? .... _,. 111 11) 111 Ill 
2021 Average $752 $812 111 111 111 111 
2022Average ···· _ ........ $494 . --- - · 111 111 111 111 

Overall Average $627 $825 $402 _ $233 $596 $356 
~ 

_$}~3., 

.~172 
$184 

$133 

Constr. Engineering(CENG) I $78: •I ~ sso T $17 
.- - -, ..i~-

1 I Low Sid Average -1- CENG I $70tfc ~ I $928. 
- ~ 

5452 

$29 
i 
$.262 

$75 
!3 
$671 

$44 = $400 $149 

Total (Cost per SF) $859 $1,W $6~ $120 s~ $563' SUi8 



BRIDGE PLANNING 
.. . . 

r 
• CR = 4, Deck Area = 522,953 ➔ Needs Replace·ment ,(15 years) 

""I 

"-- • CR = 5, Deck Area = 6,834,689 ➔ Needs Rehab (15 ____,.___ye_a_rs_,_) __ _.J 

• Bridge {Light) Preservation ➔ 

• Bridge (Medium) Preservation ➔ 

• Bridge (Heavy) Preservation ➔ 

• Bridge Deck Replacement ➔ 

• Bridge Beam & Deck Replace ➔ 

• Bridge Total Replacement ➔ 

• Culvert Replacement ➔ 

$ 25 I SF 

$ 75 I SF 

$ 150 / SF 

$250/SF~ 
$ 450 / SF~ Avg = $350/sf 

$ 750 I SF ~ $750/sf 

$1000 / SF 



BRIDGE PLANNING 
• Another angle - BAMS 

• Bridge Asset Management ➔ BridgeCares Software 

• Can compare our planned project (MPMS) to our theoretical 
"perfect" LLC scopes. 

• Reality is in between, because it will always be a mix. 

MPMS Work Scope Splits 
100% 

50% 

0% 

2022 2023 2024 2025 

100% 

80% 

60% 

40% 

20% 

0% 

BridgeCare Work Scope Splits 

-

2022 2023 2024 2025 

■ Other ■ Preservation ■ Rehabilitation Replacement ■ Preservation ■ Rehabilitation Replacement 



BRIDGE PLANNING 
• Current 12 year plan (by count) 

• 272 (34 °/o) are preservation ➔ ?? 

• 60 (7%) are rehabilitation ➔ ?? 

• 4 75 (59%) are replacement ➔ ?? 

2024+ Projects 

Preservation 

Rehabilitation 

Replacement 

Programmed by $ 

3% 

13% 

84% 

• We are rethinking preservation work to get closer to LLC 
• Re-scope projects (future, 2024+ projects) 

• Emphasize rehab & (heavy) preservation (future) 

• Light & Medium Preservations do not warrant individual TIP projects. 
• Expand use of task-specific contracts {next slides) 



BRIDGE PLANNING 
• Task Specific Contract - Example is our current Bridge 

Maintenance Contract 
• 409 Funded - BMC - $1.5M/yr (50% on-call) 

• Future Bridge (Medium) Preservation Contract 
• TIP Funded - $2.0M/yr (focus on "surgical" major structure work) 
• Prevent full TIP projects 

• Future Bridge (Light) Preservation Contract 
• TIP Funded - $2.0M/yr (focus on joints & scour) 
• Reduce long term degradation of bridges 

• These Task-Specific Contracts will need funded, but are more 
efficient than traditional Tl P projects. 



BRIDGE PLANNING 
• Task Specific Contract - Example is our current Bridge 

Maintenance Contract 
• 409 Funded - BMC - $1.5M/yr (50% on-call) 

• Future Bridge (Medium) Preservation Contract 
• TIP Fu~ded - $2.0M/yr (focus on "surgical" major structure work) 
• Prevent full TIP projects 

• Future Bridge (Light) Preservation Contract 
• TIP Funded - $2.0M/yr (focus on joints & scour) 
• Reduce long term degradation of bridges 

• These Task-Specific Contracts will need funded, but are more 
efficient than traditional Tl P projects. 
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BRIDGE PLANNING 
• Task Specific Contract - Example is our current Bridge 

Maintenance Contract 
• 409 Funded - BMC - $1.5M/yr (50°/o on-call) 

• Future Bridge (Medium) Preservation Contract 
• TIP Funded - $2.0M/yr (focus on "surgical" major structure work) 
• Prevent full TIP projects 

• Future Bridge (Light) Preservation Contract 
• TIP Funded - $2.0M/yr {focus on joints & scour) 
• Reduce long term degradation of bridges 

• These Task-Specific Contracts will need funded, but are more 
efficient than traditional TIP projects. 



• Example Light Preservation Contract 
e -$25/SF 

GRASS 

UNDERMININ 
TREE ROOTS 

STEEPBANK 0 

I 
Large Tree 

FOOTING EXPOSED 
ALONG THE RIGHT HALF 
UP TO 12" HIGH 
NO UNDERMINE 

' ......,__ 3' 
1' \ 

..._ / 

~ 
I 

---- ./ 
BEDROCK 

FOOTING EXPOSED FULL LENGTH 
UPTO2'HIGH 
NO UNDERMINE 

SKEWANG 
STRUCURE 

LI 

Height 

Naar Sobslruclure Un11 
Far S•Jbsltudure Ur. 



• Example Light Preservation Contract 
• Scope -$25/SF 





Joint Scour 
County Issue Issue 

PCl/2 PCl/2 
Adams 11 23 
Cumberland 37 8 

- ~ - - . 

Dauphin 34 21 
-- --

Franklin 9 1 
- -

Lancaster 56 46 
Lebanon 17 13 
Perry 13 10 
York 29 47 
D8-0 206 169 



BRIDGE PLANNING 
Example Deck Area = 1800 SF 

Medium Preservation Cost= $75 SF 
Light Preservation Cost = $25 SF 

Cycle Length= 4 Yrs 

County Medium Preservation Light Preservation 

# Name Allocated o/o $/Yr Total# $/Yr Total# 

01 Adams 12% $240,000 7 $240,000 44 

21 Cumberland 8% $160,000 5 $160,000 30 

22 Dauphin 18% $360,000 11 $360,000 67 

28 Franklin 10% $200,000 6 $200,000 37 - - - f- - - - -
36 Lancaster 20% $400,000 12 $400,000 74 

38 Lebanon 8% $160,000 5 $160,000 30 

50 Perry 4% $80,000 2 $80,000 15 

66 York 20% $400,000 12 $400,000 74 

Total 100% $2,000,000 60 $2,000,000 371 
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BRIDGE PLANNING 
• Next Steps: 

• Re-scope projects 

• Emphasize rehab & preservation 

• BAMS / Bridge Cares to be incorporated 

• How to fund task-specific contracts 
• Nothing today 

• Will come back with future changes to fund this 

• Thank youl 
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