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ABOUT GOYORK 2045
ABOUT YAMPO
Established in 1964, the York Area Metropolitan Planning Organization (YAMPO) is the federally
designated decision-making body for all transportation projects and programs that utilize
federal funding within York County. Staff from the York County Planning Commission, PennDOT,
and rabbittransit support YAMPO and provide the data, research, outreach, and guidance
needed to make policy decisions. The primary objective of YAMPO is to produce a guiding
document, called the Metropolitan Transportation Plan (MTP) for the federally funded
transportation investments.
It is important to remember that the transportation network is a tool that allows people to
achieve their personal goals such as education, job opportunities, healthcare, travel, and
recreation. The goals that we set are complex in order to manage the individual aspects of the
transportation network. Prioritizing projects needs to be data driven and fiscally responsible,
and can often result in pushback from neighbors, municipalities, PennDOT, or FHWA.
YAMPO is one of 23 planning areas within the state of Pennsylvania. We share a boundary with
5 other MPOs, as shown in Map A.
York County has four identified urbanized areas that have independent cores as shown in Map B; two are predominately located in York County and two based in neighboring
counties, but overlap on the fringes and even border other urbanized areas. It is important to note that we are planning for the residents and not the governmental entity. These
areas highlight that the most important issues to our residents may not be located in York County. Since 2003, YAMPO has had Memorandum of Understandings with each
Pennsylvania neighbor to coordinate planning efforts. Although it is not seamless, the process is coordinated. It is anticipated that each urbanized area will grow as part of the
2020 Census and we do not project any significant change within these urbanized boundary concepts. We do anticipate that the urbanized York and Harrisburg areas will grow
closer together and may in fact overlap more with the 2020 Census, mostly along the I-83 corridor.
Urbanized Area
York
Hanover
Harrisburg
Lancaster

Total Population
232,045
66,301
444,474
402,004

Population in York
County
232,045
35,046
34,991
3,987

About GOYORK 2045

% of Total Urbanized Area in York
County
100%
53%
8%
1%
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YAMPO is governed by a nine-member Coordinating Committee composed of state, county, City of York, transit, Hanover Urbanized Area, and state legislative representatives, as
well as various participating, non-voting members, and federal agency observers. In addition to the Coordinating Committee are the YAMPO Technical and Transit committees
(Central Pennsylvania Transportation Authority Board). These two committees operate under the direction of and report directly to the YAMPO Coordinating Committee. The
YCPC, CPTA, and PennDOT District 8-0 are the primary staffs that conduct work on behalf of the YAMPO.

Coordinating Committee as of January 1, 2021

Technical Committee as of January 1, 2021

Organization (Votes)

Office

Member

Organization (Votes)

Office

Member

PennDOT (2)

Central

Brian Hare

PennDOT (1)

District 8-0

Michelle Tarquino

District 8-0

Mike Keiser

York County (1)

Felicia Dell

Commissioners

Ron Smith

Planning
Commission

Planning
Commission

Felicia Dell, Secretary

York County (2)

Hanover Urbanized Area
(1)

Eric Bortner, Penn
Township

City of York (1)

Michael Pritchard

Central Pennsylvania
Transportation
Authority (1)

Richard Farr

Legislative
Appointments (2)

Central Pennsylvania
Transportation
Authority (1)

Beth Nidam

Legislative
Appointments (2)

Legislator

Rep. Seth Grove

Appointed
Citizen

Ron Miller

Municipal
Representatives (3)

Borough

Andrew Shaffer (Spring
Grove Borough)

Legislator

Rep. Seth Grove

City of York

Mike Pritchard

Appointed Citizen

Ron Miller

Township

Mike Fleming (Dover
Township)
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THE COMMITTEES
Board of Commissioners at the time of publication: President Commissioner Julie Wheeler, Vice President Commissioner Doug Hoke, and Commissioner Ron Smith
GOYORK 2045 is a product of collaboration between more than 130 individuals representing over 50 local, regional, state, and national organizations. A 26-person steering
committee created by the YAMPO Technical Committee guided the planning process of five topical workgroups focused on asset management, commerce and industry, the
environment, the movement of people, and safety and security. The Steering Committee members are listed here, and the subcommittees are listed in Appendix F – Steering
Committee Working Groups.
The Steering Committee for GOYORK 2045 was developed to incorporate a wide-range of diverse stakeholders and ensure that traditionally underserved needs were
incorporated into the planning process. The following goal was adopted at the March 9, 2018 meeting of the Steering Committee. A list of the working groups and members
within the steering committee can be found in Appendix F – Steering Committee Working Groups. The working group members included members to satisfy the requirement to
coordinate with environmental resource agencies.

Steering Committee

Steering Committee, cont’d

Planning Commission

Bruce Trostle, Carroll Township

Mike Keiser, PennDOT District 8

Walter A. Kuhl, Chairman

Barb Zortman, Center for Traffic Safety

*Rep. Seth Grove, YAMPO (Replaced by Rep. Stan

Mary E. Coble, Vice Chairman

*Deb Gogniat, Healthy York Coalition
Dianna Benaknin, rabbitCARES
Drew Derreth, Hanover Area Chamber of Commerce
Sully Pinos, York County Hispanic Coalition

Saylor)

Rich Farr, rabbittransit
Robert Simpson, Crispus Attucks
Ron Drnevich, Pennsylvania State Transportation
Commission

Brian Brenneman, Secretary
Sean P. Kenny, Treasurer
Matthew Chronister
Thomas W. Earp

Sean Kenny, Farm & Natural Lands Trust of York

James J. Morris

Karen Rollins-Fitch, Human Relations Commission

*Chris Reilly, County of York (Replaced by Ron Smith)

Felicia S. Dell, Director

*Kevin Alvarnaz, Wellspan

Nathan Walker, PennDOT District 8

Jeffrey L. Rehmeyer II, Solicitor

Kevin Schreiber, York County Economic Alliance

Dan Walston, Federal Highway Administration

Michael Helfrich - Mayor, City of York

Gene Porochniak, Federal Highway Administration

*Larry Smith, York County Boroughs Association

Mary Coble, York County Planning Commission

Jane Conover, York County Community Foundation
John Klinedinst, CS Davidson

County

Mike Pritchard

(Replaced by Andrew Shaffer)

*Leslie Richards, PennDOT (Replaced by Brian Hare)
Lt. Nicole Palmer, Pennsylvania State Police
Matt Boyer, Commuter Services

* Currently no longer holding this position
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MISSION STATEMENTS
York County Planning Commission – Guiding sustainable development and preservation to improve quality of life in York County Communities.
rabbittransit – rabbittransit dedicates itself to providing its constituents safe, reliable, and customer-centered mobility services consistent with the stewardship of its resources.
PennDOT – To provide a sustainable transportation system and quality service that are embraced by our communities and add value to our customers.

TITLE VI COMPLIANCE
YCPC fully complies with Title VI of the Civil Rights Act of 1964, the Civil Rights Restoration Act of 1987, Executive Order 12898 on Environmental Justice, and related
nondiscrimination statutes and regulations in all programs and activities. YCPC's website, www.ycpc.org, may be translated into multiple languages. Publications and other public
documents can be made available in alternative languages and formats, if requested. YCPC public meetings are always held in ADA-accessible facilities, and in transit-accessible
locations when possible. Auxiliary services can be provided to individuals who submit a request at least seven days prior to a public meeting. Requests will be accommodated to
the greatest extent possible. Any person who believes they have been aggrieved by an unlawful discriminatory practice by YCPC under Title VI has a right to file a formal complaint.
Any such complaint may be in writing and filed with YCPC's Title VI Compliance Manager and/or the appropriate state or federal agency within 180 days of the alleged discriminatory
occurrence. For more information on YCPC's Title VI program or to obtain a Title VI Complaint Form, please visit: www.ycpc.org.

About GOYORK 2045

6

GOYORK 2045, the 2021-2045 Metropolitan Transportation Plan for York County

CHAPTER ONE – INTRODUCTION
THE PLAN
The GOYORK 2045 Plan was adopted by YAMPO (York Area Metropolitan Planning Organization) on June 24, 2021. The adoption of this plan incorporates this document into
the York County Comprehensive Plan. The purpose of this Plan is to develop a coordinated effort to implement transportation improvements that attempt to achieve York County’s
future goals that are supported by public consensus of York County’s physical, social, economic, and institutional environments. The goals are outlined in other elements of the
York County Comprehensive Plan.
This document, GOYORK 2045, replaces YAMPO’s previous plan adopted in April 2017, and meets the requirements to update the MTP at least every four years. Although required
to lay out a financial investment plan for the next 20 years based on available federal resources, GOYORK 2045 is much more than just a financial portfolio. Since needs are greater
than the anticipated public funding, the goal of our community could never be achieved by only relying on the public sector’s funding and efforts. This plan attempts to create
areas of focus that provide public and private stakeholders a framework to combine resources and achieve the transportation network the citizens, businesses, and visitors to York
County desire.
GOYORK 2045 Plan is developed in a continuing, comprehensive, and cooperative (3C) process around a performance-based approach to transportation decision-making. This
includes tracking performance measures, setting data-driven targets for each measure, and outlining a project selection process to help meet those targets. The targets and
progress towards these targets will be evaluated during each update of the Transportation Improvement Program (TIP) and Metropolitan Transportation Plan (MTP). Although the
planning process for this document reviewed 66 data trends, not all developed a measurable target. Some of the data trends are for reference and perspective, or not identified
as a trend that needs to influence the decision-making process. Trends not associated with an action or target setting are included in Appendix A - All Performance Measures.

Please take GOYORK 2045 for a drive. We
hope this plan will help you and your
neighbors live a better life, however YOU
define better.

Chapter One - Introduction
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THE GOAL
The following goal was adopted at the March 9, 2018 meeting of the Steering Committee:

emphasizes preservation of infrastructure and resources,
engages the public and private sectors,
heightens awareness about the relationship between land use and transportation in the movement of people and goods,
and develops a multimodal network that is, for all users…
accessible,
affordable,
efficient,
reliable,
resilient,
safe,
secure,
sustainable,
& connects people, goods, and communities through diverse transportation and mobility options that…
Network
objectives

Network
characteristics

Process

GOYORK 2045’s goal is a collaborative and integrated land use and transportation planning process that…

consistently protect and enhance the environment,
employ new technologies that support this goal,
prepare for future demand,
promote commerce and industry,
promote healthy transportation alternatives,
and support livable communities.

Chapter One - Introduction
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THE PROCESS
To develop this document, we adopted a process outlined in the Federal Highway Administration’s Performance Based Planning and Programming Guidebook 1.
We have organized the process around ten objectives developed from the goal on the preceding page. The objectives were utilized within five subcommittees to allow the
development of community-based outcomes and outputs that we would like to achieve. The subcommittees are listed in Appendix F – Steering Committee Working Groups. The
objectives developed for this plan include and expand on seven national goals required through FHWA regulations.

1. Improve accessibility
2. Improve affordability
3. Promote commerce and industry
4. Improve efficiency and reliability
5. Engage public and private sectors
6. Consistently protect and enhance the environment
7. Integrate land use and transportation planning
8. Provide diverse and healthy transportation and mobility options
9. Emphasize preservation of infrastructure and resources
10. Improve safety and security
Then, the subcommittees reviewed an inventory of the current conditions of the transportation system in York County related to the objectives and its outcomes and outputs.
After reviewing the quantifiable data, targets were set for some measurements and other measures were identified to track. All of the performance metrics will be used to track
the success of this plan.
Lastly, actions were developed that YAMPO, YCPC, or other organizations throughout the county can undertake to achieve the objectives and meet the performance measure
targets. Although there are many important actions, this plan focuses on the Steering Committee’s highest-ranking priorities.

1

https://www.fhwa.dot.gov/planning/performance_based_planning/pbpp_guidebook/page00.cfm

Chapter One - Introduction
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Strategic Plans / 10 Federal Planning Factors / State Factors
1a.iii Relationship with County, FHWA, PennDOT, rabbittransit
The FAST Act and previous Moving Ahead for Progress in the 21st Century (MAP-21) Act requires State DOTs, MPOs, Transit Operators to establish and use a performancebased approach to transportation decision making. Included within the confines of a performance-based approach is the process of tracking performance measures, setting datadriven targets for each measure, and selecting projects to assist in meeting those targets. Additionally, the FAST Act also requires the TIP to include a description of its anticipated
effect toward achieving the established performance targets, linking investment priorities to those performance targets. This section describes both highway and transit
approaches to performance based planning and programming within the York MPO. This approach is intended to ensure targeted investment of federal transportation funds by
increasing accountability and transparency, while providing better investment decisions that focus on specific outcomes.
The regulations required by FHWA are related to seven (7) national goals:
• Safety
• Infrastructure Preservation
• Congestion Reduction
• System Reliability

•
•
•

Freight Movement and Economic Vitality
Environmental Sustainability
Reduced Project Delivery Days

FHWA have also created regulations, which establish final rules on performance measures to address the aforementioned goals, including:
• Fatalities and serious injuries, both number and rate per vehicle miles
• Bridge condition on the NHS;
traveled, on all public roads;
• Traffic congestion;
• Pavement condition on the Interstate system and on the remainder of
• Freight movement on the Interstate system;
the National Highway System (NHS);
• On-road mobile source emissions.
• Performance (system reliability) of the Interstate system and the
remainder of the NHS bridge condition on the NHS;
Pennsylvania con�nues to follow a Performance Based Planning and Programming (PBPP) process, with a focus on collabora�on between PennDOT, FHWA, and
MPOs/RPOs at the county and regional levels. These ac�vi�es are carried out as part of a coopera�ve, con�nuing, and comprehensive (3C) planning process which guides
the development of many PBPP documents, including:
• Pennsylvania Strategic Highway Safety Plan (SHSP)
• Statewide and Regional Long Range Transporta�on Plans (LRTPs)
• Comprehensive Freight Movement Plan (CFMP)
• Twelve-Year Transporta�on Program (TYP)
• Conges�on Mi�ga�on and Air Quality (CMAQ) Performance Plan(s)
• State Transporta�on Improvement Program (STIP)
• Conges�on Management Process (CMP)
• Regional Transporta�on Improvement Programs (TIPs)
• Regional Opera�ons Plans (ROPs)
• Transporta�on Asset Management Plan (TAMP)
• Transit Asset Management (TAM) Plans
The above documents in combina�on with data resources including PennDOT’s bridge and pavement management systems, crash databases, historical travel �me archives, and
the CMAQ public access system provide the resources to monitor federal performance measures and evaluate needs across the state. Based on these resources, PennDOT and
MPOs/RPOs have worked together to set performance measure targets that guide state and regional investment decisions. Aligning goals and performance objec�ves across
na�onal (FHWA) state (PennDOT) and regions (MPOs/RPOs) provide a common framework for decision-making.

Chapter One - Introduction
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THE DOCUMENT
This plan is the umbrella document that serves as the basis for the Transportation Improvement Program (TIP), a capital program of highway, bridge, bicycle, pedestrian and public
transit projects. In addition to providing a basis for construction projects, YAMPO uses the MTP to identify special projects to utilize planning funds. YAMPO also uses this plan to
develop the annual work plan for the YAMPO staff through the Unified Planning Work Program (UPWP). The UPWP identifies work tasks that will accomplish objectives and
implement policies of this plan. In addition, this plan identifies other stakeholders that can help achieve the objectives and follow through with policies of the Plan.
YCPC uses this plan to evaluate the consistency of the transportation element of municipal and multi-municipal comprehensive plans. Municipalities can also use the plan to
identify where future infrastructure improvements can or cannot support future development. Finally, the plan serves as an educational guide and informational resource for the
citizens, businesses, and institutions in York County and the region.
This plan strives to be consistent, coordinated, and complimentary to plans prepared by York County, municipal governments, and the policies of the statewide transportation
plan and other relevant statewide policies.

Action Layout
ACTION

The type of action. Can be
either a strategy or project.

The organization(s) that will be
responsible for completing the action.

TYPE

TIME

ORGANIZATIONS

EFFORT

Action title

Project or
Ongoing or
YCPC, Municipalities,
# out of 5
Strategy
Fixed
PennDOT, etc.
This text can be either a description of the action, an example of how the action could be achieved, the potential outcome of implementing the action,
or some combination thereof.

What are these notes?

The duration of time the action will take.
Can be fixed (action has an endpoint) or
ongoing (action is continuous and has no
distinguishable endpoint).

The level of effort involved in pursuing the action. A low
level of effort (1-2) indicates that the action is currently
being implemented or will be easy to implement. A high
level of effort (4-5) indicates that the action is a major
undertaking that may prove difficult to implement.

Throughout this document, we have included selected quotes from
stakeholders during workgroup meetings and survey responses from the
public in orange sidebar boxes that look like this. We do not intend these
to be a comprehensive list of all input received, but only to add color and
differing perspectives on the topics covered. Appendices D and G include
a full inventory of public comment.

Chapter One - Introduction
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CHAPTER TWO – YORK COUNTY IS…

York County’s Changing
Population

DEMOGRAPHICS
York County’s population is 451,077 (2019
estimate). It has steadily increased since 2000
and is projected to continue to increase as
shown to 2050. The County experienced a
13% increase from 2000-2010. The rate of
growth has slowed to 4% from 2010-2019.
The total population has increased by 69,326
since 2000.

•

York County Population

Population Projections
800,000
600,000
400,000

381,751

581,738
504,958 542,340
434,972 451,077 464,242

200,000
0

2000

2010

2019

2020*

2030*

2040*

2050*

Total Population
Source: US Census Bureau, York County Planning Commission, YCPC Population
Projections *

What is happening around us?
•
•

•
•
•
•

Regionally, population increased by 102,358 to 2,882,737.
Lancaster County and Baltimore County contributed the most to
the increase, 24.8% and 20.3% respectively.
Adams and Carroll Counties each contributed about 1% to the
regional population increase.
Individually, Cumberland County had the highest growth rate.
Carroll County had the lowest rate of growth.
York County fell in the middle at 3.5% population growth.

% Population Growth by Counties
surrounding York 2010-2019
Cumberland County
6.9%
Lancaster County
4.7%
Harford County (MD)
4.0%
Dauphin County
3.6%
York County
3.5%
Baltimore County (MD)
2.5%
Adams County
1.5%
Carroll County (MD)
0.7%

Chapter Two – York County Is…

•

•

•

48 York County municipalities
increased from 2010-2019.
o Penn Township’s population
increased by 1,011.
o Conewago Twp., Springfield
Twp., Jackson Twp., West
Manheim
Twp.,
and
Windsor Borough, all had
increases of over 10% since
2010.
York County is projected to
exceed a half-million residents
by 2030 and to increase a total of
over 130,000 by 2050.
The County has added over
15,000 since 2010, however the
population has not diversified
demonstrably during this period.
There are more individuals age
85 and older living in the County
now than at any other time; 37%
of the total population is over
age 50.
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Population Analysis by Transportation Corridor

In order to present population data in a way that makes the most sense in
this Metropolitan Transportation Plan, transportation corridors were
identified and population was calculated.
The nine major corridors examined are as follows:
Route 74 North and York City
Route 74 South and York City
Route 15
Route 30 East and York City
Route 30 West and York City
Route 94
Interstate 83 North and York City
Interstate 83 South and York City
Route 116

•
•
•
•
•
•
•
•
•

Population information is presented for all municipalities traversed or
contained within each corridor.

74 North and York City

2010

2019

#change

%change

98,973

100,633

1,660

1.7%

74 South and York City

2010

2019

129,538 132,377

15

#change

%change

2010

2019

#change

%change

2,839

2.2%

13,669

14,493

824

6%

Chapter Two – York County Is…
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30 East and York City

30 West and York City

2010

2019

#change

%change

2010

2019

#change

%change

37,694

37,788

94

0.2%

98,564

100,454

1,890

1.9%

83 North and York City

2010

2019

116,699 120,554

#change

%change

3,855

3.3%

94

2010
38,645

2019
48,001

83 South and York City

2010

2019

141,600 144,908

#change %change
2,356
6.1%

116

#change

%change

2010

2019

#change

%change

3,308

2.3%

71,439

73,799

2,360

3.3%

Chapter Two – York County Is…

14

GOYORK 2045, the 2021-2045 Metropolitan Transportation Plan for York County

Movement
York County sits in a convenient location – just north of Baltimore, south of Harrisburg, west of Philadelphia, and a few hours’ journey to Pittsburgh, Washington D.C., and New
York City. With affordable housing options and a variety of employment opportunities, York County is in a prime place for inbound and outbound traffic flow. The majority of
people who live in York County also work within the county.

Chapter Two – York County Is…
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Vehicles
Vehicles are one of the most popular ways for Americans to travel. Here in York County is no different. As of 2019, there were 303,563 registered passenger vehicles in York
County. That makes up 64% of the total vehicles in York.

Vehicle Types

York Vehicle Type Registrations in 2019
Trailers, 59,819

Truck , 82,916
Omni Bus / Bus / ARP
Bus, 319

Regular Motorcycle,
19,673

Mass Transit Bus,
330

Taxi, 10

•

Limousine, 14
•

School Bus, 644

Other Vehicle Type,
1,099

Other, 4,983
Motorized Pedalcycle
/ Motor Driven Cycle,
352

Passenger, 303,563

•

Motorhome, 1,498

Special Mobile
Equipment, 717

People who own their homes are most likely to have 2 vehicles available to them, whereas people
who rent are most likely to have 1 vehicle available to them, as shown in the graph to the right.

•

2010 Number of Vehicles Available for Owners or Renters
Amount of Vehicles

Facts
•

Special Mobile Equipment – Large trucks that have
permanently attached machinery (e.g. snowplows)
ARP Bus – Apportioned Registration Program –
Charter bus that travels interstate
Omni Bus – Buses owned by a business, general not
used as a for-hire bus

York has 2,499 Disability Plates registered,
which is 4th in Pennsylvania.
The average vehicle is 9 years old as of 2017,
according to PennDOT DMV data.

70,000
60,000
50,000
40,000
30,000
20,000
10,000
-

58,672

27,191
6,864
3,308
0

18,310

1

26,602
10,652

2

2,503

8,200
672

3,369
257

4

5+

3

Number of Vehicles Available
Owner Occupied
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York Combines the Old with the New

York County boasts a rich history of antique cars 2 and motorcycles. We have the 4th highest
registration of Antique Vehicles in Pennsylvania, with 16,266 registered.

Antique Vehicles in 2019
Antiques – 12,421
Classic – 2,513

Antique Motorcycles – 1,295
Classic Motorcycles – 37

Electric Vehicle charging stations are becoming more common in York County. There are multiple
networks to choose from and each network has different compatibilities.
Figure 1 Hot Rod show at the York Fairgrounds

Electric Vehicles are
becoming more
popular in York
County – going from

Partial list of electric vehicle charging stations in York County

Location
Leg Up Farmers
Market
Curbside City

41 in 2013 to
251 in 2019.

Arby’s
McDonald’s
Sheetz

Address
3100 N. George St
York, PA 17406
16 N. George St
York, PA 17401
2600 Keyway Dr
York, PA 17402
380 Memory Ln
East York, PA 17402
160 Leader Heights Rd
York, PA 17402

Chargers
Fast: 2

Network
SemaCharge
Network
EVgo Network

Fast: 2

EVgo Network

Fast: 2

ChargePoint

DC Fast

Tesla

Figure 2 Curbside electric charging
station (York City)
2

Source for photo: http://www.myrideisme.com/Blog/triple-h-weekend-in-york/
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Roads

Linear Mileage Jurisdiction

Roadways
•

•

•

York County contains 3,859.8 linear miles as of 2019. That is a 1.9% increase from 2009, and a 6%
increase overall from 1999. Most of the miles added are local municipal roads, and state and federal
agency miles. Out of these 3,859.8 miles, 120.3 miles are on the NHS.
PennDOT owns and maintains 29.3% of the roads in York County, and local municipalities own 69.5%
of the roads. The remaining 1.2% are owned by State and Federal Agencies, and the Pennsylvania
Turnpike.
Of the 776.3 linear miles of Federal Aid roads, 87.4% are owned by the State, and 12.6% are locally
owned.

PennDOT,
1131.6

Local
Municipal,
2682.2

Turnpike ,
6.4

Other
Agencies
(Includes
State and
Federal
Agency),
39.6

The National Highway System

The NHS is a network of strategic highways within the United States, including the Interstate Highway System and other roads serving major airports, ports, rail or truck terminals,
railway stations, pipeline terminals and other strategic transport facilities important to the nation's economy, defense, and mobility.

Functional Classification

There are many ways to classify roads, including Functional Class and Ownership. Functional classification is the process by which streets and roads are grouped into classes, or
systems, according to the character of traffic service they are intended to provide. The graphic below shows functional classifications, as well as examples.

York County Mileage of Functional Class as of 2019 3

3

Functional
Classification

Interstate

Other Freeway
/Expressway

Other Principal
Arterial

Minor
Arterial

Major
Collector

Minor Collector
(Non-Federal Aid)

Local (NonFederal Aid)

Total Linear
Miles

Linear Miles

46.0

15.5

82.1

216.2

422.8

167.5

2909.6

3859.7

From the Pennsylvania Highway Statistics publication, 2019 Highway Data
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Below is a graphic describing the differences in functional class and providing examples from within York County.

Interstate
Long Distance Travel
Limited Access
Divided Travel Lanes
Link Major Urban Areas
Mobility Through Rural
Areas
High Speeds

Other Freeways and
Expressways
Long Distance Travel
Limited or Partial
Access
Directional Travel
Lanes, Typically Divided

Other Principal
Arterials
Local and Long
Distance Travel
Partial Access
Directional Travel Lanes

Link Major Urban Areas

Major Centers of
Metropolitan Areas

Mobility Through Rural
Areas

Serve Both Urban and
Rural Areas

High Speeds

High Speeds

Minor Arterials
Local Travel
Full Access

Major and Minor
Collectors
Local Travel

Local Roads
Local Travel
Full Access

Directional Travel Lanes

Full Access

Contact Between
Principal Arterial

Directional Travel Lanes
Intra-County Travel

Discourage Through
Traffic

Serve Both Urban and
Rural Areas

Serve Both Urban and
Rural Areas

Serve Both Urban and
Rural Areas

High to Moderate
Speeds

Moderate Speeds

Moderate to Low
Speeds
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Air Transportation
The aviation needs of York County are diverse, and as such, there are many options to fulfill those needs. York County is the home to several recreational and private air facilities,
as well as facilities that service more interests that are commercial. Existing airports serving York County include such facilities as Capital City Airport (CXY), Harrisburg International
Airport (MDT), York Airport (THV) near Thomasville in Jackson Township, as well as Philadelphia International (PHL), and Baltimore-Washington International (BWI). This plan does
not include actions regarding aviation, but rather identifies the existence of this aspect of the transportation system.

Capital City Airport

Located in the northeast corner of York County, this 273-acre facility serves the business communities of Dauphin, Cumberland, and York counties. CXY is owned and operated by
the Susquehanna Area Regional Airport Authority (SARAA) and is the designated alternate for Harrisburg International Airport (MDT). CXY averages more than 57,000 corporate,
charter, and private aircraft operations every year. In addition, a study conducted by PennDOT in 2000 concluded that CXY-related activities generate nearly $24 million dollars a
year in total economic output into the regional economy. CXY is a full-service, fixed-base operation, and offers training in the form of a flight school, piston and turbine aircraft
maintenance, and avionics.

Harrisburg International Airport

Located in Dauphin County, this aviation facility serves the commercial interest of the residents and businesses of Dauphin, Cumberland, and York Counties. Harrisburg
International Airport is a multi-modal transportation center. The facility links with cargo shipping (FedEx, UPS, and DHL), bus and taxi service, as well as provides approximately
2,500 public parking spaces for air travelers.

York Airport

This privately owned airport is located approximately seven miles southwest of the City of York, in Thomasville, Jackson Township, along U.S. Route 30. This 66-acre facility is a
business service airport by the PennDOT Bureau of Aviation and is home to nearly 100 aircraft operations. The facility is also home to a restaurant and a fixed-base operation. The
fixed-base operation provides fueling, maintenance service, and hangar rentals to customers of the airport.

Other Aviation Facilities in York County

The Lazy B Ranch Airport in Dover Township comprises a 2,600-foot single lane runway, constructed of concrete and asphalt. The facility designated for public use in 2012 caters
primarily to recreational aviation. Baublitz Airport in Brogue and Bermudian Valley Airpark in Kralltown are single turf runways approximately one-half mile in length and exclusively
serve recreational aircraft. Kampel Airport in Wellsville is a 2,400-foot turf runway used for recreational aircraft. Shoestring Aviation Airport located in Stewartstown is an airport
designated for ultralight aircraft only.

Chapter Two – York County Is…
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Background Documents
Background documents are produced routinely and are used as background development to influence and implement large documents like the MTP down to individual subdivision
review. For more information on these and other documents, visit https://www.ycpc.org/198/Reports-Documents.
Report on Congestion (ROC)
Bi-annual report on congestion and within the county. The York Area Metropolitan Planning Organization (YAMPO) developed the Congestion Management Process (CMP) to
identify and address the most congested elements of the York County transportation system. The CMP establishes a process to gather and analyze data to determine which
transportation elements are experiencing congested conditions. The results of the CMP are presented in this Report on Congestion (ROC). For more information, follow this link.
Safety Evaluation Report
Annual report of a list of varying construction and improvement projects and their effect on safety. This report looks at the number of crashes 5 years before a site improvement
and compares it to the number of crashes 5 years after an improvement. This report can be used as a tool for decision-making for future projects. More information on this report
can be found on page 60. For more information, follow this link.
Annual Report on Transit Statistics
Annual report on rabbittransit’s performance measures, ridership trends, and route updates or changes. For more information, follow this link.
Pavement and Bridge Condition Report
Annual report that details the conditions of the roads and bridges on the Federal Aid System to help guide investment decisions to keep York County’s roads and bridges in good
order. Originally designed to provide details for the information in the PennDOT Performance Measures Annual Reports for pavements and bridges for the York MPO Area, this
report has been expanded to include additional data for locally owned roads on the Federal Aid System, known as Local Federal Aid (LFA) roads and locally owned bridges. For
more information, follow this link.
I-83 Traffic and Conditions (TAC) Report
Annual report for Interstate 83 was born out of the York Area Metropolitan Planning Organization’s (YAMPO) Congestion Management Process (CMP). This report is published
annually and covers various traffic characteristics of the Interstate. Data is collected from a variety of sources including PennDOT, York County Planning Commission (YCPC) and
TomTomTM. YAMPO expands this report regularly to include additional data attributes of the corridor. The ultimate goal of this report is to provide an information resource upon
which comprehensive traffic analysis can be conducted without the initial burden of data collection. For more information, follow this link.

Chapter Two – York County Is…
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CHAPTER THREE – MOVING FORWARD
OVERVIEW
When most people think about transportation, they think of their own personal vehicle. The York Area Metropolitan Planning Organization (YAMPO) looks at a complex system
that has benefits and burdens, constraints and opportunities, and partnerships and silos. This complexity is difficult to comprehend sometimes in its entirety.

In this chapter, we break the complex system down into different aspects to try to explain how we
intend to move forward and achieve the goals and objectives laid out in the first chapter. This
breakdown allows partners and stakeholders to identify how they fit into the overall plan.
All the High Priority Actions identified developed through the Metropolitan Transportation Plan subcommittees and then ranked by the Steering Committee are included in this
chapter. A list of the actions in the document can be found in Appendix B – Actions Listed in MTP. The full list including medium and low priority actions are included in Appendix
C – Ranked Actions. Because of the intersectionality of many of the actions, they could appear in multiple categories. In the interest of preserving space, these related actions will
be listed once in the primary section, but a list of related actions will be at the end of each section. In addition, some of the actions were recommended by the staff of the York
County Planning Commission, rabbittransit, and PennDOT, with the goal to meet the requirements of FHWA, FTA, PennDOT, and the goals of the MTP. FHWA and FTA required
Performance Measures are identified with the organization symbols.
Actions are broken into the categories listed below. The information included in the following pages identifies the historic measurements trends that generate targets, current
policies aimed at achieving the targets, supplementary data measurements and new policies that go into effect with the adoption of this plan. All policies identified in the current
practice section are planned to be carried forward.

Equity

Transit

Environment

Active Transportation

Historic Transportation Facilities

Job Access/Economic Development

Freight

Safety

PennDOT Connects

Asset Management

Operations
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EQUITY

Definitions

Current
Practice
Current
Practice

MINORITIES

Equity is a principle that goes beyond the impact to individuals, addressing how policies, institutions, and
infrastructure of a region can promote the fair treatment, and encourage success and prosperity of all
persons.

E
Q
U
I
T
Y

Different individual characteristics could be separated within our total population to evaluate and compare
equity in our community. As part of the MTP development, Walk Score was compared and reviewed for
over 65 populations, persons with disabilities and household vehicle access. All three characteristics
matched the overall community profile when evaluating the Walk Score.
The majority of the equity analysis in GOYORK 2045 involves minorities and low-income populations. These
two individual characteristics captured under the Federal requirement of Environmental Justice. The 1994
Presidential Executive Order directs federal agencies to – identify and address the disproportionately high
and adverse human health or environmental effects of their actions on minority and low-income
populations, to the greatest extent practicable and permitted by law.

•
•

•

•

Black - a person having origins in any of the
black racial groups of Africa
Hispanic - a person of Mexican, Puerto
Rican, Cuban, Central or South American, or
other Spanish culture or origin, regardless of
race
Asian - a person having origins in any of the
original peoples of the Far East, Southeast
Asia, or the Indian subcontinent
American Indian and Alaskan Native - a
person having origins in any of the original
people of North America and who maintains
cultural identification through tribal
affiliation or community recognition
Native Hawaiian or Other Pacific Islander - a
person having origins in any of the original
peoples of Hawaii, Guam, Samoa, or other
Pacific Islands

Participation in the decision and public input process is important to developing a fully integrated and
equitable process. As members are selected for representation on the MPO Board, each organization is
requested to review appointments to ensure proper representation of their community. In addition, the
YAMPO Technical Committee has an advisory member from the York City Human Relations Commission.

•

In addition to the formal decision-making process, the information dissemination process to provide access
to low-income and minority populations is a reason all MPO meetings are held in the City of York at the
York County Administration Building. This location is along several bus routes and is included in areas that
have a higher population of minority and low-income populations.

LOW INCOME

Chapter Three – Moving Forward

•

Low Income - a person whose household
income (or in the case of a community or
group, whose median household income) is
at or below the U.S. Department of Health
and Human Services poverty guidelines
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In 2020, the County of York implemented a concentrated effort to enhance Equity and Inclusion within the County. Disparities in race, ethnicity, and poverty afflict residents
across the entire county. To address these inequities, the County of York, in 2020, created two new positions. These new hires will work together, as well as with various
partners, toward reaching the common goal of promoting equity, diversity, and inclusion in policies, programs, and practices across the county and creating an inclusive culture
that values and celebrates the diversity of county residents.
The Environmental Justice Evaluation of the 2021-2024 Transportation Improvement Program (TIP) used several metrics to determine if the benefits or outcomes of the
selection process maintained equity for minority and low-income populations.

Minority Populations

E
Q
U
I
T
Y

Low-Income Populations

Total Bridges (#)

13

5

Expected Poor Bridges (#)

2

1

2020 Actual Poor Bridges (#)

1

1

Total Pavement (Miles)

18.26

11.53

Expected Poor Pavement (Miles)

2.85

1.8

2020 Actual Poor Roads (Miles)
Expected Crashes
per County Rate (#)
Actual Crashes (#)

1.68
42

1.22
24

179

118

68% of County’s
Minority Population

57% of County’s
Low-Income
Population

Covered by at least one bus stop
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York County…

… Has 124 poor bridges, which is
13.8% of the 857 total bridges
over 20 feet.
… Has 209.6 miles of poor roads,
which is 15.6% of the total
1,342.65 miles.
… Has 641 bike and pedestrian
crashes, which relates to a 1.4
crash per 1,000 population.
… Has 855 bus stops within the
county as of 2019.
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Moving… Forward

Moving… Forward
ACTION

Organize rabbitCARES partnership participation in YAMPO
meetings

TYPE

TIME

ORGANIZATIONS

EFFORT

Strategy

Ongoing

YAMPO

1 out of 5

As expressed in its Public Participation Plan and elsewhere in this document, YAMPO is committed to a proactive public involvement process that ensures full
participation through early and continuous opportunities and prohibits exclusion based on race, color, national origin, age, sex, and disability. As such, YAMPO can
develop a formal and consistent process for the rabbitCARES partnership’s participation in YAMPO Technical and Coordinating Committee meetings.

ACTION

E
Q
U
I
T
Y

Consider personal and public health implications of
transportation projects

TYPE

TIME

ORGANIZATIONS

EFFORT

Strategy

Ongoing

YAMPO

1 out of 5

Healthy Adams County and The Healthy York County joint 2016 Regional Health Plan, a project coordinated by the Healthy York County Coalition (HYCC), identified the
most significant health risk among adults as obesity. Another public health concern affecting a wide range of the population is asthma. Considering the impact that
transportation projects may have on increasing access for active transportation options (walking and bicycling) and on reducing air pollution can lead to projects that
improve personal and public health.

ACTION
Develop projects to reduce the disproportionate impact
of bicycle and pedestrian crashes in minority and
low-income areas

TYPE

TIME

ORGANIZATIONS

EFFORT

Project

Ongoing

YAMPO

3 out of 5

Between 2013-2017, York County had a total of 641 bicycle and pedestrian crashes with a motor vehicle. If bike and pedestrian crashes were dispersed evenly based
on population, there would be 1.4 crashes for every 1,000 people. Areas with a majority of minority population had four times this rate. Similarly, low-income majority
locations had a rate almost five times higher. Therefore, a focus on pedestrian and bicycle safety needs to be focused within minority and low-income population areas.
A goal of reducing each rate in half by 2050.

ACTION
Minority and low-income focus in the York County Bicycle
and Pedestrian Plan

TYPE

TIME

ORGANIZATIONS

EFFORT

Project

Ongoing

YAMPO

2 out of 5

Include a prioritized location list specifically for minority and low-income areas within the York County Bicycle and Pedestrian Plan.

Chapter Three – Moving Forward
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ACTION
Develop a predictive model for bicycle and pedestrian
crashes

TYPE

TIME

ORGANIZATIONS

EFFORT

Project

Ongoing

PennDOT

5 out of 5

National research is currently under way to develop ways to estimate bike and pedestrian crashes based on the environment. Bicycle and pedestrian volumes will be
needed in order to develop estimates and should be focused on high crash locations first. This effort is a few years away from implementation, but would be a
replacement to the per-1,000 population to compare the equitable distribution of crashes.

ACTION
Expand equity analysis to other population groups

E
Q
U
I
T
Y

TYPE

TIME

ORGANIZATIONS

EFFORT

Project

Ongoing

YAMPO

3 out of 5

Work with community stakeholders that identify transportation as a major barrier to a segment of the population they represent. Develop a way to overlap different
community characteristics that often increase the size of transportation barriers. Evaluate different transportation performance measures between the stakeholder
community and the community at large to determine equity.

“We must make sure that the planning
process includes a diverse group of
constituents.”
- Survey Comment
Figure 3 Equity - Providing the necessities to achieve the
same results as others that do not face the same barriers.
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ACTION
Facilitate input from rabbitCARES partnership during land
development and transportation impact study process

TYPE

TIME

ORGANIZATIONS

EFFORT

Project

Ongoing

YCPC

2 out of 5

YCPC/YAMPO staff reviews plans for land development in York County. When the development will access a state-owned road,
the developer submits an application to PennDOT for a Highway Occupancy Permit (HOP). Often, the HOP approval process
requires a Transportation Impact Assessment (TIA) or Study (TIS), which YAMPO staff also reviews.

E
Q
U
I
T
Y

During the HOP process, PennDOT requires the developer to show what kind of land use will occur on the site. The developer also
provides a sketch or preliminary site drawing. Using that information, the TIA/S application shows what effects the proposed
development will have on the transportation network and what improvements the developer will need to plan before PennDOT
approval. Often this includes intersection changes such as traffic signals or better turning radius for trucks. Sometimes this also
includes pedestrian, bicycle, and transit improvements.
YAMPO and its partners can ensure that representatives from the rabbitCARES partnership have input in this process. By doing
so, developers will have earlier and better feedback to prevent accessibility issues in their proposals.

What is rabbitCARES?
In 2018, rabbittransit organized 3P
Ride, now known as rabbitCARES, a
501(c)(3) nonprofit organization to
“advance
affordable
and
convenient mobility solutions that
allow all central Pennsylvania
residents to connect to their most
basic needs.” The group’s tagline is
“More People. More Places. More
Possibilities.”
The large partnership of more than
45 organizations meets quarterly
to review and delegate work to a
number of topical committees.

RELATED ACTIONS FOR EQUITY
Location in Document
(None)

Page

(None)

Action

(None)
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A
This may be
C ACTIVE TRANSPORTATION
affected by
T Current
Practice
COVID-19
Current Practice
I
V When investing in the active transportation network, we want to ensure we benefit the most
pedestrians and bicyclists as possible. Twelve focus areas were identified in the York County Bicycle and
E Pedestrian Connectivity and Safety Inventory as the top candidates for improvement. The focus areas
T
R
A
N
S
P
O
R
T
A
T
I
O
N

are based on the overlap of the top 10 pedestrian crash clusters, fatal/major injury pedestrian crashes,
and the most-used transit stops. After the focus areas, the next priorities for funding are locations within
a quarter mile of a transit route, sidewalk gaps outside a quarter-mile of a transit route, and finally
infrastructure that is mostly for health-based or recreational use than a transportation need.

Walk Score is an internationally recognized measure of an area’s walkability. As shown in the chart
below, 84% of York County residents live in “car-dependent” areas, and only 1% live in an area
considered “walker’s paradise.” By improving walkability, we have an opportunity to infuse optimism in
seniors who should not be driving, and people with disabilities who cannot drive.

What is Active Transportation?
The incorporation of physical activity into daily
mobility needs.
• YAMPO solicits Active Transportation every 2
years as part of Transportation Alternative
Program Funding
o In addition to YAMPO money, Statewide
Competitive Applications help fund
projects
• More Equitable

CURRENT INFRASTRUCTURE
•

ACTIVE TRANSPORTATION PERFORMANCE MEASURES
Walk Score for All Residents

•

Target: Reduce the percent of residents that live in car-dependent areas (2018)
•
•

84% of all
residents

Multi-Use Paths
o Heritage Rail Trail County Park (25 miles)
o Hanover Trolley Trail (3 miles)
o Broad Street Bikeway (1 mile)
Bike Lanes (4 miles)
o King St, Parkway Blvd, & Pennsylvania Ave
Bike Routes J & S (78 miles)
Sidewalk Network (1.3K miles)

FUNDED (IN DESIGN) INFRASTRUCTURE

Car-dependent

8%

7%

1%

Somewhat walkable

Very walkable

Walker's paradise
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•
•
•
•
•
•

Veterans Memorial Bridge Improvements
King Street Cycle Track
Rail Trail Phase 4
N George St Pedestrian Improvements
Dillsburg Sidewalk Network Expansion
Ma & Pa Community Greenway
28
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A
Forward
C Moving…
Moving…
Forward
T
ACTION
TYPE
TIME
ORGANIZATIONS
EFFORT
I
Promote 8 to 80 streetscape planning to municipalities
Strategy
Ongoing
YCPC / Healthy York
3 out of 5
County Coalition / CPTA
V
8 to 80 is a global initiative to “create safe and happy cities that prioritize people’s well-being.” Supporters believe that if everything we do in our public spaces is great
for an 8 year old and an 80 year old, then it will be great for all people. The leading organization’s mission is “to improve the quality of life for people in cities by bringing
E

citizens together to enhance mobility and public space so that together we can create more vibrant, healthy, and equitable communities.” 4 YAMPO and its partners
can promote the same philosophy to municipalities undertaking comprehensive plan and corridor studies.

T
R
A
N
S
P
O
R
T
A
T
I
O
N

ACTION
Work with municipalities to develop community facilities
and bicycle and pedestrian planning

TYPE

TIME

ORGANIZATIONS

EFFORT

Project

Ongoing

YCPC

3 out of 5

Work with municipalities during the update of their Comprehensive Plan to incorporate a Recreation and Bicycle/Pedestrian Plan.

ACTION
Utilize partner priorities to score transportation
alternative projects
During evaluation of TAP projects, provide additional
points for projects identified in DCNR Trail Gaps,
YCEA Trail Towns, and plans adopted by YAMPO.

ACTION
Conduct ADA transition planning

TYPE

TIME

ORGANIZATIONS

EFFORT

Project

Ongoing

YCPC

1 out of 5

“There are enough fitness centers and parks for citizens to use. Adding sidewalks
and bike lanes is costly and increases water runoff.”
- Survey Comment
TYPE

TIME

ORGANIZATIONS

EFFORT

Project

Ongoing

Municipal / YAMPO

3 out of 5

ADA transition planning ensures the transportation system serves users of all abilities fosters inclusion, embraces diversity by offering a variety of safe, accessible and
sustainable mobility options.

4

https://www.880cities.org/about-8-80-cities/
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ACTION
Build sidewalks in the gaps identified in the York County
Bicycle and Pedestrian Connectivity and Safety Inventory

TYPE

TIME

ORGANIZATIONS

EFFORT

Project

Fixed

Municipalities / YAMPO

5 out of 5

Develop the sidewalk network and concentrate efforts to increase walkability. Work with PennDOT Connects to include high-visibility crosswalks with road resurfacing
projects. In addition, update bicycle and pedestrian plan by 2022. Identify and conduct accessibility analysis to community priorities and develop a prioritized list of
investments based on the following classification. Also, consider York City connections to suburbs as focus area.
1.

Twelve locations identified in the York County Bicycle and Pedestrian Connectivity and Safety Inventory
1. West Manchester Town Center & Delco Plaza
2. Fireside
3. HACC York, Manchester Crossroads, Northgate Shopping Center
4. York Galleria Mall

2.
3.
4.

7. York City (CBD, Eastern York City)
8. Western York City
9. York Hospital, Rathton Rd, and Country Club Rd
10. Queensgate & South York Value Center

5. East Market Street, York Mall, York Marketplace
11. West Broadway (PA-74) in Red Lion
6. Mt Rose Ave, Haines Rd, and Camp Betty Washington Rd
12. Hanover Borough CBD
Locations within a quarter-mile from transit stops and routes
Sidewalk gaps outside the transit area & locations identified in the Connectivity and Safety Inventory
Health-based and recreational use infrastructure.

ACTION
Work with municipalities to ensure bicycle and pedestrian
accommodations in land development design

TYPE

TIME

ORGANIZATIONS

EFFORT

Project

Ongoing

YCPC

3 out of 5

As appropriate, development design should incorporate and contribute to a
network of pedestrian and biking pathways that allows for safe and connected
navigation. This should be an expected component of any new residential/
commercial development discussion.

ACTION
Advertise walking and biking options

TYPE
Project

“Great trails means great communities and increased home values.”
- Survey Comment
TIME

ORGANIZATIONS

EFFORT

Ongoing

CSP

2 out of 5

Advertising bicycle and pedestrian opportunities would help draw people to those routes, creating a safer commute for the County’s cyclists and pedestrians. Encourage
employers to advertise their company as a bike friendly workplace and provide incentives for bicycle commuters.
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ACTION
Work with municipalities to enact a Complete Streets
policy

TIME

ORGANIZATIONS

EFFORT

Project

Ongoing

YAMPO

4 out of 5

Complete streets are a transportation policy and design approach that requires streets to be planned, designed, operated, and maintained to enable safe, convenient,
and comfortable travel and access for users of all ages and abilities regardless of their mode of transportation. Complete Streets allow for safe travel by those walking,
cycling, driving automobiles, riding public transportation, or delivering goods.

ACTION
Organize a bicycle and pedestrian planning committee
of YAMPO

T
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T
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TYPE

TYPE

TIME

ORGANIZATIONS

EFFORT

Project

Fixed

YAMPO

2 out of 5

Identify individuals from the bicycle and pedestrian communities to represent their respective interests as advisory members, to be approved by the YAMPO
Coordinating Committee.

ACTION
Promote low-cost temporary streetscape changes as
demonstration projects

TYPE

TIME

ORGANIZATIONS

EFFORT

Strategy

Ongoing

YAMPO

3 out of 5

When properly executed, these types of projects are very useful in demonstrating the effectiveness of streetscape changes. Examples could include temporary
crosswalks, pedestrian bump-outs, and road diets.

ACTION
Provide walking options in every new development and
road project

TYPE

TIME

ORGANIZATIONS

EFFORT

Project

Ongoing

Municipal

5 out of 5

Where it is appropriate and makes sense, provisions for walking should coincide with adjacent land development, and should provide a safe recreational and/or
navigational experience.
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RELATED ACTIONS TO ACTIVE TRANSPORTATION
Location
Safety

Page
69

Action

Construct high-visibility crosswalks

Operations

77

Discuss multi-modal transportation supply and demand during competitive funding applications,
land development plans, and Traffic Impact Studies/ Highway Occupancy Permit applications

Environment

83

Promote alternatives to driving

PennDOT Connects

92

Review accessibility during transportation project development
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FREIGHT
Current Practice

Current Practice

This may be
affected by
COVID-19

Definitions
NMFN (National Multi-Modal Freight Network)
is made up of ports, railroads, and the NHFN
(National Highway Freight Network)
NHFN (National Highway Freight Network)
consists of:
PHFS (Primary Highway Freight System)
Non-PHFS Interstates
CRFC (Critical Rural Freight Corridors)
CUFC (Critical Urban Freight Corridors)
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Other YAMPO Freight Connector Priorities (Not

part of NMFN, not listed on map)
1. Board Rd & Susquehanna Trail at Exit 24 in
Manchester Twp
2. Wyndamere Rd, Salem Rd, Yorktowne Rd, &
Industrial Drive at Exit 35 in Fairview Twp
3. Golf Course Rd in Carroll Twp
4. Route 94 in Hanover & Penn Twp
5. Route 15
6. Airport Road, Normandy Memorial Dr, Lewisberry
Rd, and Old York Road at the Capital City Airport in
Fairview Twp
7. Route 30 West of Maywood Rd in Jackson Twp
8. Susquehanna Trail between Seaks Run Rd &
Church St in Springfield Twp
9. Wolfe Rd in Hopewell & Shrewsbury Twps.
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FREIGHT PERFORMANCE MEASURES

Definitions

Truck Travel Time Reliability on Interstate 83
Target: 1.4
3
2
1
0

FF
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I
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2013

2014

2015

2016

2017

2018

Truck Travel Time Reliability (%)

2019

2020

Target

2021

Commercial vehicles include all vehicles with a gross vehicle
weight rating (GVWR) or gross combination weight rating
(GCWR) of more than 10,000 pounds, and include vehicles
designed to transport 16 or more passengers, school buses,
and placarded vehicles that transport hazardous materials.
Registration data does not align exactly with these categories,
the sum of closely related categories is about 5% of all
registered vehicles in York County in 2017.

Truck Parking Shortfalls
I-83 between Maryland and Harrisburg lacks adequate truck
parking. In 2007, The Pennsylvania State Transportation
Advisory Committee estimated:
•
•
•

a demand of 310 truck parking spaces,
a total of 61 parking spaces, and
a shortfall of 249 spaces.

Overflow trucks have no option but to park on the shoulders,
which is illegal and dangerous for the driver and motoring
public.
Since the report, various new privately owned truck parking
facilities have been built throughout York County. A new
inventory should be completed to include any newly
constructed truck parking facilities.
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Moving… Forward

Moving… Forward
ACTION

Promote preferred truck routes

TYPE

TIME

ORGANIZATIONS

EFFORT

Project

Ongoing

Truckers Assoc.

4 out of 5

TYPE

TIME

ORGANIZATIONS

EFFORT

Project

Fixed

PennDOT

3 out of 5

York County Truck Route map. Congestion Management Process (CMP) – future investment. Zoning should be examined around these investments. Criteria for
investment in the preferred trucks routes should be developed.

ACTION

FF
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I
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TT

Conduct freight audits on CUFC / CRFC and YAMPO priority
freight links

The map on page 34 shows the Critical Urban and Rural Freight Corridors (CUFC/CRFC) and other links YAMPO has prioritized. These provide crucial connections for
trucks to move goods through and throughout York County. YAMPO can request that PennDOT conduct audits on these roads to evaluate truck deficiencies and program
remedial projects. Developers led a similar process in the East Manchester area surrounding SR 921 (Canal Rd).

ACTION
Prioritize maintenance projects on the priority freight
network

TYPE

TIME

ORGANIZATIONS

EFFORT

Strategy

Ongoing

YAMPO

1 out of 5

Because YAMPO, PennDOT and FHWA have identified the corridors on page 34 as critical to the freight network, YAMPO can prioritize maintenance projects on these
roads.

ACTION
Educate municipalities about the cause and effect
relationship between zoning and truck traffic

TYPE

TIME

ORGANIZATIONS

EFFORT

Project

Ongoing

YCPC

3 out of 5

Zoning that promotes commercial and industrial development must take into consideration
access ways to and from areas so designated. These transportation corridors will have to be
able to accommodate the size and the volume of truck traffic that will be needed to serve this
type of development, while minimizing conflicts with traffic serving other uses - residential,
educational, agricultural, recreational, etc.
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ACTION
Implement actions from the 2021 State Freight Plan after
adoption

TYPE

TIME

ORGANIZATIONS

EFFORT

Strategy

Ongoing

YAMPO / YCPC

(1-5) out of 5

PennDOT’s current planning process for freight movement in Pennsylvania is currently in development. YAMPO and partners should evaluate the recommendations
and actions and adopt the appropriate actions for York County.

ACTION
Conduct Truck Parking Inventory

TYPE

TIME

ORGANIZATIONS

EFFORT

Strategy

Ongoing

YAMPO / YCPC

1 out of 5

Update Truck Parking Inventory to include privately owned facilities built since the last report was released in 2007.

F
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ACTION
Support legislative change and additional enforcement
on truck restrictions

TYPE

TIME

ORGANIZATIONS

EFFORT

Strategy

Ongoing

Legislature / Police /
Municipal

3 out of 5

Support the York County Legislative Delegation in the development of legislative changes of truck restrictions. Note: no access restrictions based on truck size is currently
enforced on any road in the Commonwealth, unless a municipality adopts such restrictions for municipal roads.
Support the local, regional, and state police use of additional enforcement of truck restrictions. Support the York County Legislative Delegation in the development of
legislative action for additional truck restriction legislation.

ACTION
Promote availability of truck parking

TYPE

TIME

ORGANIZATIONS

EFFORT

Strategy

Ongoing

PMTA

3 out of 5

Promote truck parking facilities through the posting of signage along major
roadways (particularly along I-83) and key truck-related web service that
truckers can access through their on-board computer systems.

ACTION
Scope maintenance projects for future use, including
heavy vehicles

“I-83 and I-81 are huge commercial truck routes. Allow more
companies like Pilot & Flying J. We do not need more rest areas.”
- Survey Comment

TYPE

TIME

ORGANIZATIONS

EFFORT

Strategy

Ongoing

PennDOT

3 out of 5

Utilize the freight network in YAMPO TIP development to ensure it is addressed in the PennDOT Connects scoping process.
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ACTION
Work with developers to dedicate truck parking along
major corridors

TYPE

TIME

ORGANIZATIONS

EFFORT

Project

Ongoing

Municipal

4 out of 5

During the subdivision and land development process, municipalities
should encourage developers to provide overnight truck parking.

ACTION

TYPE

Facilitate public-private partnerships on deficient freight
links

Project

“Truck parking will be moot when 99% of trucking is autonomous.”
- York Resident
TIME

ORGANIZATIONS

EFFORT

Ongoing

PennDOT / Municipal

5 out of 5

YAMPO and the YCPC should contract with PennDOT and private transportation providers (P3 - all modes) to identify, plan for, and program transportation
improvements to reduce or eliminate Deficient Freight Links. One way to start the dialog for such planning and programming activities is to form a local or regional
freight or goods movement forum or task force, including entities associated with daily operation, supply chain management, financial oversight (including public
entities), and enforcement. A P3 partnership could be borne out of this effort, through a performance-based contract. P3 funds for these projects could be programmed
on the YAMPO TIP.
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ACTION
Install necessary infrastructure for truck platooning on
freight corridors

TYPE

TIME

ORGANIZATIONS

EFFORT

Project

Fixed

PennDOT

5 out of 5

Companies are currently testing semi-autonomous trucks in a number of states 5. Automated platooning allows one truck to
become the lead and a number of trucks to follow behind at a safe and efficient distance without driver input. As this technology
develops, additional technology may need to be present on the roadway for successful deployment. YAMPO has already
identified freight corridors on which it can prioritize installation of these technologies within the Dedicated Short Range
Communication Plan.

Figure 4 Automated Truck Platooning
Demonstration

5

“Partially Automated Truck Platooning Demonstration” image by VADOT licensed under CC BY-NC-CD 2.0
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ACTION

TYPE

TIME

ORGANIZATIONS

Monitor legislation and market trends that might impact
Project
Fixed
PennDOT
freight
For example, Act 106 of 2020 is a law legalizing personal delivery devices (PDDs) in the commonwealth. The
law states PDDs are authorized on the shoulder/berm of roadways posted at 25mph or less and in pedestrian
areas including sidewalks and crosswalks.

EFFORT
5 out of 5

Other technologies passed by Pennsylvania law will need to be monitored for their effect on the freight
network.
Figure 5 Personal Delivery Device
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RELATED ACTIONS FOR FREIGHT
Location

Operations

Page

79

Action

Assess options to limit conflicts between rail freight and roadway traffic in York City
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R
O ASSET MANAGEMENT
A The Asset Management section is divided into three parts: Roadway Assets, Bridge Assets, and Other Assets. Within each of these parts, Current Practices and
D Moving Forward will be listed.
W ROADWAYS
% of Interstate pavements in Good condition - Statewide
A
2017
2018
2019
2021
Target
60%
Current
Practice
Practice
Y Current
Actual

A
S
S
E
T

M
A
N
A
G
E
M
E
N
T

PERFORMANCE MEASURE 2
o
o
o
o

67.20%

66.16%

72.03%

-

% of Interstate pavements in Poor condition - Statewide

% of pavements on the Interstate System in Good condition
% of pavements on the Interstate System in Poor condition
% of Non-Interstate NHS pavements in Good condition
% of Non-Interstate NHS pavement in Poor condition

The York MPO has agreed to support the State’s targets by planning and programming projects that
contribute to meeting or making significant progress toward the established PennDOT performance
targets since 2018. The chart to the right shows the 2021 Statewide targets for PM2. By the end of
2021, YAMPO and PennDOT will adopt new two- (2023) and four- (2025) year targets. In order to
support Statewide targets, the MTP Subcommittee reviewed the York County trend data for each
PM2 and has established MPO Targets for the purpose of planning and programming projects. The
MPO Targets meet or exceed the targets set by PennDOT. The MPO does not select Interstate
projects, therefore York County data is measured against Statewide targets.

Target
Actual

2017
0.40%

2018
0.69%

2019
0.64%

2021
2.00%
-

% of non-Interstate NHS pavements in Good condition Statewide
2017
2018
2019
2021
Target
35.00%
33.00%
Actual
36.80%
34.76%
35.73%
% of non-Interstate NHS pavements in Poor condition Statewide
2017
2018
2019
2021
Target
4.00%
5.00%
Actual
2.30%
2.31%
3.79%
-

Interstate Management Process
• The Interstate Management (IM) Program is a separate Transportation Improvement Program
(TIP) that is centrally developed and managed based on statewide needs. Pennsylvania has
one of the largest Interstate Systems in the nation, with more than 2,740 miles and 2,207 bridges. Based on asset condition it is estimated that the annual need on the
interstates is $1.2 billion to meet basic maintenance and preservation needs. Currently the state spends between $450-$500 million per year on the Interstate System.
• PennDOT issued 2021 Financial Guidance that increases interstate investments by approximately $150 million in Federal Fiscal Year (FFY) 2021 and grows by $50 million
per year up to $1 billion in 2028.
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ROADWAY PERFORMANCE MEASURES
Percent of Pavements on Interstate System in Good Condition
Statewide Target (at or above): 60% I-83 and Turnpike in York County

York County Target (at or below): 5% - includes State and Local Owned
Pavements

100%
0%

Percent of Pavements on Non-Interstate NHS in Poor
Condition

2012

2013

2014

2015

2016

Interstate IRI

2017

2018

2019

2020

2021

State Target

20%
0%

2012

Percent of Pavements on Interstate System in Poor Condition

2014

2015

2016

2017

NHS, Non-Interstate IRI

Statewide Target (at or below): 2% - I-83 and Turnpike in York County

2018

2019

2020

2012

2013

2014

2015

2016

Interstate IRI

2017

2018

2019

2020

2021

State Target

York County Target

York County Target (at or below): 10%
20%
10%

Percent of Pavements on Non-Interstate NHS in Good Condition
York County Target (at or above): 60% - includes State and Local Owned Pavements

0%

2012

2013

2014

2015

2016

2017

Non-NHS > 2,000 ADT, State-Owned

100%

2018

2019

2020

2012

2013

2014

2015

2016

NHS, Non-Interstate IRI

2017

2018

2019

2020

2021

York County Target
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York County Target

50%
0%

2021

Percent of Miles on State-Owned Non-NHS Roads with More
than 2,000 Trips in Poor Condition

5%
0%

2013
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Percent of Miles on State-Owned Non-NHS Roads with Less than
2,000 Trips (AADT) in Poor Condition

Percent of Miles on Local Federal Aid Non-NHS Roads with Less
than 2,000 Trips (AADT) in Poor Condition

York County Target (at or below): 35%

York County Target (at or below): 35%

50%
0%

100%
2012

2013

2014

2015

2016

2017

Non-NHS < 2,000 ADT, State-Owned

2018

2019

2020

2021

York County Target

50%
0%

2012

Percent of Miles on Local Federal Aid Non-NHS Roads with
More than 2,000 Trips (AADT) in Poor Condition

2013

2014

2015

2016

2017

Non-NHS < 2,000 ADT, Local Federal Aid

2018

2019

2020

York County Target

York County Target (at or below): 10%
100%
0%

2012 2013 2014 2015 2016 2017 2018 2019 2020 2021
Non-NHS > 2,000 ADT, Local Federal Aid

York County Target
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Moving… Forward

Moving… Forward
ACTION

TYPE

Balance volume and condition when prioritizing maintenance Strategy

TIME

ORGANIZATIONS

EFFORT

Ongoing

YAMPO/PennDOT

1 out of 5

YAMPO selection criteria for prioritizing maintenance projects on the TIP currently uses both volume and condition criteria in the selection process for roadways and
bridges. Therefore, the assets with the highest Average Daily Traffic that have the lowest condition rating are programmed first.

RELATED ACTIONS FOR ROADWAY ASSET MANAGEMENT
Location
Freight

Page
36

Action

Historic Transportation

63

Balance transportation needs with historic and cultural values

Historic Transportation

63

Promote the use of the York County Heritage Preservation Plan

Environment

83

Use environmentally-friendly materials

Prioritize maintenance projects on the priority freight network
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BB
BRIDGES
RR
Practice
I Current
Current
Practice
DD
York County is responsible for 901 bridges that are in the Bridge Management System (BMS). In order
GG for bridges to be eligible for the BMS, state owned bridges must be eight or more feet in length, and
EE county and municipal owned bridges must be more than 20 feet in length.
AA
SS
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M
M
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M
M
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In years past bridges had dedicated TIP funding,
however MAP-21 has changed this, and bridges
compete for funding with all other projects. The
MPO adopted the Bridge Prioritization to help
select bridges for funding based on importance of
roadway connectivity.

“Without good infrastructure,
we have chaos.”
- Survey Comment

2020 Bridge Ownership

661

State

148

240

Local

92

County

Municipal

Bridge Prioritization Groups
Group A - Critical to the transportation network in
York County. The roadways included are the
enhanced National Highway System (NHS), I-83
designated Detour Routes and Truck Routes.
Group B - Considered important to the
transportation network in York County. The
roadways included are 2 or 3 digit State Routes and
Arterials and Collectors (Functional Classification
System).
Group C - Bridges are low priority to the
transportation network in York County. These are
the remaining roads in York County.
Group D - Considered unnecessary to any roadway
network. These bridges could be removed with
limited impact to the residents.

YAMPO Bridge Prioritization
14
326

332

219
Group A

Group B

Group C

Group D

Figure 6 Codorus Furnace Bridge
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PERFORMANCE MEASURE 2
The York MPO has agreed to support the state’s targets by planning and programming projects that contribute to meeting
or making significant progress toward the established PennDOT performance targets since 2018. Below are the 2021
targets for the following PM2 Performance Measures. By the end of 2021, YAMPO and PennDOT will adopt new two (2023)
and four (2025) year targets. In order to support statewide targets, the MTP Subcommittee reviewed the York County trend
data for each PM2 and has established MPO Targets for the purpose of planning and programming projects. The MPO
Targets meet or exceed the targets set by PennDOT.
o
o

% of NHS Bridge Deck Area classified as in Good condition
% of NHS Bridge Deck Area classified as in Poor condition

% of NHS Bridge Deck Area classified as in Good condition
Statewide
2017
2018
2019
2021
Target
25.8%
26.0%
Actual
22.7%
23.35%
24.28%
% of NHS Bridge Deck Area classified as in Poor condition
Statewide
2017
2018
2019
2021
Target
5.6%
6.0%
Actual
5.10%
5.19%
5.06%
-

State Owned
More than 660 state owned bridges are in
York County. These bridges are located on
municipal roads, state routes, US routes,
and interstate highways, and play an
important role in the transportation system
of York County. Of these, 74 are in poor
condition and 10 bridges are weight posted.

Facts
•

The average age for state and Local
bridges is 56 years in York County.

•

PennDOT implemented the Rapid
Bridge Replacement Program and
the number of poor and weight
posted bridges have decreased in
state bridges, however, local bridges
have not seen the same decrease.

Locally Owned
The York County Board of Commissioners adopted a County Bridge Plan in
2010. The plan is consistent with the YAMPO Bridge Prioritization Plan. In
addition to the prioritization, the plan includes bridges with less than
optimal roadway alignments, bridges in the Hazard Mitigation Plan,
bridges with special plans, and the process for evaluating the mobility
needs of bridges.
Disaster Relief for Local Bridges Policy - This YAMPO Policy is in place as a
safety net for local bridges when federal disaster is not declared for York
County after a localized weather event. The Policy can be found in
Appendix E – Disaster Relief for Local Bridges Policy.
Through PennDOT Connects, local bridge owners are asked to commit the
local match for eligible TIP bridges early in the process.
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BRIDGE PERFORMANCE MEASURES
Bridge Deck Area on non-NHS, Locally Owned Bridges in Poor
Condition

Bridge Deck Area on the NHS in Good Condition

York County Target: 50%

York County Target: 23% or less

100%

50%

50%
0%

2016

2017

2018

2019

% of NHS Bridge Deck Area in Good Condition

2020

2021

0%

2010 2011 2012 2013 2014 2015 2016 2017 2018 2019 2020 2021
% Bridge Deck Area of Non-NHS Locally Owned in Pooor Condition

York County Target

York County Target

Bridge Deck Area on the NHS in Poor Condition

York County Target: 6%

Number of State-Owned Weight-Posted Bridges

York County Target: 12 or fewer

10%

40
0%

2016

2017

2018

2019

% of NHS Bridge Deck Area in Poor Condition

2020

2021

York County Target

Bridge Deck Area on non-NHS, State Owned Bridges in Poor
Condition
York County Target: 15% or less

0

2009 2010 2011 2012 2013 2014 2015 2016 2017 2018 2019 2020 2021
Number of State Owned Weight-Posted Bridges

York County Target

Number of Locally-Owned Weight-Posted Bridges
York County Target: 37 or fewer

40%

100

20%
0%

20

50
2010 2011 2012 2013 2014 2015 2016 2017 2018 2019 2020 2021
% Bridge Deck Area of Non-NHS State Owned in Poor Condition

0

2009 2010 2011 2012 2013 2014 2015 2016 2017 2018 2019 2020 2021

York County Target

Number of Locally Owned Weight-Posted Bridges
York County Target
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Moving… Forward

Moving… Forward
ACTION

TYPE

Balance volume and condition when prioritizing maintenance Strategy

TIME

ORGANIZATIONS

EFFORT

Ongoing

YAMPO / PennDOT

1 out of 5

YAMPO selection criteria for prioritizing maintenance projects on the TIP currently uses both volume and condition criteria in the selection process for roadways and
bridges. Therefore, the assets with the highest Average Daily Traffic that have the lowest condition rating are programmed first.

ACTION
Prioritize bridges that are in poor condition and weightposted

TYPE

TIME

ORGANIZATIONS

EFFORT

Strategy

Ongoing

YAMPO

1 out of 5

Bridges in poor condition and weight-posted have an impact on the functionality of the roadway.

RELATED ACTIONS FOR BRIDGE ASSET MANAGEMENT
Location

Historic Transportation

Page
63

Action

Historic Transportation

63

Promote the use of the York County Heritage Preservation Plan

Environment

83

Use environmentally-friendly materials

Balance transportation needs with historic and cultural values
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O
T OTHER ASSETS
H
Current Practice
Current Practice
E Within the transportation network, YAMPO not only has a responsibility to work to maintain the existing road network, but to remediate structurally failing bridges as well.
R However, there is infrastructure that is often overlooked when thinking of maintenance costs, including Overhead Signage, Traffic Signals, Park and Ride Locations, Retaining
A
S
S
E
T
S

Walls, and the Intelligent Transportation System. In this section, the asset type is listed, along with the total number found in York County, an image of an example, and a map
of the locations of each asset.

Traffic Signals
339 Signals
3 Flashing Signals
17 Proposed Signals

Overhead Bridge Signs and Retaining Walls
50 Overhead Bridges
31 Retaining Walls

M
A
N
A
G
E
M
E
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T
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Park and Rides
3 PennDOT
2 rabbittransit

Intelligent Transportation System (ITS)
28 Traffic Cameras
16 Highway Advisory Beacons (HABS)
6 Highway Advisory Radios
3 Roadway Weather Information System (RWIS) Sensors
15 Dynamic Message Signs
At the Feb 25, 2021 YAMPO Coordinating Committee Meeting, the MPO
approved a list of new ITS infrastructure in York County including closed-circuit
traffic cameras (CCTV), digital messaging signs (DMS), and signal light controllers.
The new intelligent infrastructure increases reliability and mobility of existing
infrastructure without adding capacity. The improvements also help with incident
coordination/emergency responders, congestion monitoring, and distributing
information to the traveling public. The newly approved infrastructure includes:
2 DMS, 17 CCTVs, and 10 signal controllers, including 1 DMS & 6 CCTVs on US-15,
1 DMS & 11 CCTVs on I-83, and 10 signal controllers on US-30.
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Moving… Forward

Moving… Forward
ACTION

Install signal preemption for buses

TYPE

TIME

ORGANIZATIONS

EFFORT

Project

Fixed

YAMPO / Municipal /
rabbittransit

4 out of 5

Traffic signal preemption is a technology typically associated with emergency response vehicles, however it can also be applied to mass transit. Installing signal
preemption equipment in buses to facilitate a more fluid movement through signals results in a reduction in total travel time, increasing the efficiency of mass transit.

ACTION
Provide battery back-ups for traffic signals

TYPE

TIME

ORGANIZATIONS

EFFORT

Project

Fixed

Municipal / YAMPO

2 out of 5

Increased public safety and reduced traffic congestion by allowing traffic lights to function even during a power failure. Using battery power increases public safety and
eliminates the need to dispatch police or other service personnel to direct traffic.

ACTION
Build satellite park-and-rides and operate shuttles

TYPE

TIME

ORGANIZATIONS

EFFORT

Project

Ongoing

YAMPO / SPC /
rabbittransit

4 out of 5

The YCPC should work with rabbittransit to upgrade the seven unofficial park and ride lots identified in the 2009 YAMPO LRTP. rabbittransit should also explore possible
local shuttle service to, from, and between park and ride facilities.
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ACTION
Conduct sign inventories during roadway safety audits and
preliminary engineering of road maintenance projects 6

TYPE

TIME

ORGANIZATIONS

EFFORT

Project

Ongoing

PennDOT / Municipal

1 out of 5

Use of GPS technology is widespread. However, road signage is still an important tool to communicate navigational and regulatory
information. YAMPO can ensure that PennDOT engineers conduct GIS based sign inventories and include signage recommendations as part
of larger studies. All sign information will be provided to municipalities.
A sign inventory should focus on three topics, the first of which is clutter. Too many signs, as shown in the picture to the right 7, create
complex and cluttered backgrounds, which make important pieces of information more difficult to identify.
The second topic is retro-reflectivity. As signs wear, they become faded or damaged and do not reflect light from headlights. The picture to
the right also shows faded signs. This can create safety concerns, especially if the sign shows information about traffic control at an
intersection like a stop sign.
The third topic is the design of the sign. The fonts, colors, and sizes a sign maker chooses can impair drivers’ ability to discern information. A
number of organizations have developed guidelines for age-friendly fonts and colors.

Figure 7 Signpost with
too many signs

RELATED ACTIONS FOR OTHER ASSET MANAGEMENT

6
7

Location in Document
Freight

Page
36

Action

Historic Transportation

63

Balance transportation needs with historic and cultural values

Historic Transportation

63

Promote the use of the York County Heritage Preservation Plan

Environment

83

Use environmentally-friendly materials

Prioritize maintenance projects on the priority freight network

Adopted from https://safety.fhwa.dot.gov/intersection/conventional/signalized/fhwasa13027/ch2.pdf
Image from PennDOT Roadway Safety Audit of PA 194 in Hanover Borough
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TRANSIT
Current Practice

Current Practice

This may be
affected by
COVID-19

rabbittransit offers 19 fixed routes in York County connecting people with shopping and employment
destinations. The performance measures in this section are to ensure transit service is reliable, safe, and
fiscally responsible.

T
R
A
N
S
I
T

CPTA adopts a Transit Asset Management (TAM) Plan every four years. YAMPO adopted the first version of
the plan in 2018 as the guiding document for investment.
The data shown in the performance measures below includes the FY 2020 (7/1/2019 – 6/30/2020), and
reflects service and ridership changes due to COVID-19. The Federal Transit Administration (FTA) logo
indicates data reported for York and Adams Counties fixed route systems combined.

Information
CPTA (Central Pennsylvania Transportation
Authority)
• Operates as rabbittransit
• Operates shared ride program for 10 counties
o Operates fixed route and commuter
express in 2 counties (York and Adams)
• Provided more than 1.3 million fixed route trips
in York County FY 18-19.
• Routes served
o 19 Fixed Routes
o 11 Core Routes
o 4 Radial/Hybrid Routes
o 4 Hanover Routes
o 2 Express
o 2 Microtransit zones
 Stop Hopper

Figure 8 rabbittransit bus at King St Station
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TRANSIT PERFORMANCE MEASURES
Early Trips

On Time Trips

Target: 0%

Target: short-term 85%; long-term 95%

12.9%

10.5%

2013

T
R
A
N
S
I
T

8.9%

2014

2015

5.6%

4.1%

2016

2017

2.4%

2.6%

3.6%

70%

2018

2019

2020

2013

71%

72%

2014

2015

2016

Fires on Fixed Route Vehicles

Fires on Paratransit Vehicles

Target: 0

Target: 0

1

02

1
0

0

0

0

0

0

0

0

03

04

05

06

07

08

09

10

1
0

11

12

1
0

13

14

15

82%

82%

81%

2017

2018

2019

77%

1
0

0

0

0

16

17

18

19

02

1
0

0

0

0

0

0

0

0

0

0

0

0

0

03

04

05

06

07

08

09

10

11

12

13

14

15

Crashes involving a fixed route vehicle

Injuries on Fixed Route Vehicles

Target (at or below): 2024 – 0; 2030 – 0; 2045 – 0

Target: (at or below): 2024 – 7; 2030 – 4; 2045 – 0

0

0

0

0

1

1

1

0

0

1

0

2

2

1

3

2

12

5
1
0

02 03 04 05 06 07 08 09 10 11 12 13 14 15 16 17 18 19

0

0

0

1

1

0

2

6

3

1

16

11
3

3

0

0

0

17
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1

0

1

1

0

0

0

0

0

0

Total Fixed Route Ridership

Average Fixed Route Riders per Revenue Mile

Target: (at or below): 2024 – 2; 2030 – 0; 2045 – 0

Target: maintain within 3%

1,468,508

1,501,874

13

14

15

1,443,608
776,967
1,550,560

16

17

18

19

20

Fixed Route Ridership per Revenue Hour
Target: maintain short-term; increase long-term
12.1

11.2

11.3

5

7

5

1

1,506,187

1,509,791

1,437,633

4

2015

0

2

2014

2

2013

9

2012

5

2011

7

2010

2

2009

4

2008

4

3

2007

3

2006

2

1

2005

0

1

2004

0

1

2003

3

2002

5

2019

Target: (at or below) 2024 – 2; 2030 – 0; 2045 – 0

2018

Crashes on a Paratransit Vehicle

2017

Injuries on Paratransit Vehicles
Target: (at or below): 2024 – 5; 2030 – 2; 2045 – 0

2016
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11.5

11.5

12.1

10.4

7.2

0.9

1.0

1.0

1.0

1.0

1.1

13

14

15

16

17

18

0.8

19

0.6

20

This measure is similar to ridership per revenue hour, but divides the number of
riders by the distance the bus travels instead of time. rabbittransit’s target each
year is to maintain within 3% of the previous year.

Bicycles on Bus
13

14

15

16

17

18

19

20

Target: continued increase
26,378

25,445

30,785

The chart above shows the average number of people on the bus while it is
operating.
2013
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2015

16,264

12,736

12,337

13,797

11,069

2016

2017

2018

2019

2020
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T

Percent of York County population (by Census block)
that lives within one-quarter mile of transit:
o 20.5% for core routes
o 34.4% for core or radial routes
o 37.0% for core, radial, or Hanover routes
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Moving… Forward

Moving… Forward
ACTION

Implement measures that decrease transit vehicle traveltime

TT
RR
AA
NN
SS
I
TT

TYPE

TIME

ORGANIZATIONS

EFFORT

Project

Fixed

rabbittransit

3 out of 5

As noted in the estimates on page 85, time is the biggest contributor to the cost of riding the bus.
The average rabbittransit route takes nearly twice as long (1.85 times) to reach its destination
from its origin than a car traveling between the same points. Within the key corridors of the
existing fixed route service areas such as signal preemption, especially on adaptive signal
corridors, jump lanes, etc.

ACTION
ORGANIZATIONS
Promote all transit technology

TYPE

TIME

Project

Ongoing

“It takes FOREVER to get anywhere on the bus.
You have to plan your whole day around it.”
- Survey Comment

EFFORT
rabbittransit

1 out of 5

rabbittransit and PennDOT have developed mobile ticketing apps, MySTOP, FindMyRide, and StopHopper. These services provide travel information and a better rider
experience. YAMPO and its partners can increase awareness about this important tool for York County residents through promotional materials.

ACTION
Build additional park and ride lots

TYPE

TIME

ORGANIZATIONS

EFFORT

Project

Ongoing

YAMPO

4 out of 5

The YCPC should work with PennDOT and stakeholders to develop a park and ride plan for York County. This plan could assess the unofficial lots in identifying strategic
locations that further coordinate/complement existing transit service. rabbittransit should explore servicing the local communities around existing park and rides.
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RELATED ACTIONS
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Location in Document
Equity

Page

Action

25

Organize rabbitCARES partnership participation in YAMPO meetings

Active Transportation

30

Promote 8 to 80 streetscape planning to municipalities

Active Transportation

31

Build sidewalk gaps identified in the York County Bicycle and Pedestrian Connectivity and
Safety Inventory

Operations

77

Build additional park and ride lots

Operations

77

Discuss multi-modal transportation supply and demand during competitive funding
applications, land development plans, and Traffic Impact Studies/Highway Occupancy
Permit applications

Environment

83

Promote alternatives to driving

Environment

84

Fund and promote transit and carpooling

Job Access/ Economic Dev

88

Educate employers about multi-modal transportation needs of workers
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HISTORIC TRANSPORTATION FACILITIES
Current
Practice
Current
Practice

Adopted in 2016, the York County Heritage Preservation Plan’s purpose is threefold:
•
•
•

To identify, promote, and help to protect our heritage resources as part of York County’s unique character and sense of place,
To provide guidance to decision-makers when difficult questions emerge regarding which resources should and realistically can be preserved, and
To fulfill the County’s responsibility to comprehensively plan for historic resources, as required by the Pennsylvania Municipalities Planning Code.

Unfortunately, there are not enough resources to preserve everything deserving conservancy. It is important to acknowledge that when historic and cultural resources are
preserved as part of a larger plan for a community, many benefits emerge. York County is fortunate to have several examples of historic transportation resources that have
been preserved, providing benefits to the larger community. These sites have an important role in transportation and their preservation has provided heritage education
opportunities for residents and visitors alike.

Hanover Junction Train
Station

New Freedom Train
Station

Built by the Hanover
Branch and Northern
Central Railroads in 1851;
Civil War significance; was
raided by Confederate
troops and visited by
President Lincoln

Built in the 1860s; home
to a 1940s railroad
museum

Ma & Pa Railroad
Village
Muddy Creek Forks was an
important commercial
center and transportation
hub in southeastern York
County (1847-1917)
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Stewartstown Railroad

Red Lion Train Station

Established in 1884, this
century-old transportation
asset interprets the
historical connection
between manufacturing
and agriculture.

Authentic Ma & Pa
passenger station and
freight depot; period
finished interior including
ticket window; collection
of railroad history and
artifacts of local history
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Highways
Another significant transportation heritage resource in York County is the Lincoln Highway. Dedicated in 1913, the
Lincoln Highway was the first transcontinental road for automobiles in the United States. As it winds its way over 3,000
miles between New York City and San Francisco, the Highway traverses York County as an east-west corridor and serves
as a vital roadway within the County both historically and economically.

Bridges
According to the York County Heritage Preservation Plan, evaluating significance with case-by-case assessment works for
most heritage resources. However, the long-term nature of transportation planning means that it is better when priorities are identified before the end of a bridge’s reasonable
life span is reached. Bridges differ from other heritage resources because they must safely perform a public function often unrelated to historic character. Preservation issues
often emerge when historic bridges cannot meet modern safety requirements (load-carrying, suitable travel lane widths) or have deteriorated to the degree that safe travel is
in question. Opportunities to reconstruct or relocate bridges are few.
The County owns 30 bridges built prior to 1945; Green Lane Drive Bridge over the Yellow Breeches Creek is listed on the National Register of Historic Places. Seven bridges are
National Register eligible and twenty have been determined not eligible. Two of these bridges have not been evaluated. The County of York has invested in the preservation of
the following bridges:
•
•
•
•

Green Lane Drive
Hull Drive
Slate Hill Road
Singer Road

Figure 9 Hull Drive Bridge

Figure 10 Singer Road Bridge
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The County of York does not presently have an official process to evaluate the preservation of historical bridges; however, bridges are evaluated during a Transportation
Connectivity Study and/or Mobility Need Study, both of which addresses historical significance. Traditionally, County bridges that have had a historic preservation also have a
transportation mobility need. York County Heritage Rail Trail has four railroad bridges and one rail tunnel listed on the National Register.
PennDOT has 4 bridges listed on the National Register and 11 bridges that are eligible.
In 2001, PennDOT, on behalf of the FHWA and in conjunction with the State Historic Preservation Office (SHPO),
completed a statewide inventory and National Register eligibility evaluation of all bridges built greater than 20
feet in length, and built prior to 1956, in PennDOT's Bridge Management System (BMS). This effort resulted in
the Stone Arch Bridge Management Plan and the Historic Truss Bridge Management Plan. In addition to these
plans, PennDOT is marketing bridges in an effort to preserve some of Pennsylvania’s historic bridges; and the
Commonwealth is marketing a number of them for adaptive reuse off-system that cannot meet vehicular needs.
PennDOT primarily markets truss bridges because they were designed to be disassembled and moved as needed,
thus making it easier to preserve them through relocation. York County has taken advantage of this opportunity
by placing two County-owned truss bridges to this marketing effort.

Figure 12 Howard Tunnel

Figure 11 the Veterans Memorial Bridge AKA the Wrightsville
Columbia Bridge

Chapter Three – Moving Forward

62

HH
I
SS
T
OO
RR
I
CC
T
RR
AA
NN
SS
PP
OO
RR
T
AA
T
I
OO
NN
F
AA
CC
I
L
I
T
I
E
SS

GOYORK 2045, the 2021-2045 Metropolitan Transportation Plan for York County

Moving… Forward

Moving… Forward
ACTION

Promote the use of the York County Heritage
Preservation Plan

TYPE

TIME

ORGANIZATIONS

EFFORT

Strategy

Ongoing

YCPC

1 out of 5

The York County Heritage Preservation Plan is implemented by educating YAMPO, municipalities, and other stakeholders on the goals and objectives of the York County
Heritage Preservation Plan as well as the resources available to protect transportation features with heritage significance.

ACTION
Balance transportation needs with historic and cultural
values

TYPE

TIME

ORGANIZATIONS

EFFORT

Strategy

Ongoing

YCPC

2 out of 5

It is essential to look for ways to preserve aspects of the transportation infrastructure that have cultural and historic significance, bearing in mind that the safety and
functionality of the transportation feature is the primary consideration. Aspects of the County Bridge Plan can be modified and adapted for municipal use, as one
example.

ACTION
Provide funding opportunities for historic bridges

TYPE

TIME

ORGANIZATIONS

EFFORT

Strategy

Ongoing

PennDOT

2 out of 5

As part of the 2021 State TIP, PennDOT has recommended a program directed to locally owned historic metal truss bridges. The proposed program will consist of $1
million dollars in 2023 and 2024 and $2 million dollars each year thereafter for the remainder of the twelve-year program (8 years). The statewide committee of
PennDOT, FHWA, and PA State Historic Preservation Office (SHPO) representatives will confer to select the bridges to benefit from this program.

ACTION
Identify and develop a process for historic County-owned
bridges

TYPE

TIME

ORGANIZATIONS

EFFORT

Strategy

Ongoing

County of York

3 out of 5

In the York County Heritage Plan strategies and actions, an item under Strengthening York County’s Role includes the following: Conducting an analysis of Countyowned bridges to identify and plan for those with historic significance and establishing a Memorandum of Understanding with the Pennsylvania Department of
Transportation and the Pennsylvania Historical & Museum Commission regarding Section 106 reviews of County owned bridges.
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RELATED ACTIONS FOR HISTORICAL TRANSPORTATION FACILITIES
Location in Document
(None)

Page

(None)

Action

(None)
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SAFETY
Current
Practice
Current
Practice

Why is this a “Target”?

PERFORMANCE MEASURE 1
Pursuant to the Code of Federal Regulations (23 CFR § 490.207) regarding National Performance
Management Measures for the Highway Safety Improvement Program (HSIP), Pennsylvania has
established targets since 2018. Below are the 2021 targets for the following Safety Performance
Measures:

S
A
F
E
T
Y

o
o
o
o
o

Number of fatalities
Rate of fatalities per 100 million Vehicle Miles Traveled (VMT)
Number of serious injuries
Rate of serious injuries per 100 million VMT
Number of non-motorized fatalities and serious injuries.

We acknowledge that there are no acceptable deaths
and injuries due to car crashes. Our goal is to
systematically reduce the number of deaths and
injuries related to car crashes throughout the years.
Any little bit helps, and we are determined to make
decisions about transportation with Safety in mind.

Target
Actual

Fatalities – Statewide 5 year rolling average
2014-2018
2015-2019 2016-2020 2017-2021
1,177.60
1,146.30
1,171.90
1,088.20
1,182
1,154.80
NA
NA

Number of Serious Injuries – Statewide 5 year rolling average
2014-2018 2015-2019
2016-2020
2017-2021
Target
3,799.80
3,971.20
4,400.30
4,551.20
Actual
3,839.60
4,166.60
NA
NA

Target
Actual

Fatality Rate – Statewide 5 year rolling average
2014-2018 2015-2019
2016-2020
2017-2021
1.161
1.121
1.148
1.059
1.169
1.135
NA
NA

Serious Injury Rate – Statewide 5 year rolling average
2014-2018 2015-2019 2016-2020
2017-2021
Target
3.746
3.883
4.309
4.227
Actual
3.797
4.097
NA
NA

Number of Non-motorized Fatalities and Serious Injuries –
Statewide 5 year rolling average
2014-2018 2015-2019
2016-2020
2017-2021
Target
654
698.4
781.7
800.8
Actual
679
741.6
NA
NA
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Safety Evaluation Report
As noted in the PM1 Table, Pennsylvania has not met five of five safety targets for the last two 5 year rolling averages. To ensure YAMPO is allocating resources to meet this
target, a yearly Safety Evaluation Report is produced. The report includes all Highway Safety Improvement Program (HSIP) funded projects as well as some projects that may
not have had a primary goal as safety to see if the improvement had an effect either positive or negative on safety.

Fatalities and Suspected Serious
Injuries in Safety Improvement
Projects

250

350

150
100
50
Before

After

Safety Improvement Projects
HSIP Funded

Non-HSIP Funded

Number of Crashes

200

0

Non- Safety
Improvement Projects

8

Number of Crashes

S
A
F
E
T
Y

Number of Crashes

Safety Improvement
Projects

6
4
2
0

Before
Fatalities

After
Suspected Serious

300
250
200
150
100
50
0

Before

After

Non-Safety Projects

If a “safety” project shows an increase in crashes after implementation, an evaluation of the data will be completed. If crashes increased but the severity of crashes is reduced,
then the project would be considered successful. If both crashes and severity of crashes increased, then additional funds may be allocated to provide additional modifications.
If a project’s primary purpose is to address something other than safety, the evaluation data and a letter is provided to the municipality and PennDOT asking for them to evaluate
the improvements and determine if there are low cost improvements that could help mitigate the increase in crashes.
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SAFETY PERFORMANCE MEASURES
The York MPO has agreed annually to support the Statewide targets by planning
and programming projects that contribute to meeting or making significant
progress toward the established PM1 PennDOT Statewide performance targets
shown above. In order to select safety projects, YAMPO has also set targets locally
using the same calculation/methodology as PennDOT for the Statewide Targets,
using York County data to track York County’s progress and identify areas YAMPO
can focus on within the county to help meet the statewide targets. Concentrating
on unmet Statewide targets and unmet York County targets would result in the
most beneficial approach to improve Statewide targets. The selection criteria used
to select projects will award points as follows: unmet statewide targets = 5 points,
(additional points for unmet local targets, if state target is not met) = 5 points; if all
state targets are met then an unmet local target would receive 5 points.

2021 York County Target (at or below): 1.07
1.20
1.10
1.00
0.90

12-16

13-17

14-18

15-19

16-20

17-21

Fatality Rate (5 year rolling average)
York County Target (5 year rolling average)

Number of Serious Injuries
2021 York County Target (at or below): 124.7

York County Target (5 year rolling average)
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00-04

99-03

Serious Injuries (5 year rolling average)

Fatalities (5 year rolling average)

Serious Injury Rate

York County Target (5 year rolling average)

2021 York County Target (at or below): 3.75

As of the date of publication, 2020 and 2021 data is unavailable.
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Number of Non-Motorized Fatalities and Serious Injuries
2021 York County Target (at or below): Fatalities 4.18 – Serious Injuries 13.95

Non-Motorized Serious Injuries

Non-Motorized Fatalities

Number of Non-Motorized Fatalities (5 year rolling average)

Number of Non-Motorized Serious Injuries (5 year rolling average)

York County Target (5 year rolling average)

York County Target (5 year rolling average)

The above York MPO local targets are presently being met. However, the 5 year
rolling average for 2014-2018 had two targets unmet, Fatalities and NonMotorized Serious Injury. These two targets will be monitored during the next five
year rolling average 2016-2020. If these are unmet for that target, the YAMPO will
have to decide if additional resources should be used to address the unmet targets.
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Moving… Forward

Moving… Forward
ACTION

Construct high-visibility crosswalks

TYPE

TIME

ORGANIZATIONS

EFFORT

Project

Ongoing

Municipal

4 out of 5

Construct high-visibility crosswalks at intersections where the York County Bicycle and Pedestrian Connectivity and Safety Inventory identified focus areas. The focus
areas are based on the overlap of the top 10 pedestrian crash clusters, fatal/major injury pedestrian crashes, and the most-used transit stops.

ACTION
Support the efforts of the Center for Traffic Safety

TYPE

TIME

ORGANIZATIONS

EFFORT

Strategy

Ongoing

YAMPO

3 out of 5

Coordinate and plan for important county traffic safety issues with and for the Center for Traffic Safety.

S
A
F
E
T
Y

ACTION
Promote to employers the benefits of delays and closings
during weather events

TYPE

TIME

ORGANIZATIONS

EFFORT

Project

Ongoing

YCEA / HACC /
WSCC / SVCC

1 out of 5

By issuing delays to start time and authorizing early closings, employees have
latitude to travel to or from work away from peak travel times, lessening the
likelihood of peak time, weather-related crashes. During winter weather events,
delays, and dismissals also allow time for snow to be cleared from parking lots and
sidewalks. This further increases pedestrian safety and ease of work for public
works staff.

ACTION
Target efforts in hot-spots

“If people would plan ahead and leave 5 minutes earlier,
there would be less congestion. If one drives the speed limit,
one can make all the lights as timed.”
- Survey Comment

TYPE

TIME

ORGANIZATIONS

EFFORT

Project

Ongoing

PennDOT

3 out of 5

Identify safety hot-spots and apply safety countermeasures to reduce crashes.
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ACTION
Support legislation to incentivize connected autonomous
vehicle adoption

TYPE

TIME

ORGANIZATIONS

EFFORT

Project

Fixed

Legislature

1 out of 5

Autonomous vehicles have the possibility of improving safety by reducing the number of crashes caused by
human error for all modes of transportation. The new technology has many parts that are unknown from a legal
standpoint. Pennsylvania is a leading state in the development and deployment of autonomous vehicles.

SS
AA
FF
EE
TT
YY

“We may reach a point in the future when we consider driving a
non-autonomous vehicle as dangerous as we consider driving an
early 20th century car with no safety features today.”
- Survey Comment
ACTION

Implement systematic safety improvements

“Loss of sense of control is important
to remember. Some people will always
want to drive cars.”
- Survey Comment

TYPE

TIME

ORGANIZATIONS

EFFORT

Project

Ongoing

YAMPO

3 out of 5

The systemic approach focuses on risk rather than exact locations. District 8-0 identifies a risk factor that involves a number of crashes, they can be proactive and fix
the problem wherever that risk feature exists.

ACTION
Implement traffic calming methods

TYPE

TIME

ORGANIZATIONS

EFFORT

Project

Ongoing

PennDOT / Municipal

4 out of 5

Traffic calming consists of physical design and other measures, including narrowed roads and speed bumps, put in place on roads for the intention of slowing down or
reducing motor-vehicle traffic as well as to improve safety for pedestrians and cyclists.

ACTION
Support sobriety checkpoint efforts

TYPE

TIME

ORGANIZATIONS

EFFORT

Strategy

Ongoing

CTS

1 out of 5

These checkpoints can serve as a deterrent to people driving under the influence.
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ACTION
Fund Road Safety Audits in various corridors based on
data to implement recommendations

TYPE

TIME

ORGANIZATIONS

EFFORT

Project

Ongoing

YAMPO

3 out of 5

Continue working with District 8-0 Safety Unit to review corridors that have a positive
excess value and provide funding for improvements as a Road Safety Audit line item on
the TIP.

ACTION

S
A
F
E
T
Y

Work with local officials and police to identify problem
areas

“I do not support increasing ‘forgiving design’ on anything
other than high-speed roadways.”
- Survey Comment

TYPE

TIME

ORGANIZATIONS

EFFORT

Project

Fixed

YCPC

3 out of 5

The YCPC obtains crash data in the spring of the following year a crash occurs. However, local officials and/or police could react quicker if a pattern of crashes are
occurring and notify the YAMPO, YCPC, or PennDOT District 8-0 Safety Unit.

ACTION
Include pedestrian and bike projects in the Safety
Evaluation Report

TYPE

TIME

ORGANIZATIONS

EFFORT

Project

Ongoing

YCPC

1 out of 5

Expand the Safety Evaluation Report to identify Pedestrian and Bicycle crashes for every project that is included in the report. Specify Pedestrian and Bicycle data within
previous projects, and highlight those results within the context of the report.

ACTION
Develop a Toward Zero Deaths Policy Action Plan

TYPE

TIME

ORGANIZATIONS

EFFORT

Strategy

Ongoing

Everyone

4 out of 5

The goal is simple; eliminate all highway fatalities. Develop a Towards Zero Death Policy and Action Plan for York County. Working together towards this goal is imperative
and requires participation from every stakeholder to accomplish this goal.
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ACTION
Support legislation for distracted driving and unrestrained
driving as primary offenses, as well as legislation for driver’s
license re-education for seniors
•

•

•

SS
AA
FF
EE
TT
YY

TYPE

TIME

ORGANIZATIONS

EFFORT

Strategy

Fixed

YAMPO

5 out of 5

According to PennDOT, “Anything that causes you to either take your attention away from driving, take your eyes off of the road, or take your hands off of the
wheel is a distraction.” 8 Currently, Pennsylvania has a ban on texting/electronic messaging while driving, which is a summary offense with a fine for a violation of
$50. YAMPO and its partners should support legislation for making distracted driving a primary offense.
A total of 23,714 drivers and passengers in passenger vehicles died in motor vehicle crashes in 2016. More than half of teens (13-19 years) and adults (20-44 years)
who died in crashes in 2016 were not buckled up at the time of the crash. 9 YAMPO and its partners should support legislation for making unrestrained driving a
primary offense as well.
Driver’s license re-education for seniors is important to verify that seniors are up to date on the current rules and regulations of driving in PA, as well as to ensure
that our seniors are still capable of safely operating a motorized vehicle.

RELATED ACTIONS FOR SAFETY

8
9

Location in Document

Page

Action

Active Transportation

30

Promote 8 to 80 streetscape

Active Transportation

31

Build sidewalks in the gaps identified in the York County Bicycle and Pedestrian Connectivity
and Safety Inventory

Operations

77

Clear crashes quickly

Explanation of Distracted Driving from PennDOT's "Traffic Safety & Driver Topics"
Unrestrained crashes data from cdc.gov "Seat Belts: Get the Facts"
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OPERATIONS
Current Practice

Current Practice

PERFORMANCE MEASURE 3

O
P
E
R
A
T
I
O
N
S

The Moving Ahead for Progress in the 21st Century Act (MAP-21) and Fixing America’s Surface Transportation (FAST)
Act establishes series of performance measures to ensure effective use of Federal transportation funds. The PM3
targets relevant to York County include:
o
o
o

% of Person-miles Traveled on Interstate System that are Reliable (Interstate Reliability)
% of Person-miles Traveled on the Non-Interstate NHS that are reliable (Non-Interstate Reliability)
Interstate System Truck Travel Time Reliability Index (Trend data included in Freight Section)

On 2/25/2021, YAMPO adopted the adjusted 2021 targets in the “Mid Performance Period Progress Report” PennDOT
prepared for FHWA. The adjusted targets are shown in the tables to the right. PennDOT and YAMPO will adopt a new
4-year target for 2025 by the end of calendar year 2021.
YAMPO adopted these performance measures in 2018 and revised the Interstate Reliability and Truck Reliability Index
in 2020. YAMPO supports the statewide target as the FHWA requirement. YAMPO also includes a target just for York
County to guide our decision-making, but the target for York County is not submitted to FHWA to replace the
statewide target.
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Statewide Interstate Reliability
2017
2019
Target
89.9%
Actual
89.8%
89.9%

2021
89.8%
-

Statewide Non-Interstate NHS Reliability
2017
Target
Actual

No Data

2019

2021

No Target

87.4%

88.5%

-

Statewide Truck Travel Time Reliability
2017
2019
2021
Target
1.34
1.40
Actual
1.35
1.36
-
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The 79 intersections identified in the 2018 Report on Congestion indicated on the map are
priority locations for operational improvements. YAMPO improves the operation of the signal
timing and traffic signal systems prior to investing in physical improvements. In 2018, YAMPO
started to fund the retiming of traffic signals identified as State 3 in the Report on Congestion.
The signals are broken into 3 cycles and will continue to rotate in future years to ensure each
intersection is periodically evaluated.

O
P
E
R
A
T
I
O
N
S

YAMPO is facilitating a discussion with municipalities that have Adaptive Signal Systems,
concerning the long-term maintenance and operations of the adaptive signal systems invested
in previously by YAMPO.
In December 2020, YAMPO adopted the Regional Operations Plan (ROP) developed by
PennDOT. The ROP identifies regionally integrated strategies and projects to implement
Transportation Systems Management and Operations (TSMO) in District 8-0. Below is a listing
of the projects YAMPO has adopted from the plan to implement as appropriate to address
operations.

Emerging transportation technologies are promising to significantly improve the safety and accessibility of our nation’s transportation
network. Currently, there is a question on how these new vehicles enter the market and how much support the technology will need
from the public infrastructure. In order to lay some parameters, the Harrisburg Area Transportation Study (HATS) led an effort to develop
a guideline of when to consider public upgrades of the transportation system to meet this demand.
YAMPO adopted the MPO Guide for Implementing Dedicated Short Range Communications (DSRC) Technologies in PennDOT District 80 at the February 27, 2020 meeting. YAMPO adopted the plan to utilize the corridors identified in the plan to facilitate discussion during
PennDOT Connects meetings of candidate projects. However, implementation will wait until the projects are incorporated and
prioritized in the Eastern Regional Operations Plan (ROP).
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Technologies such as those enabling connected and automated vehicles propose to reduce crashes, improve
transportation efficiency, and increase transportation access to those with mobility challenges. While connected
and automated vehicles promise to be the future of transportation technology, both of these solutions rely on
different types of technology and could require different types of interaction with the transportation infrastructure
and support environment. These technology types could work independently, or ultimately in cooperation with
each other.

O
P
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R
A
T
I
O
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S

Project Name
South Central Freeway Service
Patrols
South Central TIM Team
Eastern Region Truck Parking
Study
Eastern Region Park & Ride
Utilization Study
Eastern Region Winter Truck
Restriction Impact Study
D8 Interstate CCTV Gaps
D8 Interstate DMS Gaps
District 8-0 DMS Interstate
Approach Gaps
I-83 Queue Warning
District 8-0 Bridge De-icing
US 30 York Signal Improvements
Dillsburg ITS
US 30 ICM
US 30 Fiber Deployment
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Project Location
US 30 Corridor, I-83, US 222, PA283
US 30 Corridor, I-83, York and
Lancaster Areas
Regionwide
Regionwide
Regionwide
I-78, I-81, I-83, I-283
I-81, I-83
Districtwide
I-83, PA-382 to PA-581
I-81/I-83 Flyover Ramps, I-83 over
Conewago Creek
US 30, York
US 15, Dillsburg
US 30, PA-462 (York-Lancaster)
US 30 Corridor

75

GOYORK 2045, the 2021-2045 Metropolitan Transportation Plan for York County

OPERATIONS PERFORMANCE MEASURES
For a network of roads, like the Interstate or the Non-Interstate NHS, we calculate
the total number of person-miles traveled on that group of roads. This allows the
measure to be consistent across the country. The measure accounts for an area’s
road mileage and population. The final LOTTR person-miles represents the
percentage of person-miles driven on the network that are reliable.

Level of Travel Time Reliability (LOTTR) on the Interstate
York County Target: 89.8% Interstate
100%

O
P
E
R
A
T
I
O
N
S

75%
2012

Truck Travel Time Reliability on Interstate 83
2013

2014

2015

2016

Interstate

2017

2018

2019

2020

Target: 1.4

2021

Target

3
2
1
0

Reliability estimates how often travel time is consistent. Suppose you drive one
mile to work alone. We call this a “person-mile.” To determine reliability of that
person-mile, we divide a slow travel time on that mile 10 by the normal travel
time 11. Where LOTTR is 1.0, the slow travel time is the same as the norm; no
matter when you travel that mile, it will take the same amount of time. Where
TTR is 2.0, the slow case takes twice as long as normal. FHWA calls a LOTTR of 1.5
or less “reliable.”

30
28
26
24

75%

10

80th percentile travel time

2015 2016 2017
Non-interstate NHS

2018 2019
Target

2020

2017

2018

2019

2020

2021

Target

26

10

27

27

27

11

12

13

28

14

27

27

15

16

28

17

28

27

18

19

York County commute times track closely to the national average. The average
American drives 25 minutes to work. However, York County’s mean travel time to
work is the highest among our neighbors.

50%
2014

2016

Target: 25 minutes

100%

2013

2015

Mean Travel Time to Work

York County Target: 87.4% Non-Interstate NHS

2012

2014

Truck Travel Time Reliability (%)

Level of Travel Time Reliability (LOTTR) on the NonInterstate NHS

25%

2013

2021

11

50th percentile travel time
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Moving… Forward

Moving… Forward
ACTION

Build additional park and ride lots

TYPE

TIME

ORGANIZATIONS

EFFORT

Project

Ongoing

YAMPO

4 out of 5

The YCPC should work with rabbittransit to upgrade the seven unofficial park and ride lots identified in the 2009 YAMPO
LRTP (Long Range Transportation Plan). rabbittransit should also explore possible local shuttle service to, from, and
between park and ride facilities.
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ACTION
Conduct regular bottleneck analysis

“This seems unrealistic.”
- Survey Comment

TYPE

TIME

ORGANIZATIONS

EFFORT

Project

Ongoing

YAMPO

1 out of 5

TYPE

TIME

ORGANIZATIONS

EFFORT

Strategy

Ongoing

YCPC / YAMPO /
PennDOT

1 out of 5

Analysis of bottlenecks will be evaluated during the Congestion Management Process.

ACTION
Discuss multi-modal transportation supply and demand
during competitive funding applications, land development
plans, and Traffic Impact Studies/Highway Occupancy
Permit applications

During the land development process is the ideal time to discuss any disconnects between the supply and demand of multi-modal facilities. Addressing missing links
early in the process or rewarding projects that resolve the issue in funding applications could go a long way in the demand (customers) being able to access the supply
(multi-modal facility).

ACTION
Clear crashes quickly

TYPE

TIME

ORGANIZATIONS

EFFORT

Strategy

Ongoing

Municipal / EMS /
PennDOT / Police

1 out of 5

The best resource is Traffic Incident Management (TIM) teams. TIM teams work to reduce the time it takes to detect, respond to, and clear incidents as well as manage
the flow of traffic around an incident until it is cleared. A TIM team is currently established as part of the 462 – Veteran’s Memorial Bridge between Columbia and
Wrightsville.
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ACTION
Organize road ranger (road assistance) programs

TYPE

TIME

ORGANIZATIONS

EFFORT

Project

Ongoing

PennDOT

5 out of 5

The Pennsylvania Turnpike’s partnership with State Farm Insurance created a fleet of patrolling vehicles to help stranded or crashed motorists and clear debris from
the road. YAMPO and PennDOT could duplicate on major commuter routes in York County.

ACTION
Connect and coordinate traffic signals

OO
P
E
R
A
T
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S

TYPE

TIME

ORGANIZATIONS

EFFORT

Project

Fixed

Municipal

3 out of 5

Connect and coordinate traffic signals in close proximity to each other to provide smooth flow of traffic along streets and highways in order to reduce travel times,
stops, and delay.

ACTION
Expand Intelligent Transportation System infrastructure

TYPE

TIME

ORGANIZATIONS

EFFORT

Project

Ongoing

YAMPO / Municipal

4 out of 5

Intelligent Transportation System (ITS) infrastructure can take many forms, from
adaptive signal control systems to digital message boards. ITS infrastructure
works to optimize the transportation network, reduce congestion, and alert
travelers of road conditions/delays. Identifying locations in York County that
would benefit from ITS infrastructure and expanding the network to these
locations is an important step for the functionality of the York County
transportation system.

ACTION
Fair Share Formula

“Investment in existing technologies should be prioritized over new
experiments except where there is an obvious benefit from the new
technology.”
- Survey Comment

TYPE

TIME

ORGANIZATIONS

EFFORT

Strategy

Ongoing

Municipal /
PennDOT / Developers

3 out of 5

Work with municipal governments and PennDOT to ensure development impacts are captured financially when developments occur. Develop a fair process that places
the financial responsibilities on all entities.

ACTION
Encourage grid layout

TYPE

TIME

ORGANIZATIONS

EFFORT

Strategy

Ongoing

YCPC / Municipal

1 out of 5

Constructing new roads/developments in a grid pattern allows for easier navigation, and prevents offset or irregular intersections.
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ACTION
Assess options to limit conflicts between rail freight and
roadway traffic in York City

TYPE

TIME

ORGANIZATIONS

EFFORT

Project

Fixed

Municipal / PennDOT /
YAMPO

5 out of 5

Genesee & Wyoming, Inc. operates a short-line freight railroad through the City of York that crosses
several major roads. Because of the location of the railroad’s switching yard, train cars can block
vehicular traffic for up to 15 minutes, multiple times per day. The picture 12 to the right shows the
railroad crossing North George Street near North Street.
YAMPO can identify solutions to limit the delay that the freight train causes throughout the day. Options
might include limiting hours of operation, grade separation of the crossings, realigning the railroad, and
relocating the switching yard.
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Figure 13 Train crossing road

RELATED ACTIONS FOR OPERATIONS

12

Location in Document
Safety

Page
69

Action

Environment

83

Promote and incentivize carpooling

Environment

83

Promote alternatives to driving

Environment

84

Provide preferred parking for carpoolers

Job Access/Economic Dev

88

Educate employers about multi-modal transportation needs of workers

Promote to employers the benefits of delays and closings during weather events

Used with permission from an anonymous Facebook user
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ENVIRONMENT

Definitions

Current Practice

E
N
V
I
R
O
N
M
E
N
T

Current Practice

AIR QUALITY
•

Air Quality Conformity

The York MPO has agreed to support the State’s targets by planning and programming projects that
contribute to meeting or making significant progress toward the established PennDOT performance targets
since 2018. By the end of 2021, YAMPO and PennDOT will adopt new two- (2023) and four- (2025) year
targets. In order to support Statewide targets, the MTP Subcommittee reviewed the York County trend data
for PM3 and has established MPO Targets for the purpose of planning and programming projects. The MPO
Targets meet or exceed the targets set by PennDOT.

Air Quality Conformity – This analysis
reflects an assessment of the regionally
significant, non-exempt transportation
projects included in the TIP and MTP,
while including an assessment of future
highway emissions for defined analysis
years, including the MPO horizon year.

Air quality is one of several elements within the human environment to be considered as part of a National
Environmental Policy Act evaluation. The Environmental Protection Agency established standards for a number of air pollutants in the Clean Air Act (CAA). The EPA has set
National Ambient Air Quality Standards for six principal pollutants, which are the "criteria" air pollutants. The six pollutants are carbon monoxide, ozone, PM2.5 or PM10,
nitrogen oxides (NOx), sulfur dioxide (SO2), and lead. Many of these are caused by transportation-related sources. The Air Quality Conformity Report is shown in Appendix I –
Air Quality Conformity.
In order to receive transportation funding and approvals from FHWA or FTA, state and local transportation agencies must demonstrate that the plans, programs, or projects
meet the transportation conformity requirements of the CAA. Transportation conformity is a way to ensure that Federal funding and approval are awarded to transportation
activities that are consistent with air quality goals. Under the CAA, transportation and air quality modeling procedures must be coordinated to ensure that the TIP and MTP are
consistent with the area’s applicable State Implementation Plan (SIP).
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Flooded Roadways

Definitions

The Flooded Roadways Report combines the effort of all of the municipalities within York County to:
•
•
•
•

E
N
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I
R
O
N
M
E
N
T

Identify roads that have been flooded,
Determine if any of these areas create an “island” or “barrier” effect,
Work on a plan to flood-proof these roads, and
Create more flood resilient roads.

FLOODED ROADWAYS
•

This study is focused on waters from nearby water sources encroaching onto roads and not on
stormwater flooding. The solutions to these problems are different.

•
•
•
•

Roadways flood

Figure 14 Flooding event in Jackson Township

Develop plan to floodproof or increase
flood-resiliency

Identify the most
critical assets

Flooded Roadway – Any roadway that is
unable to be safely traveled by vehicles or
pedestrians due to waters from a nearby
body of water cresting its banks and
covering the roadway.
Island – All roads/bridges flood; there is
no possible exit from the area for
automobiles until flood waters recede
Barrier – Vehicle traffic is cut off over
consecutive crossings, creating lengthy
detours
Flood-Proofing – Engineering a road or
bridge so it is unlikely to flood
Flood-Resiliency – Engineering a road or
bridge so when it floods, it takes less time
to go back to passable state

Data is collected

Historic event data
is reviewed
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ENVIRONMENT PERFORMANCE MEASURES
Carbon Dioxide Reading

Particle Pollution Readings

Target: 9 ppm or less

Target: 35 ug/m3

ppm

ug/m3 LC

9
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M
M
EE
NN
TT

0

12

13

14

15

16

17

18

Ozone Readings

13

14

15

16

17

18

19

20

EPA’s air monitor site records the daily mean concentration of PM2.5 13 in York
County. The National Ambient Air Quality Standards sets a target of 35
micrograms per cubic meter of air. York County exceeded this target seven days
in 2013, one day in 2014, two days in 2015, and zero days during 2012, 2016,
2017, and 2019.

Target: 75 ppb

0.07

75
ppb

ppm

12

Sulfur Dioxide Readings

Target: 0.07 ppm or less

12

13

14

15

16

17

18

19

20

21

EPA’s air monitor site records the daily maximum 8-hour concentration of ozone
in York County. The National Ambient Air Quality Standards sets a target of 0.07
parts per million. York County exceeded this target 25 days in 2012, two days in
2013, eight days in 2015 and 2016, and zero days during 2014, 2017, and 2019.

13

0

19

EPA’s air monitor site records the daily maximum 8-hour concentration of carbon
dioxide in York County. The National Ambient Air Quality Standards sets a target
of nine parts per million. York County has never exceeded this target in the past
eight years.

0

35

0

12

13

14

15

16

17

18

19

20

21

EPA’s air monitor site records the daily maximum 1-hour concentration of sulfur
dioxide in York County. The National Ambient Air Quality Standards sets a target
of 75 parts per billion. York County has never exceeded this target in the past
eight years.

Fine inhalable particles -- particles with diameters 2.5 micrometers or smaller
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Moving… Forward
ACTION

Promote and incentivize carpooling

E
N
V
I
R
O
N
M
E
N
T

Carpooling is a cheaper option for commuting than driving to
work alone. Currently, the Susquehanna Regional Transportation
Partnership’s (SRTP) Commuter Services of Pennsylvania
incentivize alternative modes of transportation by offering
financial rewards (gift certificates, etc.) to commuters that log
their trips. YAMPO can continue to fund this and similar
programs.

ACTION
Prioritize roads and bridges identified in the York County
Flooded Roadway Study during the TIP project selection
process and scope projects appropriately

TYPE

TIME

ORGANIZATIONS

EFFORT

Project

Ongoing

CSP

3 out of 5

“York County consistently ranks poorly in air quality. Transportation does
have some impact on this metric and opportunities to engage in multimodal transportation should be promoted.”
- Survey Comment
TYPE

TIME

ORGANIZATIONS

EFFORT

Strategy

Ongoing

YAMPO

1 out of 5

The York County Flooded Roadway Study identifies roads and bridges throughout the county that flood during heavy precipitation events. This study can be used to aid
with the project selection process, and to ensure that all problems are addressed when a project is selected for funding on the TIP.

ACTION
Use environmentally-friendly materials

TYPE

TIME

ORGANIZATIONS

EFFORT

Strategy

Ongoing

PennDOT / Municipal

3 out of 5

Using the correct materials is an integral part of protecting the environment from a transportation perspective, from using the necessary amount of glass beads in
pavement markings, to having the correct mixture for salt brine to prepare for icy conditions.

ACTION
Promote alternatives to driving

TYPE

TIME

ORGANIZATIONS

EFFORT

Strategy

Ongoing

rabbittransit /
Ride Hail Companies

3 out of 5

Market transportation alternatives at senior living centers, restaurants, bars, etc.
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ACTION
Provide preferred parking for carpoolers

TYPE

TIME

ORGANIZATIONS

EFFORT

Project

Ongoing

YCEA / HACC / WSCC /
SVCC / CSP

3 out of 5

Reducing the cost of parking in parking garages and providing spaces reserved for cars with 2 or more occupants is an effective way to make carpooling a more attractive
option to commuters.

ACTION
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Develop tool to measure impacts of transportation projects
on environmental resources

TYPE

TIME

ORGANIZATIONS

EFFORT

Project

Fixed

YCPC

2 out of 5

YCPC can develop a tool to measure the impacts development and transportation projects have on the environment. Specifically, YCPC has access to geospatial data
about the following natural resources, which correspond to a number of outcomes discussed above.
• Geology and karst topography
• Open space, including parks, game lands, and conservation easements
• Prime agricultural soils and working farms
• Unique environmental features and natural areas
• Water resources, including lakes, streams, and floodplains
Such a tool can calculate the number or acreage of features affected by transportation projects. YCPC could analyze these effects annually or with updates to the
Transportation Improvement Program. Importantly, residential development (subdivisions) is the most frequent source of new road construction in the county. Such a
tool can include such roads built because of these developments as transportation projects.

ACTION
Fund and promote transit and carpooling

TYPE

TIME

ORGANIZATIONS

EFFORT

Project

Ongoing

Transit / CSP

2 out of 5

Encourage people to utilize public transit and/or carpooling with promotional offers, preferred parking, discounted rates, etc.

RELATED ACTIONS FOR ENVIRONMENT
Location in Document
(None)

Page

(None)

Action

(None)
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JOB ACCESS / ECONOMIC DEVELOPMENT
Current Practice

Current Practice

This may be
affected by
COVID-19

About 45% of York County residents live in an area with bus service. By driving 30 minutes, the
average person in these areas can reach about 1,100 jobs that pay $1,250 or less per month. If the
same person spends 30 minutes on the bus, they can only reach about 245 of these jobs. Regardless
of how long you travel, you can typically reach three to five times more jobs that pay $1,250 or
less per month by driving than by riding the bus.
In 2018, YAMPO and Harrisburg Area Transportation Study (HATS) approved funding to assist
rabbittransit in developing a work shuttle to address employment access along the I-83 Corridor
between York and Harrisburg. rabbittransit is also receiving a contribution from employers along
the corridor to supplement the Route 33 service. The funding between employers and the public
sector will need to continue to strengthen, especially when employers are located outside the
traditional transit service area.
Traveling to a job can cost more than you might think. Costs associated with driving a car include
paying for gas, wear and tear, and sometimes, parking. If you use a ride-hailing service like Uber,
you also pay a fee to help pay the driver. All methods of transportation have a “hidden” cost too:
time.

15
Travel time from home (minutes)

J
O
B

30
45
60
75
90

Average number of jobs paying $1,250 per month or less
73
362
245
1,146
403
1,726
556
2,163
745
2,293
935
2,307

When you factor in the additional time bus riders spend getting to work, rabbittransit
is often more costly than driving even though the fare – $1.50 to $4.00 – may seem
inexpensive. To the left are estimates of the cost of a one-way trip between some
common commutes in York County.
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In 2019, the Federal Reserve Bank of Philadelphia completed a study that reviewed access to jobs from low/moderate income (LMI) neighborhoods. 10% of residents who live
in LMI neighborhoods have fewer employment opportunities within 60 minutes than the average resident in York County. Employment opportunities were defined as not
requiring a four-year college degree and pay above the national Median Wage.
In addition, the Federal Reserve Bank of Philadelphia identified 9 areas of the county contain 51% of jobs.
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Figure 16- Source: Federal Reserve Bank of Philadelphia

Figure 15-Source: Federal Reserve Bank of Philadelphia
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Commuting patterns 14

A
C
C
E
S
S

About 208,000 York County residents travel to work daily. The majority – about
143,000 – stay in York County.
More than 24,000 commuters travel north to Cumberland and Dauphin
counties. Almost 7,000 travel east to Lancaster County, and nearly 6,000 travel
west to Adams County. Most other commuters – more than 25,000 per day –
travel south to various destinations in Maryland.
About 175,000 people work in York County. As noted above, about 84% of York
County workers also live in York County. Another 11,000 workers come from
Adams County, and 6,000 come from Lancaster. More than 8,000 come from
areas north of York County: Cumberland, Dauphin, Lebanon, and Perry counties.
From Maryland, about 2,300 people travel north to York County to work every
day.
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York County Economic Alliance
On April 25th, 2020, YAMPO adopted the York County Economic Action Plan (EAP). The EAP was also adopted by the York County
Board of Commissioners as the economic development element of the County Comprehensive Plan. With the adoption of the EAP
by YAMPO, the actions that are included in the EAP and were not already developed through the Metropolitan Transportation Plan
process were incorporated into the MTP. The EAP has several themes, which include Create Opportunities For All People, Engines
of Prosperity, York County’s Sense of Place, Rural Economy, and Infrastructure and the Built Environment.
Actions included in this plan range from: updating the York County Pedestrian and Bicycle study to include access to recreational
opportunities, encouraging bicycle friendly employers to provide amenities, encourage and assist municipalities to adopt complete
street policies, and securing funding to invest in infrastructure improvements for targeted growth.

14

Source: AASHTO Census Transportation Planning Products Program; American Community Survey 5-year estimates (2006-2010). https://ctpp.transportation.org/ctpp-data-set-information/5-year-data/
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Moving… Forward

Moving… Forward
ACTION

Educate employers about multi-modal transportation
needs of workers

TYPE

TIME

ORGANIZATIONS

EFFORT

Strategy

Ongoing

CSP

3 out of 5

Commuter Services of Pennsylvania and rabbittransit have noted that many employers are unaware of their employees’ transportation needs, especially those that use
transit. YAMPO and its partners can educate employers about these needs, especially as they relate to a business’s employee recruitment and retention efforts.
Increased understanding and awareness of multimodal options expands an employer’s talent pool and reduces the costs of replacing non-driving workers.

ACTION
Increase bus frequency

TYPE

TIME

ORGANIZATIONS

EFFORT

Project

Ongoing

rabbittransit

4 out of 5

Frequency refers to the time between buses arriving at a bus stop. The most frequent bus routes in York County arrive every 30 minutes. As noted above, time is the
most significant contributor to the cost of riding transit. By increasing frequency and reducing wait times, rabbittransit can make buses a more attractive and less costly
travel option.

ACTION
Prioritize land/sites to invest in via a more targeted
corridor approach

TYPE

TIME

ORGANIZATIONS

EFFORT

Project

Fixed

YCEA / YCPC

5 out of 5

Transportation investment can be an important factor in influencing economic growth. When updating the York County Economic Development Plan, using regional
development information will assist local planners and developers to more efficiently plan economic development projects on or near transportation corridors.
Information on current and future economic activity data, prominent development, and land use issues will provide very useful background data. Long term identify the
transportation needs of identified parcels prior to development proposals.

“Access to jobs, particularly jobs that
pay a sustainable wage, is important.
This should come first.”
- Survey Comment

“Commerce keeps Pennsylvania strong. We needs the roads
and services to accommodate industrial and business needs.”
- Survey Comment
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ACTION
Develop analyses similar to PennDOT Traffic Impact
Studies for YCEA priority parcels that have transportation
constraints to development

TYPE

TIME

ORGANIZATIONS

EFFORT

Project

Fixed

YCEA / PennDOT

3 out of 5

Identify difficult properties to market due to the high cost of transportation improvements required by development. Identify a public agency to own the property
during public-funded transportation investments. After transportation investments are completed start marketing the site to the private sector.

RELATED ACTIONS FOR JOB ACCESS / ECONOMIC DEVELOPMENT
Location in Document
Active Transportation

Page
30

Action

Active Transportation

31

Build sidewalk gaps identified in Transit Connectivity study

Active Transportation

31

Advertise walking and biking options

Active Transportation

31

Work with municipalities to enact complete streets policies

Freight

36

Conduct freight audits on CUFC/CRFC and YAMPO priority freight links

Promote 8 to 80 streetscape planning to municipalities
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PENNDOT CONNECTS
Practice
P Current
Current
Practice
E
Policy centers on collaboration between PennDOT, MPO’s, RPO’s, and local governments to improve
N
communication within PennDOT’s program development and project delivery process.
Collaboration provides the opportunity to discuss unique community issues with local areas leaders
N
and stakeholders during planning and cost estimating and prior to project programming (funding
D
commitment).
By improving communication prior to project development, better planning decisions can be made,
O
making PennDOT Connects efficient, cost-effective and helps to identify possible risk to project
T
delivery.
Map I - PennDOT Connects shows municipalities that have met with PennDOT District 8 about
upcoming projects.

C
O
N
N
E
C
T
S

•YAMPO and
PennDOT
identify TIP
candidate
projects.

TIP Candidates

Meet with
Municipalities
•Set up a meeting with
each of the
municipalities where
candidate projects
have been identified.

•Municipal
•Manager
•Public Works
Director
•Roadmasters
•Local Emergency
Service
•Police
•EMT
•Firefighters
•PennDOT District
8-0
•YAMPO

Invite...

Chapter Three – Moving Forward

PennDOT Connects Meeting Project
Topics
•
•
•
•
•
•
•
•
•
•
•
•

Safety Issues/Concerns
Bike and Pedestrian Accommodations
Utilities
Current and Future Land Use Development
Stormwater Management
Freight Generators
Emergency Services Accommodations
Environmental Constraints
Right-of-Way Issues
School Locations and Bus Routes
Transit
Community and Cultural Events

Discuss
projects
•Discuss the
candidate projects
and locations.
Allow municipal
reps to identify
local issues and
projects that may
be affected.

•Work to
mitigate
impacts on
local projects
and coordinate
projects
together, if
applicable, to
reduce
expenditures.

Identify
Solutions
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Moving… Forward
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Moving… Forward
ACTION

Review accessibility during transportation project
development

TIME

ORGANIZATIONS

EFFORT

Project

Ongoing

YAMPO / PennDOT /
Municipal

3 out of 5

Similar to other objectives in this plan, accessibility can be part of the scoping and preliminary engineering work of any transportation project. For example, when
PennDOT or a municipality plans to complete road maintenance, YAMPO can assist to review accessibility for seniors and people with disabilities on the corridor.

ACTION
Communicate highway projects with the public

TYPE

TIME

ORGANIZATIONS

EFFORT

Project

Ongoing

YAMPO / PennDOT /
Municipal

1 out of 5

The YCPC Public Participation Plan outlines strategies to better share information with and receive feedback from the public.

ACTION
Coordinate utility projects with transportation projects

CC
OO
NN
NN
EE
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TT
SS

TYPE

“Too often, roads are repaved only to be dug up
patchwork within two years by utility companies.”
- Survey Comment
ACTION
Coordinate projects with other planning documents
supported by YAMPO

TYPE

TIME

ORGANIZATIONS

EFFORT

Project

Ongoing

PennDOT / Municipal /
YCPC / Utility Co.

2 out of 5

Participate in the York County Coordinators Meeting facilitated by PA One Call. The purpose of the
committee is to coordinate road and utility projects collectively in hopes to reduce disruption to
the public. The committee members shall include a representative from the following: PennDOT,
York County Municipalities, York County Utility Companies.

TYPE

TIME

ORGANIZATIONS

EFFORT

Strategy

Ongoing

YCPC / PennDOT

2 out of 5

Review previously adopted plans to determine if any location is included in the proposed project limits. Currently identified plans are the Report on Congestion, CMP
Signal Timing locations, Transit Development Plan (TDP), York County Flooded Roadway Study, Regional Operations Plan, Dedicated Short Range Communication Plan,
Trail Towns, Economic Action Plan and municipal comprehensive plans.
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RELATED ACTIONS FOR PENNDOT CONNECTS
Location in Document
Equity

25

Page

Consider personal and public health implications of transportation projects

Action

Active Transportation

32

Promote low-cost temporary streetscape changes as demonstration projects

Environment

83

Use environmentally-friendly materials

Environment

83

Prioritize roads and bridges identified in the York County Flooded Roadway study during the
TIP project selection process and scope projects appropriately

C
O
N
N
E
C
T
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CHAPTER FOUR – CORRIDOR AREAS
ROUTE 15 POLICY
York Area Metropolitan Planning Organization (YAMPO)
Policy on US Route 15 and Surrounding Network
Adopted by the YAMPO Coordinating Committee on February 23, 2017
After an extensive community planning process, the Northern York County community presented their Vision for the US Route 15 corridor to the YAMPO through the Northern
York County Region Comprehensive Plan Transportation Amendment. The YAMPO concurred with the Vision and programmed projects to begin fulfilling the Vision. This Policy
Paper summarizes the Vision which was adopted previously by the YAMPO through precedent during project programming discussions for the 2013, 2015, and 2017 Transportation
Improvement Program (TIP). The Vision statement does not identify specific projects or a timeline to implement the Vision, but rather provides guidelines for selecting and funding
projects that implement the Vision.
The following problems were identified to be addressed through the implementation of the Vision.
Problems to Address
Driver Expectations vs Roadway Function: Driver expectation of the roadway is a Limited Access Freeway based on the design. However, it functions like an Arterial with at-grade
crossings and creates the possibility of high severity crashes.
Truck Volumes vs Street Design Constraints in Borough: Thru-truck traffic utilizes Baltimore Street (SR 0074) in Dillsburg Borough because of the lack of an alternative to stay on
US Route 15 around Dillsburg Borough.
Increased Traffic Volumes vs Safe Access: Traffic volumes will continue to grow on US Route 15 creating smaller gaps over time, which will lead to drivers taking greater chances
to access US Route 15.
Increased Traffic Volumes vs Level of Service: Traffic volumes will continue to grow on US Route 15, which will lead to more conflicts at intersections and an increased level of
delay.
York Area Metropolitan Planning Organization (YAMPO) Vision
The Vision for the US Route 15 corridor in York County is to eliminate the existing at-grade access points, ultimately resulting in a Limited Access Freeway while maintaining
business connectivity and community cohesion. A Limited Access Freeway provides directional travel lanes that are separated by some type of physical barrier and their access
points are limited to on- and off-ramp locations that provide acceleration lanes for at-grade access to the corridor.
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Current Access Control on the Corridor
Limited Access- No new access is permitted onto the corridor; PennDOT has already acquired the right to prohibit access.
Controlled Access- Access is permitted through the Highway Occupancy Permit process.

Municipal Partnership
The YAMPO recognizes that the implementation of this Vision is a common goal of the municipalities and the YAMPO. The YAMPO cannot implement this Vision without the
municipalities’ active participation in planning pieces of future projects. Without full participation from the municipalities, the YAMPO will need to re-evaluate the approach and
possibly the Vision of this corridor. Some examples of active participation include:
-

Local road upgrades to accommodate rerouting of traffic
Adoption of Access Management Ordinances
Adoption of Official Maps showing future road connections
Guiding land development and redevelopment to achieve the Vision
o Participation in the PennDOT Highway Occupancy Permit (HOP) participation
Maintenance and operational upkeep of existing signal systems
Development of a Capital Improvements Plan for transportation investments/improvements

YAMPO Funding Policy
In general, a project will be implementing the Vision of the corridor if any of the following objectives are accomplished in the project:
•
•
•

Reducing truck traffic in Dillsburg Borough.
Elimination of turning movements on or off of US Route 15 immediately or in the near future.
o Elimination of left turns from the side streets onto US Route 15 are a priority.
Improvement to the state- and locally-owned network that creates better connections to future limited access interchanges or separated grade crossings of US Route 15.
o Acceleration lanes or deceleration lanes for side street traffic to enter or exit US Route 15 to handle additional traffic directed to the location from the elimination
of another access point.
o The YAMPO will coordinate with municipalities to identify the appropriate funding sources to complete necessary local road improvements.

Although there is one Vision and set of objectives for the US Route 15 Corridor in York County, due to existing conditions, the YAMPO recognizes there is a need to implement the
Vision differently based on the origination of the problem and the location of the problem:
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1.

2.

If a problem originates from the Top 25 Crash Locations Report, Conditions Reports for Pavement and Bridges, or the Congestion Management Process, the problem will
also be evaluated based on what section of the corridor the project is located.
a.

A project located in the Northern Section of US Route 15 (Range End Road/ Golf Course Road and approaches to the Cumberland/ York County Line) that does
not accomplish one of the Vision objectives will only move forward after YAMPO concurs with the dismissal of alternative(s) from preliminary engineering that
would have accomplished a Vision objective.

b.

A project located in the Southern Section of US Route 15 (Glenwood Road and approaches to County Line Road) will only advance when the proposed project
accomplishes one of the Vision objectives.

If a problem originates outside of the processes mentioned in number 1, the project will only be funded if an aspect of the Vision is implemented regardless of its location
in the corridor.

*Exceptions to this policy will occur for routine maintenance projects which include resurfacing, reconstruction, signal timing, improvements inside the right of way, bridge repair,
bridge replacement, and projects under $1 million construction cost.
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I-83 EXIT 24-28 IMPLEMENTATION
On Feb 25th 2021, the York Area Metropolitan Planning Organization adopted the following project prioritization list based on the I-83 Exit 24-28 Master Plan. The project list has
two scenarios, one if I-83 Exit 26 is approved and one if it’s not. The list also identifies projects that can start before the two year review and determination process and other
projects to be removed or not prioritized at this time.
The following project was on the original list identified in the I-83 Exit 24-28 Master Plan Study. This recommendation is not supported by Manchester Township. This connection
was removed 20 years ago and should not be reconnected; therefore this project is removed from the priority list.
Project
Sinking Spring Road

Description
Extend to provide connection between Church Road and Susquehanna
Trail

Estimated Cost
$ 800,000

The following projects were on the original list identified in the I-83 exit 24-28 Master Plan Study. These recommendations were or will be completed and do not need to be
prioritized at this time.
Project
Exit 24 ‐ Church Road & I‐83
Northbound Ramps
Canal Road & Zions View Road
Canal Road Truck Route
Church Road/Starview Road &
George Street
Canal Road Over Little Conewago
Creek Bridge

Description
Roadway and Ramp Improvements
Installation of a traffic signal realignment of Zions View Road,
Widen all approaches to provide separate turning lanes
Upgrade Canal Road between Espresso and Susquehanna Trail to meet
truck standards
Updated traffic signal and optimized timings
Replace the bridge over the Little Conewago Creek

Chapter Four – Corridor Areas

Estimated Cost
$ 1,000,000
$ 3,500,000

$ 20,000
$2,655,000
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The following projects were on the original list identified in the I-83 Exit 24-28 Master Plan Study. They were included in the original study area to ensure the extent of travel
changes caused by a new interchange were reviewed and considered. After further review, these two locations will not have a dramatic change in traffic regardless of the status
of Exit 26 and should be removed from this list and prioritized in the regular County-wide systematic improvement processes instead of part of the I-83 Exit 24-28 Investment
Strategy.
Project

Description

Estimated Cost

George Street &
Emig Road

I-83 Exit 24-28 Study identified - updated traffic signal and optimized
timings.
Widen Emig Road to provide separate left- and right‐turn lanes.
Widen NB George Street to provide exclusive right‐turn lane.
Install traffic signal for Norfolk Southern overpass. YAMPO is looking at
additional options

$ 6,700,000

Main Street and
York Street/ Maple
Street

Updated traffic signal and optimized signal timings
Widen SB Main Street to provide an exclusive left‐turn lane

$ 2,600,000
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So, the remaining projects included on the original list identified in the I-83 Exit 24-28 Master Plan Study should be prioritized in the following manner knowing the decision of I83 Exit 26 will change the path. Since this decision has not been finalized, two different versions are part of the recommendation. In addition, there are 3 projects that are high
on the list for both scenarios and should be moved forward now utilizing the $13 million YAMPO set aside to implement the I-83 Exit 24-28 Study.
If we knew
today Exit 26
was approved
-built in 10
years
(minimum)

If we knew
today Exit 26
was not
approved

Current
recommendation
for the next two
years- until the
point of access is
determined

Project

Description

1

1

1

Exit 24 ‐ Church
Road & I‐83
Southbound
Ramps

5

3

3

Susquehanna Trail
Turnback

Conewago Township

5

3

3

Susquehanna Trail
Turnback

Manchester Township

Signal and Ramp
Improvements
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$ 2,200,000

$660,000
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If we knew
today Exit 26
was approved
-built in 10
years
(minimum)

3

If we knew
today Exit 26
was not
approved

5

Current
recommendation
for the next two
years- until the
point of access is
determined

4

Project

Description

Canal Road &
Susquehanna Trail
Susquehanna Trail
& Copenhaffer
Road

Updated traffic signal and
optimizing timings.
Widen NB, EB and WB
approaches to provide
exclusive turning lanes.
Installation of a traffic signal at
Susquehanna Trail and
Copenhaffer Road.
Widen NB Susquehanna Trail to
provide a separate left‐turn
lane.

Estimated
Cost

Images

$ 2,630,000

**Canal Road Betterment
Group will add a SB left turn
and will close Copenhaffer
Road between Susquehanna
Trail and Canal Road

Evaluate after
Exit 26
Construction
to determine
need Prioritize
in Countywide
systematic
improvements

4

Wait for POA
decision

Exit 24 ‐ Church
Road & I‐83 Ramps
Signal Upgrades

Signal optimization.
Automated Traffic Signal
Performance Measures
Advanced Signal Control
(Adaptive)
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If we knew
today Exit 26
was approved
-built in 10
years
(minimum)
Evaluate after
Exit 26
Construction
to determine
need.
Prioritize in
County-wide
systematic
improvements
Evaluate after
Exit 26
Construction
to determine
need.
Prioritize in
County-wide
systematic
improvements
Evaluate after
Exit 26
Construction
to determine
need.
Prioritize in
County-wide
systematic
improvements

Current
recommendation
for the next two
years- until the
point of access is
determined

Project

4

Wait for POA
decision

Exit 28 ‐
Susquehanna Trail
& I‐83 Ramps ‐
Signal Upgrades

Signal optimization
Automated Traffic Signal
Performance Measures
Advanced Signal Control
(Adaptive)

6

Wait for POA
decision

Exit 24 ‐ Church
Road & I‐83
Northbound
Ramps/Board Road

Additional through lane to
Board Road along NB off‐ramp

$ 1,100,000

6

Wait for POA
decision

Exit 24 ‐ Church
Road & I‐83
Northbound
Ramps

SB Board Road right turn onto
WB Church Road

$ 750,000

If we knew
today Exit 26
was not
approved

Description

Chapter Four – Corridor Areas

Estimated
Cost

Images

$ 325,000
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If we knew
today Exit 26
was approved
-built in 10
years
(minimum)
Evaluate after
Exit 26
Construction
to determine
need.
Prioritize in
County-wide
systematic
improvements

Evaluate after
Exit 26
Construction
to determine
need.
Prioritize in
County-wide
systematic
improvements

If we knew
today Exit 26
was not
approved

Current
recommendation
for the next two
years- until the
point of access is
determined

Project

Description

Estimated
Cost

6

Wait for POA
decision

Exit 24- Church
Road & I-83
Northbound
Ramps

EB Church Road right turn onto
NB Ramp

$ 750,000

Susquehanna Trail
& Cloverleaf Road

Installation of a traffic signal to
be in a coordination system
with the signals at the I‐83
ramp intersections.
Exclusive left‐turn lanes along
EB and WB Susquehanna Trail.

$ 1,000,000

7

Wait for POA and
HOP Under
Review
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If we knew
today Exit 26
was approved
-built in 10
years
(minimum)

Evaluate after
Exit 26
Construction
to determine
need.
Prioritize in
County-wide
systematic
improvements

4

If we knew
today Exit 26
was not
approved

7

Prioritize in
County-wide
systematic
improvements
(SafetyCongestion)

Current
recommendation
for the next two
years- until the
point of access is
determined

Wait for POA
decision

Project

Description

Estimated
Cost

Exit 28 ‐
Susquehanna Trail
& I‐83 Ramp
Improvements and
Locust Point Road

Realignment of on/off‐ramps
(update to current standards).
Exclusive right‐turn lane along
SB off‐ramp.
Exclusive right‐turn lane along
EB Susquehanna Trail Road
closure of Locust Point Road
Closer/Improvements.

$ 3,675,000

Zions View
Road/Musser Street
& York Street Musser
Street & Main Street
Wait for POA
decision

Or
Extend Bartlett Drive
from Espresso to
Zions View (921)

Installation of a traffic signal at
Zions View Road/Musser Street
and York Street Updated traffic
signal and optimizing signal
timings at Musser Street and Main
Street.
Widen Musser Street to provide an
exclusive left‐turn lane and
exclusive right‐turn lane.
Widen NB Main Street to provide
an exclusive left‐turn lane
Completion of stub street from
Espresso to Zions View Rd (SR 921)
to provide an option for trucks to
turn into the industrial park
instead of using Board Road.
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If we knew
today Exit 26
was approved
-built in 10
years
(minimum)

If we knew
today Exit 26
was not
approved

Current
recommendation
for the next two
years- until the
point of access is
determined

Project

6

Not Supported

Wait for POA
decision

Exit 26 ‐ Canal
Road

Point of Access improvements

6

Prioritize in
County-wide
systematic
improvements
(SafetyCongestion)

Wait for POA
decision

Willow Springs
closure

Would be connected to the
interchange build

6

Remove from
the list

Wait for POA
Decision

Upgrade to Bear
Road

Would be connected to the
interchange build

Description

Chapter Four – Corridor Areas

Estimated
Cost

Images
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If we knew
today Exit 26
was approved
-built in 10
years
(minimum)

If we knew
today Exit 26
was not
approved

Current
recommendation
for the next two
years- until the
point of access is
determined

Project

Description

6

Remove from
the list

Wait for POA
decision

Upgrade to Bear &
Susquehanna Trail
intersection to
meet future
demands

7

Prioritize in
County-wide
systematic
improvements
(SafetyCongestion)

Wait for POA
decision

Willow Springs 2nd
Connection to
Espresso

8

Prioritize in
County-wide
systematic
improvements
(SafetyCongestion)

Wait for POA
decision

Canal Road &
Espresso Way

Estimated
Cost

Images

Would be connected to the
interchange build

Optimized traffic signal timings
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U.S. ROUTE 30 WEST CORRIDOR POLICY
York Area Metropolitan Planning Organization (YAMPO)
Policy on U.S. Route 30 West Corridor
Adopted February 25, 2021
The U.S. 30 West Corridor located within the municipal boundaries of West Manchester, Jackson, and Paradise Township functions as a local and regional roadway. U.S. Route 30
Functional Classification is Other Principal Arterial and the majority of the corridor is a two-lane roadway with a center turn lane.
The Vision for U.S. 30 (the Lincoln Highway) is to preserve the scenic, historic, and cultural road corridor.
The Vision Statement does not identify specific projects or a timeline to implement the Vision, but rather provides guidelines for selecting and funding projects that implement
the Vision.
The following problems are identified to be addressed through the implementation of the Vision.
Problems to address
Driver Expectations vs Roadway Function: Driver expectation of the roadway is twofold. While some drivers use this roadway as a local connection, other drivers use this as a
regional connection between the York and Gettysburg areas. The driver expectations are in direct conflict with one another and create the possibility of high severity crashes at
intersections.
Increased Traffic Volumes vs Safe Access: Traffic volumes will continue to grow on U.S. Route 30 creating smaller gaps over time. This traffic is from the Gettysburg area and York
area which will lead to drivers taking greater chances to access U.S. Route 30.
Increased Traffic Volumes vs Level of Service: Traffic volumes will continue to grow on U.S. Route 30, which will lead to an increased level of delay at signalized intersections.
Municipal Partnership
The YAMPO recognizes that the implementation of this Vision needs to be a common goal of the municipalities and the YAMPO. The YAMPO cannot implement this Vision without
the municipalities’ active participation in the process. Some examples of active participation include:
•
•
•

•

Adoption and enforcement of Access Management Ordinance for U.S. Route 30
Adoption of Official Maps showing future road connections
Guiding land development and redevelopment to achieve the Vision
o Participation in the PennDOT Highway Occupancy Permit (HOP)
o Acquire additional right-of-way along the corridor and at major intersections when feasible
Implement Goals and Objectives outlined in the Jackson-Paradise Townships Joint Comprehensive Plan
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YAMPO Funding Policy
YAMPO agrees to address the following intersections along the U.S. Route 30 Corridor as part of a systematic improvement to resolve safety issues and maintain the vision for this
corridor. Through this policy, YAMPO is not defining a timeline to complete improvements at each of these locations.
•
•
•

SR 616
SR 116
Bowman Road

•
•
•

Biesecker Road
Labott Road/Big Mount Rd
Lake Road

•

Canal Road

YAMPO ranks and prioritizes locations throughout the county based on a data driven process. When one of the above intersections rank in the top 1/3 of the MTP Selection
Criteria for congestion and safety evaluations, Report on Congestion and Network Screening Tool respectfully, the project will be funded. If multiple locations appear on the
top 1/3 list at the same time, the highest-ranking location will be chosen.
* Supporting Documentation to the Policy
•

During repaving/reconstruction of U.S. Route 30, low-cost safety improvements are a high priority. Corridor wide low-cost safety improvements should be selected from
the 2016 PennDOT SR 30 Safety Study. In addition, efforts to incrementally improve the individual intersection will be explored during the repaving/reconstruction of U.S.
Route 30. Incremental improvements should reflect and implement portions of the long-term plan.

•

YAMPO will utilize an excess value of greater than 1 to determine eligibility for advancement if a segment or intersection appears on the Highway Safety Screening
Network (or current PennDOT list for selecting safety projects).
o Current intersections and segments with excess value greater than 1
 S.R. 30 and S.R. 616
 S.R. 30 and S.R. 3055 Lake Road
 Segment 10 – Canal Road
 Segment 150 – Biesecker Road
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CHAPTER FIVE – PUBLIC INVOLVEMENT REVIEW
PUBLIC OUTREACH
At key points in the planning process, YAMPO/YCPC staff encouraged public involvement in surveys by advertising these opportunities through television, radio, newspaper, and
social media; through stakeholder mailing lists and advertisements, and through distributable emails to 270 contacts representing social and civic clubs, environmental and social
justice activists, high school guidance counselors, and faith-based organizations. In total, this outreach yielded more than 400 unique pieces of public feedback and unquantifiable
awareness about the planning efforts. Chapter 5 includes a complete list of outreach methods and stakeholders. Appendices D – Public Comment #1 - Goals and Objectives, G –
Public Comment #2 - Mapping Perceived Problem Areas, J – Public Comment # 3 – Final Public Comment Period, and K – Public Comment #3 – YAMPO GOYORK 2045 MTP
MetroQuest Survey contain the comments collected.
YCPC publicized the MTP surveys through multiple outlets. A press release to 25 media outlets yielded a feature story in the York Dispatch and announcements on WSBA/WSOX
radio. PennDOT included an animated text announcement in the looping closed circuit TV at the driver’s license center in York County. Commuter Services of Pennsylvania sent
the survey to commuters and employers in its database that are located in York County. rabbittransit displayed posters on its fixed route buses.
Additionally, a monthly YCPC e-alert included an announcement about the survey and YCPC staff posted about the survey three times on the YCPC Facebook page. Finally, YCPC
staff directly emailed the survey to 269 contacts including social and civic clubs, environmental and social justice activists, high school guidance counselors, faith-based
organizations, ancestral tribal contacts, (Absentee Shawnee, Cayuga Nation, Delaware Nation, Eastern Shawnee, Seneca Cayuga, Shawnee Tribe and Towanda Band), and other
transportation stakeholders.

Survey #1 – Goals and Objectives
In March of 2018, the GOYORK 2045 Steering Committee began the first online survey for the public to provide feedback on the draft goals and objectives. The survey ran until
April 30, 2018 and garnered more than 340 respondents. Comments from the survey are shown throughout Chapter Three in the yellow text boxes, and are listed in D – Public
Comment #1 - Goals and Objectives.
GOYORK 2045 gauged the public’s opinions on the Goal and 19 different objectives. At least 90% of the total 333 survey responses supported the individual objectives and 98% of
the participants supported the goal, or supported with a few changes.

“We must make sure that the planning
process includes a diverse group of
constituents.”
- Survey Comment

“Great trails means great communities and
increased home values.”
- Survey Comment
Chapter Five – Public Involvement Review

“Access to jobs, particularly jobs that
pay a sustainable wage, is important.
This should come first.”
- Survey Comment
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Survey #2 – Mapping Perceived Problem Areas
The second survey was released on November 26, 2018 and got 324 responses with 81 comments before it closed on Dec 31, 2018. Comments and mapped locations can be found
in G – Public Comment #2 - Mapping Perceived Problem Areas. Many of the comments mentioned within this survey are currently in the works or included in the MTP. Here are a
selection of comments and how they are being addressed:

Describe the problem

On-ramps to Route 83 (throughout York County) are way too short
for the limited visibility given to merging traffic. Extended on-ramps
once merging traffic is at same elevation as other traffic on 83
would be much more safe! (Specific examples are exit 4
Lack of shoulder space on Route 83 between York and Harrisburg.
York County does not have enough bicycle facilities.
"You can get there from here after all"---there are many Keystone
designated routes which should be extended along existing four
digit PennDOT roads to make for easier travel around the "spokes"
without passing close to the "hub of York City"
Grandview Rd./Blooming Grove Rd. (PA 216) intersection in Penn
Township has congestion due to no turn lanes and turning arrows.
The intersection in York New Salem needs left turning lanes on 616
for both north and south bound traffic. Traffic can back up beyond
borough limits, due to cars trying to make left hand turns from 616.
unsafe walking conditions along roadways
Too many traffic signals, and too few traffic circles

Solutions

Restructuring exits / lengthening merge areas.

Widening the road seems to be a very wise solution,
albeit expensive.
This is a very low cost/low tech solution to
congestion...just a couple hundred signs.
there are many Keystone designated routes which should
be extended along existing four digit PennDOT roads to
make for easier travel around the "spokes" without pass
Add turn lanes in all directions, upgrade signals to include
left turn arrows. Alternate idea would be a roundabout if
possible.
Left hand turn lanes for both north and south bound
traffic on 616.
increase the governmental responsibility for pedestrian
accessibility along right-of-ways, instead of relying on
private land owners
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Exit 4 is currently under
construction
I-83 will be undergoing
widening north of York City
An Alternative Analysis is
being done on this and other
intersections

Focus on walkability and
closing sidewalk gaps within
communities
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Survey #3 – Final Public Comment Period
The YCPC held the final public comment period from April 25th to June 13th, 2021. The comment period was scheduled to end on June 9th, but was extended an extra four days to
increase participation for Low Income and Minority populations. Altogether, GOYORK2045 received comments from 231 participants across all platforms. The results of the survey
will be evaluated to aid in prioritization of the high actions in developing work priorities. In addition, the ranking of the actions will be evaluated to determine if a weighting can
be developed to help aid in project selection.
The plan was put out for display in paper form at ten locations, as well as a website with each chapter available for review.
The GOYORK2045 plan and survey was advertised in low-income and minority areas by:
• Distributing and posting a flyer in store windows (with permission)
• Passing out QR cards to residents
• Putting QR cards in mail slots
• Contacting local organizations such as:
o NAACP York
o The Movement
o The Spanish American Multi-Cultural Resource Center
Facebook was used to promote the survey from the YCPC page. Between April 25th and June 13th, 20 posts were made. Seven were “boosted” (advertisements). Existing community
group forums were also used to share the YCPC page. Any public comments made on the YCPC post or other shared pages were captured as part of the public comment. The posts
received 129 individual comment “threads.” A full listing of all Facebook comments and replies are found in Appendix J – Public Comment #3 – Final Public Comment Period.
A MetroQuest survey was also used to gain insight and accept comments. The survey asked participants
to rank the categories from Chapter 3, rate corresponding actions, and choose 3 congested intersections
respondents would like to see improved. It received 1059 respondents with 241 comments from 95
individuals. Of the 671 people that filled in demographic data, 9 were African-American and 11 were
Hispanic or Latino. 92% were white. The “Top Ranking by Category” graph to the right shows how many
times a category from chapter 3 was ranked in the top 5.
YCPC staff also hosted two open-house style zoom meetings on May 11th and 20th from 8:00 am to 8:00
pm that received four guests. Their comments can be found in Appendix J – Public Comment #3 – Final
Public Comment Period.
Lastly, the public could submit comments by e-mail. Three people shared their comments with us and
their e-mails can be found in Appendix J – Public Comment #3 – Final Public Comment Period.

Chapter Five – Public Involvement Review
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CHAPTER SIX – SELECTION CRITERIA
INTRODUCTION
One of the primary goals of any MTP is to create an effective and efficient project selection process, which intends to meet the goals set forth in this plan. Not only do these goals
refer to the Federal performance measures, but also the local targets identified by the steering committee specific to York County. The YAMPO project selection process begins
with project type selection criteria for Maintenance, Bridge, Safety, and CMAQ projects before being further evaluated by their impact on attaining the goals found in all the
Statewide performance measures. Additionally, all projects will be selected with the most current data that is readily available.
Once the top 1/3 of projects in each of the aforementioned has been identified, the criteria process includes any owner-requested project they deem to be an important and
substantial project within York County. This includes state-owned roads and bridges (PennDOT), county-owned bridges (York County), or locally-owned roads or bridges
(municipalities). A listing of good candidate projects is then created based on meeting a specific performance measure.
The difficult part of this process is evaluating which Good Candidate projects are prioritized over the other. The Secondary Selection Criteria awards additional points to projects
that could address another performance measure. Once the projects are prioritized, the highest ranked projects are assigned to the dedicated funding allocation for project types
(CMAQ, TAP, 582 funds, HSIP, 581 funds). After the dedicated funding is utilized, the remaining projects will be selected from highest ranking first to use the remaining funding
available with a concentration on the worst performing performance measures.

Chapter Six – Selection Criteria
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CMAQ SELECTION CRITERIA
The Congestion Mitigation and Air Quality Improvement (CMAQ) Program was created under ISTEA (1991) and reauthorized under TEA-21 (1998), SAFETEA-LU (2005), MAP-21
(2012), and FAST Act (2015).
The purpose of the CMAQ Program is to fund transportation projects/programs that will contribute to the attainment or maintenance of the National Ambient Air Quality Standards
(NAAQS) for ozone, carbon monoxide (CO), and particulate matter (both PM10 and PM2.5). The CMAQ program supports two important goals of the U.S. Department of
Transportation: improving air quality and relieving congestion – in other words, reducing pollution and adverse environmental effects of transportation projects and transportation
system inefficiencies. The CMAQ program provides funding for a broad array of tools to accomplish these goals while ensuring compliance with the transportation conformity
provisions of the Clean Air Act (amended 1990).
Below is the prioritization of project types to utilize CMAQ funding. Generally, all projects in Priority 1 have the highest benefit cost ratio and so forth down the priorities. All
projects eligible for CMAQ funding in Priority 1 will be funded prior to moving to Priority 2.
If YAMPO has an approved on-going project, the MPO can commit to the project for a maximum of 6 years. The 6-year commitment is evaluated each Transportation Improvement
Program (TIP) cycle and can be extended to a total of 6 years each TIP, essentially adding 2 years (year 5 and 6 of the MTP).
Priority 1Priority 2Priority 3Priority 4Priority 5-

Vehicle Miles Traveled (VMT) Reduction: Susquehanna Regional Transportation Partnership (SRTP) and the Commuter Services of Pennsylvania program –
advocating for non-SOV transportation alternatives for commuters
Cleaner Engines: rabbittransit Fleet Replacement – in the 2013 TIP, the 2015 TIP and in the CIP, YAMPO approved approximately $3 million every two years
toward the purchase of newer vehicles in the rabbittransit fleet through 2035
Traffic Operations/ Congestion Mitigation: CMP Signal Timing – to address traffic signal inefficiencies of corridors and/or intersections identified through the
Congestion Management Process (CMP)
Recurring Congestion: Improvements to address recurring congestion identified in the Report on Congestion that would increase capacity
Non-Recurring Congestion: Improvements to address non-recurring congestion

If a tie exists between projects in the same priority level, the following evaluation criteria will be used to provide a ranking to the MPO prior to the final selection.
Evaluation Criteria
1
25%
Peak Hour Volume Delay (identified in the most recent
Report on Congestion)
2
20%
Average Daily Truck Traffic over 1,000
3
15%
Is the project on the National Highway System?
4
10%
Is the location on a transit route?

5
6
7
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10%
Located inside the County growth area
15%
Does the location have a crash rate higher than expected?
5%
Is the future (2040) Volume to Capacity of the location
expected to be over .75?
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HIGHWAY MAINTENANCE CRITERIA

Highway Maintenance Criteria
~ 3500 Road Segments
Out of Maintenance Cycle

I

II

Road segments that are out of maintenance cycle are given a number of points between 0
and 10 based on the number of years out-of-cycle, compared to the most out-of-cycle
segment.

III

Maintenance Groups
Road segments in Group I are given 6 points. Road segments in Group II are given 4 points.
Road segments in Group III are given 2 points.

Average Daily Traffic

Average Daily Traffic (ADT)
Road segments are given a number of points between 0 and 10 based on their ADT,
compared to the segment with the highest ADT.

Current IRI Rating & Change in
IRI Rating

International Roughness Index (IRI) & Change in IRI
Road segments are given a number of points between 0 and 5 based on their current IRI
compared to the segment with the highest IRI.
Road segments are given a number of points between 0 and 10 based on their change in IRI
from the previous year’s measurement, compared to the segment with the most change.

Performance Measure #2
Public Perception
TIP/CDBG Projects
Utility Scheduling

Other Notes
Public support and
possible coordination
with other projects
near the segments
are noted

FHWA Performance Measure #2
The targets set for PM #2 will be reviewed each TIP cycle; point totals may be modified for
PM #2 by the Technical Committee to support targets that are currently not being met or
focus areas.

Coordination with PennDOT
During TIP development, PennDOT provides a list of betterment prospects. The prospective
projects that are on the YCPC list are approved and funded.

YCPC Top 1/3 List of
Highest Ranked Road
Segments

Programmed
Projects

PennDOT Betterment
Project List
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BRIDGE CRITERIA

Bridge Criteria

SUFFICIENCY
RATING

886 York County Bridges (State, County, and Municipal)

Absolute

<70%

Bridges must have a sufficiency rating below 70%

Bridge Prioritization Groups
Bridges in Group A are given 10 points
Bridges in Group B are given 5 points
Bridges in Group C are given 3 points

Bridge Prioritization Groups & Weight Restrictions

WEIGHT
LIMIT

WEIGHT
LIMIT

WEIGHT
LIMIT

<XX

<30

<20

TONS

TONS

TONS

Bridges in Group A that are posted for any weight restriction are given 100 Points. This
automatically makes posted A bridges the top priority.
Bridges in Group B that are posted for less than 30 tons are given 10 points.
Bridges in Group C that are posted for less than 20 tons are given 3 points.

Decline in Sufficiency Rating
If bridge’s sufficiency rating decreased from 2017-2019 and from 2019-2021, the bridge is
given 10 points.
Bridges that only decreased from 2017-2019 are given 5 points.

Poor Condition

Decline in Sufficiency Rating

Poor Condition bridges are given 5 points.

Average Daily Traffic (ADT)

Poor Condition

The bridges are given a number of points between 0 and 5 based on the ratio of the bridge’s
ADT to the highest ADT in the county.

Average Daily Traffic

FHWA Performance Measure #2

Performance Measure #2

The targets set for PM #2 will be reviewed each TIP cycle; point totals may be modified for
PM #2 by the Technical Committee to support targets that are currently not being met or
focus areas.

Ranked List -Top 1/3 of Bridges
Chapter Six – Selection Criteria
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SAFETY CRITERIA

Safety Criteria

Excess Value < 1

Absolute
Excess Value - Highway Safety Network Screening (HSNS) greater than 1.0

Safety Lists

Top 1/3 of Safety Locations

Represents the Potential for Safety Improvement. This value is the difference between the Expected Number
of Crashes and the Predicted Number of Crashes. Locations with a value greater than 4 are considered to
have a high potential for safety improvement and values between 1 and 4 are considered to have a moderate
to high potential for safety improvement. While values that are less than 0 represent fewer Expected Crashes
than Predicted Crashes, therefore, the potential for safety improvement is low.

Current Crash Safety List

If a location is on the current safety list (HSNS), it will receive the points that correspond to the excess value
(normally 1-4 points) points.

Historic Safety List

FHWA Performance Measure #1

If this location appeared on the previous safety list (TOP 25) it will receive 5 points.

Top 1/3 of Safety Locations

Candidate Safety Location List

Due to time to collect crash data for each location, only the top 1/3 are advanced to review the impact a
location could have on PM #1 by evaluating the type of crash.
After applying the Absolute and points for Safety Lists, we will use the Top 1/3 of these locations to move
onto the next step. FHWA Performance Measure #1.

FHWA Performance Measure #1

The targets set for PM #1 will be reviewed each TIP cycle; point totals may be modified for PM #1 by the
Technical Committee to support targets that are currently not being met or focus areas.

HSIP Approval Process

Candidate Safety Location List

The YCPC will use this list of candidate locations to proceed with the HSIP Approval Process.

HSIP (Highway Safety Improvement Program) Approval Process
YAMPO Technical Committee
Recommends Safety Projects to the
YAMPO Coordinating Committee

YAMPO will follow the District 8-0 Process for Candidate Selection and Application (Flow Chart in shown in
Appendix I – Air Quality Conformity). This process will produce candidate safety projects/ alternatives/
concepts with associated cost and anticipated benefits for each location. YAMPO Technical Committee will
evaluate and agree to the benefit to the cost for the location based on the crashes.

Chapter Six – Selection Criteria
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TRANSPORTATION ALTERNATIVES SET-ASIDE PROGRAM CRITERIA

Transportation Alternatives Set-Aside Program Criteria

Unlike maintenance, bridge, and safety candidates, which are grouped, filtered, and scored through data-driven processes, TA Set-Aside projects are evaluated on a more subjective
basis through a competitive process including the checklist below and an interview with the project sponsor.

The following order of importance should be used:
#1 – 12 locations identified in the York County Bicycle and Pedestrian Connectivity and Safety Inventory,
#2 – Locations within a quarter-mile from transit stops and routes,
#3 – Sidewalk gaps outside the transit area & locations identified in the Connectivity and Safety Inventory, and
#4 – Health-based and recreational use infrastructure.

Planning, Support, and Coordination
Is the project identified…

Project Phase Status
Where in the project development process is the
project?

In a municipal Comprehensive Plan?
As a solution in a transportation study?
As part of the YCEA Trail Towns?
As part of the DCNR Trail Gaps?

Is the project or will the project be coordinated
with a project on the current YAMPO TIP?
Is the project or will the project be coordinated
with a current municipal project or will it be part
of a larger community project?
Does the project have public support in the
community in which it will be constructed?

Initial planning stages
Finalized to PennDOT standards; seeking funding
Ready to begin pre-construction activities
Pre-construction activities have begun
Completed ROW clearance
Completed utility clearance
Completed environmental clearance
Completed preliminary design
Completed final design
Pre-construction activities are completed
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Safety

Project Funding

Does the project improve safety of pedestrian/
bicycle crossings and/or on-street bicycle
facilities?
Does the project improve safety through
traffic calming techniques?

Pre-construction
Funds are needed
Matching funds applied for
Costs known and funds secured
Costs have been paid

Maintenance
Costs have been identified; funding not secured
Costs have been identified; funding is secured
Responsible party for routine maintenance is
known and accepts responsibility

Environmental
Does the project avoid environmental impacts to
High hazard locations? (Per York County Hazard
Mitigation Plan and York County NAI)
Water resources? (Per York County IWRP)
Air quality?

Does the project improve or mitigate
Stormwater management?
Water quality?
Air quality?

Mobility
Does the project connect two or more different
Land uses?
Urban areas or major employment centers?
Modes of travel?

Does the project result in a connection to
an existing alternate means of
transportation?
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CHAPTER SEVEN – FUNDING REVENUES AND PROJECTIONS
NEEDS ASSESSMENT

Funding Sources
MULTIMODAL TRANSPORTATION FUND (MTF)

The Metropolitan Transportation Plan (MTP) includes a financial component, which demonstrates
the projected funding totals over the course of the plan that includes public and private resources,
and additional financing strategies for needed projects and programs.

•

The Public and Private Partnerships (P3) for Transportation Act (Act 88 of 2012)
o Enables the Rapid Bridge Replacement (RBR) P3, which replaces 558 bridges across the
Commonwealth and will maintain them for 25 years.
o Allowed a P3 project with rabbittransit to build a Compressed Natural Gas (CNG) fueling
station.
o All revenues and project funding categories’ needs are presented in year-of-expenditure
(Y-O-E) dollars, which account for the impact of inflation over time. All revenues and
project funding forecasts a 3 percent annual inflation rate over the life of the Plan.

•

•

•

The Capital Improvements Plan (CIP) is to serve as a reference document to the 2021-2045
Metropolitan Transportation Plan (MTP). It can be found in full on the YCPC website,
www.ycpc.org.
o It uses the projected funding allocations in the MTP and plans for specific projects within
the allocation per project category.
o The main purpose is to plan for transportation projects in a financially constrained
manner.
o It is updated regularly to reflect changes in projects, including cost estimates, inflation
rates, and project timelines.
o Compiles a list of candidate projects. The candidate projects do not imply YAMPO
support. This list of projects to evaluate when financial capacity allows projects to be
started on the TIP. The candidate list includes PennDOT’s recommendations included in
the Twelve Year Program.

Two funding sources:
o PennDOT
o Department of Community and Economic
Development (DCED)
Competitive funding source used for alternative
transportation mode projects, as well as projects to
improve economic development.

TRANSPORTATION ALTERNATIVES SET-ASIDE
PROGRAM (TA SET-ASIDE)
•

These funds
Build pedestrian and bicycle facilities,
Create safe routes to school,
Preserve historic transportation structures,
Provide environmental mitigation, and
Develop multi-use trails.
Both the State of Pennsylvania and YAMPO
administer their own application rounds.

o
o
o
o
o
•

CONGESTION MITIGATION AND AIR QUALITY (CMAQ)
•

Funding designed to reduce traffic congestion and
improve air quality, particularly in areas of the
country that do not attain national air quality
standards.

HIGHWAY SAFETY IMPROVEMENT PROGRAM (HSIP)
•

Chapter Seven – Funding Revenues and Projections

Funding to achieve a significant reduction in traffic
fatalities and serious injuries.
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PROJECTED REVENUE VS. EXPENDITURES
The MTP assumes an estimated $860 million in total revenue over the 25- year life of the plan period.

Projected Transit Funding 2021-2045

Millions

Total TIP Funding 2013-2024
$160
$140
$120
$100
$80
$60
$40
$20
$0

$144

$140

$142

$135

$113

Hanover
Operating
Assistance
8%

Fixed Bus
Route
2%

Bus
Replacement
9%

2013-2016 2015-2018 2017-2020 2019-2022 2021-2024
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Operating
Assistance
81%

Type of Transit Project
Total 2021-2045
Bus
Replacement
Operating
Assistance
Hanover
Operating
Assistance
Fixed Bus Route

$45,548,317
$402,922,173
$39,286,555
$9,900,000
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The York County Match to Transit caps at 15%.
Forecasted yearly revenue from the $5 Local Use Fee by 2045 is approximately $2,834,104. Lower confidence forecast equates to $2,732,849, and upper confidence is $2,935,359.
Despite rising traffic and freight travel in our state, the funds available to maintain our transportation system have not kept pace due to shrinking gas tax and federal revenues.
Our investment needs are outgrowing our current funding, and this gap gets worse every year. PennDOT has launched PennDOT Pathways which intends to analyze new futurefocused sources of funding for our transportation system that could better serve our communities and all Pennsylvanians for the next generation.
The Transportation Revenue Options Commission (T-ROC) was established in March 2021 through an Executive Order signed by Governor Tom Wolf. It will develop comprehensive
funding recommendation for Pennsylvania’s vast transportation network.
The commission is comprised of transportation, economic, and community stakeholders from both the public and private sectors, including majority and minority leaders from
the House and Senate Transportation and Appropriations committees.

Chapter Seven – Funding Revenues and Projections
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Bridge Tolling- In order to generate additional revenue to pay for larger-sized bridge projects in the Commonwealth, PennDOT has proposed a tolling initiative throughout the
Commonwealth focusing on nine (9) total bridges. This plan will use tolling funds from each bridge to pay for the improvements of each specific bridge. This potential funding
option wouldn’t go into effect until at least FY 2022.

Total Funding vs Total Expenditure *Not Fiscally Contrained
All Projects

2045
2041-2044
2037-2040
2033-2036
2029-2032
2025-2028
2021-2024
$0

$ 100,000,000

$ 200,000,000

All Funding

$ 300,000,000

$ 400,000,000

$ 500,000,000

$ 600,000,000

$ 700,000,000

All Projects

2021-2024
$476,120,576

2025-2028
$362,422,725

2029-2032
$271,171,521

2033-2036
$614,971,105

2037-2040
$265,403,104

2041-2044
$222,814,634

2045
$49,781,622

All Funding

$ 137,782,568

$ 139,686,568

$ 137,085,568

$ 137,068,568

$ 137,068,568

$ 137,068,568

$ 34,267,142
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Historical and Projected Vehicle Registration Totals

Total Funding (Thousands)
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Year
Total 409 Funds

Total Number Of Registered Vehicles
(Thousands)

Projected 409 Maintenance Funding, 2021-2045
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Year
Forecast

Values
Lower Confidence Bound

Upper Confidence Bound

Projected Revenue from FY 2021-2045
$ 37,000,000

3

$ 36,000,000
$ 35,000,000

2

$ 34,000,000
$ 33,000,000
$ 32,000,000

1

$ 31,000,000
$ 30,000,000
2021

2025

2029

2033

2037

2041

1- Increase in funding for FY 2021 and 2022 based on the previous funding formulas established in the 2019 FInancial Guidance;
2- Increase in funding for FY 2023 and 2024 based on new formulas established in the 2021 Financial Guidance;
3- Decrease beginning in FY 2025 is from reallocation of funding to the Interstate System.
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Pennsylvania Interstate System
•

•
•
•

PennDOT has prioritized strategic investment in the Interstate System. The increase in funding is needed to address the system’s maintenance backlog, modernization,
and strategic capacity improvements.
o This investment is currently $450 million per year. The amount is expected to increase by $50 million per year until it reaches $1 billion in Federal Fiscal Year
2028.
o The shift in investment to the interstates will have impacts on available revenue for the remainder of the system.
State Bridge funds will see a reduction in funding beginning in FY 2023.
NHPP funding will begin to diminish beginning FY 2024, after a high in FY 2023, and will flat line in FY 2028.
All sources of revenue flat line beginning in FY 2029.

Pennsylvania Interstate Network and I-83 Mileage
Pennsylvania Interstate Total Miles

1,870 mi

Interstate 83 Total Mileage (PA & MD)

85 mi

Interstate 83 Total Mileage (PA)

55.44 mi

York County Interstate Mileage

46 mi

I-83 % of Total PA Interstate Miles

2.96%

York County Interstate % of Total

2.46%

Total % of I-83 Miles in York County

82.97%

Total % of PA I-83 Miles in York County

53.93%

Total Lane Miles in York County

198.85 mi

46 Total I-83
Miles in York
198.85 I-83
Lane Miles in
York

I-83 Accounts
for 2.46% of
all PA
Interstates

Costs:
Reconstruction$517 M
Resurfacing- $198 M

*Reconstruction is $2.6 million per lane-mile and $5.2 million if the segment mile of interstate
has two lanes. The cost for a resurfacing is roughly $1 million per mile for a two-lane interstate.
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Competitive and Alternative Funding Sources
P3 Program- Public/Private Partnership- public and private entities work together to complete projects that may not have had enough public funding to be completed.
Use a portion of the $5 Local Use Fee to match grants- County Commissioners and YAMPO will evaluate opportunities to utilize their collective funding for the most improvement.
This includes swapping funding responsibilities in order to make the most effective use of funding. An option to explore includes utilizing County funds (Local Use Fee) to match
multi-modal projects that normally would be funded by the YAMPO. This would only be possible if the routine maintenance the County uses the funds for is programmed as a TIP
project. Although it appears that the money is just switching pockets, utilization of the County funds as a match is an opportunity to bring additional funding to the County as a
whole and maintain the system is still accomplished. YAMPO funds can’t be used as the match for competitive grant applications.

Further promotion of MTF, ARLE, Green Light Go:
•
•
•

ARLE funds are used to make safety improvements.
Green Light Go funds are targeted to maintaining and upgrading municipal-owned traffic signals and signal infrastructure.
Federal and state competitive grants are considered to be additional funds to the region within the TIP and the long-range financial plan.

Capital Improvement Plan:
•
•

The CIP is a separate document from the YAMPO MTP and is featured in full on the YCPC website, www.ycpc.org.
Projects still to be completed:
o Eisenhower Extension Project- bypass around SR 116 and McSherrystown.
o Veterans Memorial Bridge Rehabilitation Project (connecting to potential Wrightsville Borough Roundabout).

ACTION
Encourage municipalities to use competitive grant
programs for funding

TYPE

TIME

ORGANIZATIONS

EFFORT

Strategy

Ongoing

YAMPO

4 out of 5

Request and encourage municipalities to pay towards improvement projects by way of competitive grant programs or the municipal taxing authority and private
developers. Matches could then be supported by York County with liquid fuels for boroughs and large township projects. The idea behind this is to relegate federal and
state allocations toward maintenance of the existing transportation network, while focusing transportation improvements within the competitive funding process.

ACTION
Funding advocacy

TYPE

TIME

ORGANIZATIONS

EFFORT

Strategy

Ongoing

YAMPO / Municipalities

4 out of 5

Address funding opportunities with YCEA as a way to manage funding shortfalls and project inflation.
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Alternative Analysis
•

The CMP has highlighted several intersections to be studied resulting in an Alternative Analysis which will identify different solutions to reducing congestion within these
areas, specifically utilizing CMAQ funds.

•

In Addition, Green Valley Rd intersection will be included in the Alternative Analysis to determine solutions to address the configuration and can be incorporated into the
next road maintenance project.

Municipality

Intersection

Penn
Township and
Hanover
Borough

Broadway (SR
194) and
Eisenhower
Drive/Moulstown
Rd

Manchester
Township

North George
Street (SR 181)
and Emig Road

Location

Municipality

Intersection

Springettsbury
Township

Memory Lane and
Industrial Highway

N. Codorus
Township and
Seven Valleys
Borough

Green Valley
Rd/Seven Valleys
Rd/Main Street
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Capital Improvements Plan (CIP)
The primary purpose for the Capital Improvements Plan (CIP) is to serve as a demonstration
of financial constraint for future investments. The CIP ensures that YAMPO has the
necessary revenue to construct the projects that will implement the goals and objectives
outlined in the MTP. The CIP is a reference document for the MTP with the first four years
of the plan being the Transportation Improvement Program (TIP), while the remaining 20
years is meant to show projects for illustrative purposes of what could be accomplished.
The TIP is updated frequently to account for project changes in schedule, scope, and cost.
Additionally, the CIP is updated regularly to reflect changes in projects, including cost
estimates, inflation rates, and project timelines impacted by changes to the TIP.
In relation to the projects on the CIP, The National Highway System (NHS) is the only system
where maintenance projects are shown after the first four years. The maintenance cycle is
based on build anniversary dates. This system was chosen since performance measures are
based on the NHS roads, which are always ranked at the top of the priority list and the cost
to maintain the system is the highest. Any available funding that was left over in each fouryear period was placed into a line item to be used toward the Non-NHS network.
The Metropolitan Transportation Plan (MTP) document cannot truly select maintenance
projects 5 years or more into the future with any predictability. The reason for this is the
road and bridge network varies from year to year for maintenance, one winter storm or
flooding event can change the condition of an asset overnight, thus changing priorities.
Bridge and pavement maintenance priorities are evaluated as part of each 2-year TIP
update cycle. Since YAMPO does not approve maintenance projects within the 100% statefunded 409 program, these projects are shown in the CIP if the project is on the 12-year
program. Any of the assets shown with funding in the CIP is a demonstration of the type of
projects that are likely to be funded in the next 24 years, however are not concrete.

Definitions
•
•

•

•
•
•

•
•

•

•

Financial Capacity – The total amount of funding projected
for YAMPO to program projects for the duration of the MTP
Financial Constraint – The amount of money that limits how
many projects can be programmed within a given year or time
period
Candidate Project – A project which has been screened
through the project selection process, but has not been
selected to be included in the CIP, programmed on the TIP, or
have any funding attached to it
Programmed Projects – A project which has been approved
by the MPO and placed on the TIP
Funded Project – Any project featured on the CIP that is
financially constrained
Unfunded Project – A project which was unable to be
financially constrained in the CIP, as well as any interstate
maintenance or bridge project excluding projects already
programmed on the Interstate TYP
Special Planned Project – A road maintenance or bridge
project which also has an enhancement project attached to it
Unique Project – A maintenance project for a specific road
segment which occurs more than once between FY 20252045
Life Cycle – An asset lifecycle is the series of stages involved in
the management of an infrastructure asset; beginning with
the planning stages when the need for an asset is identified
and continuing all the way through its useful life and eventual
repair or replacement
Horizon Year – The final year of the MTP. In this case, FY 2045
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The CIP is comprised of the following components:
1.

2021-2024 Transportation Improvement Plan (TIP) – This program is updated every 2 years and modified regularly between the “Even Year” update.

2.

2025-2045 The “Out Years” – The out years include projects, which may carry over financially from the first 4 years of the TIP into the 2025-2045 or routine
maintenance of the NHS. New projects are identified to show financial capacity only and the selection criteria will ultimately choose which projects are
programmed onto the TIP. YAMPO does not program projects on the Interstate or 409 (Maintenance), this financial constraint section shows any Interstate
project shown on PennDOT’s official Twelve-Year Program (TYP).

3.

Unfunded Projects – Identifies maintenance projects on the National Highway System (NHS) that are recommended to be completed based on life cycles, but
are unable to be programmed due to lack of financial resources. YAMPO does not program projects on the Interstate, which is part of the NHS, but includes life
cycle projects on the Interstate that are not included in PennDOT’s official TYP.

4.

Maintenance Candidate Projects – A current run of YAMPO selection criteria for maintenance and bridge (Non-NHS) locations on the system is included; the
ranking includes a cross reference with the owner’s (PennDOT’s TYP, County, or Municipal) current priorities of their infrastructure.

5.

Special Plans – Special plans are projects that should be added to routine maintenance or bridge remediation. These enhancements are not a current priority
based on data-driven processes, but should be considered in coordination with routine maintenance. A few locations have been approved by YAMPO and other
locations may develop special plans, but have not been presented to YAMPO yet.
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If the TIP were included in the MTP document, it would be outdated before the public comment period was over. For this reason, YAMPO adopts the corresponding CIP at the
same time the MTP is adopted. However, the CIP is more fluid than the MTP document, and always reflects the most current TIP. Below is an overview of the CIPs contents and
the results of the financial capacity analysis included in the CIP:
Contents
•
•
•
•
•
•
•
•

•

•

•

Has a horizon year of 2045 to match this plan
The time is divided into 4-year periods through FY 2044; FY 2045 being the first year of a new 4-year period
Utilizes the revenue projections developed in this plan
Utilizes category expenditure rates which intend to meet the needs of the existing transportation network identified in this plan as shown in the chart:
Uses planning level life cycles of the infrastructure to determine when a project should be programmed
Uses 2020 costs as a base
Bridges receive work in 25, 50, and 75-year build anniversaries
Bridge construction cost per square foot:
Safety
Bicycle and Pedestrian
o 25 Year Rehabilitation- $250/sq. ft.
6%
5%
Miscellaneous (Capacity,
o 50 Year Rehabilitation- $500/sq. ft.
Operations, General
o 75 Year Rehabilitation- $850/sq. ft.
Improvements)
Road maintenance is typically completed based on life cycle of the road
21%
material and functional class:
o High-Level Bituminous Surface- 8-12 year resurfacing frequency
o Low-Level Bituminous Surface- 15-20 year resurfacing
frequency
o Concrete- 20-30 year resurfacing frequency
Road maintenance construction cost per linear mile:
Maintenance
45%
Bridge
o 1 Lane- $250,000/linear mile
23%
o 2 Lanes- $500,000/linear mile

CIP FUNDING CATEGORY PERCENTAGES

o 3 Lanes- $750,000/linear mile
o 4 Lanes- $1,000,000/linear mile
Costs are inflated at 3% to represent a Year of Expenditure (YOE) to the appropriate year of the recommended life cycle cost.

Chapter Seven – Funding Revenues and Projections

128

GOYORK 2045, the 2021-2045 Metropolitan Transportation Plan for York County
Results of the financial constraint
•

The CIP includes approximately 77 NHS road projects where maintenance should occur during 2025-2045 (19 on Interstate 83 and 58 Non-Interstate NHS). Three of those
NHS projects are 409 projects. Furthermore, each of those projects should be repaved once, while some appear more often based on life cycles of pavement type. As a
result, the CIP is showing 29 unique projects (7 for Interstate 83 and 22 for Non-Interstate NHS) for the maintenance funding alone.

•

The CIP includes 103 NHS bridge projects where rehabilitation or replacement should occur during 2025-2045 (50 on Interstate 83 and 53 on the Non-Interstate NHS).
Out of the 53 Non-Interstate NHS bridges, 22 of them could not be completely funded in the year the life cycle projects them to be funded, while 23 bridges on the NonInterstate NHS remain unfunded through FY 2045 due to the financial constraints of the CIP. Out of the 50 Interstate 83 bridges, 10 are currently programmed (North
York Widening) and on the CIP, while 40 remain unfunded. This means 43% (23 of 53) of Non-Interstate NHS bridges will not be completed within the period they should
be repaired due to funding constraints, while 80% of Interstate 83 bridges will need to be programmed by PennDOT on the Interstate Management TIP to be completed
within their projected life cycle period.

•

Based on the $7 million dollar average for 409 funding per year, approximately 14 miles of non-NHS roads could be paved per year if solely applied to two-lane roadways.

•

While YAMPO was able to fiscally constrain and meet the needs of the NHS road system, as well as some of the Non-NHS road systems, based on projections, YAMPO will
be unable to meet the lifecycle upgrades for a majority of bridges, especially for 3-digit and 4-digit SRs. After funding the non-Interstate NHS system, the following 4-year
totals display how much funding is left over to work on the non-NHS system and approximately how much mileage could be accomplished with those funds.

•

Besides the aforementioned Maintenance and Bridge projects, there are 2 safety
projects, 1 bicycle and pedestrian project, and 15 miscellaneous projects ranging from
capacity and operations projects to general improvements.

•

The line item to work on non-NHS maintenance projects, based on $500,000 per mile/2lane roadway is:

•

2025-2028: $3,893,698 = 7.79 miles
2029-2032: $45,714,220 = 91.43 miles
2033-2036: $42,286,729 = 84.57 miles
2037-2040: $24,726,341 = 49.45 miles
2041-2044: $32,041,931 = 64.08 miles
Total Linear Miles Paved = 297.32 miles

Total Non-NHS Miles

o
o
o
o
o
o

1,103 Miles of Non-NHS Roads Repaved FY 20252045
1,103
993
882
772
662
552
441
331
221
110
0

661.15

0.00
58.23

66.02
58.19

175.21
58.00

2025-2028

2029-2032

2033-2036

441.85

323.04
58.00

58.00

2037-2040

2041-2044

Four-Year Intervals

The Non-NHS network in York County is 1,103 miles, which means only 26.9% of the
non-NHS miles would be addressed in the MTP horizon.
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CHAPTER EIGHT – RISK PLANNING
RISK PLANNING
As we develop plans, we identify the goals, objectives, and actions that will improve our community when implemented. This is the
primary focus of planning; however, an additional approach is emerging in the planning field concerning the management of risk.
What prevents you from achieving your goals?

This may be
affected by
COVID-19

Throughout this document, we identified flags that are related to the 2020 Pandemic. Although we
anticipate most of the changes are temporary, we know some will stay and shift the way we live, work, and
play. The flags identify areas where change has occurred and attention needs to be paid to these items.
Depending on whether the change is temporary or permanent could change the risk to accomplish our
goals.

Risk management was not
discussed during the first three
steering committee meetings or
in work group discussions. Below
are some general risk to meeting
the goal of each of the Federal
Performance Measures that
YAMPO will need to more fully
develop in the future.

Overarching risk to all performance measures from the 2020 Pandemic:
•

•

Reduction of Vehicle Miles Traveled (VMT) – Corresponds to a reduction of funding. Approximately 20% reduction in 2020 VMT, resulted in a reduction of state funding of
20%. Federal recovery money was provided to Pennsylvania and assisted with the gap, but it did not close the 20% gap completely. If long-term VMT is lower, there will be a
decrease in funding. With only a reduction of 10%, that is comparable to doing no improvements for an entire year every decade.
Increase in telework – Telework sharply increased at the beginning of the 2020 Pandemic and has slowly reduced until the time of completion of this document. A close
analysis of this trend needs to be constantly reviewed, in addition to the reduction of VMT and corresponding funding. The ability for workers to live farther from the original
place of employment is a concern with more permanent work-from-home options. The proximity to the Baltimore and Washington DC Metro areas makes York County an
attractive location for workers that are not commuting to the office every day, but still need to be within a short drive.

PM1 – Safety Performance Measures
• Selecting the proper projects – Crash data fluctuates at different locations and every effort should be placed on ensuring the location did not have a spike in data that
allowed the project to climb the priority list.
• Development occurs in locations of existing safety issues and increases traffic volumes.
• The apparent randomness of crash data from year to year and the short-term evaluation of one-year Performance Measures could be difficult. If you drop by 15% one
year and only 1% the following year, the second year you did not meet your target even though the overall crash number is down more than 15%.
PM2 – Bridge and Pavement Conditions
• Road flooding – An increase of flooding events that caused damage to the infrastructure over the last 10 years has caused financial resources to be utilized in unexpected
areas.
• Selecting the proper projects – Are the correct National Highway System (NHS) roads selected to be addressed? The risk in this process is the absence of predictive
modeling.
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•
•

Need on the Non-NHS system – PM2 only addresses the NHS; failure of the non-NHS roads will draw resources away from the NHS network.
Implementation failures – Failure of contractor to construct the project within the guidelines of PennDOT or the municipality.

PM3 – Travel Time Reliability Measures
• Population growth – Population and vehicle miles traveled increase in an exponential amount.
• Large-scale construction – Large multi-year construction projects on the NHS could affect the ability to meet targets. The I-83 North York Widening (Exit 19-22) is an
example of a construction project that could affect travel time reliability.
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APPENDICES
APPENDIX A – ALL PERFORMANCE MEASURES
List of all Performance Measures, including ones that do not have an action associated with them. These are noted. All data is for York County, even when the target is a
Statewide target.

Commercial Vehicle Fatal Crashes

No Action Associated

3

4

4

5

4

4

9

3
2019

4

2017

2006

1

2016

2005

5

2015

2004

6

2014

2003

10

2013

5

2012

3

2011

4

2010

7

2009

7

2008

4

2007

1

2002

7

2001

1998

84% of all
residents

3

1999

Target: Reduce the percent of residents that live in car-dependent areas
(2018)

2000

Walk Score for All Residents

2018

Active Transportation

Commercial Vehicle Suspected Serious Injury Crashes
Car-dependent

8%

7%

1%

Somewhat walkable

Very walkable

Walker's paradise

No Action Associated
13
10 9 12
8 8 6 9 10
7 9
6 7 8 4 7
5
5
5
5
5
3

Freight
Truck Travel Time Reliability on Interstate 83
Target: 1.4
3
2
1
0

2013

2014

2015

2016

2017

2018

Truck Travel Time Reliability (%)

2019

2020

2021

Target
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Asset Management
Roadway Asset Management
Percent of Pavements on Interstate System in Good Condition
Statewide Target (at or above): 60% I-83 and Turnpike in York County
100%
0%

Percent of Pavements on Non-Interstate NHS in Poor
Condition
York County Target (at or below): 5% - includes State and Local Owned
Pavements
20%

2012

2013

2014

2015

2016

Interstate IRI

2017

2018

2019

2020

2021
0%

State Target

2012

2013

5%
0%

2015

2016

2017

NHS, Non-Interstate IRI

Percent of Pavements on Interstate System in Poor Condition
Statewide Target (at or below): 2% - I-83 and Turnpike in York County

2014

2018

2019

2020

York County Target

Percent of Miles on State-Owned Non-NHS Roads with
More than 2,000 Trips in Poor Condition
York County Target (at or below): 10%

2012

2013

2014

2015

2016

Interstate IRI

2017

2018

2019

2020

2021

20%
10%

State Target

0%

Percent of Pavements on Non-Interstate NHS in Good
Condition

2012

2013

2014

2015

2016

2017

Non-NHS > 2,000 ADT, State-Owned

2018

2019

2020

100%
50%
2012

2013

2014

2015

2016

NHS, Non-Interstate IRI

2017

2018

2019

2020

2021

York County Target
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2021
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Percent of Miles on State-Owned Non-NHS Roads with Less
than 2,000 Trips (AADT) in Poor Condition

Percent of Miles on Local Federal Aid Non-NHS Roads with
Less than 2,000 Trips (AADT) in Poor Condition

York County Target (at or below): 35%

York County Target (at or below): 35%

50%
0%

100%
2012

2013

2014

2015

2016

2017

Non-NHS < 2,000 ADT, State-Owned

2018

2019

2020

2021

York County Target

Percent of Miles on Local Federal Aid Non-NHS Roads with
More than 2,000 Trips (AADT) in Poor Condition

50%
0%

2012

2013

2014

2015

2016

2017

Non-NHS < 2,000 ADT, Local Federal Aid

2018

2019

2020

York County Target

York County Target (at or below): 10%
100%
0%

2012 2013 2014 2015 2016 2017 2018 2019 2020 2021
Non-NHS > 2,000 ADT, Local Federal Aid

York County Target
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Bridge Asset Management
Bridge Deck Area on the NHS in Good Condition

Bridge Deck Area on non-NHS, Locally Owned Bridges in
Poor Condition

York County Target: 50%
100%

York County Target: 23% or less

50%
0%

50%
2016

2017

2018

2019

% of NHS Bridge Deck Area in Good Condition

2020

2021

0%

York County Target

% Bridge Deck Area of Non-NHS Locally Owned in Pooor Condition

Bridge Deck Area on the NHS in Poor Condition

York County Target

York County Target: 6%

Number of State-Owned Weight-Posted Bridges

10%
0%

York County Target: 12 or fewer
40

2016

2017

2018

2019

% of NHS Bridge Deck Area in Poor Condition

2020

2021

York County Target

20
0

Bridge Deck Area on non-NHS, State Owned Bridges in Poor
Condition

2009 2010 2011 2012 2013 2014 2015 2016 2017 2018 2019 2020 2021
Number of State Owned Weight-Posted Bridges

York County Target

Number of Locally-Owned Weight-Posted Bridges

York County Target: 15% or less

York County Target: 37 or fewer

40%
20%
0%

2010 2011 2012 2013 2014 2015 2016 2017 2018 2019 2020 2021

100
2010 2011 2012 2013 2014 2015 2016 2017 2018 2019 2020 2021
% Bridge Deck Area of Non-NHS State Owned in Poor Condition

50
0

2009 2010 2011 2012 2013 2014 2015 2016 2017 2018 2019 2020 2021

York County Target

Number of Locally Owned Weight-Posted Bridges
York County Target
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Other Asset Management
(None)

Transit
Early Trips

On Time Trips

Target: 0%

Target: short-term 85%; long-term 95%

12.9%

10.5%

2013

8.9%

2014

2015

5.6%

4.1%

2.4%

2016

2017

2018

2.6%

3.6%

70%

71%

72%

2019

2020

2013

2014

2015

Fires on Fixed Route Vehicles

1
0

0

0

0

0

0

0

0

03

04

05

06

07

08

09

10

1
0

11

12

1

81%

2017

2018

2019

0
13

14

15

1
0

0

0

0

16

17

18

19

Crashes involving a fixed route vehicle

0

0

1

1

1

0

0

1

0

2

02

1
0

0

0

0

0

0

0

0

0

0

0

0

0

03

04

05

06

07

08

09

10

11

12

13

14

15

16

0

0

0

17

18

19

Injuries on Fixed Route Vehicles

Target (at or below): 2024 – 0; 2030 – 0; 2045 – 0

0

82%

Target: 0

1

0

2016

82%

Fires on Paratransit Vehicles

Target: 0

02

77%

Target: (at or below): 2024 – 7; 2030 – 4; 2045 – 0
2

1

3

2

12

5
1
0

02 03 04 05 06 07 08 09 10 11 12 13 14 15 16 17 18 19

0

0

0

1

1

0

2

6

3

1

11
3

3

9

7

5

02 03 04 05 06 07 08 09 10 11 12 13 14 15 16 17 18 19
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Target: (at or below) 2024 – 2; 2030 – 0; 2045 – 0
0

0

0

0

4

0

2015

0

2014

1

2013

0

1

2
2012

0

1

2011

2

2010

12 13

2009

9

2008

5

2007

2

7

2006

2

1

4

2005

0

1

4

3

2004

0

1

3

2003

3

2002

5

Total Fixed Route Ridership

Average Fixed Route Riders per Revenue Mile

Target: (at or below): 2024 – 2; 2030 – 0; 2045 – 0

Target: maintain within 3%

1,468,508

1,501,874

14

1,443,608
776,967
1,550,560

1,509,791

1,437,633
13

1,506,187

15

16

17

18

19

20

Fixed Route Ridership per Revenue Hour

13

11.2

14

11.3

15

11.5

16

11.5

17

1.0

1.0

1.0

1.0

1.1

13

14

15

16

17

18

7

0.8

19

5

1

0.6

20

Bicycles on Bus

Target: maintain short-term; increase long-term
12.1

0.9

5

2019

Target: (at or below): 2024 – 5; 2030 – 2; 2045 – 0

2018

Crashes on a Paratransit Vehicle

2017

Injuries on Paratransit Vehicles

2016
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Historic Transportation Facilities
(None)

Safety
Fatalities

Number of Serious Injuries

2021 York County Target (at or below): 28.9

2021 York County Target (at or below): 124.7

Serious Injuries (5 year rolling average)

York County Target (5 year rolling average)

York County Target (5 year rolling average)

Serious Injury Rate

2021 York County Target (at or below): 1.07

2021 York County Target (at or below): 3.75
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Number of Non-Motorized Fatalities and Serious Injuries
2021 York County Target (at or below): Fatalities 4.18 – Serious Injuries 13.95
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Operations
Level of Travel Time Reliability (LOTTR) on the Interstate
York County Target: 89.8% Interstate

Target: 1.4
3
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Environment

Sulfur dioxide readings

Carbon Dioxide Reading

Target: 75 ppb

Target: 9 ppm or less
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APPENDIX B – ACTIONS LISTED IN MTP
List of all Actions in the document.

Equity
ACTION

TYPE

TIME

ORGANIZATIONS

EFFORT

Organize rabbitCARES partnership participation in YAMPO meetings

Strategy

Ongoing

YAMPO

1 out of 5

Consider personal and public health implications of transportation projects

Strategy

Ongoing

YAMPO

1 out of 5

Develop projects to reduce the disproportionate impact of bicycle and
pedestrian crashes in minority and low-income areas

Project

Ongoing

YAMPO

3 out of 5

Minority and low-income focus in the York County Bicycle and Pedestrian
Plan

Project

Ongoing

YAMPO

2 out of 5

Develop a predictive model for bicycle and pedestrian crashes

Project

Ongoing

PennDOT

5 out of 5

Expand equity analysis to other population groups

Project

Ongoing

YAMPO

3 out of 5

Facilitate input from rabbitCARES partnership during land development
development and transportation impact study process

Project

Ongoing

YCPC

2 out of 5
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Active Transportation
ACTION

TYPE

TIME

ORGANIZATIONS

EFFORT

Promote 8 to 80 streetscape planning to municipalities

Strategy

Ongoing

YCPC / Healthy York
County Coalition / CPTA

3 out of 5

Work with municipalities to ensure bicycle and pedestrian accommodations
in land development design

Project

Ongoing

YCPC

3 out of 5

Work with municipalities to develop community facilities and bicycle and
pedestrian planning

Project

Ongoing

YCPC

3 out of 5

Build sidewalks in the gaps identified in the York County Bicycle and
Pedestrian Connectivity and Safety Inventory

Project

Fixed

Municipalities / YAMPO

5 out of 5

Conduct ADA transition planning

Project

Ongoing

Municipal / YAMPO

3 out of 5

Advertise walking and biking options

Project

Ongoing

CSP

2 out of 5

Work with municipalities to enact a complete streets policy

Project

Ongoing

YAMPO

4 out of 5

Organize a bicycle and pedestrian planning committee of YAMPO

Project

Fixed

YAMPO

2 out of 5

Promote low-cost temporary streetscape changes as demonstration
projects

Strategy

Ongoing

YAMPO

3 out of 5

Provide walking options in every new development and road projects

Project

Ongoing

Municipal

5 out of 5

Utilize partner priorities to score transportation alternative projects

Project

Ongoing

YCPC

1 out of 5
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Freight
ACTION

TYPE

TIME

ORGANIZATIONS

EFFORT

Promote preferred truck routes

Project

Ongoing

Truckers Assoc.

4 out of 5

Conduct freight audits on CUFC / CRFC and YAMPO priority freight links

Project

Fixed

PennDOT

3 out of 5

Prioritize maintenance projects on the priority freight network

Strategy

Ongoing

YAMPO

1 out of 5

Educate municipalities about the cause and effect relationship between
zoning and truck traffic

Project

Ongoing

YCPC

3 out of 5

Implement actions from the 2021 State Freight Plan after adoption

Strategy

Ongoing

YAMPO / YCPC

??? out of 5

Conduct Truck Parking Inventory

Strategy

Ongoing

YAMPO / YCPC

1 out of 5

Support legislative change and additional enforcement on truck restrictions

Strategy

Ongoing

Legislature / Police /
Municipal

3 out of 5

Promote availability of truck parking

Strategy

Ongoing

PMTA

3 out of 5

Work with developers to dedicate truck parking along major corridors

Project

Ongoing

Municipal

4 out of 5

Scope maintenance projects for future use, including heavy vehicles

Strategy

Ongoing

PennDOT

3 out of 5

Facilitate public-private partnerships on deficient freight links

Project

Ongoing

PennDOT / Municipal

5 out of 5

Install necessary infrastructure for truck platooning on freight corridors

Project

Fixed

PennDOT

5 out of 5

Monitor legislation and market trends that might impact freight

Project

Fixed

PennDOT

5 out of 5
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Asset Management
Roadway Asset Management
ACTION

TYPE

TIME

ORGANIZATIONS

EFFORT

Strategy

Ongoing

YAMPO/PennDOT

1 out of 5

TYPE

TIME

ORGANIZATIONS

EFFORT

Strategy

Ongoing

YAMPO

1 out of 5

TYPE

TIME

ORGANIZATIONS

EFFORT

Install signal preemption for buses

Project

Fixed

YAMPO / Municipal /
rabbittransit

4 out of 5

Provide battery back-ups for traffic signals

Project

Fixed

Municipal / YAMPO

2 out of 5

Build satellite park-and-rides and operate shuttles

Project

Ongoing

4 out of 5

Conduct sign inventories during roadway safety audits and preliminary
engineering of road maintenance projects

Project

Ongoing

YAMPO / SPC /
rabbittransit
PennDOT / Municipal

Balance volume and condition when prioritizing maintenance

Bridge Asset Management
ACTION
Prioritize bridges that are in poor condition and weight-posted

Other Asset Management
ACTION
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Transit
ACTION

TYPE

TIME

ORGANIZATIONS

EFFORT

Implement measures that decrease transit vehicle travel-time

Project

Fixed

rabbittransit

3 out of 5

Promote all transit technology

Project

Ongoing

rabbittransit

1 out of 5

Build additional Park and Ride lots

Project

Ongoing

YAMPO

4 out of 5

TYPE

TIME

ORGANIZATIONS

EFFORT

Promote the use of the York County Heritage Preservation Plan

Strategy

Ongoing

YCPC

1 out of 5

Balance transportation needs with historic and cultural values

Strategy

Ongoing

YCPC

2 out of 5

Provide funding opportunities for historic bridges

Strategy

Ongoing

PennDOT

2 out of 5

Identify and develop a process for historic County-owned bridges

Strategy

Ongoing

County of York

3 out of 5

Historic Transportation Facilities
ACTION
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Safety
ACTION

TYPE

TIME

ORGANIZATIONS

EFFORT

Construct high-visibility crosswalks

Project

Ongoing

Municipal

4 out of 5

Support the efforts of the Center for Traffic Safety

Strategy

Ongoing

YAMPO

3 out of 5

Promote to employers the benefits of delays and closings during weather
events

Project

Ongoing

YCEA / HACC / WSCC
SVCC

1 out of 5

Target efforts in hot-spots

Project

Ongoing

PennDOT

3 out of 5

Support legislation to incentivize connected autonomous vehicle adoption

Project

Fixed

Legislature

1 out of 5

Implement systematic safety improvements

Project

Ongoing

YAMPO

3 out of 5

Implement traffic calming methods

Project

Ongoing

PennDOT / Municipal

4 out of 5

Support sobriety checkpoint efforts

Strategy

Ongoing

CTS

1 out of 5

Fund Roadway Safety Audits in unsafe corridors and implement
recommendations

Project

Ongoing

YAMPO

3 out of 5

Work with local officials and police to identify problem areas

Project

Fixed

YCPC

3 out of 5

Include pedestrian and bike projects in the Safety Evaluation Report

Project

Ongoing

YCPC

1 out of 5

Develop a Toward Zero Deaths Policy Action Plan

Strategy

Ongoing

Everyone

4 out of 5

Support legislation for distracted driving and unrestrained driving as
primary offenses, as well as legislation for driver’s license re-education
for seniors

Strategy

Fixed

YAMPO

5 out of 5
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Operations
ACTION

TYPE

TIME

ORGANIZATIONS

EFFORT

Build additional park and ride lots

Project

Ongoing

YAMPO

4 out of 5

Conduct regular bottleneck analysis

Project

Ongoing

YAMPO

1 out of 5

Discuss multi-modal transportation supply and demand during competitive
funding applications, land development plans, and Traffic Impact Studies /
Highway Occupancy Permit applications

Strategy

Ongoing

YCPC / YAMPO /
PennDOT

1 out of 5

Clear crashes quickly

Strategy

Ongoing

Municipal / EMS /
PennDOT / Police

1 out of 5

Organize road ranger (road assistance) programs

Project

Ongoing

PennDOT

5 out of 5

Connect and coordinate traffic signals

Project

Fixed

Municipal

3 out of 5

Encourage grid layout

Strategy

Ongoing

YCPC / Municipal

1 out of 5

Expand Intelligent Transportation System infrastructure

Project

Ongoing

YAMPO / Municipal

4 out of 5

Fair Share Formula

Strategy

Ongoing

Municipal / PennDOT /
Developers

4 out of 5

Assess options to limit conflicts between rail freight and roadway traffic
in York City

Project

Fixed

Municipal / PennDOT /
YAMPO

5 out of 5
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Environment
ACTION

TYPE

TIME

ORGANIZATIONS

EFFORT

Project

Ongoing

CSP

3 out of 5

Prioritize roads and bridges identified in the York County Flooded Roadway
Strategy
Study during the TIP project selection process and scope projects appropriately

Ongoing

YAMPO

1 out of 5

Use environmentally-friendly materials

Strategy

Ongoing

PennDOT / Municipal

3 out of 5

Promote alternatives to driving

Strategy

Ongoing

rabbittransit /
Ride Hail Companies

3 out of 5

Provide preferred parking for carpoolers

Project

Ongoing

YCEA / HACC / WSCC /
SVCC / CSP

3 out of 5

Develop tool to measure impacts of transportation projects on environmental
resources

Project

Fixed

YCPC

2 out of 5

Fund and promote transit and carpooling

Project

Ongoing

Transit / CSP

2 out of 5

Promote and incentivize carpooling
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Job Access / Economic Development
ACTION

TYPE

TIME

ORGANIZATIONS

EFFORT

Educate employers about multi-modal transportation needs of workers

Strategy

Ongoing

CSP

3 out of 5

Increase bus frequency

Project

Ongoing

rabbittransit

4 out of 5

Update the York County Economic Development Plan to reflect transportation
investment priorities

Project

Fixed

YCEA / YCPC

4 out of 5

Prioritize land/sites to invest in via a more targeted corridor approach

Project

Fixed

YCEA / YCPC

5 out of 5

Develop analyses similar to PennDOT Traffic Impact Studies for YCEA
priority parcels that have transportation constraints to development

Project

Fixed

YCEA / PennDOT

3 out of 5

TYPE

TIME

ORGANIZATIONS

EFFORT

Review accessibility during transportation project development

Project

Ongoing

YAMPO / PennDOT /
Municipal

3 out of 5

Communicate highway projects with the public

Project

Ongoing

YAMPO / PennDOT /
Municipal

1 out of 5

Coordinate utility projects with transportation projects

Project

Ongoing

PennDOT / Municipal /
YCPC / Utility Co.

2 out of 5

Coordinate projects with other planning documents supported by YAMPO

Strategy

Ongoing

YCPC / PennDOT

2 out of 5

PennDOT Connects
ACTION
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Competitive and Alternative Funding Sources
ACTION

TYPE

TIME

ORGANIZATIONS

EFFORT

Encourage municipalities to use competitive grant programs for funding

Strategy

Ongoing

YAMPO

4 out of 5

Funding advocacy

Strategy

Ongoing

YAMPO / Municipalities

4 out of 5
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APPENDIX C – RANKED ACTIONS
List of all actions ranked by the steering committee.
Objective 1: Improve Accessibility
•
•
•
•
•
•
•
•
•
•
•
•

YCPC Ranking

Incentivize businesses to become ADA compliant
Promote “8 to 80” streetscape planning to municipalities
Build sidewalk gaps identified in Transit Connectivity study
Conduct ADA transition planning
Conduct sign inventories during roadway safety audits and preliminary engineering of road
maintenance projects
Facilitate input from rabbitCARES partnership during land development and traffic impact study
process
Identify with rabbitCARES partnership those areas with limited accessibility and exceptional
accessibility then prioritize projects
Organize rabbitCARES partnership participation in YAMPO meetings
Review accessibility during transportation project development
Review and revise billboard regulations
Expand bus service times
Increase bus frequency

Objective 2: Improve Affordability
•
•
•
•
•
•
•
•

Medium
High
High
Medium
Medium
Medium

Medium

Medium

Medium

High
High
Low
Low
Medium

High
High
REMOVE
Low
Medium

YCPC Ranking

Support legislation to internalize the negative externalities of driving
Attract car-sharing services
Expand bike share
Implement express bus service within existing fixed route service area
Incentivize carpooling
Increase bus frequency
Make bus rides free
Reduce congestion
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Steering Committee
Ranking
Medium
High
High
High
Medium

Low
Medium
Medium
High
Medium
Medium
Low
Medium

Steering Committee
Ranking
Low
Medium
Medium
High
Medium
High
Low
Low
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Objective 3: Promote Commerce and Industry
•
•
•
•
•
•
•
•
•
•
•
•

YCPC Ranking

Organize and participate in workforce summits
Educate employers about multi-modal transportation needs of workers
Promote trail network as a commute option for employees of nearby businesses
Assess options to limit conflicts between rail freight and roadway traffic in York City
Conduct freight audits on CUFC/CRFC and YAMPO priority freight links
Evaluate mobility options in existing and future desired worker-sheds for major employers
Focus promotion and investment on access to growing occupations
Partner with large and/or clustered employers to provide work shuttles
Prioritize maintenance projects on the priority freight network
Communicate with GPS companies about truck routing
Install necessary infrastructure for truck platooning on freight corridors
Integrate mobility applications into single Mobility as a Service system

Objective 4: Improve Efficiency and Reliability
•
•
•
•
•
•
•
•
•
•
•
•
•
•
•

Medium
Medium
Medium
Medium
Medium
Medium
Low
Medium
High
Medium
Low
Medium
YCPC Ranking

Advertise Find My Ride
Communicate about shared transportation and culture shift
Expand use of 511 and allow for two-way communication
Include materials about driving in unsafe conditions with new and renewing licenses forms
Market the importance of keeping stormwater inlets clear
Promote alleys for deliveries in congested areas
Promote and incentivize carpooling
Promote apps for alerts about closings, storms, etc.
Promote preferred truck routes
Promote to employers the benefits of delays and closings during weather events
Promote to employers the benefits of flex-time
Promote to employers the benefits of telecommuting
Reduce the “badge of honor” mentality surrounding driving in unsafe conditions
Clear crashes quickly
Increase snow plow workforce
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High
Low
Low
Medium
Medium
Medium
High
Medium
Medium
High
Medium
Medium
High
High
Medium

Steering Committee
Ranking
Medium
High
Medium
High
High
Medium
REMOVE
Medium
High
REMOVE
Low
Medium
Steering Committee
Ranking
High
Low
Medium
Medium
Medium
Medium
High
Medium
Medium
High
Medium
Medium
REMOVE
High
Medium
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Objective 4: Improve Efficiency and Reliability
•
•
•
•
•
•
•
•
•
•
•
•
•
•
•
•
•
•
•
•
•
•
•
•
•
•
•
•
•

YCPC Ranking

Organize road ranger (road assistance) programs
Discount gas prices for non-SOV commuters
Manage and enforce curb use in congested areas
Support legislation to incentivize connected and autonomous vehicle adoption
Build freight-dedicated lanes on congested corridors
Build satellite park-and-rides and operate shuttles
Build high-occupancy vehicle lanes
Conduct county-wide street connection access study
Conduct county recreational trail study
Conduct regular bottleneck analysis
Connect residential “spider webs” with more sensible connections
Consolidate garbage pick-up
Coordinate off-peak delivery hours with businesses in congested areas
Coordinate with train operators to reduce impact during peak times
Design adequate drop-off and pick-up areas for autonomous vehicles during land development plan
process
Develop co-delivery systems
Encourage conversion of one-way streets to two-way
Encourage grid layout
Fix bus stops that are inaccessible during storms
Implement toll pricing on congested corridors
Organize delivery drop-off points
Prioritize projects in areas identified in the York County Flooded Roadway Study and scope projects
appropriately
Provide preferred parking for carpoolers
Reduce school bus stops
Use buses to move goods
Connect and coordinate traffic signals
Expand intelligent transportation system infrastructure
Implement variable speed limits during weather events
Install signal pre-emption for buses
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High
REMOVE
Low
High
REMOVE
Medium
High
Medium
Medium
High
Medium
Low
Low
Medium
Medium

Steering Committee
Ranking
High
REMOVE
Low
High
REMOVE
Medium
Medium
Medium
Medium
High
Medium
REMOVE
Low
REMOVE
Medium

Low
Low
High
Medium
REMOVE
Medium
High

Low
Low
High
Medium
REMOVE
Medium
High

High
REMOVE
Low
High
High
Medium
Medium

High
REMOVE
Low
High
High
Medium
Medium
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Objective 4: Improve Efficiency and Reliability
•
•
•
•
•
•
•

YCPC Ranking

Pilot autonomous vehicle corridors in test communities
Pilot autonomous shuttles within business parks
Pilot connected vehicle-to-infrastructure technology
Provide battery back-ups for traffic signals
Support new rail technologies and necessary improvements for efficiency
Support new road technologies for freight through the congestion management process
Use new technologies in disaster response

Objective 5: Engage the Public and Private Sectors
•
•
•
•
•
•
•

YCPC Ranking

Communicate highway projects with the public
Develop promotional materials to educate about the cause-and-effect between zoning and
transportation performance
Present land development plan reviews at YAMPO meetings and present Traffic Impact Study and
Highway Occupancy Permit reviews at YCPC meetings
Coordinate utility projects with transportation projects
Facilitate public-private partnerships on deficient freight links
Organize Environmental justice organizations’ participation in YAMPO
Organize rural community participation in YAMPO

Objective 6: Consistently Protect and Enhance the Environment
•
•
•

Low
Medium
Medium
Medium
Medium
Medium
Medium

High
Medium
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Steering Committee
Ranking
High
Medium

Medium

High

High
High
High
High

High
Low
Medium
Low

YCPC Ranking

Promote business carbon footprint studies to incentivize non-SOV commuters
Develop tool to measure impacts of transportation projects on Environmental resources
Use Environmentally-friendly materials

Steering Committee
Ranking
Low
Medium
Medium
Medium
Medium
Medium
Medium

Medium
High
High

Steering Committee
Ranking
Low
High
High
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Objective 7: Integrate Land Use and Transportation Planning
•
•
•
•
•
•
•
•
•
•
•
•
•
•
•

YCPC Ranking

Discuss multi-modal transportation supply and demand during competitive funding applications,
land development plans, and Traffic Impact Studies/Highway Occupancy Permit applications
Educate municipalities about the cause and effect relationship between zoning and truck traffic
Educate the public about goods movement and land use
Promote identification of workforce location during municipal transportation impact ordinances
and develop appropriate multimodal improvements
Support legislative change to allow economic impact analysis during land development plan process
Support legislative change and additional enforcement on truck restrictions
Coordinate with municipalities to adopt access management ordinances for roads in future growth
areas
Develop analyses similar to PennDOT Traffic Impact Studies for YCEA priority parcels that have
transportation constraints to development
Promote a safety focus on sound and integrated land use and transportation planning
Implement smart growth principles per the York County Comprehensive Plan
Implement context-sensitive projects that are consistent with the York County Growth
Management Plan
Locate people-centric amenities in developed areas
Scope maintenance projects for future use, including heavy vehicles
Update the York County Economic Development Plan to reflect transportation investment priorities
Build housing in walkable areas

Objective 8: Provide Diverse and Healthy Transportation and Mobility Options
•
•
•
•
•
•
•
•

Advertise walking and biking options
Identify food deserts and market their viability to grocers
Incentivize walking and bicycling journals
Market public transit by organizing group trips via transit travel training
Promote car-sharing services
Promote grocery and retail delivery
Promote street trees and vegetation buffers
Promote transit and carpooling
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High

Steering Committee
Ranking
High

High
Medium
Low

High
Medium
Medium

Low
Medium
High

Low
Medium
Medium

Medium

High

Medium
High
High

REMOVE
High
High

High
High
Medium
Medium

High
Medium
High
Medium

YCPC Ranking
Medium
Low
Low
Low
Medium
Medium
High
High

Steering Committee
Ranking
High
REMOVE
Low
Low
Medium
Low
Medium
High
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Objective 8: Provide Diverse and Healthy Transportation and Mobility Options
•
•
•
•
•
•
•
•
•
•
•
•
•
•
•
•
•
•
•
•
•
•
•
•
•
•
•
•
•
•

Promote transit-oriented development
Promote brake retarder restrictions in residential areas and enforce noise restrictions on exhaust
systems
Work with municipalities to enact complete streets policies
Attract car-sharing services
Build additional park and ride lots
Build additional separated bike trails
Build additional sound buffering walls
Build housing in walkable areas
Consider personal and public health implications of transportation projects
Coordinate trail construction with homeowners’ associations
Develop adopt-a-sidewalk program
Expand services of bike-share system
Expand the sidewalk network into car-dependent areas adjacent to walkable areas
Extend Amtrak service to York County
Extend Maryland light rail system to York County
Identify multi-modal mobility hubs in rural areas
Improve bus service to Lancaster County
Make bus rides free
Organize a bicycle and pedestrian planning committee of YAMPO
Organize Plain Sect input in YAMPO
Organize ride-sharing resources of religious organizations
Partner with grocers for regular shuttles to grocery stores
Partner with healthcare providers for regular shuttles to medical offices
Pilot Mobility as a Service (Maas) model
Promote low-cost temporary streetscape changes as demonstration projects
Provide bicycle and pedestrian connections on bridges between York and Lancaster counties
Provide discounts at businesses with proof of bus ridership and/or carpooling
Provide walking options in every new development and road project where appropriate
Use shoulders as shared use paths when appropriate
Work with municipalities to develop community facilities and bicycle & pedestrian planning
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Medium
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Medium
Medium
Medium
Low
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Medium
Medium
Medium
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Medium
Medium
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High
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Medium
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Low
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Ranking
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Low
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Medium
Medium
Medium
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Medium
Low
Medium
Medium
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Low
Medium
Medium
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High
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Objective 8: Provide Diverse and Healthy Transportation and Mobility Options
•

Work with municipalities to ensure bicycle and pedestrian accommodations in land development
design

Objective 9: Emphasize Preservation of Infrastructure and Resources
•
•
•
•
•
•

Promote the use of the York County Heritage Preservation Plan
Balance transportation needs with historic and cultural values
Balance volume and condition when prioritizing maintenance
Connect asset management planning across modes
Prioritize bridges that are in poor condition and weight-posted
Promote appropriate ownership of roads through PennDOT turn-back program and conversion of
local roads to state roads

Objective 10: Improve Safety and Security
•
•
•
•
•
•
•
•
•
•
•
•
•
•
•

YCPC Ranking
High

YCPC Ranking
High
High
High
High
High
Medium

YCPC Ranking

Encourage municipalities to educate residents about security threats and actions
Educate drivers about the importance of keeping roads clear for emergency responders
Educate in schools about bicycle and pedestrian rules and rights
Educate about the dangers of unrestrained drivers/passengers in a crash
Educate about distracted driving
Personalize and tailor marketing materials to varying audiences
Promote alternatives to driving
Promote availability of truck parking
Promote Community Emergency Response Teams
Promote the use of the south-central (Pennsylvania) alert system
Promote safety improvement projects
Support the efforts of the Center for Traffic Safety
Target efforts in hot-spots
Use training resources from the Department of Homeland Security
Encourage neighborhood crime watches
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High
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Steering Committee
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Medium
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Objective 10: Improve Safety and Security
•
•
•
•
•
•
•
•
•
•
•
•
•
•
•
•
•
•
•
•
•
•
•
•
•
•

YCPC Ranking

Enforce rules for drivers and pedestrians
Enforce clear sight triangles for pedestrians at intersections
Support enforcement of restraint use on school property
Support high-visibility speeding and distracted driving enforcement
Support legislation for distracted driving as a primary offense
Support legislation for driver’s license re-education for seniors
Support legislation for unrestrained driving as a primary offense
Support sobriety checkpoint efforts
Adopt the targets in rabbittransit’s Transit Asset Management Plan
Construct high-visibility crosswalks
Construct missing links in sidewalk network
Fund roadway safety audits in unsafe corridors and implement recommendations
Identify and improve unsafe curves
Implement systematic safety improvements
Implement traffic calming methods
Implement variable speed limits
Organize strategic planning with Traffic Incident Management (TIM) teams throughout York County
Reduce congestion
Dedicate truck parking in existing and additional park-and-ride lots
Work with developers to dedicate truck parking along major corridors
Work with local officials and police to identify problem areas
Develop PSA alerts for navigation apps
Provide verbal reminders about speeding in GPS apps
Support new rail technologies and necessary improvements for safety
Time traffic signals to safely accommodate bicycles and pedestrians
Support legislative change and additional enforcement on truck restrictions
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APPENDIX D – PUBLIC COMMENT #1 – GOALS AND OBJECTIVES
List of all Comments from Public Outreach #1.

GOAL
Do Not Support - 2%
•
•
•
•
•
•
•

“Don’t need publicly-funded services that can be provided by allowing private sector to compete freely for business.”
“Discontinue public transportation. Private industry could better serve the needs.”
“It is a public transportation plan. Why do we need more public transportation? It has sucked the life out of budgets in every state in the union because the focus will
not be on anything rural. I prefer to keep it that way, and I do not want to pay for public transportation.”
“Waste of taxpayers’ dollars.”
“This is written by consultants trying to be entirely too detailed and politically correct. There is no way this goal can be recited or remembered by anyone as an
elevator speech or sound bite.”
“That is not a goal. It is a mission and vision statement. A goal is specific, measurable, attainable, etc.”
“It’s meaningless. The wording is so vague and filled with platitudes so as to be meaningless. It is truly difficult to take any effort seriously that proposes this.”

Support With Changes – 16%
•
•
•
•
•
•
•

“I would like to add ‘equitable’ in the mix – some areas need more attention than others (due to population density, poverty, or other related issues) and I would like
to ensure that it’s reflected as we move forward.”
“We must make sure that the planning process to achieve these goals includes a diverse group of constituents.”
“Spend less emphasis on the diversity of transportation and encouraging alternative methods and focus on the basics.”
“Build a more robust Public Transportation service not limited to just buses. I would love to see the bus service go away outside of the city.”
“Emphasize public transportation modes and de-emphasize individual vehicular traffic.”
“More emphasis on helping people less on supporting businesses. Helping people will lead to helping businesses. Put people first.”
“It is very wordy. Seems like the goal is including specifics.”

SAFETY

Examples: Reduce the number of fatal crashes. Reduce the total number of crashes.

Do Not Support – 1%
•

“I do not support increasing ‘forgiving design’ on anything other than high-speed roadways (55+ mph).”

Support – 49%
•
•
•

“Wrap every car and pedestrian in bubble wrap.”
“Hire more police to do nothing except patrol Route 30 and I83 on an everyday basis to prevent high speeders doing 70 – 80 MPH on a regular basis!”
“Construction and snow issues are the simplest way to do this.”
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•
•
•

“Of course I don’t’ want more fatal crashes. I also believe that there is little that the government can do to make this happen.”
“Seems self-explanatory.”
“I’m for anything that saves lives.”

Very Important – 50%
•
•
•
•

“If the police aggressively start ticketing people who text while driving, who tailgate, and who exceed the speed limit by more than 10 mph, this problem will
practically disappear.”
“Some roads are not designed safely, contributing to crashes that take lives.”
“Safety First. Automated vehicles will be a tremendous help with this, once it is improved.”
“Excessive speed. Distracted driving. DUI.”

SECURITY (SAFETY)

Examples: Reduce the average response time for first responders. Improve the method to report incidents.

Do Not Support – 2%
•
•
•

“How? At what price?”
“Fix the roads and it will improve response times.”
“Average response times should be improved by increasing the number of first responder locations, not by making our roadways higher speed and increasing the
distances between businesses and homes, thereby increasing vehicle miles and thus increasing the likelihood of accidents.”

Support – 53%
•
•
•
•
•
•
•
•

“Hope we’re doing what we can in this area already.”
“Very necessary.”
“Get a communications system that works and not the current frequently failing system.”
“Our dispatch center is very overwhelmed.”
“Technology is probably helpful here too.”
“Reducing response will save lives.”
“Nice but low on the priority scale.”
“Seems ok now.”

Very Important – 45%
•
•
•
•
•

“My experiences have been less than stellar. Especially police.”
“Congestion and driver apathy effect the efficiency of the emergency services and survivability of our patients.”
“911 should be available to everyone and not be run on a skeleton crew.”
“To save lives. Duh.”
“Important to get help quickly. Probably mitigate after effects of stokes, heart attacks etc.”
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ENVIRONMENT
Examples: Reduce pollution. Minimize impacts to natural lands.

Do Not Support – 2%
•
•
•
•

“The entire community should be taking this initiative voluntarily. It should not be imposed.”
“It is good to protect the environment. It is also a joke that the government does a good job of it.”
“It should be kept in mind during the process but should not drive the process.”
“The pollution aspect I am 100% behind. The lands thing I would love to support but truth is to accomplish one the other is going to take hits.”

Support – 50%
•
•
•
•
•
•
•

“Anything we can do to help the environment is important.”
“I support however I’m not sure it needs to be the highest priority.”
“Because we should preserve our home as best we can.”
“It’s important but needs to be balanced and reasonable.”
“We need to protect our world for future generations.”
“Only one world. Would like something for my family.”
“Minimizing pollution and land use is sorely needed in York County.”

Very Important – 48%
•
•
•
•
•

“I have grandchildren.”
“York County consistently ranks poorly in air quality. Transportation does have some impact on this metric and opportunities to engage in multi-modal transportation
should be promoted.”
“Polluting the earth is basically condemning future generations. Leaving them with a toxic environment where everything causes cancer or depleting the ozone layer
isn’t going to help future generations survive.”
“There is no PLANet B.”
“The greatest issue we face is environmental degradation. Our quality of life rests on the quality of the environment. Everything else is secondary.”

SUSTAINABILITY (ENVIRONMENT)

Example: Encourage municipal capital planning. Be financially responsible.

Do Not Support – 2%
•
•

“Municipalities all have short-term and long term plans. How many of them are actually executed? Reduce the number of plans and put them together so limited
dollars can be invested into larger more coordinated projects that actually improve the overall system.”
“Planning how to do planning seems inefficient.”

Support – 56%
•
•

“We NEED to combine municipalities – there is way too much overlap and waste- combining resources would make it much easier to accomplish goals.”
“Financial responsibility should help keep taxes level.”
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•
•
•

“Without sustainability the system will collapse.”
“The people running for those positions campaign on reducing taxes. You cannot reduce taxes and keep the quality of safety of our community up. It never equals
out.”
“Financial responsibility and government are an oxymoron.”

Very Important – 42%
•
•
•
•
•

“Where has all the gas tax gone?”
“Municipalities are run by elected Joe citizen, often not prepared to run a township. Municipal managers are often not trained in fiscal management. This is a good
goal, coupled with improving municipal planning services.”
“This is near the top of the planning needs of every municipality, yet it is misunderstood, undervalued, and rarely carried out. Most do not even do a serious official
map Seat-of-the-pants planning will continue to be the norm until municipalities are legally and strictly required to do such planning.”
“Good planning should enable more funds to do what is necessary.”
“We need financial restraint. No more tax and spend.”

FUTURE DEMAND (OPERATIONS)

Example: Make sure bridges can handle heavy vehicles in agricultural or industrial areas.

Do Not Support – 3%
•
•
•
•
•

“This should be being done already.”
“Never goes as projected.”
“Not applicable to me.”
“Municipal governments spend way too much money on “projected growth,” often to find the tax base they projected would cover the costs doesn’t even come close.
Maintain what we have first. If industrial demand becomes so great that more capacity is needed, then prioritize industrial traffic over personal vehicles.”
“Limit the size and weight of commercial vehicles – make farm vehicles using the roads (not just crossing) but travelling on the roads pay their fair share in road
maintenance costs.”

Support – 61%
•
•
•
•
•
•

“This goes back to sound municipality planning. All the infrastructure must be able to support future development.”
“And build them right the first time to reduce maintenance and obsolescence.”
“This will allow for the most efficient transportation of products.”
“Only makes sense to ensure safety and accessibility.”
“The last thing we need is bad planning for a road that, when it was built, wasn’t busy, and then have no realistic way to make improvements on the road.”
“Provide separate bridges for trucks. Don’t allow large trucks into center of York city.”

Very Important – 37%
•
•

“Loss of life is something I believe should be avoided and if that means making sure bridges can handle large loads then it’s important to me.”
“Amen!”
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•
•
•
•
•
•

“Safety.”
“Planning is good.”
“York County has become “big ugly warehouse central” for mid-state PA. And how far are we along in planning for a Canal Rd. exit? Crickets.”
“York is a prime location for warehouses. However, the infrastructure and planning is not in place for this development.”
“Our infrastructure should be able to last long periods of time to avoid disruption to routes.”
“To save lives.”

EFFICIENCY (OPERATIONS)

Examples: Reduce congestion/delay. Reduce time to get to work.

Do Not Support – 4%
•
•
•
•
•

“Let the market determine what is efficient.”
“Except for extreme capacity issues, which usually impacts safety, all we do is encourage sprawl by encouraging people to move further out.”
“If people would plan ahead and leave maybe 5 minutes earlier there would be less delay or congestion. If one drives the speed limit most time you can make all of the
lights as they are timed.”
“Reducing time to get to work encourages more residential development. How and where and why do we want the county to grow is more important than how fast
we can get somewhere.”
“I commute 12 miles to work each day, and at various times of the day both coming and going. With the exception of occasional delays at Mt. Rose Ave/83, congestion
and delays are not an issue and have not been for the 12 years I have been doing this commute.”

Support – 53%
•
•
•
•
•
•
•

“I support this but, can this truly be done? With more people traveling, there are more cars. I’d like to know how this would be in your control using existing
infrastructures and routes.”
“Automated vehicles will revolutionize this eventually.”
“York County traffic continues to get worse. Solutions to improve it may fall outside of the standard “build more (or wider) roads” mentality.”
“Who likes traffic?”
“The more efficient the local transportation infrastructure, the healthier the local economy.”
“As long as the reduction in congestion does not impact the environment, historic properties, safety”
“This fix directly affects road rage incidents.”

Very Important – 43%
•
•
•
•
•

“Put trucks in their own lane. Wow, would that make a difference on 30.”
“OH MY GOODNESS, YES!”
“It takes FOREVER to get anywhere on the bus. You have to plan your whole day around it.”
“Yes!”
“Promotes individual and familial successes that leads to community improvement.”
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•
•

“Yes, but good luck with this. Traffic sucks so much that I don’t bother going places anymore such as New Eastern Market.”
“Please do something about rt. 30! This “bypass” has become a through way.”

ENGAGEMENT

Examples: Coordinate utility and road projects. Increase business involvement in municipal planning.

Do Not Support – 4%
•
•
•
•
•
•

“Business is too cozy with government politicos.”
“Increase the input of everyone affected – not just business.”
“Engage how? By coercive government action?”
“I don’t think there needs to be a big focus on business involvement in public transportation and land use planning.”
“Businesses have too much involvement now.”
“I believe that private sector influence always results in greedy shareholders lining their pockets at the expense of planning for long-term success.”

Support – 66%
•
•
•
•
•
•
•
•

“Everyone has to work together to make a change.”
“Also, increase planning between municipalities.”
“In my daily travels to work across the county, I run into SO many utility and road projects that actually make it difficult to easily get to work.”
“Worth continuing to try, but it’s important not to rely upon much altruistic cooperation.”
“No brainer.”
“I was detoured out of my detour yesterday due to some construction in the City.”
“The concerns of (out-of-town/state) businesses cannot trump those of people who live here.”
“But business can NEVER trump private properties or public desires. Open a door to businesses, but don’t shut it for private citizens.”

Very Important – 30%
•
•
•
•
•
•
•
•

“Collaboration breeds better outcomes.”
“Isn’t working together just common sense?”
“Things go easier when the community works together.”
“AMEN!”
“Haphazard planning will create more issues than almost any other ideas. I am sure some will see this as more regulation but we cannot afford random development
that strains infrastructure abilities.”
“Partnerships are a good way to build support.”
“Involve businesses. They are usually more efficient.”
“Too many times roads are repaved only to be dug up patchwork within two years by Columbia Gas.”
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ACCESSIBILITY
Examples: Increase access to grocery stores and fresh foods. Increase access to jobs.

Do Not Support – 5%
•
•
•
•
•
•
•
•

“In future, all groceries will be delivered, even from local markets, so we don’t need to increase access to stores.”
“You can get groceries delivered to your door now.”
“No need to subsidize public transportation. It should be able to cover its own cost with fees to riders.”
“Very important but should be left up to private concerns. Wherever possible, accommodation should be made for those concerns.”
“I work in the center of a large city and live in the country. I did this by design and I should have to provide my own transportation.”
“These are business decisions, not government.”
“Not relevant to infrastructure.”
“This is not the government’s job.”

Support – 48%
•
•
•
•
•
•
•

“Everyone should be able to have access to these regardless of having a car or not.”
“This can be best accomplished by more strict land use planning to halt sprawl and increase incentives for TND.”
“York continues to need bus service so that those city residents can commute to the suburbs for quality grocery stores.”
“This is particularly aimed at cities and large boroughs, of course, and maybe it will work this time around.”
“Safety.”
“We can’t have food deserts and ease of access and transportation makes that better for everyone.”
“This will only work if the private sector is an active partner in land use and transportation planning and funding.”

Very Important – 47%
•
•
•
•
•
•
•

“Very important for our elderly and others.”
“Access to jobs is particularly important, jobs that pay a sustainable wage. This should come first.”
“YES! YES! YES! We live in a rich area: farms that produce our food; companies that manufacture goods for the world. Let’s enhance this rich environment!”
“Promotes a healthy community.”
“You need to do more in this area.”
“Another very important statement to be made if we are really serious about promoting healthy living. Obesity epidemic is real and York County is smack in the middle
of it.”
“YES! YES! YES! Also to health care facilities.”
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AFFORDABILITY
Example: Reduce the cost of transportation in time and money.

Do Not Support – 5%
•
•
•
•
•
•
•
•

“Code for more taxpayer funding.”
“I agree that we need to keep transportation affordable, but we cannot cut corners.”
“This is not the government’s job.”
“Concentrate on repairing the roads and sustaining them.”
“By what means? By increasing taxes?”
“Outside scope of this study.”
“Considerable increases in usage reduce costs, but are very unlikely to happen. Other more important planning objectives will likely affect this more efficiently.”
“For who? A reduction in cost for one certainly means an increase for someone else, right? There are no free lunches when it comes to having to pay for ‘reduction
programs’.”

Support – 55%
•
•
•
•
•
•
•
•
•

“How could you not agree with this broad objective?”
“Accessibility is more of an issue.”
“In this county, especially in the city, affordability is important.”
“Any way to ease the burden on the taxpayer is a plus.”
“This is a great ideal and goal. However, the reality is transportation costs money to use, build and maintain. We must be honest about this and not try to fool people
into thinking it will be cheaper in the future. It won’t be and we all know it.”
“In a feasible way.”
“Efficient transportation for the public seems like a good goal.”
“Most people who need public transportation are the poor and elderly.”
“High speed rails would be wonderful. The railway system in the United States is a disgrace.”

Very Important – 40%
•
•
•
•
•
•
•
•

“Gas and car insurance getting out of hand.”
“If alternative forms of transportation cost too much, they will not be used.”
“Very critical but I have no idea how you do this.”
“Modern transportation and affordable transportation will solve many problems.”
“Should be affordable for all to have equal access.”
“Time involved is especially important.”
“Automobiles have been shown to be the most expensive transportation resource when privately owned.”
“I’m a senior. Time and money are critical to the quality of my life.”
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AWARENESS
Example: Educate about land use decisions and goods movement.

Do Not Support – 5%
•
•
•
•
•
•
•

“Waste of time and money. Get the roads fixed.”
“I feel sort of meh about this one. I get why it’s important, but do the bulk of people care?”
“The free market should be taking this initiative voluntarily. It should not be imposed.”
“Do not just educate people on these issues, mandate/require land use and transportation planning functions to be coordinated and executed together.”
“Not a good use of resources. The market will educate.”
“Funding will be critical; I’m not sure what “heightening awareness” is worth more than a minimal investment.”
“Sounds like bureaucratic BS.”

Support – 66%
•
•
•
•
•
•
•

“All the area businesses should be able to have input on solution based talks regarding this.”
“You can only educate those that want to learn or force it upon the masses by inundating them with examples until they either accept the principles or the resist all
new principles.”
“Important, but will likely fall on deaf ears.”
“Common sense.”
“People are not aware enough of the relationship and how not paying attention can through off the balance and cause damage to the earth and other natural
resources.”
“A more informed public is always a good thing.”
“I am not sure that most county citizens will be engaged with wanting to understand why this is important. They will just want to tryst that the right things are being
done.”

Very Important – 29%
•
•
•
•
•
•
•

“Education is the first step in change.”
“People don’t realize long term effects.”
“Are we becoming a county where shipping and more and more trucks is becoming our trademark?”
“Everyone should be educated about the things they use and what their impacts are. Whether the effects are good, bad, or ugly. Education should be factual, not
sugar coated or missing pieces.”
“Land is finite; the avarice of humans is not. We not only need planning but laws.”
“Education is key.”
“As a retired teacher I know the importance of educating people. Through education, we learn to value something. When we value something, we take care of it.”
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LIVABLE COMMUNITIES
Examples: Improve access to healthcare. Increase access to recreation.

Do Not Support – 5%
•
•
•
•
•

“This is not a government issue. If I want to go to the beach or the mountains that is on me. I do not expect York County to provide that service.”
“Not a core goal of transportation.”
“Access is sufficient to those who try. We need to rebuild a working community not the free handout society that exist in the county now.”
“Not relevant to infrastructure.”
“Not the government’s job.”

Support – 50%
•
•
•
•
•
•
•

“One must overcome the biases of local officials to make this happen.”
“Recreation can be found anywhere and should be a localized effort, rather than a county-wide one.”
“This requires way more than you can imagine. Talk with summer playground coordinators about changing lifestyles for children who no longer have recess or Physical
Education daily! There are systemic changes that must occur!”
“What’s livable to some may not be to others.”
“Healthy bodies require less health care resources and make people have a better way of life.”
“This would require lots of little neighborhoods like in the early 1900’s with everything needed within walking or biking distance.”
“Healthcare yes. Recreation probably not. A good goal but most people will be too lazy to take advantage of more access of recreation.”

Very Important – 44%
•
•
•
•
•
•
•

“As our population ages, this is becoming more and more necessary.”
“Investing in central places is financially and environmentally the responsible thing to do. It is also justified as required by the long overdue and needed social justice
for the county.”
“Vital for a healthy community.”
“If all of these objectives are obtained, we will be residing in livable communities.”
“Unfortunately, currently in my township, none of this is accessible without a vehicle.”
“In a healthy community, services and commodities are accessible through coordinated mobility options that are safe and flexible.”
“Basic necessities of life!”
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PRESERVATION
Examples: Maintain all modes of transportation. Protect historic properties.

Do Not Support – 5%
•
•
•
•
•
•
•

“Concentrate on infrastructure and roadway maintenance only. Let the historic foundations worry about the rest.”
“Old infrastructure needs changed. This sounds as if you are going to bring more trains back. No one wants to hear more trains or go over more tracks.”
“No value in preserving historic properties.”
“Focus on what is needed. Although historic properties are important, it should not be a part of the transportation focus or spending of resources.”
“If there is a mode of transportation that is no longer working, I don’t think we need to preserve/maintain it just for history’s sake.”
“Too general. Could be misused.”
“The entire community should be taking this initiative voluntarily. It should not be imposed.”

Support – 64%
•
•
•
•
•
•
•
•

“Maintain ALL modes. Certainly, some modes of transportation should be eliminated when outdated. Preserve historical properties is important. Old does not mean
historic.”
“Our heritage should be preserved.”
“Because it saves taxes to maintain versus replace infrastructure.”
“Depending on its level of usefulness/value, preserve it.”
“Our historic properties encourage tourism. Public transportation is needed, and needs to be expanded.”
“Nothing wrong with traditional transportation, such as buses.”
“York has a history. Keeping it matters.”
“Protect what we have and enhance it with new ideas.”

Very Important – 31%
•
•
•
•
•
•

“America seems to replace the old with new. So much of our history is destroyed.”
“It is imperative to preserve Farmland and historic sites.”
“York County is full of historic treasures. Preservation of these treasures is a must.”
“I feel that we need to protect our historic sites- to connect to our roots and learn from those who were here before us. We also need to look at how all transportation
is useful- train and bus access is very important.”
“History is worth protecting.”
“Our transportation infrastructure in York County has long been neglected. I can just imagine what visiting, potential employers think when they visit. The neglect is
overwhelming.”
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RELIABILITY
Example: Making it take the same amount of time to get from one place to another every day.

Do Not Support – 6%
•
•
•
•
•
•
•
•
•

“If this is by having the added redundancy of a street grid vs. a hierarchical road network, then yes. If it’s by widening roadways, then no.”
“I don’t think you need a separate objective for this, it should be a requirement of [efficiency].”
“Just for me personally, this is not an issue. However, I respect there are others for whom it might be.”
“Didn’t realize this was much of a problem.”
“Unrealistic goal.”
“This is unrealistic.”
“Probably not realistic.”
“How? Who will be adversely impacted? What are the unintended consequences?”
“The infrastructure does not control the weather, which is a major factor in travel times.”

Support – 62%
•
•
•
•
•
•
•
•
•
•
•

“Can’t always be perfect but a good goal.”
“A little idealistic.”
“I think this is very aggressive. Reasonable amount of time is better for me.”
“That’s not feasible due to variables but good to try.”
“Makes planning for appointments easier.”
“Just makes day to day activities easier and accessible.”
“Good luck on this.”
“Sounds good, but it may not be for the greater good.”
“When services are reliable, utilization increases.”
“Buses using the same lanes as cars and trucks will result in undependable means of transportation.”
“Makes sense.”

Very Important – 31%
•
•
•
•
•
•
•

“Buses are bound by traffic, so as the sole means of mass transits, it’s hard to accomplish.”
“What a wonderful dream.”
“Reduce York County stop lights in favor or more traffic circles. Long overdue.”
“I don’t feel I will be around to enjoy this accomplishment.”
“Can you make this a reality?”
“A lot of individuals rely on the bus system to get to appointments and work on time.”
“The York road system is inadequate and outdated due to growth. The system need overhauled and better local planning needs to happen.”
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•

“Common sense.”

HEALTHY LIVING
Examples: Improve and expand sidewalks. Increase miles of bike lanes.

Do Not Support – 8%
•
•
•
•
•
•
•
•

“Bike lanes are nice but are counterproductive to large capacity methods of transportation.”
“People should have the right to decide what is healthy for them and the extent they wish to be ‘healthy.’ They should not be coerced by government action.”
“Although important, the bulk of this usage is for recreational purposes, so it should not come out of transportation funding.”
“There are enough fitness centers & parks for citizens to use. Adding sidewalks & bike lanes is costly & increases water runoff.”
“Look at the bike lanes on Philadelphia and King streets in the city, and tell me this was a good idea?”
“Need to fix the current roads first before using taxes for bike lanes.”
“If this is something that the Township or Borough believes that we need, they should bring it up at a meeting.”
“Waste of funding, fix the roads and keep up the maintenance on them.”

Support – 48%
•
•
•
•
•
•
•
•
•

“Bike lanes are a waste of tax payer dollars. Very limited use!”
“I more support the push for more rail trails type modes and any off street use, in addition to on street use.”
“Bike lanes are preferable to shared use. Expansion of the Rail-Trail network would be even better.”
“Obesity is only increasing.”
“Bike lanes should be available when it makes sense; not at the expense of the rider’s or driver’s safety.”
“We are becoming an increasingly sedentary species and must find ways to be more active.”
“As a motorist, I believe that we need to make transportation routes safer for pedestrians and bicyclists.”
“Bikes on main roads present traffic hazards or both cyclists and motorists.”
“Building it doesn’t mean they will be used.”

Very Important – 44%
•
•
•
•
•
•
•

“Good for Yorkers and good for the environment.”
“Obesity is a problem in York. Plain and simple.”
“I wish I could bike more, but it is hard where I live in Southern York County.”
“Great trails means great communities and increased home values. It also allows parents to get kids outside. Manchester, York Haven, Cly, etc are largely ignored by
the county.”
“Promotes individual health and safety that leads to community improvement.”
“I live within 20 minutes of my workplace and could easily walk or ride my bike; however, there are no sidewalks or bike lanes, nor is there a wide shoulder that I can
use.”
“Companies should promote this as an employee benefit.”
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TECHNOLOGY
Examples: Support automated and connected vehicles where appropriate. Communicate with GPS companies for better truck routing.

Do Not Support – 8%
•
•
•
•
•
•
•
•
•
•

“I might favor employing some technologies, but not others.”
“Driverless ‘smart cars’ are totally unproven.”
“Do not trust automated modes of transportation”
“Self-guided vehicles are too new at this point”
“Safety.”
“Do not trust that AI will be tamper proof. We are being asked to assume all technology is appropriate and giving up a great deal of autonomy in exchange.”
“Unproven technology; public transportation is autonomous.”
“These are nice, but we have so much more work to do before we even begin talking about this goal.”
“NO automated vehicles.”
“GPS systems do this already. Do not waste money that can be used to fund other road projects.”

Support – 59%
•
•
•
•
•
•
•

“Clearly represents the direction to move. Very rapid, dynamic area that can likely be leveraged to the benefit of everyone.”
“But only with secure safety features.”
“The safety of such automation of vehicles must be verified and broadly communicated first.”
“I love the idea of connection but automation is not something that I believe is entirely dependable. I’d rather not see humans replaced in critical decision making.”
“You are on the right track, but driverless vehicles don’t seem ready for prime time yet. Installing more electric charging stations for cars would be nice to see.”
“Investment in existing technologies should be prioritized over new experiments except where there is an obvious benefit from the new technology.”
“As traffic increases we need to embrace all methods available to keep it moving smoothly.”

Very Important – 33%
•
•
•
•
•
•
•
•
•
•

“All new technologies should be considered when looking at redesigning transportation.”
“Truck routing is a huge issue and must be taken seriously.”
“Anything that can reduce risks of crashes, injuries, and fatalities is a good thing.”
“Stay current.”
“Once you’re left behind on technology, it’s hard to catch up.”
“Let’s be progressive & proactive to build something that won’t require revisiting every 5 years.”
“Self-driving cars are in our future.”
“I suspect that this is the low hanging fruit for improving transportation. Much less costly than just building new roads, etc.”
“Smart idea.”
“This is the future.”
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INTEGRATED PLANNING
Example: Direct development toward population centers.

Do Not Support – 8%
•
•
•
•
•

“Our region seeks to retain its rural and agricultural nature. However, that does not mean we wish to be ignored regarding transportation planning.”
“Sounds noble, but is an excuse to limit property owner rights.”
“Hopefully, this does not mean reducing access for those in more rural segments who may need even more improvements than those in population centers.”
“Urban areas will gain the improvements and rural areas will gain the cost without any improvement as usual.”
“Involve stakeholders.”

Support – 64%
•
•
•
•
•
•
•
•

“Build where it is necessary, leaving green grass to grow where it can.”
“Rather than build malls, schools and other ‘high demand’ sites outside of population centers, let’s figure out how to integrate them within those areas.”
“Increased efficiency.”
“Heavier usage and limited space require better planning.”
“I think that the RT 30 bypass lost its ‘bypass’ status when numerous traffic lights were installed to accommodate turning into businesses. This should be fixed!”
“Utilize existing infrastructure, utilities, and people rather than build new and add more commuter traffic.”
“How can you do one without the other?”
“Great. Keep as much farmland as possible.”

Very Important – 28%
•
•
•
•
•
•
•
•

“It is the best use of our resources.”
“Absolutely critical and self-evident.”
“Sprawl has turned Shrewsbury into Timonium.”
“It helps boost economies. People spend their money here they live near.”
“This is timely as many people prefer to live in metropolitan environs these days.”
“Services can be provided in a more reliable and cost effective manner if service area is contained.”
“Yep!”
“Population centers are where the people are and I believe you have to positively develop those areas. I don’t mean build new but I do mean update and maintain
what’s existing.”
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OPTIONS
Examples: Reduce dependence on automobiles. Improve connections to cities outside of York County.

Do Not Support – 9%
•
•
•
•
•
•
•
•

“Our culture and geography do not support this goal.”
“I like the independence of having an automobile. I have not had a lot of success using public transportation.”
“I cannot support this because it does not include connectivity onward at the mass nodes. Dropping people off where inadequate onward public transport exists is
what we do today.”
“As our society exists in York County this will not be achievable.”
“The free market should be taking this initiative voluntarily. It should not be imposed.”
“If these connections are to be work commuter related, I would prefer to move closer to work and eliminate bedroom communities.”
“Spending additional funds needs to make sense based on the volume of people actually needing transportation to and from the city.”
“Not realistic.”

Support – 52%
•
•
•
•
•
•
•
•
•
•
•

“Allows everyone mobility to get to places.”
“How about consideration of light rail or connecting to Amtrak?”
“Provide a scheduled plan of transportation to BWI.”
“We need to bring back commuter rail: a direct passenger connection to Amtrak lines.”
“Eco friendly.”
“YES. TRAINS.”
“Reduce pollutants.”
“Especially important as we age and can no longer drive long distances or at night.”
“I would love to be able to take a train from York.”
“Difficult to accomplish because of timing, location, varying work schedules.”
“This would be helpful for some; others will continue to use their cars. Allow more carpooling for those who work out of the area – parking for them while they are at
work”

Very Important – 38%
•
•
•
•
•

“Especially important to those who lose their drivers licenses.”
“Believe strongly that train travel for commuters is being ignored and should be urgently considered to regional cities.”
“Fewer cars on the road equals a healthier environment.”
“I don’t drive, and my options are limited to making my schedule work with those who can give me a ride. I would like more independence.”
“PLEASE. 83 is a nightmare and my parents don’t feel safe having me commute between York and Harrisburg, where most of the internships are available for me right
now.”

Appendix D – Public Comments

175

GOYORK 2045, the 2021-2045 Metropolitan Transportation Plan for York County
•

“This will be a blessing for future elderly citizens.”

COMMERCE AND INDUSTRY

Example: Increase options for truck parking and rest.

Do Not Support – 10%
•
•
•
•
•
•
•
•
•

“Truck parking and rest will be moot when 99% of freight trucking is autonomous.”
“No. Too many trucks already. Really can’t support a need to encourage them to stay here.”
“Already overdone in this area. Consolidate?”
“Increase railroad service and decrease truck traffic.”
“Let industry pay for this.”
“No need to ‘promote.’ Just get government out of way. Reduce regulation and taxes.”
“This should be handled by private enterprises – trucks park where they want when they want now.”
“I wish there was an option for ‘this doesn’t apply to me.’ It’s not that I don’t support these things, I just don’t care about them because they don’t directly affect me.”
“I am not opposed to this; more like neutral.”

Support – 73%
•
•
•
•
•
•
•
•
•

“More emphasis on promoting local commerce and industry.”
“Important for the trucking industry. Eventually affects the consumer.”
“Truckers need to be able to get out of traffic areas when necessary.”
“Good for the economy.”
“Take trucks off roads they should not be on because of curves and narrow lanes.”
“As laws demand truck drivers to drive less and rest more, this is very important. It will lead to safety for all motorists on the road.”
“The more that comes through the county, the more money will be going into the county.”
“I-83 and I-81 are huge commercial truck routes. Allow more companies like Pilot and Flying J. We do not need more rest areas.”
“A well-rested trucker is a safe trucker.”

Very Important – 17%
•
•
•
•
•
•
•
•

“Commerce keeps Pennsylvania strong. Need the roads and services to accommodate industrial and business needs.”
“SAFETY!”
“Please, please! Truck drivers need safe places to pull off and sleep.”
“Industry and commerce is lacking in York- need to support promotion of new business opportunities and jobs.”
“Air, rail, truck traffic are tremendous drivers for the local economy. Transportation hubs often create their own economic microcosms.”
“Rested truck drivers save lives.”
“Safety for all.”
“Smart.”
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RESILIENCY
Example: Reduce the number of roads that close during heavy storms.

Do Not Support – 10%
•
•
•
•
•
•
•
•
•

“The government cannot control nature.”
“Feel we already do a good enough job in this area.”
“I don’t see this as a huge need compared to the big picture needs.”
“The closures are for safety.”
“I do not support putting PennDOT workers out of their jobs.”
“Focus on timing lights to prevent traffic backups! Not worth the money to improve roads that flood during heavy storms. There are enough alternative routes!”
“It’s PA. It snows. Residents should accept that fact and plan accordingly. Do not spend additional tax dollars on this.”
“People should not be encouraged to be out during major storms.”
“If things are built to a standard whereby most roads are open in a 10 inch snow storm this will bog down in a 15 inch snowstorm. What standard does one build to?”

Support – 71%
•
•
•
•
•
•
•

“Major roads are important to get to food, gas, hospital, doctors.”
“Important for emergency services.”
“Seems like a hard one, and probably expensive. Would also require laws and enforcement to keep people off the roads that don’t NEED to be there.”
“I am not aware of road closures occurring that frequently, other than during near-blizzard situations.”
“Stuff happens sometimes and we have to change our route. No biggie. In future planning try to plan for these situations but don’t build a 100 foot high bridge
because we have an occasional 100 year flood.”
“We cannot always predict, nor control what Mother Nature does. Sometimes we need to be more tolerant, accepting and resilient ourselves. Stuff happens!”
“I don’t think this is a big priority but maybe I just am not aware of the number of roads impacted.”

Very Important – 18%
•
•
•
•
•
•
•
•
•

“Citizen safety.”
“Obviously, if someone has a medical emergency it is imperative to get help. Or a fire!”
“Municipalities must provide their residents safe and reliable evacuation routes before, during, and after catastrophic weather events and natural disasters.”
“Improves safe evacuation.”
“Traffic congestion and driver apathy affects emergency workers negatively.”
“Common sense.”
“Could be critical in emergency health situations (i.e. heart, accidents, etc.).”
“I miss a lot of work when it snows because my clients don’t want to drive in it.”
“Smart.”
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APPENDIX E – DISASTER RELIEF FOR LOCAL BRIDGES POLICY
York Area Metropolitan Planning Organization
Disaster Relief for Local Bridges Policy
Adopted February 27, 2020
In August 2018, localized storms affected several municipalities in York County causing significant damage to the local infrastructure. In order to qualify for federal
emergency assistance for this event the threshold dollar amount was set at $19 million. Pennsylvania had a total of $17 million in damages during this event, and
approximately $15 million alone occurred in York County.
One of the affected municipalities inquired if YAMPO could offer any financial assistance to help with repairs to their infrastructure from this storm event. This
brought attention to the fact that while the State has funding for emergency repairs for state infrastructure; no safety net exists for local municipalities. Local
municipalities depend on annual liquid fuel allocations and general funds for all infrastructure needs.
The scenario above has prompted YAMPO to develop a Disaster Relief for Local Bridges Policy to help municipalities fund bridge repairs.
YAMPO Funding Policy
YAMPO will consider funding a bridge project after the following areas are satisfied:
• Problems to Address
• YAMPO Disaster Relief Funding Guidelines
• Municipal Partnership
Each area is further described below.
The funding scenario will be as follows:
• Add to the current TIP if funding is available or
• Place as top priority candidate on next update of the TIP
It is the YAMPO’s intention to be of assistance to municipalities in these situations, however, YAMPO cannot guarantee a municipality will receive disaster relief
bridge funding even if all criteria is met due to limited funding available.
Problems to Address
The following problems are to be addressed through the implementation of this policy.
• A flooding event that occurs and which does not result in a declaration of emergency for the Commonwealth of Pennsylvania.
• A State Hazard Mitigation Grant Program Application has been denied.
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York Area Metropolitan Planning Organization (YAMPO) Disaster Relief Funding Guidelines
The following guidelines are to be used as ABSOLUTES:
• No federal disaster funding is available
• No state disaster funding is available
• Only bridges will be considered for disaster relief funding
• The bridge must be on the Bridge Management System
• The Municipality has adopted the York County Hazard Mitigation Plan
The following factors are to be considered when the above mentioned problems occur:
• Use Consumer Price Index to evaluate if municipalities have raised taxes to keep up with inflation
• Total repair costs of roads and bridges impacted/damaged by the special weather event exceed the municipality’s annual liquid fuel allocation
• Percent of the municipalities bridges effected during the event
• YAMPO’s Bridge Prioritization for the bridge(s)
• Is bridge located in an EJ population
• Age of bridge –Is this a new bridge or was bridge in need of replacement soon
• A Transportation Connectivity Study has been completed by the York County Planning Commission
Municipal Partnership
The YAMPO recognizes the need for a safety net for municipalities, and will work in partnership with the municipality. This will include working with the YCPC to
develop a Transportation Connectivity Study. In return, the municipality is required to have adopted the most recent version of the York County Hazard Mitigation
Plan. The municipality is also required to adopt a resolution that commits the municipality to the predetermined percentage of the local match if the bridge is
selected for the Transportation Improvement Program (TIP) set forth by YAMPO.
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APPENDIX F – STEERING COMMITTEE WORKING GROUPS
Workgroup

Name

Organization

Safety and Security

Stephen Bekanich

Bureau of Plans and Preparedness

Safety and Security

Eric Orr

Center for Independent Living Opportunities

Safety and Security

Barb Zortman

Center for Traffic Safety

Safety and Security

Craig Walt

City of York

Safety and Security

Cody Santiago

City of York Fire/Rescue Services

Safety and Security

Nathan Reis

District 8 Traffic Unit

Safety and Security

Tim Melton

Emergency Health Services Federation

Safety and Security

Mike Castellano

Federal Highway Administration

Safety and Security

Paul McNamee

KCI Technologies

Safety and Security

Matthew Clouser

PennDOT

Safety and Security

Ron Grier

PennDOT

Safety and Security

Jason Hershock

PennDOT Central Office

Safety and Security

Marcus LaManna

PennDOT TMC

Safety and Security

Sergeant Robert A. Kennedy

Pennsylvania State Police - Troop H - York

Safety and Security

Tom Eser

rabbittransit

Safety and Security

Anthony (Tony) J Myers

Shrewsbury Fire Company

Safety and Security

Arthur Kaplan

South Central Pennsylvania Counter-terrorism Task Force

Safety and Security

Greg Bean

Southwestern Police

Safety and Security

Kyle Kok

West Shore School District

Safety and Security

Roy Livergood

YCPC Long Range

Safety and Security

Michael Muldrow

York City School District

Safety and Security

Mike Fetrow

York County Emergency Services

Safety and Security

Jessica Mockabee

York County Human Services Department

People

Roy Gothie

PennDOT Central Office

People

Dianna Benaknin

3P-Ride

People

Christopher Natale

Amtrak

People

Mark Shea

Area Agency on Aging

People

Craig Walt

City of York
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Workgroup

Name

Organization

Workgroup

Name

Organization

People

Michael Helfrich

City of York

People

Philip Given

City of York

People

Matt Boyer

Commuter Services

People

Denny Puko

DCED

People

Tim Miller

Downtown Inc.

People

Dan Walston

Federal Highway Administration

People

Tim Lidiak

Federal Transit Administration

People

Ben Adams

Hanover Borough

People

Dave Spaulding/ Scott Miller

Harrisburg International Airport

People

Deb Gogniat

Healthy York County Coalition

People

Justine Trucksess

Main Street Hanover

People

Edward Carey

Maryland Aviation Administration

People

John Taylor

PennDOT Bureau of Public Transit

People

Dave Holcombe

PennDOT District 8

People

Jason Bewley

PennDOT District 8

People

Rich Deen

PennDOT TMC

People

Dwight Huntington

rabbittransit

People

Kevin Alvarnaz

Wellspan

People

Joiann Galiano

YCPC Community Development

People

Dory Brannon

YCPC Housing

People

Anne Walko

YCPC Long Range

People

Cathy Bollinger

York County Community Foundation

People

Kevin Schreiber

York County Economic Alliance

People

Tammy Klunk

York County Parks

People

Gwen Loose

York County Rail Trail Authority

Freight

Caitlyn Dodd

Church & Dwight / Arm & Hammer Distribution - York

Freight

Col. Brad J. Eungard

Defense Logistics Agency Distribution Center

Freight

Don Craumer

East Penn/Regional Rail, LLC

Freight

Dan Walston

Federal Highway Administration
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Workgroup

Name

Freight

Organization
Federal Railroad Administration-Hbg

Workgroup

Name

Organization

Freight

Teresa Jonescu

GSK/FedEx

Freight

Kevin Davis

Hanover Logistics/Hanover Terminal, Inc.

Freight

Dave Spaulding

Harrisburg International Airport

Freight

Mark Cicak

IB of Teamsters, Local 776, York Chapter

Freight

Tom Palisin

Manufacturers Association of Southcentral Pennsylvania

Freight

Tom Tomczyk

PennDOT Bureau of Aviation

Freight

Tom Stetler

PennDOT Bureau of Rail Freight

Freight

Mike Rimer

PennDOT Central Office

Freight

Ahmed Lasloudji

PennDOT District 8

Freight

Steven Dietz

PennDOT District 8-0

Freight

Nick Hauk

Pennsylvania Motor Truck Association, York/Adams Chapter

Freight

David Loucks

Pennsylvania Public Utilities Commission

Freight

Rodney Bender

Pennsylvania Public Utilities Commission

Freight

Sergeant Robert A. Kennedy

Pennsylvania State Police - Troop H - York

Freight

Casey Baxendale

Tri-County Regional Planning Commission

Freight

Dawn Lentz

York County Economic Alliance

Freight

David Hart

York Railway Company

Environment

Steve Young

Army Corps of Engineers

Environment

Lane Whigham

Chesapeake Bay Foundation

Environment

Lori Yeich

DCNR

Environment

Samantha Harmon

DEP

Environment

Greg Becoat

Environmental Protection Agency

Environment

Sean Kenny

Farm & Natural Lands Trust of York County

Environment

Kevin Black

Federal Highway Administration

Environment

Dan Szekeres

Michael Baker International

Environment

Ezra Thrush

Penn Future

Environment

Mike Baker

PennDOT Central Office

Environment

Jesse Sabitsky

PennDOT District 8
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Workgroup

Name

Organization

Environment

Sharon Okin

PennDOT District 8

Environment

Tom Schuster

Sierra Club

Workgroup

Name

Organization

Environment

Andrew Dehoff

Susquehanna River Basin Commission

Environment

Kipp Allison

Windsor Township

Environment

Roy Livergood

YCPC Long Range

Environment

Patty McCandless

York County Agricultural Land Preservation Board

Environment

Gary Peacock

York County Conservation District

Environment

Tammy Klunk

York County Parks

Environment

Paul Rodrigo

York County Stormwater Consortium

Asset Management

Dave Wassel

District 8 Maintenance

Asset Management

Jon Crum

Federal Highway Administration

Asset Management

Tim Lidiak

Federal Transit Administration

Asset Management

Tom Tomczyk

PennDOT Bureau of Aviation

Asset Management

Kyle Eckert

PennDOT Bureau of Public Transit

Asset Management

Steve Panko

PennDOT Bureau of Rail Freight, Ports & Waterways

Asset Management

Kristin Mulkerin

PennDOT Central Office - Interstate/Statewide

Asset Management

Doug Knoll

PennDOT District 8

Asset Management

Jason Bewley

PennDOT District 8

Asset Management

Glenn Rowe

PennDOT York County Maintenance

Asset Management

David Juba

rabbittransit

Asset Management

Brett Patterson

Red Lion Borough

Asset Management

David Spaulding/ Scott Miller

SARAA (HIA)

Asset Management

Tommy Wolfe

Springfield Township

Asset Management

Steve Callahan

West Manchester Township

Asset Management

Amy Evans

YCPC Long Range

Asset Management

Roy Livergood

YCPC Long Range

Asset Management

Mark Tomlinson

York Airport

Asset Management

Mike Fetrow

York County Emergency Services

Asset Management

Barry Myers

York County Parks
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Workgroup

Name

Organization

Asset Management

David Hart

York Railway Company
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APPENDIX G – PUBLIC COMMENT #2 – MAPPING PERCEIVED PROBLEM AREAS
List of all Comments from Public Outreach #2.
This map represents the points within York County that participants noted where there are issues with transportation. The I-83 and RT 30 corridors are easy to pick out as perceived
problem areas.
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Within the survey, participants were able to choose a point on the map, describe a problem, choose a problem category, and suggest a solution. Additional comments were
allowed, and the resident/worker status as well as demographic information were also collected.

There was a character limit, so not all responses may look complete.

Describe the problem

Solutions

Difficulty walking or cycling to destinations.

On a good day the daily commute from the York City
area to Harrisburg is extremely sluggish and time
consuming. There are no real alternatives other than I83.
On-ramps to Route 83 (throughout York County) are
way too short for the limited visibility given to merging
traffic. Extended on-ramps once merging traffic is at
same elevation as other traffic on 83 would be much
more safe! (Specific examples are exit 4
Lack of shoulder space on Route 83 between York and
Harrisburg.
intersection congestion

Provide separate walking/cycling paths within
communities to allow local residents to walk and cycle
from home to routine destinations such as banks,
libraries, grocery stores, etc.
Start commuter rail service between the York transit
center and the Harrisburg Transportation Center using
the existing former Northern Central line with stations
in between.
Restructuring exits / lengthening merge areas.

My concern around York county roads is the complete
lack of shoulder on most roads. As a regular bike rider
and commuter it makes traveling difficult and
dangerous. I'm not asking for bike lanes everywhere
just a reasonable shoulder on roads. This wou
Intersection of George St and Country Club Rd in front
of York Hospital is ridiculously bumpy, especially

For Central PA folks who are unfamiliar or doubt what
commuter rail can do a field trip to Philly would be in
order.

Widening the road seems to be a very wise solution,
albeit expensive.
building a connecting road to I 83 bypass that doesn't
require a left turn at North Hills Road
building a trucks-only bypass to provide Rte 30 thru
way and connect Rte 30 and 83
increase the governmental responsibility for pedestrian
accessibility along right-of-ways, instead of relying on
private land owners

unsafe walking conditions along roadways

Additional comments

I would require all new roads and replacement projects
over a certain size to include a minimum of say 30
inches of shoulder. Anyone who's ever been to
Lancaster county can see the difference between the
design of the roads between York and Lancaster.
Repave the road and make it smoother

I have seen people walking along Loucks Mill Road from
the City towards Rte 30 on a regular basis, at the same
time of day, presumably to work. They are forced to
use unsafe, limited, and unmaintained pedestrian
access to do so. This exists in other lo
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Describe the problem

Solutions

North Hills Rd congestion between Market St. and US
30

Construct at least two new crossing points---an
extension of Industrial Highway under I 83 using the
exisitng railroad viaduct and extending Sixth Avenue in
Elmwood via a new bridge to connect to
Fayfield/Haines Rd. Poo on the NIMBYs
A direct partial interchange is needed between I 83 NB
to US 30 EB and US 30 WB to I 83 SB to take traffic off
of the local roads
Construct and elevated causeway/viaduct on the PA
616 alignment from Wilmer Miller's garage to the York
Rail crossing. Minimal ROW acquisition cost because
most of this is state game lands

considering how many seriously ill and injured people
must traverse this uncomfortable intersection
Congestion on east-west roads crossing Interstate 83
east of York City

Flooding from Indian Rock Dam isolating York New
Salem and reducing access from SW York County to
York City and points north and east
Lack of passenger/commuter rail service

Too many freight trucks on our roads. route 30 is a
night mare. I 83 awful and dangerous. these roads were
aproblem before all the warehouses were added.
The problem I see is more with traffic on the I 83, while
I recognize this is a PennDot issue the problem is not
getting any better, and it seems to be a multi-county
issue Dauphin, Cumberland and York.
This is really not a road issue....but would like to put in
a request to add a bus stop up here on the hill at 1655
Roosevelt Avenue, Cityview Church. Soon, the DaVita
Kidney Dialysis Center will be opening on the hill, 1695
Roosevelt Avenue. And next
E Wallace St in York is terrible. Huge pot holes and
terrible patch jobs. Standing water everywhere.

In partnership with Maryland, restore the NCR/PRR
trackage from Hunt Valley to New Freedom.
Encourage restoration of passenger service from York
to Harrisburg. It would be dreaming big, but
restoration of the line from York to Lancaster via
Wrightsvi
No more additional warehouses. Bad weather trucks
off of roads.

Additional comments

The population of York Co has shifted dramatically
since the construction of Indian Rock Dam in the
1940's. SR 616/Yellow Church Rd has become a major
commuter thoroughfare from I 83 north to US 30 west,
which does relieve some congestion on US 30 arou
Regular (hourly at least during commute hours) and
affordable service could greatly reduce the number of
passenger vehciles on I 83 and US 30

I am not sure I have the expertise to suggest an
educated solution to the traffic problem.

The road needs to be repaved. There are so many
terrible patch jobs and new holes that a simple patch
won't work anymore. Having the road repaved will
prevent standing water and damage to cars.
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Describe the problem

Solutions

I-83 north bound between Exit 33 and York County Line
MP 40 ish. This area has increased congestion during
morning commute. And appears not just caused by the
Ressers Summit lane ending. High volume of traffic
entering exiting and through traffic all c

See above for I-83 problem. the Route 24 Windsor
Road intersection likely needs a traffic light or a round
about. The Traffic light at Belle Road causes long lines
of continuous northbound traffic causing long delays in
safe merging from Windsor Road o

Intersection of Blooming Grove Rd and Grandview Rd in
Hanover gets EXTREMELY congested at rush hour and
on the weekends.
"You can get there from here after all"---there are
many Keystone designated routes which should be
extended along existing four digit PennDOT roads to
make for easier travel around the "spokes" without
passing close to the "hub of York City"
Some
2nd Hellam st. Wrightsville Borough.

The intersection needs turn lanes. There is far more
traffic that passes through then the intersection is
designed to accommodate.
This is a very low cost/low tech solution to
congestion...just a couple hundred signs.
there are many Keystone designated routes which
should be extended along existing four digit PennDOT
roads to make for easier travel around the "spokes"
without pass
add a round about at 2nd and Hellam St. enabling
smother traffic flow and take 624 out of residential
neighbor hoods.

Need regular bus service to northern portion of county
not just I-83 bus. This includes small boroughs,
shopping centers, industrial/commercial areas and
health care related facilities.

624 North is routed through residential streets
increasing commercial traffic.
Route 462 and 624 in Wrightsville Borough both have
speeds above 25 MPH not conductive to pedestrian
traffic.
Impounding Dam Rd has flooded twice this summer
due to rain. And came close to a 3rd time. I think a sign
needs to be put up.
North George Street, in the area of Emigsville to Church
Road, both NB and SB, backs up a significant amount
especially during peak traffic hours. There are not
many efficient north-south routes in York and the
proximity to I-83 greatly exacerbates the

Regular bus routes that connect this area to the rest of
York County and Cumberland/Duaphin Counties.

Additional comments

Need dedicated bus lane on I-83, need to do something
about safety concerns on I-83 due to increased truck
traffic from warehouses i.e. crushing cars stopped in
traffic and unloaded trucks snarling traffic during
winter storms.
I look forward to the finalization of the upgraded Mt
Rose I-83 interchange. The improvements at
Longstown at Rt 124 and Rt 24 have been great.
Stormwater control appears to be an increasing
problem as noted on this especially wet 2018. More
mainten

A simple sign that says caution flooding will suffice.
Additional / longer lanes to handle left turns and
widening of intersections of N George St at Emig Rd
and Church Rd would help traffic move much quicker.
Currently one lane handles straight thru and turns until
very close to the intersection ... this co

I understand this is one of many issues! I just wanted
to add it to the list. The traffic backlog is an
inconvenience but also affects emergency vehicle
movement to and thru the area. Standing traffic
contributes to pollution in the air as well.
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Describe the problem

The intersection of Grandview Road and Route 216 in
Hanover , PA 17331. There are a lot of people turning
from Grandview to 216 at this intersection and no
turning lanes. It gets extremely congested at various
times of the day and isn’t safe.
The old, run down business on the southwest corner of
Route 30 and North Hills Rd (a Volkswagen business
possibly? .. always old VWs there) should be removed.
While not a top priority, this building blocks visibility at
the intersection and is also very
Heavy traffic congestion in York City in the areas
surrounding the college and hospital.
Richland Avenue, Country Club Road, South George
Street, Rathton Road. Traffic is heavy in the morning
and in the late after noon.
1. Traffic lights throughout the county are not synced
properly. If you are at a light and it turns green, by the
time you get to the next light, it should now be turning
green (not still red or not just turning from green to
red)
2. Overabundance of
Traffic congestion on York Street in Hanover.

Would love to see this side of the river be connected
the to Amtrak line that travels from
Harrisburg/Lancaster to Philly and NYC. It would be
nice to be able to catch the Amtrak from
York/Hanover/Gettysburg to the city.
Hi, I live on S. Pershing Ave. & the entire stretch of
Pershing Ave. Is a NIGHTMARE. I walk downtown a lot
and the sidewalks are torn up because of work that was
done, but they filled in the sidewalks with stones
which are everywhere & the streets a

Solutions

I don’t know that the space at the intersection would
allow for turning lanes (without a huge cost). My
suggestion to make the traffic flow better and make it a
much safer intersection with so many people turning, is
to CHANGE THE TRAFFIC LIGHT PATTER
Removing the current structure and either developing
the property to allow better visibility or just landscape
it and let it open

Additional comments

North Hills Rd is a short cut road between I83 and Rt 30
and is in need if improvement anyway. Perhaps during
those improvements this could be considered at the
same time. Improving turn radius on that same corner
would be beneficial as well.

1. Callibrate the light system(s) in each community to
sync the timing of lights that do no have sensors.
2. Evaluate road and light systems in communities.
Where are the most significant places lights are needed
and where are they not.
3. This is
York Street should be made a 3 lane road between Baer
Avenue and Grandview road. The 3rd lane would be a
turning lane. The majority of this stretch of road is
already wide enough to accomplish this and would
simply require repainting the lines and inst
Use the existing railroad lines (if possible) or build a
new rail line along the old trolley paths from
Chambersburg - Gettysburg - Hanover - York to either
lancaster or Harrisburg.
I think Pershing Ave. Is the worst street in the city. And
there are plenty of bad streets
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Describe the problem

Route 74 from Dover to West York should have a
center left hand turn lane.
Route 30 in West Manchester Township - it is such a
traffic clog at any hour of the day. The rest of Route 30
is a smooth, nice drive, but going in and out of York will
take anywhere from 30 minutes to an hour.
York County does not have enough bicycle facilities.
1. The change to the light cycle on Rt 30 has made it
impossible for more than 3 cars to turn off a side street
like N. Hills or Toronita. 2. There in no place to safely
pull over on 83 if you have a flat tire, etc. 3. Flooding
on Eastern Blvd. is b
I have to use my car to get everywhere around here.
Some areas do not even have sidewalks. My fiancee
does not want to stay here because she does not have
her own car. Driving through downtown York is difficult
because of how narrow George St is. . Cars
New construction, development, and business
expansion often overburdens roads that we never
meant to handle as many cars that now run on them. It
should be mandatory that those business pay for
proper traffic solutions.
Otherwise everyone else has to p
Rt 30 east of interstate 83 ,this stretch of highway
wore out in about 2 yrs , did they use a inferior product
on this section of highway
You idiots can't even fill a pothole or finish construction
of a 500 foot strip of road in less than 3 years and you
really think you can completely redo an entire county
infrastructure? ------- joke.
The constant snarl of traffic on Rt. 30, both eastbound
and westbound, in the afternoon is a definite problem.
Train or rail service to major cities is not accessible
from York

Solutions

Additional comments

Create a bypass or remove the lights altogether

1. Do NOT use the company who is responsible for
improving Mt. Rose Ave. They have actually made the
problem worse than it was. 2. Do not plan any new
shopping centers. Instead try to improve the ones we
have and increase access with the bus routes.
A nice thing would be rail lines or elevated lines
running along the major corridors/highways across the
county. Rabbit transit is the only way to get around
safely.
Where turning traffic is going to increase to more than
1000 vehicles per day ( or some smarter metric )
require a "Bridged-T " intersection.
At the minimum a modern roundabout or Continuous T

As a resident of York County I appreciate being able to
contribute my input.

George St in particular might as well be one lane. The
way it's designed makes cars squeeze together in a way
that doesn't really fit - the only reason for a second
lane is at the left-only turns. Getting to the city from
the county requires Rabbit trans
The new Memorial Hospital in West Manchester
Township is an area where the road is going to be
overburdened by new construction. That intersection
is already causing a problem. There are so many better
things that could have been done.

https://attap.gitbooks.io/uaid/content/atgrade_&_signali

The Amazon/Fed

Give up

Just quit while you're ahead. Just a huge waste of
money.

It would be great to get onto a train that would travel
to NYC, Philadelphia, DC, Baltimore and Lancaster.
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Describe the problem

Traffic congestion in general. Too many trucks on
Route 30 and too many vehicles in the city. Stop and
go traffic across route 30 is frustrating. The carbon
emissions have a negative impact on the air quality of
York County. It's a quality of life iss
I83 - many accidents that close the road
A. Maintenance of bridges
B. The ability for people living in rural areas to find
easily accessible, affordable public transportation. (e.g.
Dillsburg to York City.)
C. Feels like the county is growing faster than highways
can keep up.
D. Interstate
The intersection in York New Salem needs left turning
lanes on 616 for both north and south bound traffic.
Traffic can back up beyond borough limits, due to cars
trying to make left hand turns from 616.
In regards to the Medical Assistance Transportation
Program:
The Fixed Route Reimbursement program is a problem.
I am a medical social worker at a downtown clinic in
York. I work with a lot of clients who have $0. They are
unable to purchased their own b
There is a "service road" that runs between the South
York Plaza parking lot (behind the Giant loading dock)
and the medical center and Springwood Overlook
senior apartment complex.. This short section of road
is heavily traveled, but it's gravel. It
route 30 congestion east to wesr and west to east. too
many access points. Too many lights.
We need more bus routes or more available times to
rural medical facilities.
Lack of decent Public transportation

Solutions

Additional comments

Where will the money come from to make sustainable
changes? Raising taxes seems the solution. No one
wants to hear this but what's the option in 2045? It
seems unrealistic to think a community can live off the
current financial constructs for transpor

Thank you for doing this difficult work. It's important
and vital. One other goal to consider --- improving
transportation systems and structures considers the
geographic, racial and ethnic barriers. Equity creates
respect, strength and social growth.

Much of my concern is about the heavy truck traffic
through York County. It's hard on our roads, impacts all
other modes of transportation, is dangerous and affect
the quality of air.

Left hand turn lanes for both north and south bound
traffic on 616.
Perhaps a monthly bus pass that patients are able to
use once approved for medical appointments - still
requiring providers to sign off that a person has
actually attended a medical appointment.

Please pave the the access road so it is safer to travel
for the vehicles and the foot traffic as well.

Require access road with single points of Entry onto the
highway for all businesses along Route 30. Create
overpasses for major crossroads like Roosevelt to
Kenneth.

Investigate fixed route bus lanes and trolleys four
major East-West and north-south traffic.

Lots of people depend on public transportation for
employment/appointments. Riding the bus during
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Describe the problem

Solutions

The bus system does not run in my neighborhood. I am
losing my vision and need to be able to have access to
public transit.
MATP services do not always arrive on time or patients
have to wait a few hours to be picked-up after
appointments. Also concern about lack of public
transportation offered in Hanover/Adams Co.
The traffic patters surrounding York Academy Regional
Charter School.

Mt. Rose Avenue at the 83 intersection is very
congested and confusing to navigate due to
construction issues.
The on ramp to I-83 North at George St is way too
short. It is a catastrophe waiting to happen!
During or after rain after dark, you cannot see the lines
on the sides of the road and if there is oncoming traffic
you cannot see the yellow line dividing the highway.
The traffic on Rt 74 South from Red Lion to the
Maryland line is extremely dangerous.
A problem discussed by patients often is the ability to
get a ride to their appointment and then the wait time
to be picked back up.
The bus not picking up patients on time or arriving late
after their appointment to there. So they're sitting at
their doctor's for over an hour waiting for the bus to
get them home.
Flood prone spots include underpass I-83 on Market
Street as you well know. Also NW corner of North Hills

week to work usually means appointments(as most
EVENTS) are on the weekends. Buses NOT Running at
all or Stopping at 5pm on weekdays makes almost
impossible
Add bus stops in Jacobus. It would be great to add one
at Nixon Park. Doing so will add accessibility and
increase use of the park and nature center.

Additional comments

I am well aware that the transit system is struggling
financially and has trouble adding stops. Funding
public transportation needs to be a priority for the local
and state governments.

This parking situation in the area of YARCS is limited.
As is the space and accessibility to the building,
specifically, the lower school, for pick up and drop off
of students. In the last year, the city has changed the
traffic patterns that make it ve

The traffic and parking problems that YARCS
experiences is off-putting to the families that send their
children there. We are relegated to a pot hole filled lot
that doesn't belong to the school. I understand the City
is gracious enough to allow it's u

Finishing paving Rt 74 to the Maryland Line. Improve
the quality of the reflective material in the lines in the
middle of the highway and on the sides. Safety is of the
utmost importance with the amount of traffic on Rt 74.

This issue has been brought up to Penn Dot on prior
occasions. Action needs to be taken.

A lot of individuals in York Pennsylvania are low-income
or homeless. A majority of them cannot afford $2.33 a
trip for the bus due to their financial income and then
this is where they start to miss their doctors
appointments and then health starts to de

When submitting an application for transportation it is
taking up to 20-25 days for individuals to get accepted.
This is hard for patients who need the transportation
within 10 days of submitting for an appointment. I
know this is definitely something th

!
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Describe the problem

Road and Rt 30 was recently flooded because the storm
sewer drain grille was stopped up, obviously more apt
to occur when leaves are falling from tr
The failure of private contractors to repair road cuts
properly!! When road repairs are made some
contractors are very haphazard in filling in the road cut.
Most of the time they leave a severe bump! We, the
road user pay for road surfacing with our f
North Hills road (heading North) at the route 30
intersection. Long lines of cars trying to turn left onto
Route 30 East bound. Can a exit ramp be built from
north bound North Hills road that merges into east
bound route 30 be built?
Issue; affordable transportation options (without loops)
for poor trying to better their situation via
employment, education/continuing education,
healthcare and healthy choices like access to whole,
fresh foods.
I live in rural southern Hanover and getting from South
Hanover/Littlestown to North Hanover or York is so
convoluted. Even if I zig-zag to a main road or Route, I
still don't have a straight shot to where I need to go. It
takes me nearly 20 mins to go f
The bus only comes to Red Lion Internal Medicine twice
a day which leaves patients with limited options for an
appointment and waiting hours for pick up.

Grandview Rd./Blooming Grove Rd. (PA 216)
intersection in Penn Township has congestion due to
no turn lanes and turning arrows.
Road flooding
Graybill Road in West Manchester Township is an
example of a road subject to flooding

Solutions

Additional comments

INSIST ON CORRECT REPAIRS TO EACH CUT1111

Build a exit ramp from north bound North Hills road
that merges into east bound route 30 be built?

free, public shuttles

There is no public transportation in South Hanover or
Littlestown. But it's too dangerous to walk on the roads
or bike. Pine Grove Rd or Old Westminster Ave would
be great locations for bike paths along the road, leading
to Long Arm Dam and around it. It
The Rabbit "Hopper" stops the route a D&K which is 0.4
mile from Windsor Medical Center which includes
Imaging, Lab, Internal Medicine and Pediatrics.
The Rabbit has 1 drop off time and 1 pick up time at
Windsor Medical Center which limits patients on
Add turn lanes in all directions, upgrade signals to
include left turn arrows. Alternate idea would be a
roundabout if possible.
Creek bank restoration.

This intersection is a bottleneck on Grandview Rd.
which connects PA 94 and PA 116. Used heavily as an
alternative to a true bypass. Blooming Grove Rd (PA
216) is the main route to Codorus State Park.
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Describe the problem

Extremely heavy traffic flow on Rt.30 from North Hills
Rd to Kenneth Rd from worker shift changes &
incoming/outgoing truck traffic.
I live in Lower Chanceford township. There should be
Rabbit service on Rt74 south to the Md. line. I know its
in rural area but we are always left out include taking
care of state roads. Rabbit always YORK area.
Speeding on East Prospect Road (Route 124) from I83
to Longstown traffic light. Posted is 35MPH and most
are driving 45, 50 and more. Several accidents at Route
124 and Hartford Road. Very difficult to exit and enter
Hartford Road from and to Route 124.
Patients go shopping while waiting for transport. If the
bus comes early and the patient isn't there they tend to
get left behind.
Canal Rd. & I-83 pending exit 26. Exit is not needed.

Construction of ""new"" exit (26) at Canal Rd. & I-83 in
York County.

Roads are generally not designed to accommodate
bicycle travel. Outside of the City, pedestrians have few
safe options.
Too many traffic signals, and too few traffic circles
Congestion and long traffic lines at Concord Rd./Route
24
Drive home from work on East Market Street -- from
downtown to East York...
(1) Sherman and Market -- very short green light for

Solutions

Additional comments

First, that commission must get local business's to use
offing start/stop times to help in this improvement to
Rt.30. But biggest solution is building an elevated
"thru" (only) highway on RT.30 using CURRENT media
strip for locating elevated supports &

With current warehousing increasing in York County
this use must be seriously considered for the future.
Hovercraft autos/truck, Mag-lev vehicles are a long way
off so we must still look to "hard road" concrete
roads...elevated or not.

Increased enforcement of speed limit.

Post, place a mobile speed limit sign that tells drivers
what their speed is.

Maybe a call before leaving?
Pending Exit 26 is NOT needed in this time frame.
Announced information says , it's a "truck/car" accident
prone area of I-83 by "accident reports/stats" from
PennDOT. This has nothing to do with adding a "new"
exit for lower accidents on this sect
More ""speed enforcement"" is needed to lower
accidents in this area at ""most likely"" times of high
speed & aggressive driving on the part of I-83 as per
some newspaper accounts. It appears there is little
done in the area over the years.
Incorporate accommodations for non-motorized
transportation options in concept development, design,
and construction of streets and highways. This should
include interfacing with rail-trail and other pathways.

I think there is a Federal Regulation in the
transportation law that states ""something"" about not
adding ""new"" exits if mileage is less than 10 miles
between exits...after roadway has been built????????
Only way to change is have House/Senate change
Posting names of the business's who have economic
interests (land owners/developers/incoming biz) would
be a great help to those of us that are being asked to
pay for this expensive new exit. You sure port the
County/Townships/Boro's who are in the plann

Updates to 83 and widening of Market at Belmont
Better synchronization of light cycles
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Describe the problem

Market Street ...backs up for two blocks very often
(2) Belmont and Market -- because of traffic coming off
83 and left turn
Rename all the roads that have the same name but are
broken into 2 or 3 non-connected roads. (Such as
Wilson Ave in Hanover, PA - 3 completely different
roads that all have the same name).
83 is a death trap with unruly drivers and potholes.
never see law enforcement. with all the violations I see
on a daily basis the fines could go a long way in
improving the road surface and markings. at night in
the rain one can't distinguish lanes
Left turn delays along Queen Street heading north
bound in York City. There are limited lights that have a
left turn signal along Queen St within city limits.
Particularly on E. Philadelphia, E. College, and E.
Princess. Turning left in any of those ment
Lack of rail transportation connecting to the Hunt
Valley Light Rail or to Harrisburg.
Light syncs on E. Market Street from Harrison to
Memory Lane and Route 30 from N Hills Rd to W.
Market St was a totally failed project. High traffic
arteries are functionally obsolete and are in horrible
condition. Bandaids don't work. Complete the ""byCongestion and heavy traffic at an intersection with 3
roads intersecting a main road in a short distance.

Solutions

Additional comments

Identify these roads and rename the various nonconnected parts
crackdown by implementing all the laws that have been
passed

I'm understanding that this issue has likely been voiced
before and is already a known issue. There will likely be
an impact elsewhere to make up for the delay that the
turn will cause to other drivers.

I appreciate the opportunity for residents to provide
input.

I would recommend a turning light at Queen St. he
Add rail transportation connecting to the Hunt Valley
Light Rail or to Harrisburg.
The solution to all transportation improvements
involves funding of which there is minimal to make
substantial improvements. The can continues to get
kicked - I-83 at Market Street is a prime example.
In 2007 I developed a detailed plan to solve this
problem which involved rerouting Smith Road and
Burkholder Road and installing a traffic light at Rt. 74
and Windsor Road. I presented this plan to Windsor
Township and also sent copies to Rep. Stan Sayl

I could provide a copy of this plan to you if you are
interested.
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Receive
Candidate
Locations
From Central
Office and
Planning
Partners

Use B/C
Ratio and
Overall Benefits
To Prioritize
Selected
Candidates

Included Costs

Tool**

Present Findings

Application

Maintenance
Operation
Replacement Costs
if Life Cycle is Less
Than 20 Years

Utilize FHWA BCA
Tool or PennDOT
Tools A + B

Develop Comparative
Table Detailing:
- Locations
- Alternatives
- B/C Ratio
- Project Cost
- Project Benefit

Use Data Gathered,
Costs Computed,
and B/C Results in
Application Process

Estimate
Life Cycle
Costs of
Countermeasure
Alternatives

Collaboration

Included Costs

Communicate and Coordinate with
Planning Regions to Share Input on
Network Screening and Selected Locations
(Based on Engineering Judgement for
Additional Data Analysis, etc.)
Setting Priorities

Engineering / Design
Right-of-Way Acquisition
Utility Relocation
Construction
Inspection

Enhance
Data Set

District
Coordination

HSM Method *
Network Screening
Observed Crashes
Predicted Crashes
Expected Crashes
Excess Value

Determine
B/C Ratio
For All
Countermeasure
Alternatives

Estimate
Costs of
Countermeasure
Alternatives

Determine
Countermeasure
Alternatives
(or Concepts)

Apply
For
HSIP
Funding

PennDOT
Connects
Outreach

And/Or

Systemic Safety
Improvements
Screen Candidate
Locations
- Crash Cluster
Reports
- Systemic Safety
Crash Lists

Data Expansion

Studies

Costs

Benefits

Communication

Provide Expanded Location
Information
KABCO Trend
Location Notes
Planned or Recently
Completed Projects
Additional Comments or
High-Level Potential
Countermeasure Options

Safety Study / Crash Study
Roadside Safety Audit (RSA)
Intersection Control
Evaluation (ICE)

Calculate Future
Value of All Costs

Use CMF and
KABCO Crash Data

Ensure the District and Planning
Regions are Communicating with
the Municipalities Prior to any
Candidate Being Included on the
TIP

Acronyms
AADT

Annual Average Daily Traffic
Benefit Cost Ratio

B/C
CMF

Crash Modification Factor

FHWA

For Systemic Safety Locations

Gather CMFs
- Determine CMFs for
Recommended
Countermeasures using
FHWA CMF Clearinghouse

Identify Focus Crash Types and
Screen Candidate Locations
Aggregate Locations for Proven
Systemic Safety Countermeasures,
such as:
- High Friction Surface Treatment
- Rumble Strips
- Cable Median Barrier
- Wrong-Way Ramp Entry
and other strategies identified in
the RDIP, ISIP, SMAP, and HSM
Part D

Federal Highway Administration
Highway Safety Improvement Program

HSIP
HSM

Highway Safety Manual

ISIP

Intersection Safety Implementation Plan

KABCO

Injury Classification Scale

*

K

Fatal Injury

*

A

Severe Injury

*

B

Moderate Injury

*

C

Minor Injury

*

O

Property Damage Only

RDIP

Roadway Departure Implementation Plan

SMAP
TIP

For Discrete Sites

Speed Management Action Plan

Transportation Improvement Program

Studies
Summarize
Analysis
Create HSM-Based Project
Profile for Each Candidate
Location

Selection

Future
Future Value
Value

Determine the Prioritization of
Projects that have B/C > 1.0
For Systemic Safety
Improvements B/C Ratio Analysis
May Not Apply

FV = PV (1 + i ) n
Where:
FV = Future Value
PV = Present Value
i = Interest Rate
n = Number of Years

SummarizeStudies
Analysis
Create Systemic Safety
Improvement Location Lists
& Justification

*

HSM Method - Until statewide network screening includes limited access segments, ramps, and intersections
containing ramp terminals, alternate methods** (such as IHSDM Interactive Highway Safety Design Model
and ISATe Enhanced Interchange Safety Analysis Tool) must be utilized to determine need at these
locations. The alternate method in determining need must yield output that can translate to acceptable life
cycle costs & B/C ratios.

** Note:

More safety analysis tools will likely be developed and others may become obsolete.

HIGHWAY SAFETY IMPROVEMENT PROGRAM (HSIP) SUPPORT
District 8-0 Process For Candidate Selection and Application
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Overview
This report provides an analysis of the air quality implications of the York Area Metropolitan Planning
Organization (YAMPO) 2021-2024 Transportation Improvement Program (TIP) and 2045 Metropolitan
Transportation Plan (MTP). The analysis demonstrates transportation conformity under the 1997 8-hour
ozone National Ambient Air Quality Standard (NAAQS) and the 2006 24-hour fine particulate (PM2.5)
NAAQS. The air quality conformity analysis reflects an assessment of the regionally significant, nonexempt transportation projects included in the TIP and MTP.
This document replaces the previously approved conformity demonstration and ensures that the findings
meet all current criteria established by the U.S. Environmental Protection Agency (EPA) for the applicable
NAAQS.

Background on Transportation Conformity
Transportation conformity is a way to ensure that federal funding and approval are awarded to
transportation activities that are consistent with air quality goals. Under the Clean Air Act (CAA),
transportation and air quality modeling procedures must be coordinated to ensure that the TIP and MTP
are consistent with the area’s applicable State Implementation Plan (SIP). The SIP is a federally approved
and enforceable plan by which each area identifies how it will attain and/or maintain the health-related
primary and welfare-related secondary NAAQS.
In order to receive transportation funding and approvals from the Federal Highway Administration
(FHWA) or the Federal Transit Administration (FTA), state and local transportation agencies must
demonstrate that the plans, programs, or projects meet the transportation conformity requirements of
the CAA as set forth in the transportation conformity rule. Under the transportation conformity rule,
transportation plans are expected to conform to the applicable SIP in nonattainment or maintenance
areas. The integration of transportation and air quality planning is intended to ensure that transportation
plans, programs, and projects will not:




Cause or contribute to any new violation of any applicable NAAQS.
Increase the frequency or severity of any existing violation of any applicable NAAQS.
Delay timely attainment of any applicable NAAQS, any required interim emissions reductions, or
other NAAQS milestones.

The transportation conformity determination includes an assessment of future highway emissions for
defined analysis years, including the MPO horizon year. Emissions are estimated using the latest available
planning assumptions and available analytical tools, including EPA’s latest approved on-highway mobile
sources emissions model, the Motor Vehicle Emission Simulator (MOVES). The conformity determination
provides a tabulation of the analysis results for applicable precursor pollutants, showing that the required
conformity test was met for each analysis year.
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Report Contents
This document includes a summary of the methodology and data assumptions used for the conformity
analysis. As shown in Exhibit 1, attachments containing additional detail have been provided with the
document. In addition, modeling input and output files have been reviewed by the Environmental
Protection Agency (EPA) Region III and the Pennsylvania Department of Environmental Protection (DEP).
E XHIBIT 1: SUMMARY OF A TTACHMENTS
Attachment

Title

Description

A

Project List

Provides a list of regionally significant highway projects.

B

Detailed Emission
Results

Provides a detailed summary of emissions by roadway
type.

C

MOVES Sample
Run Specification

Provides example MOVES data importer (XML) and run
specification (MRS) files.

National Ambient Air Quality Standard Designations
The CAA requires the EPA to set NAAQS for pollutants considered harmful to public health and the
environment. A nonattainment area is any area that does not meet the primary or secondary NAAQS.
Once a nonattainment area meets the standards and additional redesignation requirements in the CAA
[Section 107(d)(3)(E)], EPA will designate the area as a maintenance area.
York County is included in the York, PA maintenance area under the 1997 8-hour ozone NAAQS and the
Harrisburg-Lebanon-Carlisle-York, PA maintenance area under the 2006 24-Hour PM2.5 NAAQS. The
county is in attainment for the other current NAAQS. Transportation conformity requires nonattainment
and maintenance areas to demonstrate that all future transportation projects will not prevent an area
from reaching its air quality attainment goals.

Final Particulate Matter
Fine particulate matter (PM2.5) can be emitted directly into the atmosphere (sources include exhaust and
dust from brake and tire wear) or formed in the atmosphere by combinations of precursor pollutants
(secondary formation). Sulfates and nitrates are two types of pollutants that contribute to secondary
formation. Sulfate emissions are a result of power plant and industry emissions, while nitrate emissions
result from automobiles, power plants, and other combustion sources. Scientific studies have shown a
significant correlation between exposure to fine particulates and severe health issues such as heart
disease, lung disease, and premature death.
The pollutants that could be analyzed in the conformity analysis are: [1] direct PM2.5 emissions (tail pipe
emissions, brake and tire wear), [2] re-entrained road dust, and [3] precursors nitrogen oxides (NOX),
volatile organic compounds (VOC), sulfur oxides (SOX) and ammonia (NH3). The EPA has ruled that until
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the EPA or DEP find that other precursor pollutants are significant contributors, and a SIP revision is
approved stating such findings, direct PM2.5 emissions and NOx are the only pollutants that must be
analyzed for transportation conformity (40 CFR 93.119(f)(8)–(10)).
1997 Annual PM2.5 and 2006 24-hour PM2.5 Standards
The EPA published the 1997 annual PM2.5 NAAQS on July 18, 1997, (62 FR 38652), with an effective date
of September 16, 1997. An area is in nonattainment of this standard if the 3 year average of the annual
mean PM2.5 concentrations (for designated monitoring sites within an area) exceed 15.0 micrograms per
cubic meter (µg/m3). York County was designated as a nonattainment area under the 1997 annual PM2.5
NAAQS, effective April 5, 2005 (70 FR 944).
The EPA published the 2006 24-hour PM2.5 NAAQS on October 17, 2006, (71 FR 61144), with an effective
date of December 18, 2006. The rulemaking strengthened the 1997 24-hour standard of 65 µg/m3 (62 FR
38652) to 35 µg/m3 and retained the 1997 annual PM2.5 NAAQS of 15 µg/m3. An area is in nonattainment
of the 2006 24-hour PM2.5 NAAQS if the 98th percentile of the annual 24-hour concentrations, averaged
over three years, is greater than 35 µg/m3. York County was designated as a nonattainment area as part
of the Harrisburg-Lebanon-Carlisle-York nonattainment area under the 2006 24-hour PM2.5 NAAQS,
effective December 14, 2009 (74 FR 58688).
A redesignation request and maintenance plan applicable to both the 1997 annual and 2006 24-hour PM2.5
NAAQS was approved by EPA and effective December 8, 2014 (79 FR 72522). The maintenance plan
includes 2017 and 2025 PM2.5 and NOx mobile vehicle emission budgets (MVEBs) for transportation
conformity purposes.
EPA took final action on the “Fine Particulate Matter National Ambient Air Quality Standards: State
Implementation Plan Requirements” rule on August 24, 2016 (81 FR 58010 effective on October 24, 2016).
In that rulemaking, EPA finalized the option that revokes the 1997 primary annual PM2.5 NAAQS in areas
that are designated as attainment or maintenance of that NAAQS. After revocation, areas no longer have
to expend resources on CAA air quality planning and conformity determination requirements associated
with the 1997 annual PM2.5 NAAQS.
2012 Annual PM2.5 Standard
The EPA published the 2012 annual PM2.5 NAAQS on January 15, 2013, (78 FR 3086), with an effective date
of March 18, 2013. The EPA revised the annual PM2.5 NAAQS by strengthening the standard from 15 µg/m3
to 12 µg/m3. An area is in nonattainment of this standard if the 3 year average of the annual mean PM2.5
concentrations for designated monitoring sites in an area is greater than 12.0 µg/m3. On December 18,
2014, EPA issued final designations for the standard that were revised on April 7, 2015 (80 FR 18535).
York County was designated in attainment of the standard.
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Ozone
Ozone is formed by chemical reactions occurring under specific atmospheric conditions. Precursor
pollutants that contribute to the formation of ozone include VOC and NOX, both of which are components
of vehicle exhaust. VOCs may also be produced through the evaporation of vehicle fuel, as well as by
displacement of vapors in the gas tank during refueling. By controlling VOC and NOX emissions, ozone
formation can be mitigated.
1997 and 2008 8-hour Ozone NAAQS
The EPA published the 1997 8-hour ozone NAAQS on July 18, 1997, (62 FR 38856), with an effective date
of September 16, 1997. An area was in nonattainment of the 1997 8-hour ozone NAAQS if the 3-year
average of the individual fourth highest air quality monitor readings, averaged over 8 hours throughout
the day, exceeded the NAAQS of 0.08 parts per million (ppm). On May 21, 2013, the EPA published a rule
revoking the 1997 8-hour ozone NAAQS, for the purposes of transportation conformity, effective one year
after the effective date of the 2008 8-hour ozone NAAQS area designations (77 FR 30160).
The EPA published the 2008 8-hour ozone NAAQS on March 27, 2008, (73 FR 16436), with an effective
date of May 27, 2008. EPA revised the ozone NAAQS by strengthening the standard to 0.075 ppm. Thus,
an area is in nonattainment of the 2008 8-hour ozone NAAQS if the 3-year average of the individual fourth
highest air quality monitor readings, averaged over 8 hours throughout the day, exceeds the NAAQS of
0.075 ppm. York County was designated as an attainment area under the 2008 8-hour ozone NAAQS,
effective July 20, 2012 (77 FR 30088). As a result, transportation conformity is not currently required for
the standard.
On February 16, 2018, the United States Court of Appeals for the District of Columbia Circuit in South
Coast Air Quality Mgmt. District v. EPA (“South Coast II,” 882 F.3d 1138) held that transportation
conformity determinations must be made in areas that were either nonattainment or maintenance for
the 1997 ozone national ambient air quality standard (NAAQS) and attainment for the 2008 ozone NAAQS
when the 1997 ozone NAAQS was revoked. These conformity determinations are required in these areas
after February 16, 2019. York County was maintenance at the time of the 1997 ozone NAAQS revocation
on April 6, 2015 and was also designated attainment for the 2008 ozone NAAQS on May 21, 2012.
Therefore, per the South Coast II decision, this conformity determination is also being made for the 1997
ozone NAAQS.
2015 8-hour Ozone NAAQS
In October 2015, based on its review of the air quality criteria for ozone and related photochemical
oxidants, the EPA revised the primary and secondary NAAQS for ozone to provide requisite protection of
public health and welfare, respectively (80 FR 65292). The EPA revised the levels of both standards to
0.070 ppm, and retained their indicators, forms (fourth-highest daily maximum, averaged across three
consecutive years) and averaging times (eight hours). On April 30, 2018, EPA completed area designations,
and York County was designated as an attainment area for the standard.
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Interagency Consultation
As required by the federal transportation conformity rule, the conformity process includes a significant
level of cooperative interaction among federal, state, and local agencies. For this air quality conformity
analysis, interagency consultation was conducted as required by the Pennsylvania Conformity SIP. This
included conference call(s) or meeting(s) of the Pennsylvania Transportation-Air Quality Work Group
(including the Pennsylvania Department of Transportation (PennDOT), DEP, EPA, FHWA, FTA and
representatives from larger MPOs within the state).
Meeting and conference calls were conducted on October 22, 2020 and January 20, 2021 to review all
input planning assumptions, methodologies and analysis years.

Analysis Methodology and Data
This transportation conformity analysis was conducted using EPA’s MOVES model, which is the official
model for estimating emissions from highway vehicles for SIP emission inventories and transportation
conformity (75 FR 9411), effective March 2, 2010. MOVES2014a has been used for this conformity
determination and is (in addition to MOVES2014b) currently considered the latest approved model
version for SIP and transportation conformity purposes (79 FR 60343).
Planning assumptions are updated following EPA and FHWA joint guidance (EPA420-B-08-901) that
clarifies the implementation of the latest planning assumption requirements in 40 CFR 92.110. This
analysis utilizes the latest available traffic, vehicle fleet and environmental data to estimate regional
highway emissions. Pennsylvania updates state-level planning assumptions on a 3-year cycle and this
information is integrated into the conformity analyses.
The analysis methodology and data inputs for this analysis were developed through interagency
consultation and used available EPA guidance documents that included:


Policy Guidance on the Use of MOVES2014 for State Implementation Plan Development,
Transportation Conformity, and Other Purposes, US EPA Office of Air and Radiation, EPA-420B-14-008, July 2014.



MOVES2014a User Guide, US EPA Office of Transportation and Air Quality, EPA-420-B-15-095,
November 2015.



MOVES2014 and MOVES2014a, and MOVES2014b Technical Guidance: Using MOVES to
Prepare Emission Inventories for State Implementation Plans and Transportation Conformity.
US EPA Assessment and Standard Division, Office of Transportation and Air Quality, EPA-420B-18-039, August 2018.

A mix of local and national default (internal to MOVES) data are used in the analysis. As illustrated in
Exhibit 2, local data has been used for data items that have a significant impact on emissions, including:
vehicle miles of travel (VMT), vehicle population, congested speeds, and vehicle type mix, as well as
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environmental and fuel assumptions. Local data inputs to the analysis process reflect the latest available
planning assumptions using information obtained from PennDOT, DEP and other local/national sources.
The methodology used for this analysis is consistent with the methodology used to develop SIP
inventories. This includes the use of custom post-processing software (PPSUITE) to calculate hourly
speeds and prepare key traffic input files to the MOVES emission model. PPSUITE consists of a set of
programs that perform the following functions:





Analyzes highway operating conditions.
Calculates highway speeds.
Compiles VMT and vehicle type mix data.
Prepares MOVES runs and processes MOVES outputs.
E XHIBIT 2: LOCAL D ATA I NPUTS U SED FOR CONFORMITY RUNS

VMT
(Travel
Model)
Control
Strategies
(PADEP)

Environmental
and Fuel Data
(PADEP)

Speeds
(Calculated)

Local Data
Assumptions
Seasonal /
Hourly
Factors
(PennDOT)

Vehicle Mixes
(PennDOT
Counts)

Vehicle
Population
and Age
(PADMV)

PPSUITE is a widely used and accepted tool for estimating speeds and processing emissions rates. The
PPSUITE tool has been used for developing on-highway mobile source inventories in SIP revisions, control
strategy analyses, and conformity analyses in other states. The software was developed to utilize
accepted transportation engineering methodologies. The PPSUITE process is integral to producing trafficrelated input files to the MOVES emission model. Exhibit 3 summarizes the key functions of PPSUITE
within the emission calculation process. Other MOVES input files are prepared externally to the PPSUITE
software, including vehicle population, vehicle age, environmental and fuel input files.
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The CENTRAL software is also used in this analysis. CENTRAL is a menu-driven software platform that
executes the PPSUITE and MOVES processes in batch mode. The CENTRAL software allows users to
execute runs for a variety of input options and integrates custom MYSQL steps into the process. CENTRAL
provides important quality control and assurance steps, including file naming and storage automation.
E XHIBIT 3: EMISSION C ALCULATION P ROCESS

Key MOVES Input Data
A large number of inputs to MOVES are needed to fully account for the numerous vehicle and
environmental parameters that affect emissions. These inputs include traffic flow characteristics, vehicle
descriptions, fuel parameters, I/M program parameters and environmental variables. MOVES includes a
default national database of meteorology, vehicle fleet, vehicle activity, fuel and emission control program
data for every county; EPA, however, cannot certify that the default data is the most current or best
available information for any specific area. As a result, local data, where available, is recommended for
use when conducting a regional conformity analysis. A mix of local and default data is used for this
analysis. These data items are discussed in the following sections.
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Travel Demand Model
The roadway data input to emissions calculations for this conformity analysis is based on information from
the region’s travel demand forecasting model. The travel demand model estimates roadway volumes
based on input demographic forecasts and expected changes to the transportation roadway network.
The travel demand model follows the basic “four-step” travel demand forecasting process and utilizes the
Cube Voyager (TP+) software platform. The model was recently updated in 2020 to include the Lancaster,
Harrisburg and York MPO areas in the south-central region. The network contains attributes such as
distance, number of lanes, area type, facility type, free flow speed, capacity of the lane, and location of
traffic signals. The model updates included a revalidation of the travel model to 2018-2019 traffic
conditions. Using the projected traffic volume data from the model, conditions were evaluated for all
applicable future analysis years. All significant air quality projects from the TIP and MTP were coded into
the travel demand model.
Transit data was also generated as part of the travel demand model. Existing fixed transit routes and their
associated attributes (i.e., stops, headways, fares, and speeds) are included within a transit subroutine.
Ridership estimates generated by this subroutine are fed back into the model stream as part of the overall
network processing.
Traffic forecasts were projected based on the socioeconomic and land use data projections developed by
the York County Planning Commission. This data includes total population, household population, total
employment, and school enrollment. Exhibit 4 summarizes socioeconomic data for the base year and
horizon years included in the conformity analysis.
E XHIBIT 4: SOCIOECONOMIC G ROWTH A SSUMPTIONS TO THE T RAVEL MODEL
County

York

Year

Population

Households

Total Employment

2018

441,064

170,960

177,778

2024

478,064

185,088

189,684

2025

484,236

187,432

191,650

2035

523,212

202,704

213,279

2045

560,596

217,396

236,415

The travel model network and assigned traffic volumes are processed by PPSUITE to prepare the traffic
inputs needed to run the MOVES emission model. The following information is extracted from the model
for emission calculations:
 Lanes
 Roadway capacity
 Distance
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Daily traffic volume
Type of area abutting the roadway (e.g. urban, suburban, rural, etc.)
Type of roadway facility (e.g. interstate, arterial, collector, local, etc.)

Other Supporting Traffic Data
Other traffic data is used to adjust and disaggregate traffic volumes. Key sources used in these processes
include the following:


Highway Performance Monitoring System (HPMS VMT): According to EPA guidance, baseline
inventory VMT computed from the regional travel demand model must be adjusted to be consistent
with HPMS VMT totals. The VMT contained in the HPMS reports are considered to represent average
annual daily traffic (AADT), an average of all days in the year, including weekends and holidays.
Adjustment factors were calculated as part of the model’s validation process. These factors are used
to adjust locally modeled roadway data VMT to be consistent with the reported HPMS totals, and are
applied to all county and facility group combinations within the region. These adjustments are
important to account for local roadway VMT not represented within the regional travel demand
model.



Seasonal Factors: The traffic volumes estimated from the regional travel demand model are adjusted
to summer or average monthly conditions (as needed for annual processing), using seasonal
adjustment factors prepared by PennDOT’s BPR in their annual traffic data report published on the
BPR website (http://www.dot.state.pa.us/ Search: Research and Planning). The seasonal factors are
also used to develop MOVES daily and monthly VMT fraction files, allowing MOVES to determine the
portion of annual VMT that occurs in each month of the year.



Hourly Patterns: Speeds and emissions vary considerably depending on the time of day. In order to
produce accurate emission estimates, it is important to estimate the pattern by which roadway
volume varies by breaking the data down into hourly increments. Pattern data is in the form of a
percentage of the daily volumes for each hour. Distributions are provided for all the counties within
the region and by each facility type grouping. The hourly pattern data has been developed from 24hour vehicle count data compiled by PennDOT’s BPR, using the process identified in PennDOT’s annual
traffic data report. The same factors are also used to develop the MOVES hourly fraction file.
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Vehicle Class
Emission rates within MOVES also vary significantly by vehicle type. MOVES produces emission rates for
thirteen MOVES vehicle source input types. VMT, however, is input to MOVES by five HPMS vehicle
groups (note that passenger cars and light trucks are grouped for input to MOVES2014a). Exhibit 5
summarizes the distinction between each classification scheme.
E XHIBIT 5: MOVES SOURCE TYPES AND HPMS VEHICLE GROUPS
SOURCE TYPES
11
Motorcycle
21
Passenger Car
31
Passenger Truck
32
Light Commercial Truck
41
Intercity Bus
42
Transit Bus
43
School bus
51
Refuse Truck
52
Single Unit Short-haul Truck
53
Single Unit Long-haul Truck
54
Motor Home
61
Combination Short-haul Truck
62
Combination Long-haul Truck

HPMS Class Groups
10
Motorcycle
25
Passenger Car
25
Passenger/Light Truck
40
Buses
50
Single Unit Trucks
60
Combination Trucks

The emissions estimation process includes a method to disaggregate the traffic volumes to the thirteen
source types and then to recombine the estimates to the five HPMS vehicle classes. Vehicle type pattern
data is used by PPSUITE to distribute the hourly roadway segment volumes among the thirteen MOVES
source types. Similar to the 24-hour pattern data, this data contains percentage splits to each source type
for every hour of the day. The vehicle type pattern data is developed from several sources of information:





PennDOT truck percentages from the RMS database.
Hourly distributions for trucks and total traffic compiled by PennDOT’s BPR.
Transit data from PennDOT and the National Transit Database Transit Profiles
(https://www.ntdprogram.gov).
School bus registration data from PennDOT’s Bureau of Motor Vehicles Registration Database.

Vehicle type percentages are also input into the capacity analysis section of PPSUITE to adjust the speeds
in response to truck volume. Larger trucks take up more roadway space compared to an equal number
of cars and light trucks, which is accounted for in the speed estimation process by adjusting capacity using
information from the Transportation Research Board’s fifth edition of the Highway Capacity Manual.
(http://hcm.trb.org/).
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Vehicle Ages
Vehicle age distributions are input to MOVES for each of the thirteen source types. These distributions
reflect the percentage of the vehicle fleet falling under each vehicle model year (MY), to a maximum age
of 31 years. The vehicle age distributions were prepared from the most recently available registration
download from PennDOT’s Bureau of Motor Vehicles Registration Database. Due to data limitations,
information for light duty vehicles, intercity buses and motor homes (including source types 11, 21, 31,
32, 41 and 54) was used as local data for MOVES inputs, while heavy-duty vehicles (including source types
42, 43, 51, 52, 53, 61, and 62) used the MOVES national default data. The registration data download is
based on MOBILE6.2 vehicle categories. The data was converted to source types using the EPA convertor
spreadsheets provided with the MOVES emission model.
Vehicle Population
The vehicle population information, including the number and age of vehicles, impacts forecasted start
and evaporative emissions within MOVES. Similar to vehicle ages, MOVES requires vehicle populations
for each of the thirteen source type categories. County vehicle registration data was used to estimate
vehicle population for light-duty vehicles, transit buses, and school buses. Other heavy-duty vehicle
population values were based on VMT for each source type using the vehicle mix and pattern data
discussed previously. PPSUITE automatically applies MOVES default ratios of VMT and source type
population (e.g. the number of miles per vehicle by source type) to the local VMT estimates to produce
vehicle population.
For the preparation of source type population for other required conformity analysis years, base values
were adjusted using forecast population and household data for the area. Growth rates were limited so
as to not exceed the VMT growth assumptions.
Meteorology Data
Average monthly minimum temperatures, maximum temperatures, and humidity values are consistent
with the regional State Implementation Plan (SIP) modeling conducted by DEP. The data was obtained
from WeatherBank, Inc. EPA’s MOBILE6.2-MOVES meteorological data convertor spreadsheet
(http://www.epa.gov/oms/models/moves/tools.htm) was used to prepare the hourly temperature inputs
needed for the MOVES model, based on the available data.
Fuel Parameters
The MOVES default fuel formulation and fuel supply data were reviewed and updated based on available
local volumetric fuel property information. The gasohol market penetration and Reid Vapor Pressure
(RVP) values were updated, but MOVES default data was used for the remaining parameters. Key
assumptions include:



10.0 RVP used for summer months [Local data].
10% and 15% ethanol used throughout the year with MOVES default market shares [vary by year].
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I/M Program Parameters
The inspection maintenance (I/M) program inputs to the MOVES model are based on previous and current
programs within each county (all PA I/M programs are based on county boundaries). All analysis years
include Pennsylvania’s statewide I/M program. The default I/M program parameters included in MOVES
were examined for each county and necessary changes were made to the default parameters to match
the actual local program.
The I/M program requirements vary by region (five regions) and include on-board diagnostics (OBD)
technology that uses the vehicle’s computer for model years 1996 and newer to identify potential engine
and exhaust system problems that could affect emissions. The program, named PAOBDII, is implemented
by region as follows:




Philadelphia Region - Bucks, Chester, Delaware, Montgomery and Philadelphia Counties
[Includes tailpipe exhaust testing using ASM2015 or equipment for pre-1996 vehicles up to 25 years old]
Pittsburgh Region - Allegheny, Beaver, Washington and Westmoreland Counties.
[Includes tailpipe exhaust testing using PA 97 equipment for pre-1996 vehicles up to 25 years old]
South Central and Lehigh Valley Region - Berks, Cumberland, Dauphin, Lancaster, Lebanon,
Lehigh, Northampton and York Counties.
[Gas cap and visual inspection only]



North Region - Blair, Cambria, Centre, Erie, Lackawanna, Luzerne, Lycoming, and Mercer Counties.
[Gas cap and visual inspection only]



Other 42 Counties – Includes the remaining 42 counties not included above.
[Visual inspection only]

Other Vehicle Technology and Control Strategy Data
Current federal vehicle emissions control and fuel programs are incorporated into the MOVES software.
These include the National Program standards covering vehicles MY2012-MY2025. Modifications of
default emission rates are required to reflect the early implementation of the National Low Emission
Vehicle (NLEV) Program in Pennsylvania. To reflect these impacts, EPA has released instructions and input
files that can be used to model these impacts.
The Pennsylvania Clean Vehicles (PCV) Program, adopted in 1998, incorporated the California Low
Emission Vehicle Regulations (CA LEV) by reference. The PCV Program allowed automakers to comply
with the NLEV program as an alternative to this Pennsylvania program until MY2006. Beginning with
MY2008, all “new” passenger cars and light-duty trucks with a gross vehicle weight rating (GVWR) of 8,500
pounds or less sold/leased and titled in Pennsylvania must be certified by the California Air Resources
Board (CARB) or be certified for sale in all 50 states. For this program, a “new” vehicle is a qualified vehicle
with an odometer reading less than 7,500 miles. DEP and PennDOT both work with the public, including
manufacturers, vehicle dealers and consumers, to ensure that vehicles sold and purchased in Pennsylvania
or vehicles purchased from other states by Pennsylvania residents comply with the requirements of the
PCV Program, in order to be titled in Pennsylvania. Additionally, PennDOT ensures that paperwork for
Air Quality Conformity Report
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title and registration includes proof of CARB- or 50-state emission certification or that the vehicle owner
qualifies for an exemption to the requirements, as listed on PennDOT’s MV-9 form and in the PCV Program
regulation. When necessary, information from PennDOT’s title and registration process may be used to
audit vehicle title transactions to determine program compliance.
The impacts of this program are modeled for all analysis years beyond 2008 using the same instructions
and tools downloaded for the early NLEV analysis. EPA provided input files to reflect state programs
similar to the CA LEV program. Modifications to those files were made to reflect a 2008 program start
date for Pennsylvania.

Analysis Process Details
The previous sections have summarized the input data used for computing speeds and emission rates for
this conformity analysis. This section explains how PPSUITE and MOVES use that input data to produce
emission estimates. Exhibit 6 provides a more detailed overview of the PPSUITE analysis procedure using
the available traffic data information described in the previous sections.
VMT Preparation
Producing an emissions inventory with PPSUITE requires a process of disaggregation and aggregation.
Data is available and used on a very detailed scale – individual roadway segments for each of the 24 hours
of the day. This data needs to be processed individually to determine the distribution of vehicle hours of
travel (VHT) by speed and then aggregated by vehicle class to determine the input VMT to the MOVES
emission model. Key steps in the preparation of VMT include:


Assemble VMT - The regional travel demand model contains the roadway segments, distances and
travel volumes needed to estimate VMT. PPSUITE processes each segment by simply multiplying the
assigned travel volume by the distance to obtain VMT.



Apply Seasonal Adjustments – PPSUITE adjusts the traffic volumes to the appropriate analysis season
using an average monthly day to support annual PM2.5 analyses. These traffic volumes are assembled
by PPSUITE and extrapolated over the course of a year to produce the annual VMT file input to
MOVES.



Disaggregate to Hours - After seasonal adjustments are applied, the traffic volumes are distributed to
each hour of the day. This allows for more accurate speed calculations (effects of congested hours)
and allows PPSUITE to prepare the hourly VMT and speeds for input to MOVES.



Peak Spreading - After distributing the daily volumes to each hour of the day, PPSUITE identifies hours
that are unreasonably congested. For those hours, PPSUITE then spreads a portion of the volume to
other hours within the same peak period, thereby approximating the “peak spreading” that normally
occurs in such over-capacity conditions. This process also helps prevent hours with unreasonably
congested speeds from disproportionately impacting emission calculations.



Disaggregation to Vehicle Types - EPA requires VMT estimates to be prepared by the six HPMS vehicle
groups, reflecting specific local characteristics. As described in the previous section, the hourly
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volumes are disaggregated into thirteen MOVES source types based on data from PennDOT and NTD,
in combination with MOVES defaults. The thirteen MOVES source types are then recombined into six
HPMS vehicle classes.


Apply HPMS VMT Adjustments - Volumes must also be adjusted to account for differences with the
HPMS VMT totals, as described in previous sections. VMT adjustment factors are provided as inputs
to PPSUITE and are applied to each of the roadway segment volumes. VMT adjustment factors are
also applied to runs for future years.

Speed Estimation
Emissions for many pollutants (including VOC and NOx) vary significantly with travel speed. VOC emissions
generally decrease as speed increases, while NOX emissions decrease at low speeds and increases at
higher speeds, as illustrated in Exhibit 7. Because emissions are so sensitive to speed changes, EPA
recommends special attention be given to developing reasonable and consistent speed estimates. EPA
also recommends that VMT be disaggregated into subsets that have roughly equal speeds, with separate
emission factors for each subset. At a minimum, speeds should be estimated separately by road type.
The computational framework used for this analysis meets and exceeds the recommendation above
relating to speed estimates. Speeds are individually calculated for each roadway segment and hour.
Rather than accumulating the roadway segments into a particular road type and calculating an average
speed, each individual link hourly speed is represented in the MOVES vehicle hours of travel (VHT) by a
speed bin file. This MOVES input file allows the specification of a distribution of hourly speeds. For
example, if 5% of a county’s arterial VHT operates at 5 mph during the AM peak hour and the remaining
95% operates at 65 mph, this can be represented in the MOVES speed input file. For the roadway vehicle
emissions calculations, speed distributions are input to MOVES by road type and source type for each
hour of the day.
To calculate speeds, PPSUITE first obtains initial capacities (i.e., how much volume the roadway can serve
before heavy congestion) and free-flow speeds (speeds assuming no congestion) from a speed/capacity
lookup table. As described previously, this data contains default roadway information indexed by the area
and facility type codes. For areas with known characteristics, values can be directly coded to the database
and the speed/capacity default values can be overridden. For most areas where known information is
unavailable, the speed/capacity lookup tables provide valuable default information regarding speeds,
capacities, signal characteristics, and other capacity adjustment information used for calculating
congested delays and speeds. The result of this process is an estimated average travel time for each hour
of the day for each highway segment. The average travel time multiplied by traffic volume produces
vehicle hours of travel (VHT).
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E XHIBIT 6: PPSUITE SPEED/EMISSION E STIMATION P ROCEDURE
Data from PPSUITE Input Files

PPSUITE Analysis Process

Data from Roadway Information Source

The Following is Performed For
Each Roadway Segment
Percent Pattern Distributions
Apply VMT Adjustments

Expand to 24 hourly volumes

Model Traffic Volumes

Adjust Volumes for Peak Spreading

Vehicle Type Patterns

Disaggregate to Vehicle Type
Calculate Link & Signal Capacities

Roadway Attributes
(Lanes, Facility/Area Code)

Speed/Capacity Lookup Table
Calculate Link
Midblock Speed

Calculate
Approach Delay

Apply Post Speed VMT Adjustments

HPMS VMT Totals Including
Local Roadways

Prepare MOVES
Traffic-Related CDM Files

VHT by
Speed
Bin

Annual
VMT

Road
Type
Fractions

Source Type

Population
(Trucks)

Hourly
Fractions

Ramp
Fractions

(Default)

Off-line File Preparation
Vehicle Age
Distribution
Hourly
Temps/Humidity

Run MOVES Importer
to convert county input data
into MYSQL data format

I/M / Fuel
Parameters
Source Type
Population

Run MOVES

Month/Day
VMT Fractions
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E XHIBIT 7: EMISSION F ACTOR VS. SPEED VARIANCES (VOC, NO X, AND PM 2.5)

Source: Figure 3 from Implications of the MOVES2010 Model on Mobile Source
Emission Estimates, Air & Waste Management Association, July 2010.

Developing the MOVES Traffic Input Files
The PPSUITE software is responsible for producing the following MOVES input files during any analysis
run:






VMT by HPMS vehicle class.
VHT by speed bin.
Road type distributions.
Hourly VMT fractions.
Ramp fractions.

These files are text formatted files with a *.csv extension. The files are provided as inputs within the
MOVES County Data Manager (CDM) and are described below:
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VMT Input File: VMT is the primary traffic input affecting emission results. The roadway segment
distances and traffic volumes are used to prepare estimates of VMT. PPSUITE performs these
calculations and outputs the MOVES annual VMT input file to the County Data Manager (CDM). The
annual VMT is computed by multiplying the RMS or travel model roadway adjusted VMT by 365 days
(366 days in a leap year).



VHT by Speed Bin File: As described in the previous section, the PPSUITE software prepares the MOVES
VHT by speed bin file, which summarizes the distribution of speeds across all links into each of the 16
MOVES speed bins for each hour of the day by road type. This robust process is consistent with the
methods and recommendations provided in EPA’s technical guidance for the MOVES2014 model
(http://www.epa.gov/otaq/models/moves/) and ensures that MOVES emission rates are used to the
fullest extent.



Road Type Distributions: Within MOVES, typical drive cycles and associated operating conditions vary
by roadway type. MOVES defines five different roadway types as follows:
1
2
3
4
5

Off-Network.
Rural Restricted Access.
Rural Unrestricted Access.
Urban Restricted Access.
Urban Unrestricted Access.

For this analysis, the MOVES road type distribution file is automatically generated by PPSUITE using
defined equivalencies. The off-network road type includes emissions from vehicle starts, extended
idling, and evaporative emissions. Off-network activity in MOVES is primarily determined by the
Source Type Population input.


Ramp Fractions: Since ramps are not directly represented within the regional travel demand model,
the assumption is that 8% of total Freeway VHT is Ramp VHT, consistent with EPA’s technical
guidance.

MOVES Runs
After computing speeds and aggregating VMT and VHT, PPSUITE prepares traffic-related inputs needed
to run EPA’s MOVES software. Additional required MOVES inputs are prepared externally from the
processing software and include temperatures, I/M program parameters, fuel characteristics, vehicle fleet
age distributions, and source type population. The MOVES county importer is run in batch mode. This
program converts all data files into the MYSQL format used by the MOVES model. At that point, a MOVES
run specification file (*.mrs) is created which specifies options and key data locations for the run. The
MOVES run is then executed in batch mode. A summary of key MOVES run specification settings is shown
in Exhibit 8. MOVES can be executed using either an inventory or rate-based approach. For this analysis,
MOVES is applied using the inventory-based approach. Using this approach, actual VMT and population
are provided as inputs to the model; MOVES is responsible for producing the total emissions for the
region.
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E XHIBIT 8: MOVES R UN SPECIFICATION FILE P ARAMETER SETTINGS
Parameter

Setting

MOVES Version

MOVES2014a

MOVES Default Database Version

MOVESDB20161117

Scale

COUNTY

Analysis Mode

Inventory

Time Span

Annual Runs:
Single MOVES run with 12-month inputs including all
days and hours

Time Aggregation

Hour

Geographic Selection

County [FIPS]

Vehicle Selection

All source types
Gasoline, Diesel, CNG, E85

Road Type

All road types including off-network

Pollutants and Processes

All PM2.5 categories, NOX

Database selection

Early NLEV database
PA-Specific CA LEV program database

General Output

Units:
Emission = grams; Distance = miles;
Time = hours; Energy = Million BTU

Output Emissions

Time = Month, Emissions by Process ID, Source Type
and Road Type
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Conformity Analysis Results (Fine Particulate Matter)
Transportation conformity analyses of the current TIP and MTP have been completed for York County.
The analyses were performed according to the requirements of the Federal transportation conformity
rule at 40 CFR Part 93, Subpart A. The analyses utilized the methodologies, assumptions and data as
presented in previous sections. Interagency consultation has been used to determine applicable emission
models, analysis years and emission tests.
Emission Tests
On December 8, 2014 EPA approved the Commonwealth of Pennsylvania’s request to redesignate the
York, PA and Harrisburg-Lebanon-Carlisle-York, PA nonattainment areas to attainment for the 1997 annual
and 2006 24-hour PM2.5 NAAQS. The MVEBs provided in the maintenance plan are shown in Exhibit 10.
E XHIBIT 9: A NNUAL PM2.5 MOTOR VEHICLE EMISSION BUDGETS
2017 Budget
(tons/year)

2025 Budget

PM2.5

192

144

NOx

5,390

3,398

County / Pollutant

(tons/year)

Analysis Years
Section 93.119(g) of the Federal Transportation Conformity Regulations requires that emissions analyses
be conducted for specific analysis years as follows:






A near-term year, one to five years in the future.
The last year of the MPO’s long range plan forecast period.
All established MVEB years.
Attainment year of the standard if within timeframe of TIP and MTP.
An intermediate year or years such that if there are two years in which analysis is performed, the
two analysis years are no more than ten years apart.

All analysis years were determined through the interagency consultation process. Exhibit 11 provides the
analysis years used for this conformity analysis.
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E XHIBIT 10: TRANSPORTATION C ONFORMITY ANALYSIS YEARS
Analysis Year

Description

2024

Last Year of TIP

2025

Budget Year

2035

Interim Year

2045

Last Year of MTP

Components of the PM2.5 Regional Emissions Analysis
PM2.5 can be the result of either direct or indirect emissions. Direct transportation emissions can be the
result of brake or tire-wear, particulates in exhaust emissions, or dust raised by on-road vehicles or
construction equipment. Possible indirect transportation related emissions of PM2.5 include: NH3, NOX,
SOX, and VOC. The EPA has ruled that regional analysis of direct PM2.5 emissions must include both exhaust
and brake/tire-wear emissions. EPA’s current regulations specify that road dust should be included in the
regional analysis of direct PM2.5 emissions only if the EPA or the state air agency have found it to be a
significant contributor to the region’s nonattainment. Neither the EPA nor the state air agency have
determined road dust to be a significant contributor in the nonattainment area for this conformity
determination.
Until a SIP revision is approved proving that NOX is insignificant, EPA’s current regulations state that
indirect PM2.5 emissions must be analyzed for NOX. Conversely, VOC, SOX and NH3 must be analyzed only
if the state(s) or the EPA determines one or more of these pollutants significant. Therefore, NOX is the
only indirect PM2.5 component analyzed for the nonattainment area in this conformity determination.
Regionally Significant Highway Projects
For the purposes of conformity analysis, model highway networks are created for each analysis year. For
the horizon years, regionally significant projects are coded onto the networks. Detailed assessments were
only performed for those new projects which may have a significant effect on emissions in accordance
with 40 CFR Parts 51 and 93. Only those projects which would increase capacity or significantly impact
vehicular speeds were considered. Projects such as bridge replacements and roadway restoration
projects, which constitute the majority of the transportation program, have been excluded from
consideration since they are considered exempt under 40 CFR 93.126-127. A list of highway projects is
shown in Attachment A.
Analysis Results
An emissions analysis has been completed for the 2006 24-hour PM2.5 NAAQS. Forecast years have been
estimated using the procedures and assumptions provide in this conformity report. A detailed emission
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summary is also provided in Attachment B. Example MOVES importer (XML) and run specification (MRS)
files are provided in Attachment C.
Exhibit 13 summarizes the annual PM2.5 and NOX emissions. Emissions are compared against the available
2017 and 2025 SIP MVEBs listed in Exhibit 10. The results illustrate that projected emissions are below
the applicable MVEBs.
Exhibit 11: A NNUAL PM2.5 EMISSION A NALYSIS RESULTS AND CONFORMITY TEST
(Annual)

Pollutant

2024
(tons/year)

2025
(tons/year)

2035
(tons/year)

2045
(tons/year)

PM2.5

87

82

56

50

NOX

2,054

1,862

1,020

874

MVEB - PM2.5

192

144

144

144

MVEB - NOX

5,390

3,398

3,398

3,398

Conformity Result

Pass

Pass

Pass

Pass

Conformity Analysis Results (Ozone)
On November 29, 2018, EPA issued Transportation Conformity Guidance for the South Coast II Court
Decision1(EPA-420-B-18-050, November 2018) that addresses how transportation conformity
determinations can be made in areas that were nonattainment or maintenance for the 1997 ozone NAAQS
when the 1997 ozone NAAQS was revoked, but were designated attainment for the 2008 ozone NAAQS
in EPA’s original designations for this NAAQS (May 21, 2012).
The transportation conformity regulation at 40 CFR 93.109 sets forth the criteria and procedures for
determining conformity. The conformity criteria include: latest planning assumptions (93.110), latest
emissions model (93.111), consultation (93.112), transportation control measures (93.113(b) and (c), and
emissions budget and/or interim emissions (93.118 and/or 93.119).
For the 1997 ozone NAAQS areas, transportation conformity for the 1997 ozone NAAQS can be
demonstrated without a regional emissions analysis, per 40 CFR 93.109(c). This provision states that the
regional emissions analysis requirement applies one year after the effective date of EPA’s nonattainment
designation for a NAAQS and until the effective date of revocation of such NAAQS for an area. The 1997
ozone NAAQS revocation was effective on April 6, 2015, and the South Coast II court upheld the
revocation. As no regional emission analysis is required for this conformity determination, there is no
requirement to use the latest emissions model, or budget or interim emissions tests.

1

Available from https://www.epa.gov/state-and-local-transportation/policy-and-technical-guidance-state-and-local-transportation
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Therefore, transportation conformity for the 1997 ozone NAAQS can be demonstrated by showing the
remaining requirements in Table 1 in 40 CFR 93.109 have been met. These requirements, which are laid
out in Section 2.4 of EPA’s guidance and addressed below, include:





Latest planning assumptions (93.110)
Consultation (93.112)
Transportation Control Measures (93.113)
Fiscal constraint (93.108)

The use of latest planning assumptions in 40 CFR 93.110 of the conformity rule generally applies to a
regional emissions analysis. In the 1997 ozone NAAQS areas, the use of latest planning assumptions
requirement applies to assumptions about transportation control measures (TCMs) in an approved SIP.
However, the York County SIP maintenance plan does not include any TCMs. All remaining requirements
are addressed in the conformity determination section of this document.

Conformity Determination
Financial Constraint
The planning regulations, Sections 450.322(b)(11) and 450.324(e), require the transportation plan to be
financially constrained while the existing transportation system is being adequately operated and
maintained. Only projects for which construction and operating funds are reasonably expected to be
available are included. The YAMPO, in conjunction with PennDOT, FHWA and FTA, has developed an
estimate of the cost to maintain and operate existing roads, bridges and transit systems in the York MPO
Area and have compared the cost with the estimated revenues and maintenance needs of the new roads
over the same period. The TIP and MTP have been determined to be financially constrained.
Public Participation
The TIP and MTP have undergone the public participation requirements as well as the comment and
response requirements according to the procedures established in compliance with 23 CFR part 450, the
YAMPO Public Participation Plan, and Pennsylvania's Conformity SIP. The draft document was made
available for a 30-day public review and public meeting.
Conformity Statement
The conformity rule requires that the TIP and MTP conform to the applicable SIP(s) and be adopted by the
MPO/RPO before any federal agency may approve, accept, or fund projects. Conformity is determined by
applying criteria outlined in the transportation conformity regulations to the analysis.
The TIP and MTP for the York MPO Area are found to conform to the applicable air quality SIP(s) or EPA
conformity requirements. This finding of conformity positively reflects on the efforts of the YAMPO and
its partners in meeting the regional air quality goals, while maintaining and building an effective
transportation system.
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Resources
MOVES Model
Modeling Page within EPA’s Office of Mobile Sources Website contains a downloadable model, MOVES
users guide and other information. See (http://www.epa.gov/omswww/models.htm)
Policy Guidance on the Use of MOVES2014 for State Implementation Plan Development, Transportation
Conformity, and Other Purposes, US EPA Office of Air and Radiation, EPA-420-B-14-008, July 2014.
MOVES2014a User Guide, US EPA Office of Transportation and Air Quality, EPA-420-B-15-095, November
2015.
MOVES2014 and MOVES2014a, and MOVES2014b Technical Guidance: Using MOVES to Prepare
Emission Inventories for State Implementation Plans and Transportation Conformity. US EPA
Assessment and Standard Division, Office of Transportation and Air Quality, EPA-420-B-18-039,
August 2018.

Traffic Engineering
Highway Capacity Manual, fifth edition (HCM2010), Transportation Research Board, presents current
knowledge and techniques for analyzing the transportation system.
Traffic Data Collection and Factor Development Report, 2014 Data, Pennsylvania Department of
Transportation, Bureau of Planning and Research.
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Highway Vehicle Emissions Analysis Glossary
AADT: Average Annual Daily Traffic, average of ALL days.
CAA: Clean Air Act as amended.
CARB: California Air Resources Board.
CFR: Code of Federal Regulations.
County Data Manager (CDM): User interface developed to simplify importing specific local data for a single county
or a user-defined custom domain without requiring direct interaction with the underlying MySQL database in the
MOVES emission model.
Emission rate or factor: Expresses the amount of pollution emitted per unit of activity. For highway vehicles, this is
usually expressed in grams of pollutant emitted per mile driven.
FC: Functional code. Applied to road segments to identify their type (freeway, local, etc.).
FHWA: Federal Highway Administration.
FR: Federal Register.
FTA: Federal Transit Administration.
Growth factor: Factor used to convert volumes to future years.
HPMS: Highway Performance Monitoring System.
I/M: Vehicle emissions inspection/maintenance programs are required in certain areas of the country. The
programs ensure that vehicle emission controls are in good working order throughout the life of the vehicle. The
programs require vehicles to be tested for emissions. Most vehicles that do not pass must be repaired.
MOVES: Motor Vehicle Emission Simulator. The latest model EPA has developed to estimate emissions from
highway vehicles.
MVEB: motor vehicle emissions budget.
Pattern data: Extrapolations of traffic patterns (such as how traffic volume on road segment types varies by time of
day, or what kinds of vehicles tend to use a road segment type) from segments with observed data to similar
segments.
PPSUITE: Post-Processor for Air Quality. A set of programs that estimate speeds and prepares MOVES inputs and
processes MOVES outputs.
Road Type: Functional code, applied in data management to road segments to identify their type (rural/urban
highways, rural/urban arterials, etc.).
RMS: Roadway Management System.
Source Type: One of thirteen vehicle types used in MOVES modeling.
VHT: Vehicle hours traveled.
VMT: Vehicle miles traveled. In modeling terms, it is the simulated traffic volumes multiplied by link length.
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ATTACHMENT A
Project List
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The following York County 2021-2024 TIP and 2045 MTP air quality significant highway projects are
included in the conformity analysis:
MPMS #

Project Name

Description

Air Quality Significant Projects on 2021-2024 TIP
North York Widening
#3 (Exit 21 & 22)

Bridge Replacements, Reconstructing, Widening and Interchange
Improvements on I-83 Exit 21 and Exit 22 Interchanges in Springettsbury,
Spring Garden and Manchester Townships and North York Borough, York
County.

112549

North York Widening
#1 (Exit 19)

Reconstruction, Widening and Bridge Replacements and Exit 19 Interchange
Improvements from I-83 from 1/2 mile North of Exit 18 to I-83 over Eberts
Lane in Springettsbury
and Spring Garden Township, York County.

112550

North York Widening
#2 (Codorus Creek
Bridge)

Bridge Replacement, Reconstruction and Widening on I-83 from Mill Creek to
I-83 over the Codorus Creek in Springettsbury and Spring Garden Township,
York County.

Blue-Gray Highway
Reconstruction

This project consists of US Route 15 reconstruction from Range End
Road/Golf Course Road north into Cumberland County. Work also includes
the replacement of bridge over Yellow Breeches Creek in Carroll Township,
Dillsburg Borough in York County and Upper Allen Township, Cumberland
County.

95357

CMP Signal Timing

The project is geared to help local municipalities with traffic signal
improvements through upgrades to existing signal equipment, optimizing
traffic signal timing, and improved traffic signal maintenance and
coordination. Improvements will be based on the annual Congestion
Management Process (CMP) Report that identifies key corridors and
intersections on various state roads in York County.

110480

PA462 and PA624
Intersection

This project consists of intersection improvements at SR 462 and SR 624
(Hellam Street) in Wrightsville Borough, York County. This project will be
evaluated for signal improvements, reconfiguration and a potential
roundabout.

116004

Transportation
Enhancement SR 238

This project consists of reducing congestion by extending the right turn lane
for WB Church Road at the intersection of Church Rd (PA 238) and N
Susquehanna Trl (SR 4005) in Manchester Township, York County.

Traffic System
Management SR 30

This project consists of upgrade to signal controllers to allow for
command/control functionality and Automated Traffic Signal Performance
Measures on US 30 (York County). This would include approximately 10
signalized intersections, which are: Kenneth Rd; Roosevelt Ave; Fairlane Dr;
Pennsylvania Ave; W 11th Ave; N George St; Toronita St; Eden Rd; N Sherman
St; N Hills Rd.

92924

92923

116008
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Air Quality Significant Projects on 2025-2045 MTP

MTP
Project

North George Street
and Emig Road
Intersection

This project focuses on providing additional capacity at the North George /
Emig Road intersection by adding additional turn lanes, making the roadway
oneway, or by diverting traffic through additional roadway connections. The
northern diversion alternative option diverts traffic away from the study
intersection by reconstructing the connection at Church Road (SR 0238) to
the north. This diversion would provide a direct route for traffic to and from
the industrial land uses and other points east of the study intersection from I83 via Church Road (SR 0238). The new leg of Church Road would cross the
Norfolk Southern railroad and form a fifth leg of the intersection of N. George
Street (SR 0181), Church Road (SR 0238) and Starview Road (SR 1018).

MTP
Project
(MPMS #
116001)

Bull (SR 4001) and
Canal (SR 0921)
Intersection

This project consists of reducing the congestion by evaluating the installation
of a traffic signal or a roundabout at the intersection of E Canal Road (SR
0921) and Bull Road (SR 4001) in Conewago and Dover Townships, York
County.

George and Main St
(616)

This project consists of reducing the congestion by evaluating traffic signal
timing/phasing or a roundabout at the intersection of Main Street (SR 616)
and E George Street (SR 3042) in New Salem Borough, York County. The
roundabout alternative replaces the signalized intersection with a
roundabout. A roundabout may improve the operation of the intersection by
providing more opportunities for left turns.

MTP
Project

Memory Lane and
Industrial Highway

This project consists of reducing the congestion by evaluating turning lanes
and other roadway widening at the Memory Lane and Industrial Highway
intersection in Springettsbury Township. The added lanes could include a
second through lane northbound on Memory Lane (SR 2005). This alternative
would investigate the feasibility of extending the existing second through
lane north to the signalized intersection of Memory Lane and the CAT
Logistics and YBC properties, and to as far south as Market Street (SR 0462).

MTP
Project

Eisenhower/
Moulstown Road
and Broadway (SR
194)

Several alternatives are being evaluated to improve congestion at the
intersection of Eisenhower/Moulstown Road and Broadway. The alternatives
include construction of a roundabout, additional turn lanes, or the
construction of a new connector road north and east of the intersection
around the UTZ factory connecting Broadway (SR 0194) and Moulstown Road
(SR 3072).

MTP
Project

Seven Valleys Road
(SR 616)/Green
Valley Road (SR
3041)

Several alternatives are being evaluated to improve congestion at the
intersection of Seven Valleys Road and Green Valley Road. The alternatives
include construction of a roundabout, realignment of Green Valley Road, and
the installation of a new traffic signal.

US 30/Big Mount Rd
Safety
Improvements

The project consists of improvement to address the safety concerns. The
approve concept will include realigning the intersection; improve sight
distance; and includes signage and pavement markings, but does not include
a signal (not warranted) or a roundabout at this time. In addition, the
realignment of the intersection should be designed to accommodate a
roundabout in the future if needed in Jackson Township, York County.

MTP
Project
(MPMS #
116002)

MTP
Project
(MPMS #
61326)
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MTP
Project

US 15 Franklin
Church Road
Interchange

As part of the US 15 crossing study, several alternative safety improvements
are being evaluated. This project includes the development of a new
interchange with Franklin Church Road in Dillsburg.

MTP
Project

I-83 Exit 26 New
Interchange

This project will be based on the results of the current Point of Access study.
The project assumes construction of a new interchange on I-83 at Canal Road.

MTP
Project

I-83 Exit 24 SB
Improvements

This project includes signal and ramp improvements at I-83 Exit 24. The
improvements include ramp realignment and potential capacity
improvements.

MTP
Project

Susquehanna Trail
and Church Road

This project includes an updated traffic signal and optimizing timings at the
intersection. The project may include an exclusive right‐turn lane along WB
Church Road.
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ATTACHMENT B
Detailed Emission Results*

*All table values and totals have been estimated from the MOVES detailed output and rounded to 1-2
decimal points. Due to rounding, individual table entries may not add exactly to the total
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Detailed Emission Results for Annual PM2.5 Analysis
2024 Annual PM2.5 by Road Type
County

Road Type

Off-Network
Rural Restricted
Rural UnRestricted
Urban Restricted
Urban UnRestricted
Subtotal

York

Annual VMT

Emissions (Tons/Year)

Speed
(mph)

N/A
179,557,675
674,607,771
960,006,384
1,732,866,635
3,547,038,465

NOx

N/A
64.2
42.1
59.4
32.2

694.61
96.08
224.60
487.60
551.45
2,054.35

17.13
3.72
11.80
20.24
34.27
87.15

0.00

0.00

2,054.35
1,863,674

87.15
79,065

Off-Model Project
Emission Benefits
Region Total

3,547,038,465
(Kg/Year)

PM2.5

2024 Annual PM2.5 by Source Type
County

Source Type

Emissions (Tons/Year)

Annual VMT

NOx
Motorcycle
Passenger Car
Passenger Truck
Light Commercial Truck
Intercity Bus
Transit Bus
School Bus
Refuse Truck
Single Unit Short-haul Truck
Single Unit Long-haul Truck
Motor Home
Combination Short-haul Truck
Combination Long-haul Truck
Subtotal

York

22,194,139
1,761,044,348
1,124,338,080
289,505,911
441,975
6,048,628
2,225,487
5,754,659
120,385,533
6,767,312
4,420,202
49,355,238
154,556,952
3,547,038,465

18.58
271.93
609.83
175.42
2.37
20.62
6.40
13.34
134.57
7.90
12.88
116.02
664.48
2,054.35

0.64
20.25
23.65
6.41
0.10
0.54
0.37
0.54
5.96
0.37
0.58
4.36
23.40
87.15

0.00

0.00

2,054.35
1,863,674

87.15
79,065

Off-Model Project
Emission Benefits
Region Total

3,547,038,465
(Kg/Year)

PM2.5

2024 Annual PM2.5 by Emission Process
County

Emission Process

Emissions (Tons/Year)
NOx

York

Running Exhaust
Start Exhaust
Brakewear
Tirewear
Evap Permeation
Evap Fuel Vapor Venting
Evap Fuel Leaks
Crankcase Running Exhaust
Crankcase Start Exhaust
Crankcase Extended Idle Exhaust
Extended Idle Exhaust
Auxiliary Power Exhaust
Subtotal

Off-Model Project
Emission Benefits
Region Total
(Kg/Year)

Air Quality Conformity Report

PM2.5

1,359.32
561.07
0.00
0.00
0.00
0.00
0.00
0.42
0.03
0.02
128.08
5.42
2,054.35

43.87
15.84
13.68
6.10
0.00
0.00
0.00
6.38
0.15
0.18
0.64
0.31
87.15

0.00

0.00

2,054.35
1,863,674

87.15
79,065
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2025 Annual PM2.5 by Road Type
County

Road Type

Off-Network
Rural Restricted
Rural UnRestricted
Urban Restricted
Urban UnRestricted
Subtotal

York

Annual VMT

Emissions (Tons/Year)

Speed
(mph)

N/A
181,799,522
680,320,884
966,439,235
1,755,465,806
3,584,025,448

NOx

N/A
64.2
42.0
59.4
32.1

640.07
87.05
200.93
439.10
494.95
1,862.10

16.32
3.45
11.09
18.71
32.75
82.32

0.00

0.00

1,862.10
1,689,268

82.32
74,679

Off-Model Project
Emission Benefits
Region Total

3,584,025,448
(Kg/Year)

PM2.5

2025 Annual PM2.5 by Source Type
County

Source Type

Emissions (Tons/Year)

Annual VMT

NOx

York

Motorcycle
Passenger Car
Passenger Truck
Light Commercial Truck
Intercity Bus
Transit Bus
School Bus
Refuse Truck
Single Unit Short-haul Truck
Single Unit Long-haul Truck
Motor Home
Combination Short-haul Truck
Combination Long-haul Truck
Subtotal

22,427,920
1,779,592,138
1,136,182,630
292,557,792
441,917
6,113,972
2,243,535
5,804,321
121,538,309
6,820,142
4,463,034
49,826,159
156,013,577
3,584,025,448

18.71
255.56
527.40
154.18
2.17
18.67
5.86
12.14
124.42
7.34
12.15
106.61
616.88
1,862.10

0.65
19.87
22.78
6.20
0.09
0.49
0.33
0.48
5.45
0.33
0.54
3.95
21.16
82.32

0.00

0.00

1,862.10
1,689,268

82.32
74,679

Off-Model Project
Emission Benefits
Region Total

3,584,025,448
(Kg/Year)

PM2.5

2025 Annual PM2.5 by Emission Process
County

Emission Process

Emissions (Tons/Year)
NOx

York

Running Exhaust
Start Exhaust
Brakewear
Tirewear
Evap Permeation
Evap Fuel Vapor Venting
Evap Fuel Leaks
Crankcase Running Exhaust
Crankcase Start Exhaust
Crankcase Extended Idle Exhaust
Extended Idle Exhaust
Auxiliary Power Exhaust
Subtotal

Off-Model Project
Emission Benefits
Region Total
(Kg/Year)
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1,221.68
506.58
0.00
0.00
0.00
0.00
0.00
0.34
0.02
0.02
127.75
5.69
1,862.10

40.07
15.11
13.92
6.17
0.00
0.00
0.00
5.85
0.15
0.16
0.57
0.33
82.32

0.00

0.00

1,862.10
1,689,268

82.32
74,679
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2035 Annual PM2.5 by Road Type
County

Road Type

Off-Network
Rural Restricted
Rural UnRestricted
Urban Restricted
Urban UnRestricted
Subtotal

York

Emissions (Tons/Year)

Speed
(mph)

Annual VMT

N/A
208,909,904
706,910,864
1,050,150,837
1,975,004,550
3,940,976,155

NOx

N/A
64.2
41.6
59.1
30.8

398.09
48.64
94.21
231.20
248.05
1,020.19

10.66
2.00
7.27
10.54
25.06
55.53

0.00

0.00

1,020.19
925,505

55.53
50,379

Off-Model Project
Emission Benefits
Region Total

PM2.5

3,940,976,155
(Kg/Year)

2035 Annual PM2.5 by Source Type
County

Source Type

Emissions (Tons/Year)

Annual VMT

NOx
Motorcycle
Passenger Car
Passenger Truck
Light Commercial Truck
Intercity Bus
Transit Bus
School Bus
Refuse Truck
Single Unit Short-haul Truck
Single Unit Long-haul Truck
Motor Home
Combination Short-haul Truck
Combination Long-haul Truck
Subtotal

York

24,671,631
1,957,621,628
1,249,845,090
321,828,220
489,967
6,755,264
2,400,876
6,356,141
133,133,475
7,486,780
4,888,826
54,579,257
170,919,000
3,940,976,155

20.20
151.03
199.12
57.84
0.93
8.82
2.38
8.74
88.45
5.45
5.81
75.28
396.14
1,020.19

0.69
15.90
17.11
4.47
0.04
0.26
0.09
0.32
3.87
0.22
0.28
2.50
9.80
55.53

0.00

0.00

1,020.19
925,505

55.53
50,379

Off-Model Project
Emission Benefits
Region Total

3,940,976,155
(Kg/Year)

PM2.5

2035 Annual PM2.5 by Emission Process
County

Emission Process

Emissions (Tons/Year)
NOx

York

Running Exhaust
Start Exhaust
Brakewear
Tirewear
Evap Permeation
Evap Fuel Vapor Venting
Evap Fuel Leaks
Crankcase Running Exhaust
Crankcase Start Exhaust
Crankcase Extended Idle Exhaust
Extended Idle Exhaust
Auxiliary Power Exhaust
Subtotal

Off-Model Project
Emission Benefits
Region Total
(Kg/Year)

Air Quality Conformity Report

PM2.5

622.09
255.12
0.00
0.00
0.00
0.00
0.00
0.02
0.01
0.00
135.16
7.79
1,020.19

18.62
9.84
16.01
6.84
0.00
0.00
0.00
3.41
0.09
0.10
0.17
0.45
55.53

0.00

0.00

1,020.19
925,505

55.53
50,379
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2045 Annual PM2.5 by Road Type
County

York

Road Type

Off-Network
Rural Restricted
Rural UnRestricted
Urban Restricted
Urban UnRestricted
Subtotal

Emissions (Tons/Year)

Speed
(mph)

Annual VMT

N/A
118,693,609
772,064,919
1,240,606,847
2,157,493,838
4,288,859,212

NOx

N/A
64.1
41.2
59.3
29.4

295.72
24.12
86.39
239.18
228.50
873.90

5.92
0.94
7.02
10.41
25.29
49.57

0.00

0.00

873.90
792,793

49.57
44,971

Off-Model Project
Emission Benefits
Region Total

4,288,859,212
(Kg/Year)

PM2.5

2045 Annual PM2.5 by Source Type
County

Source Type

Emissions (Tons/Year)

Annual VMT

NOx
Motorcycle
Passenger Car
Passenger Truck
Light Commercial Truck
Intercity Bus
Transit Bus
School Bus
Refuse Truck
Single Unit Short-haul Truck
Single Unit Long-haul Truck
Motor Home
Combination Short-haul Truck
Combination Long-haul Truck
Subtotal

York

26,862,427
2,131,454,586
1,360,827,030
350,407,549
529,691
7,325,180
2,583,289
6,885,448
144,258,703
8,104,354
5,295,808
59,144,693
185,180,454
4,288,859,212

Off-Model Project
Emission Benefits
Region Total

4,288,859,212
(Kg/Year)

PM2.5

21.90
135.38
131.58
39.68
0.68
8.94
2.20
9.42
94.06
5.82
3.90
80.35
339.99
873.90

0.76
14.39
12.98
3.57
0.02
0.27
0.08
0.35
4.23
0.24
0.20
2.69
9.80
49.57

0.00

0.00

873.90
792,793

49.57
44,971

2045 Annual PM2.5 by Emission Process
County

Emission Process

Emissions (Tons/Year)
NOx

York

Running Exhaust
Start Exhaust
Brakewear
Tirewear
Evap Permeation
Evap Fuel Vapor Venting
Evap Fuel Leaks
Crankcase Running Exhaust
Crankcase Start Exhaust
Crankcase Extended Idle Exhaust
Extended Idle Exhaust
Auxiliary Power Exhaust
Subtotal

Off-Model Project
Emission Benefits
Region Total
(Kg/Year)
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578.18
215.19
0.00
0.00
0.00
0.00
0.00
0.00
0.01
0.00
76.05
4.47
873.90

14.38
5.46
18.23
7.50
0.00
0.00
0.00
3.54
0.06
0.05
0.09
0.26
49.57

0.00

0.00

873.90
792,793

49.57
44,971
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ATTACHMENT C
Sample MOVES Data Importer (XML) Input File
and
Run Specification (MRS) Input File
(Sample for 2024 July Weekday and Annual Runs)
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MOVES County Data Manager Importer File – July Weekday Run (MOVESIMPORTER.XML)
<moves>
<importer mode="county" >
<filters>
<geographicselections>
<geographicselection type="COUNTY" key="42133" description="PENNSYLVANIA - YORK County"/>
</geographicselections>
<timespan>
<year key="2024"/>
<month id="07"/>
<day id="2"/>
<day id="5"/>
<beginhour id="1"/>
<endhour id="24"/>
<aggregateBy key="Hour"/>
</timespan>
<onroadvehicleselections>
<onroadvehicleselection fueltypeid="2" fueltypedesc="Diesel Fuel" sourcetypeid="62" sourcetypename="Combination Long-haul
Truck"/>
<onroadvehicleselection fueltypeid="2" fueltypedesc="Diesel Fuel" sourcetypeid="61" sourcetypename="Combination Short-haul
Truck"/>
<onroadvehicleselection fueltypeid="2" fueltypedesc="Diesel Fuel" sourcetypeid="41" sourcetypename="Intercity Bus"/>
<onroadvehicleselection fueltypeid="2" fueltypedesc="Diesel Fuel" sourcetypeid="32" sourcetypename="Light Commercial Truck"/>
<onroadvehicleselection fueltypeid="2" fueltypedesc="Diesel Fuel" sourcetypeid="54" sourcetypename="Motor Home"/>
<onroadvehicleselection fueltypeid="2" fueltypedesc="Diesel Fuel" sourcetypeid="11" sourcetypename="Motorcycle"/>
<onroadvehicleselection fueltypeid="2" fueltypedesc="Diesel Fuel" sourcetypeid="21" sourcetypename="Passenger Car"/>
<onroadvehicleselection fueltypeid="2" fueltypedesc="Diesel Fuel" sourcetypeid="31" sourcetypename="Passenger Truck"/>
<onroadvehicleselection fueltypeid="2" fueltypedesc="Diesel Fuel" sourcetypeid="51" sourcetypename="Refuse Truck"/>
<onroadvehicleselection fueltypeid="2" fueltypedesc="Diesel Fuel" sourcetypeid="43" sourcetypename="School Bus"/>
<onroadvehicleselection fueltypeid="2" fueltypedesc="Diesel Fuel" sourcetypeid="53" sourcetypename="Single Unit Long-haul
Truck"/>
<onroadvehicleselection fueltypeid="2" fueltypedesc="Diesel Fuel" sourcetypeid="52" sourcetypename="Single Unit Short-haul
Truck"/>
<onroadvehicleselection fueltypeid="2" fueltypedesc="Diesel Fuel" sourcetypeid="42" sourcetypename="Transit Bus"/>
<onroadvehicleselection fueltypeid="1" fueltypedesc="Gasoline" sourcetypeid="62" sourcetypename="Combination Long-haul
Truck"/>
<onroadvehicleselection fueltypeid="1" fueltypedesc="Gasoline" sourcetypeid="61" sourcetypename="Combination Short-haul
Truck"/>
<onroadvehicleselection fueltypeid="1" fueltypedesc="Gasoline" sourcetypeid="41" sourcetypename="Intercity Bus"/>
<onroadvehicleselection fueltypeid="1" fueltypedesc="Gasoline" sourcetypeid="32" sourcetypename="Light Commercial Truck"/>
<onroadvehicleselection fueltypeid="1" fueltypedesc="Gasoline" sourcetypeid="54" sourcetypename="Motor Home"/>
<onroadvehicleselection fueltypeid="1" fueltypedesc="Gasoline" sourcetypeid="11" sourcetypename="Motorcycle"/>
<onroadvehicleselection fueltypeid="1" fueltypedesc="Gasoline" sourcetypeid="21" sourcetypename="Passenger Car"/>
<onroadvehicleselection fueltypeid="1" fueltypedesc="Gasoline" sourcetypeid="31" sourcetypename="Passenger Truck"/>
<onroadvehicleselection fueltypeid="1" fueltypedesc="Gasoline" sourcetypeid="51" sourcetypename="Refuse Truck"/>
<onroadvehicleselection fueltypeid="1" fueltypedesc="Gasoline" sourcetypeid="43" sourcetypename="School Bus"/>
<onroadvehicleselection fueltypeid="1" fueltypedesc="Gasoline" sourcetypeid="53" sourcetypename="Single Unit Long-haul Truck"/>
<onroadvehicleselection fueltypeid="1" fueltypedesc="Gasoline" sourcetypeid="52" sourcetypename="Single Unit Short-haul Truck"/>
<onroadvehicleselection fueltypeid="1" fueltypedesc="Gasoline" sourcetypeid="42" sourcetypename="Transit Bus"/>
<onroadvehicleselection fueltypeid="3" fueltypedesc="Compressed Natural Gas (CNG)" sourcetypeid="62"
sourcetypename="Combination Long-haul Truck"/>
<onroadvehicleselection fueltypeid="3" fueltypedesc="Compressed Natural Gas (CNG)" sourcetypeid="61"
sourcetypename="Combination Short-haul Truck"/>
<onroadvehicleselection fueltypeid="3" fueltypedesc="Compressed Natural Gas (CNG)" sourcetypeid="41"
sourcetypename="Intercity Bus"/>
<onroadvehicleselection fueltypeid="3" fueltypedesc="Compressed Natural Gas (CNG)" sourcetypeid="32" sourcetypename="Light
Commercial Truck"/>
<onroadvehicleselection fueltypeid="3" fueltypedesc="Compressed Natural Gas (CNG)" sourcetypeid="54" sourcetypename="Motor
Home"/>
<onroadvehicleselection fueltypeid="3" fueltypedesc="Compressed Natural Gas (CNG)" sourcetypeid="11"
sourcetypename="Motorcycle"/>
<onroadvehicleselection fueltypeid="3" fueltypedesc="Compressed Natural Gas (CNG)" sourcetypeid="21"
sourcetypename="Passenger Car"/>
<onroadvehicleselection fueltypeid="3" fueltypedesc="Compressed Natural Gas (CNG)" sourcetypeid="31"
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sourcetypename="Passenger Truck"/>
<onroadvehicleselection fueltypeid="3" fueltypedesc="Compressed Natural Gas (CNG)" sourcetypeid="51" sourcetypename="Refuse
Truck"/>
<onroadvehicleselection fueltypeid="3" fueltypedesc="Compressed Natural Gas (CNG)" sourcetypeid="43" sourcetypename="School
Bus"/>
<onroadvehicleselection fueltypeid="3" fueltypedesc="Compressed Natural Gas (CNG)" sourcetypeid="53" sourcetypename="Single
Unit Long-haul Truck"/>
<onroadvehicleselection fueltypeid="3" fueltypedesc="Compressed Natural Gas (CNG)" sourcetypeid="52" sourcetypename="Single
Unit Short-haul Truck"/>
<onroadvehicleselection fueltypeid="3" fueltypedesc="Compressed Natural Gas (CNG)" sourcetypeid="42" sourcetypename="Transit
Bus"/>
<onroadvehicleselection fueltypeid="5" fueltypedesc="Ethanol (E-85)" sourcetypeid="62" sourcetypename="Combination Long-haul
Truck"/>
<onroadvehicleselection fueltypeid="5" fueltypedesc="Ethanol (E-85)" sourcetypeid="61" sourcetypename="Combination Short-haul
Truck"/>
<onroadvehicleselection fueltypeid="5" fueltypedesc="Ethanol (E-85)" sourcetypeid="41" sourcetypename="Intercity Bus"/>
<onroadvehicleselection fueltypeid="5" fueltypedesc="Ethanol (E-85)" sourcetypeid="32" sourcetypename="Light Commercial
Truck"/>
<onroadvehicleselection fueltypeid="5" fueltypedesc="Ethanol (E-85)" sourcetypeid="54" sourcetypename="Motor Home"/>
<onroadvehicleselection fueltypeid="5" fueltypedesc="Ethanol (E-85)" sourcetypeid="11" sourcetypename="Motorcycle"/>
<onroadvehicleselection fueltypeid="5" fueltypedesc="Ethanol (E-85)" sourcetypeid="21" sourcetypename="Passenger Car"/>
<onroadvehicleselection fueltypeid="5" fueltypedesc="Ethanol (E-85)" sourcetypeid="31" sourcetypename="Passenger Truck"/>
<onroadvehicleselection fueltypeid="5" fueltypedesc="Ethanol (E-85)" sourcetypeid="51" sourcetypename="Refuse Truck"/>
<onroadvehicleselection fueltypeid="5" fueltypedesc="Ethanol (E-85)" sourcetypeid="43" sourcetypename="School Bus"/>
<onroadvehicleselection fueltypeid="5" fueltypedesc="Ethanol (E-85)" sourcetypeid="53" sourcetypename="Single Unit Long-haul
Truck"/>
<onroadvehicleselection fueltypeid="5" fueltypedesc="Ethanol (E-85)" sourcetypeid="52" sourcetypename="Single Unit Short-haul
Truck"/>
<onroadvehicleselection fueltypeid="5" fueltypedesc="Ethanol (E-85)" sourcetypeid="42" sourcetypename="Transit Bus"/>
</onroadvehicleselections>
<offroadvehicleselections>
</offroadvehicleselections>
<offroadvehiclesccs>
</offroadvehiclesccs>
<roadtypes>
<roadtype roadtypeid="1" roadtypename="Off-Network"/>
<roadtype roadtypeid="2" roadtypename="Rural Restricted Access"/>
<roadtype roadtypeid="3" roadtypename="Rural Unrestricted Access"/>
<roadtype roadtypeid="4" roadtypename="Urban Restricted Access"/>
<roadtype roadtypeid="5" roadtypename="Urban Unrestricted Access"/>
</roadtypes>
</filters>
<databaseselection servername="localhost" databasename="42133_2024_07_05_2024_Julwkd_OZ_mi"/>
<agedistribution>
<description><![CDATA[]]></description>
<parts>
<sourceTypeAgeDistribution>
<filename>C:\SCRM_MOVES\IN_AQ\MOVES\AgeDistribution\MOVES2014a\17Reg_RepCty\2024\42011_2024_SourceTypeAgeDistribution.csv
</filename>
</sourceTypeAgeDistribution>
</parts>
</agedistribution>
<avgspeeddistribution>
<description><![CDATA[]]></description>
<parts>
<avgSpeedDistribution>
<filename>C:\SCRM_MOVES\Run24_Julwkd_YorkHBG\\\AQ\JULY\\\\42133_2024_07_05_2024_Julwkd_OZ\CDM\avgSpeedDistribution.csv</fil
ename>
</avgSpeedDistribution>
</parts>
</avgspeeddistribution>
<imcoverage>
<description><![CDATA[]]></description>
<parts>
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<imcoverage>
<filename>C:\SCRM_MOVES\IN_AQ\MOVES\IM\MOVES2014a\42000_2024_IMCoverage.csv</filename>
</imcoverage>
</parts>
</imcoverage>
<fuel>
<description><![CDATA[]]></description>
<parts>
<FuelSupply>
<filename>C:\SCRM_MOVES\IN_AQ\MOVES\Fuel\MOVES2014a\42000_fuelsupply_14a_PGH_RVP10.csv</filename>
</FuelSupply>
<FuelFormulation>
<filename>C:\SCRM_MOVES\IN_AQ\MOVES\Fuel\MOVES2014a\42000_FuelFormulation_14a_PGH_RVP10.csv</filename>
</FuelFormulation>
<FuelUsageFraction>
<filename>C:\SCRM_MOVES\IN_AQ\MOVES\Fuel\MOVES2014a\MOVESDefaults\42000_FuelUsageFraction_14a.csv</filename>
</FuelUsageFraction>
<AVFT>
<filename></filename>
</AVFT>
</parts>
</fuel>
<zonemonthhour>
<description><![CDATA[]]></description>
<parts>
<zoneMonthHour>
<filename>C:\SCRM_MOVES\IN_AQ\MOVES\Meteorology\2008\42133_2008_met.csv</filename>
</zoneMonthHour>
</parts>
</zonemonthhour>
<roadtypedistribution>
<description><![CDATA[]]></description>
<parts>
<roadTypeDistribution>
<filename>C:\SCRM_MOVES\Run24_Julwkd_YorkHBG\\\AQ\JULY\\\\42133_2024_07_05_2024_Julwkd_OZ\CDM\roadTypeDistribution.csv</fil
ename>
</roadTypeDistribution>
</parts>
</roadtypedistribution>
<sourcetypepopulation>
<description><![CDATA[]]></description>
<parts>
<sourceTypeYear>
<filename>C:\SCRM_MOVES\Run24_Julwkd_YorkHBG\\\AQ\JULY\\\\42133_2024_07_05_2024_Julwkd_OZ\CDM\SourceTypePopulation.csv</f
ilename>
</sourceTypeYear>
</parts>
</sourcetypepopulation>
<rampfraction>
<description><![CDATA[]]></description>
<parts>
<roadType>
<filename>C:\SCRM_MOVES\IN_AQ\MOVES\RampFraction\rampfraction_defaults.csv</filename>
</roadType>
</parts>
</rampfraction>
<vehicletypevmt>
<description><![CDATA[]]></description>
<parts>
<hpmsVTypeYear>
<filename>C:\SCRM_MOVES\Run24_Julwkd_YorkHBG\\\AQ\JULY\\\\42133_2024_07_05_2024_Julwkd_OZ\CDM\hpmsVTypeYear.csv</filena
me>
</hpmsVTypeYear>
<monthvmtfraction>
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<filename>C:\SCRM_MOVES\IN_AQ\MOVES\MonthDayHourFractions\2017_MonthFraction\42133_2017_MonthVMTFraction.csv</filename>
</monthvmtfraction>
<dayvmtfraction>
<filename>C:\SCRM_MOVES\IN_AQ\MOVES\MonthDayHourFractions\2017_DayFraction\42133_2017_dayvmtfraction.csv</filename>
</dayvmtfraction>
<hourvmtfraction>
<filename>C:\SCRM_MOVES\Run24_Julwkd_YorkHBG\\\AQ\JULY\\\\42133_2024_07_05_2024_Julwkd_OZ\CDM\hourvmtfraction.csv</filena
me>
</hourvmtfraction>
</parts>
</vehicletypevmt>
<starts>
<description><![CDATA[]]></description>
<parts>
<startsPerDay>
<filename></filename>
</startsPerDay>
<startsHourFraction>
<filename></filename>
</startsHourFraction>
<startsSourceTypeFraction>
<filename></filename>
</startsSourceTypeFraction>
<startsMonthAdjust>
<filename></filename>
</startsMonthAdjust>
<importStartsOpModeDistribution>
<filename></filename>
</importStartsOpModeDistribution>
<Starts>
<filename></filename>
</Starts>
</parts>
</starts>
<hotelling>
<description><![CDATA[]]></description>
<parts>
<hotellingActivityDistribution>
<filename></filename>
</hotellingActivityDistribution>
<hotellingHours>
<filename></filename>
</hotellingHours>
</parts>
</hotelling>
<onroadretrofit>
<description><![CDATA[]]></description>
<parts>
<onRoadRetrofit>
<filename></filename>
</onRoadRetrofit>
</parts>
</onroadretrofit>
<generic>
<description><![CDATA[]]></description>
<parts>
<anytable>
<tablename>regioncounty</tablename>
<filename>C:\SCRM_MOVES\IN_AQ\MOVES\Fuel\MOVES2014a\MOVESDefaults\42000_RegionCounty_MOVES2014aDefaults.csv</filename>
</anytable>
</parts>
</generic>
</importer>
</moves>
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MOVES Run Specification File – July Weekday Run (MOVESRUN.MRS)
<runspec version="MOVES2014a-20161117">
<description><![CDATA[MOVES2014A RunSpec Created by CENTRAL4 Scenario: YORK 2024 JULWKD 2024_Julwkd_OZ Emission Inventory with
user's data]]></description>
<models>
<model value="ONROAD"/>
</models>
<modelscale value="INV"/>
<modeldomain value="SINGLE"/>
<geographicselections>
<geographicselection type="COUNTY" key="42133" description="PENNSYLVANIA - YORK County"/>
</geographicselections>
<timespan>
<year key="2024"/>
<month id="07"/>
<day id="5"/>
<beginhour id="1"/>
<endhour id="24"/>
<aggregateBy key="Hour"/>
</timespan>
<onroadvehicleselections>
<onroadvehicleselection fueltypeid="3" fueltypedesc="Compressed Natural Gas (CNG)" sourcetypeid="11" sourcetypename="Motorcycle"/>
<onroadvehicleselection fueltypeid="3" fueltypedesc="Compressed Natural Gas (CNG)" sourcetypeid="21" sourcetypename="Passenger Car"/>
<onroadvehicleselection fueltypeid="3" fueltypedesc="Compressed Natural Gas (CNG)" sourcetypeid="31" sourcetypename="Passenger
Truck"/>
<onroadvehicleselection fueltypeid="3" fueltypedesc="Compressed Natural Gas (CNG)" sourcetypeid="32" sourcetypename="Light Commercial
Truck"/>
<onroadvehicleselection fueltypeid="2" fueltypedesc="Diesel Fuel" sourcetypeid="11" sourcetypename="Motorcycle"/>
<onroadvehicleselection fueltypeid="2" fueltypedesc="Diesel Fuel" sourcetypeid="21" sourcetypename="Passenger Car"/>
<onroadvehicleselection fueltypeid="2" fueltypedesc="Diesel Fuel" sourcetypeid="31" sourcetypename="Passenger Truck"/>
<onroadvehicleselection fueltypeid="2" fueltypedesc="Diesel Fuel" sourcetypeid="32" sourcetypename="Light Commercial Truck"/>
<onroadvehicleselection fueltypeid="1" fueltypedesc="Gasoline" sourcetypeid="11" sourcetypename="Motorcycle"/>
<onroadvehicleselection fueltypeid="1" fueltypedesc="Gasoline" sourcetypeid="21" sourcetypename="Passenger Car"/>
<onroadvehicleselection fueltypeid="1" fueltypedesc="Gasoline" sourcetypeid="31" sourcetypename="Passenger Truck"/>
<onroadvehicleselection fueltypeid="1" fueltypedesc="Gasoline" sourcetypeid="32" sourcetypename="Light Commercial Truck"/>
<onroadvehicleselection fueltypeid="5" fueltypedesc="Ethanol (E-85)" sourcetypeid="11" sourcetypename="Motorcycle"/>
<onroadvehicleselection fueltypeid="5" fueltypedesc="Ethanol (E-85)" sourcetypeid="21" sourcetypename="Passenger Car"/>
<onroadvehicleselection fueltypeid="5" fueltypedesc="Ethanol (E-85)" sourcetypeid="31" sourcetypename="Passenger Truck"/>
<onroadvehicleselection fueltypeid="5" fueltypedesc="Ethanol (E-85)" sourcetypeid="32" sourcetypename="Light Commercial Truck"/>
<onroadvehicleselection fueltypeid="3" fueltypedesc="Compressed Natural Gas (CNG)" sourcetypeid="41" sourcetypename="Intercity Bus"/>
<onroadvehicleselection fueltypeid="3" fueltypedesc="Compressed Natural Gas (CNG)" sourcetypeid="42" sourcetypename="Transit Bus"/>
<onroadvehicleselection fueltypeid="3" fueltypedesc="Compressed Natural Gas (CNG)" sourcetypeid="43" sourcetypename="School Bus"/>
<onroadvehicleselection fueltypeid="2" fueltypedesc="Diesel Fuel" sourcetypeid="41" sourcetypename="Intercity Bus"/>
<onroadvehicleselection fueltypeid="2" fueltypedesc="Diesel Fuel" sourcetypeid="42" sourcetypename="Transit Bus"/>
<onroadvehicleselection fueltypeid="2" fueltypedesc="Diesel Fuel" sourcetypeid="43" sourcetypename="School Bus"/>
<onroadvehicleselection fueltypeid="1" fueltypedesc="Gasoline" sourcetypeid="41" sourcetypename="Intercity Bus"/>
<onroadvehicleselection fueltypeid="1" fueltypedesc="Gasoline" sourcetypeid="42" sourcetypename="Transit Bus"/>
<onroadvehicleselection fueltypeid="1" fueltypedesc="Gasoline" sourcetypeid="43" sourcetypename="School Bus"/>
<onroadvehicleselection fueltypeid="5" fueltypedesc="Ethanol (E-85)" sourcetypeid="41" sourcetypename="Intercity Bus"/>
<onroadvehicleselection fueltypeid="5" fueltypedesc="Ethanol (E-85)" sourcetypeid="42" sourcetypename="Transit Bus"/>
<onroadvehicleselection fueltypeid="5" fueltypedesc="Ethanol (E-85)" sourcetypeid="43" sourcetypename="School Bus"/>
<onroadvehicleselection fueltypeid="3" fueltypedesc="Compressed Natural Gas (CNG)" sourcetypeid="51" sourcetypename="Refuse Truck"/>
<onroadvehicleselection fueltypeid="3" fueltypedesc="Compressed Natural Gas (CNG)" sourcetypeid="52" sourcetypename="Single Unit Shorthaul Truck"/>
<onroadvehicleselection fueltypeid="3" fueltypedesc="Compressed Natural Gas (CNG)" sourcetypeid="53" sourcetypename="Single Unit Longhaul Truck"/>
<onroadvehicleselection fueltypeid="3" fueltypedesc="Compressed Natural Gas (CNG)" sourcetypeid="54" sourcetypename="Motor Home"/>
<onroadvehicleselection fueltypeid="3" fueltypedesc="Compressed Natural Gas (CNG)" sourcetypeid="61" sourcetypename="Combination
Short-haul Truck"/>
<onroadvehicleselection fueltypeid="3" fueltypedesc="Compressed Natural Gas (CNG)" sourcetypeid="62" sourcetypename="Combination
Long-haul Truck"/>
<onroadvehicleselection fueltypeid="2" fueltypedesc="Diesel Fuel" sourcetypeid="51" sourcetypename="Refuse Truck"/>
<onroadvehicleselection fueltypeid="2" fueltypedesc="Diesel Fuel" sourcetypeid="52" sourcetypename="Single Unit Short-haul Truck"/>
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<onroadvehicleselection fueltypeid="2" fueltypedesc="Diesel Fuel" sourcetypeid="53" sourcetypename="Single Unit Long-haul Truck"/>
<onroadvehicleselection fueltypeid="2" fueltypedesc="Diesel Fuel" sourcetypeid="54" sourcetypename="Motor Home"/>
<onroadvehicleselection fueltypeid="2" fueltypedesc="Diesel Fuel" sourcetypeid="61" sourcetypename="Combination Short-haul Truck"/>
<onroadvehicleselection fueltypeid="2" fueltypedesc="Diesel Fuel" sourcetypeid="62" sourcetypename="Combination Long-haul Truck"/>
<onroadvehicleselection fueltypeid="1" fueltypedesc="Gasoline" sourcetypeid="51" sourcetypename="Refuse Truck"/>
<onroadvehicleselection fueltypeid="1" fueltypedesc="Gasoline" sourcetypeid="52" sourcetypename="Single Unit Short-haul Truck"/>
<onroadvehicleselection fueltypeid="1" fueltypedesc="Gasoline" sourcetypeid="53" sourcetypename="Single Unit Long-haul Truck"/>
<onroadvehicleselection fueltypeid="1" fueltypedesc="Gasoline" sourcetypeid="54" sourcetypename="Motor Home"/>
<onroadvehicleselection fueltypeid="1" fueltypedesc="Gasoline" sourcetypeid="61" sourcetypename="Combination Short-haul Truck"/>
<onroadvehicleselection fueltypeid="1" fueltypedesc="Gasoline" sourcetypeid="62" sourcetypename="Combination Long-haul Truck"/>
<onroadvehicleselection fueltypeid="5" fueltypedesc="Ethanol (E-85)" sourcetypeid="51" sourcetypename="Refuse Truck"/>
<onroadvehicleselection fueltypeid="5" fueltypedesc="Ethanol (E-85)" sourcetypeid="52" sourcetypename="Single Unit Short-haul Truck"/>
<onroadvehicleselection fueltypeid="5" fueltypedesc="Ethanol (E-85)" sourcetypeid="53" sourcetypename="Single Unit Long-haul Truck"/>
<onroadvehicleselection fueltypeid="5" fueltypedesc="Ethanol (E-85)" sourcetypeid="54" sourcetypename="Motor Home"/>
<onroadvehicleselection fueltypeid="5" fueltypedesc="Ethanol (E-85)" sourcetypeid="61" sourcetypename="Combination Short-haul Truck"/>
<onroadvehicleselection fueltypeid="5" fueltypedesc="Ethanol (E-85)" sourcetypeid="62" sourcetypename="Combination Long-haul Truck"/>
</onroadvehicleselections>
<offroadvehicleselections>
</offroadvehicleselections>
<offroadvehiclesccs>
</offroadvehiclesccs>
<roadtypes separateramps="false">
<roadtype roadtypeid="1" roadtypename="Off-Network" modelCombination="M1"/>
<roadtype roadtypeid="2" roadtypename="Rural Restricted Access" modelCombination="M1"/>
<roadtype roadtypeid="3" roadtypename="Rural Unrestricted Access" modelCombination="M1"/>
<roadtype roadtypeid="4" roadtypename="Urban Restricted Access" modelCombination="M1"/>
<roadtype roadtypeid="5" roadtypename="Urban Unrestricted Access" modelCombination="M1"/>
</roadtypes>
<pollutantprocessassociations>
<pollutantprocessassociation pollutantkey="3" pollutantname="Oxides of Nitrogen" processkey="1" processname="Running Exhaust"/>
<pollutantprocessassociation pollutantkey="3" pollutantname="Oxides of Nitrogen" processkey="2" processname="Start Exhaust"/>
<pollutantprocessassociation pollutantkey="3" pollutantname="Oxides of Nitrogen" processkey="15" processname="Crankcase Running
Exhaust"/>
<pollutantprocessassociation pollutantkey="3" pollutantname="Oxides of Nitrogen" processkey="16" processname="Crankcase Start
Exhaust"/>
<pollutantprocessassociation pollutantkey="3" pollutantname="Oxides of Nitrogen" processkey="17" processname="Crankcase Extended Idle
Exhaust"/>
<pollutantprocessassociation pollutantkey="3" pollutantname="Oxides of Nitrogen" processkey="90" processname="Extended Idle Exhaust"/>
<pollutantprocessassociation pollutantkey="3" pollutantname="Oxides of Nitrogen (NOx)" processkey="91" processname="Auxiliary Power
Exhaust"/>
<pollutantprocessassociation pollutantkey="79" pollutantname="Non-Methane Hydrocarbons" processkey="1" processname="Running
Exhaust"/>
<pollutantprocessassociation pollutantkey="79" pollutantname="Non-Methane Hydrocarbons" processkey="2" processname="Start Exhaust"/>
<pollutantprocessassociation pollutantkey="79" pollutantname="Non-Methane Hydrocarbons" processkey="12" processname="Evap Fuel
Vapor Venting"/>
<pollutantprocessassociation pollutantkey="79" pollutantname="Non-Methane Hydrocarbons" processkey="13" processname="Evap Fuel
Leaks"/>
<pollutantprocessassociation pollutantkey="79" pollutantname="Non-Methane Hydrocarbons" processkey="15" processname="Crankcase
Running Exhaust"/>
<pollutantprocessassociation pollutantkey="79" pollutantname="Non-Methane Hydrocarbons" processkey="16" processname="Crankcase
Start Exhaust"/>
<pollutantprocessassociation pollutantkey="79" pollutantname="Non-Methane Hydrocarbons" processkey="17" processname="Crankcase
Extended Idle Exhaust"/>
<pollutantprocessassociation pollutantkey="79" pollutantname="Non-Methane Hydrocarbons" processkey="90" processname="Extended Idle
Exhaust"/>
<pollutantprocessassociation pollutantkey="1" pollutantname="Total Gaseous Hydrocarbons" processkey="1" processname="Running
Exhaust"/>
<pollutantprocessassociation pollutantkey="1" pollutantname="Total Gaseous Hydrocarbons" processkey="2" processname="Start Exhaust"/>
<pollutantprocessassociation pollutantkey="1" pollutantname="Total Gaseous Hydrocarbons" processkey="12" processname="Evap Fuel Vapor
Venting"/>
<pollutantprocessassociation pollutantkey="1" pollutantname="Total Gaseous Hydrocarbons" processkey="13" processname="Evap Fuel
Leaks"/>
<pollutantprocessassociation pollutantkey="1" pollutantname="Total Gaseous Hydrocarbons" processkey="15" processname="Crankcase
Running Exhaust"/>
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<pollutantprocessassociation pollutantkey="1" pollutantname="Total Gaseous Hydrocarbons" processkey="16" processname="Crankcase Start
Exhaust"/>
<pollutantprocessassociation pollutantkey="1" pollutantname="Total Gaseous Hydrocarbons" processkey="17" processname="Crankcase
Extended Idle Exhaust"/>
<pollutantprocessassociation pollutantkey="1" pollutantname="Total Gaseous Hydrocarbons" processkey="90" processname="Extended Idle
Exhaust"/>
<pollutantprocessassociation pollutantkey="87" pollutantname="Volatile Organic Compounds" processkey="1" processname="Running
Exhaust"/>
<pollutantprocessassociation pollutantkey="87" pollutantname="Volatile Organic Compounds" processkey="2" processname="Start Exhaust"/>
<pollutantprocessassociation pollutantkey="87" pollutantname="Volatile Organic Compounds" processkey="12" processname="Evap Fuel
Vapor Venting"/>
<pollutantprocessassociation pollutantkey="87" pollutantname="Volatile Organic Compounds" processkey="13" processname="Evap Fuel
Leaks"/>
<pollutantprocessassociation pollutantkey="87" pollutantname="Volatile Organic Compounds" processkey="15" processname="Crankcase
Running Exhaust"/>
<pollutantprocessassociation pollutantkey="87" pollutantname="Volatile Organic Compounds" processkey="16" processname="Crankcase
Start Exhaust"/>
<pollutantprocessassociation pollutantkey="87" pollutantname="Volatile Organic Compounds" processkey="17" processname="Crankcase
Extended Idle Exhaust"/>
<pollutantprocessassociation pollutantkey="87" pollutantname="Volatile Organic Compounds" processkey="90" processname="Extended Idle
Exhaust"/>
<pollutantprocessassociation pollutantkey="79" pollutantname="Non-Methane Hydrocarbons" processkey="91" processname="Auxiliary
Power Exhaust"/>
<pollutantprocessassociation pollutantkey="1" pollutantname="Total Gaseous Hydrocarbons" processkey="91" processname="Auxiliary Power
Exhaust"/>
<pollutantprocessassociation pollutantkey="87" pollutantname="Volatile Organic Compounds" processkey="91" processname="Auxiliary
Power Exhaust"/>
<pollutantprocessassociation pollutantkey="79" pollutantname="Non-Methane Hydrocarbons" processkey="11" processname="Evap
Permeation"/>
<pollutantprocessassociation pollutantkey="1" pollutantname="Total Gaseous Hydrocarbons" processkey="11" processname="Evap
Permeation"/>
<pollutantprocessassociation pollutantkey="87" pollutantname="Volatile Organic Compounds" processkey="11" processname="Evap
Permeation"/>
</pollutantprocessassociations>
<databaseselections>
<databaseselection servername="localhost" databasename="MOVES2014_early_NLEV" description=""/>
<databaseselection servername="localhost" databasename="MOVES2014_calevii08" description=""/>
</databaseselections>
<inputdatabase servername="" databasename="" description=""/>
<uncertaintyparameters uncertaintymodeenabled="false" numberofrunspersimulation="0" numberofsimulations="0"/>
<geographicoutputdetail description="COUNTY"/>
<outputemissionsbreakdownselection>
<modelyear selected="false"/>
<fueltype selected="false"/>
<fuelsubtype selected="false"/>
<emissionprocess selected="true"/>
<onroadoffroad selected="true"/>
<roadtype selected="true"/>
<sourceusetype selected="true"/>
<movesvehicletype selected="false"/>
<onroadscc selected="false"/>
<offroadscc selected="false"/>
<estimateuncertainty selected="false" numberOfIterations="2" keepSampledData="false" keepIterations="false"/>
<sector selected="false"/>
<engtechid selected="false"/>
<hpclass selected="false"/>
</outputemissionsbreakdownselection>
<outputdatabase servername="localhost" databasename="42133_2024_07_05_2024_Julwkd_OZ_mo" description=""/>>
<outputtimestep value="Hour"/>
<outputvmtdata value="true"/>
<outputsho value="true"/>
<outputsh value="true"/>
<outputshp value="true"/>
<outputshidling value="true"/>
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<outputstarts value="true"/>
<outputpopulation value="true"/>
<scaleinputdatabase servername="localhost" databasename="42133_2024_07_05_2024_Julwkd_OZ_mi" description=""/>
<pmsize value="0"/>
<outputfactors>
<timefactors selected="true" units="Hours"/>
<distancefactors selected="false" units="Miles"/>
<massfactors selected="false" units="Grams" energyunits="Million BTU"/>
</outputfactors>
<savedata>
</savedata>
<donotexecute>
</donotexecute>
<generatordatabase shouldsave="false" servername="" databasename="" description=""/>
<donotperformfinalaggregation selected="false"/>
<lookuptableflags scenarioid="" truncateoutput="false" truncateactivity="false"/>
<internalcontrolstrategies>
<internalcontrolstrategy
classname="gov.epa.otaq.moves.master.implementation.ghg.internalcontrolstrategies.rateofprogress.RateOfProgressStrategy"><![CDATA[
useParameters
No
]]></internalcontrolstrategy>
</internalcontrolstrategies>
</runspec>
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MOVES County Data Manager Importer File – Annual Run (MOVESIMPORTER.XML)
<moves>
<importer mode="county" >
<filters>
<geographicselections>
<geographicselection type="COUNTY" key="42133" description="PENNSYLVANIA - YORK County"/>
</geographicselections>
<timespan>
<year key="2024"/>
<month id="00"/>
<day id="2"/>
<day id="5"/>
<beginhour id="1"/>
<endhour id="24"/>
<aggregateBy key="Hour"/>
</timespan>
<onroadvehicleselections>
<onroadvehicleselection fueltypeid="2" fueltypedesc="Diesel Fuel" sourcetypeid="62" sourcetypename="Combination Long-haul
Truck"/>
<onroadvehicleselection fueltypeid="2" fueltypedesc="Diesel Fuel" sourcetypeid="61" sourcetypename="Combination Short-haul
Truck"/>
<onroadvehicleselection fueltypeid="2" fueltypedesc="Diesel Fuel" sourcetypeid="41" sourcetypename="Intercity Bus"/>
<onroadvehicleselection fueltypeid="2" fueltypedesc="Diesel Fuel" sourcetypeid="32" sourcetypename="Light Commercial Truck"/>
<onroadvehicleselection fueltypeid="2" fueltypedesc="Diesel Fuel" sourcetypeid="54" sourcetypename="Motor Home"/>
<onroadvehicleselection fueltypeid="2" fueltypedesc="Diesel Fuel" sourcetypeid="11" sourcetypename="Motorcycle"/>
<onroadvehicleselection fueltypeid="2" fueltypedesc="Diesel Fuel" sourcetypeid="21" sourcetypename="Passenger Car"/>
<onroadvehicleselection fueltypeid="2" fueltypedesc="Diesel Fuel" sourcetypeid="31" sourcetypename="Passenger Truck"/>
<onroadvehicleselection fueltypeid="2" fueltypedesc="Diesel Fuel" sourcetypeid="51" sourcetypename="Refuse Truck"/>
<onroadvehicleselection fueltypeid="2" fueltypedesc="Diesel Fuel" sourcetypeid="43" sourcetypename="School Bus"/>
<onroadvehicleselection fueltypeid="2" fueltypedesc="Diesel Fuel" sourcetypeid="53" sourcetypename="Single Unit Long-haul
Truck"/>
<onroadvehicleselection fueltypeid="2" fueltypedesc="Diesel Fuel" sourcetypeid="52" sourcetypename="Single Unit Short-haul
Truck"/>
<onroadvehicleselection fueltypeid="2" fueltypedesc="Diesel Fuel" sourcetypeid="42" sourcetypename="Transit Bus"/>
<onroadvehicleselection fueltypeid="1" fueltypedesc="Gasoline" sourcetypeid="62" sourcetypename="Combination Long-haul
Truck"/>
<onroadvehicleselection fueltypeid="1" fueltypedesc="Gasoline" sourcetypeid="61" sourcetypename="Combination Short-haul
Truck"/>
<onroadvehicleselection fueltypeid="1" fueltypedesc="Gasoline" sourcetypeid="41" sourcetypename="Intercity Bus"/>
<onroadvehicleselection fueltypeid="1" fueltypedesc="Gasoline" sourcetypeid="32" sourcetypename="Light Commercial Truck"/>
<onroadvehicleselection fueltypeid="1" fueltypedesc="Gasoline" sourcetypeid="54" sourcetypename="Motor Home"/>
<onroadvehicleselection fueltypeid="1" fueltypedesc="Gasoline" sourcetypeid="11" sourcetypename="Motorcycle"/>
<onroadvehicleselection fueltypeid="1" fueltypedesc="Gasoline" sourcetypeid="21" sourcetypename="Passenger Car"/>
<onroadvehicleselection fueltypeid="1" fueltypedesc="Gasoline" sourcetypeid="31" sourcetypename="Passenger Truck"/>
<onroadvehicleselection fueltypeid="1" fueltypedesc="Gasoline" sourcetypeid="51" sourcetypename="Refuse Truck"/>
<onroadvehicleselection fueltypeid="1" fueltypedesc="Gasoline" sourcetypeid="43" sourcetypename="School Bus"/>
<onroadvehicleselection fueltypeid="1" fueltypedesc="Gasoline" sourcetypeid="53" sourcetypename="Single Unit Long-haul Truck"/>
<onroadvehicleselection fueltypeid="1" fueltypedesc="Gasoline" sourcetypeid="52" sourcetypename="Single Unit Short-haul Truck"/>
<onroadvehicleselection fueltypeid="1" fueltypedesc="Gasoline" sourcetypeid="42" sourcetypename="Transit Bus"/>
<onroadvehicleselection fueltypeid="3" fueltypedesc="Compressed Natural Gas (CNG)" sourcetypeid="62"
sourcetypename="Combination Long-haul Truck"/>
<onroadvehicleselection fueltypeid="3" fueltypedesc="Compressed Natural Gas (CNG)" sourcetypeid="61"
sourcetypename="Combination Short-haul Truck"/>
<onroadvehicleselection fueltypeid="3" fueltypedesc="Compressed Natural Gas (CNG)" sourcetypeid="41"
sourcetypename="Intercity Bus"/>
<onroadvehicleselection fueltypeid="3" fueltypedesc="Compressed Natural Gas (CNG)" sourcetypeid="32" sourcetypename="Light
Commercial Truck"/>
<onroadvehicleselection fueltypeid="3" fueltypedesc="Compressed Natural Gas (CNG)" sourcetypeid="54" sourcetypename="Motor
Home"/>
<onroadvehicleselection fueltypeid="3" fueltypedesc="Compressed Natural Gas (CNG)" sourcetypeid="11"
sourcetypename="Motorcycle"/>
<onroadvehicleselection fueltypeid="3" fueltypedesc="Compressed Natural Gas (CNG)" sourcetypeid="21"
sourcetypename="Passenger Car"/>
<onroadvehicleselection fueltypeid="3" fueltypedesc="Compressed Natural Gas (CNG)" sourcetypeid="31"
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sourcetypename="Passenger Truck"/>
<onroadvehicleselection fueltypeid="3" fueltypedesc="Compressed Natural Gas (CNG)" sourcetypeid="51" sourcetypename="Refuse
Truck"/>
<onroadvehicleselection fueltypeid="3" fueltypedesc="Compressed Natural Gas (CNG)" sourcetypeid="43" sourcetypename="School
Bus"/>
<onroadvehicleselection fueltypeid="3" fueltypedesc="Compressed Natural Gas (CNG)" sourcetypeid="53" sourcetypename="Single
Unit Long-haul Truck"/>
<onroadvehicleselection fueltypeid="3" fueltypedesc="Compressed Natural Gas (CNG)" sourcetypeid="52" sourcetypename="Single
Unit Short-haul Truck"/>
<onroadvehicleselection fueltypeid="3" fueltypedesc="Compressed Natural Gas (CNG)" sourcetypeid="42" sourcetypename="Transit
Bus"/>
<onroadvehicleselection fueltypeid="5" fueltypedesc="Ethanol (E-85)" sourcetypeid="62" sourcetypename="Combination Long-haul
Truck"/>
<onroadvehicleselection fueltypeid="5" fueltypedesc="Ethanol (E-85)" sourcetypeid="61" sourcetypename="Combination Short-haul
Truck"/>
<onroadvehicleselection fueltypeid="5" fueltypedesc="Ethanol (E-85)" sourcetypeid="41" sourcetypename="Intercity Bus"/>
<onroadvehicleselection fueltypeid="5" fueltypedesc="Ethanol (E-85)" sourcetypeid="32" sourcetypename="Light Commercial
Truck"/>
<onroadvehicleselection fueltypeid="5" fueltypedesc="Ethanol (E-85)" sourcetypeid="54" sourcetypename="Motor Home"/>
<onroadvehicleselection fueltypeid="5" fueltypedesc="Ethanol (E-85)" sourcetypeid="11" sourcetypename="Motorcycle"/>
<onroadvehicleselection fueltypeid="5" fueltypedesc="Ethanol (E-85)" sourcetypeid="21" sourcetypename="Passenger Car"/>
<onroadvehicleselection fueltypeid="5" fueltypedesc="Ethanol (E-85)" sourcetypeid="31" sourcetypename="Passenger Truck"/>
<onroadvehicleselection fueltypeid="5" fueltypedesc="Ethanol (E-85)" sourcetypeid="51" sourcetypename="Refuse Truck"/>
<onroadvehicleselection fueltypeid="5" fueltypedesc="Ethanol (E-85)" sourcetypeid="43" sourcetypename="School Bus"/>
<onroadvehicleselection fueltypeid="5" fueltypedesc="Ethanol (E-85)" sourcetypeid="53" sourcetypename="Single Unit Long-haul
Truck"/>
<onroadvehicleselection fueltypeid="5" fueltypedesc="Ethanol (E-85)" sourcetypeid="52" sourcetypename="Single Unit Short-haul
Truck"/>
<onroadvehicleselection fueltypeid="5" fueltypedesc="Ethanol (E-85)" sourcetypeid="42" sourcetypename="Transit Bus"/>
</onroadvehicleselections>
<offroadvehicleselections>
</offroadvehicleselections>
<offroadvehiclesccs>
</offroadvehiclesccs>
<roadtypes>
<roadtype roadtypeid="1" roadtypename="Off-Network"/>
<roadtype roadtypeid="2" roadtypename="Rural Restricted Access"/>
<roadtype roadtypeid="3" roadtypename="Rural Unrestricted Access"/>
<roadtype roadtypeid="4" roadtypename="Urban Restricted Access"/>
<roadtype roadtypeid="5" roadtypename="Urban Unrestricted Access"/>
</roadtypes>
</filters>
<databaseselection servername="localhost" databasename="42133_2024_00_25_2024_Ann_PM_mi"/>
<agedistribution>
<description><![CDATA[]]></description>
<parts>
<sourceTypeAgeDistribution>
<filename>C:\SCRM_MOVES\IN_AQ\MOVES\AgeDistribution\MOVES2014a\17Reg_RepCty\2024\42011_2024_SourceTypeAgeDistribution.csv
</filename>
</sourceTypeAgeDistribution>
</parts>
</agedistribution>
<avgspeeddistribution>
<description><![CDATA[]]></description>
<parts>
<avgSpeedDistribution>
<filename>C:\SCRM_MOVES\Run24_Ann_YorkHBG\\\AQ\ANNUAL\\\\42133_2024_00_25_2024_Ann_PM\CDM\avgSpeedDistribution.csv</fil
ename>
</avgSpeedDistribution>
</parts>
</avgspeeddistribution>
<imcoverage>
<description><![CDATA[]]></description>
<parts>
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<imcoverage>
<filename>C:\SCRM_MOVES\IN_AQ\MOVES\IM\MOVES2014a\42000_2024_IMCoverage.csv</filename>
</imcoverage>
</parts>
</imcoverage>
<fuel>
<description><![CDATA[]]></description>
<parts>
<FuelSupply>
<filename>C:\SCRM_MOVES\IN_AQ\MOVES\Fuel\MOVES2014a\42000_fuelsupply_14a_PGH_RVP10.csv</filename>
</FuelSupply>
<FuelFormulation>
<filename>C:\SCRM_MOVES\IN_AQ\MOVES\Fuel\MOVES2014a\42000_FuelFormulation_14a_PGH_RVP10.csv</filename>
</FuelFormulation>
<FuelUsageFraction>
<filename>C:\SCRM_MOVES\IN_AQ\MOVES\Fuel\MOVES2014a\MOVESDefaults\42000_FuelUsageFraction_14a.csv</filename>
</FuelUsageFraction>
<AVFT>
<filename></filename>
</AVFT>
</parts>
</fuel>
<zonemonthhour>
<description><![CDATA[]]></description>
<parts>
<zoneMonthHour>
<filename>C:\SCRM_MOVES\IN_AQ\MOVES\Meteorology\2008\42133_2008_met.csv</filename>
</zoneMonthHour>
</parts>
</zonemonthhour>
<roadtypedistribution>
<description><![CDATA[]]></description>
<parts>
<roadTypeDistribution>
<filename>C:\SCRM_MOVES\Run24_Ann_YorkHBG\\\AQ\ANNUAL\\\\42133_2024_00_25_2024_Ann_PM\CDM\roadTypeDistribution.csv</file
name>
</roadTypeDistribution>
</parts>
</roadtypedistribution>
<sourcetypepopulation>
<description><![CDATA[]]></description>
<parts>
<sourceTypeYear>
<filename>C:\SCRM_MOVES\Run24_Ann_YorkHBG\\\AQ\ANNUAL\\\\42133_2024_00_25_2024_Ann_PM\CDM\SourceTypePopulation.csv</fil
ename>
</sourceTypeYear>
</parts>
</sourcetypepopulation>
<rampfraction>
<description><![CDATA[]]></description>
<parts>
<roadType>
<filename>C:\SCRM_MOVES\IN_AQ\MOVES\RampFraction\rampfraction_defaults.csv</filename>
</roadType>
</parts>
</rampfraction>
<vehicletypevmt>
<description><![CDATA[]]></description>
<parts>
<hpmsVTypeYear>
<filename>C:\SCRM_MOVES\Run24_Ann_YorkHBG\\\AQ\ANNUAL\\\\42133_2024_00_25_2024_Ann_PM\CDM\hpmsVTypeYear.csv</filename>
</hpmsVTypeYear>
<monthvmtfraction>
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<filename>C:\SCRM_MOVES\IN_AQ\MOVES\MonthDayHourFractions\2017_MonthFraction\42133_2017_MonthVMTFraction.csv</filename>
</monthvmtfraction>
<dayvmtfraction>
<filename>C:\SCRM_MOVES\IN_AQ\MOVES\MonthDayHourFractions\dayvmtfraction_avgday.csv</filename>
</dayvmtfraction>
<hourvmtfraction>
<filename>C:\SCRM_MOVES\Run24_Ann_YorkHBG\\\AQ\ANNUAL\\\\42133_2024_00_25_2024_Ann_PM\CDM\hourvmtfraction.csv</filenam
e>
</hourvmtfraction>
</parts>
</vehicletypevmt>
<starts>
<description><![CDATA[]]></description>
<parts>
<startsPerDay>
<filename></filename>
</startsPerDay>
<startsHourFraction>
<filename></filename>
</startsHourFraction>
<startsSourceTypeFraction>
<filename></filename>
</startsSourceTypeFraction>
<startsMonthAdjust>
<filename></filename>
</startsMonthAdjust>
<importStartsOpModeDistribution>
<filename></filename>
</importStartsOpModeDistribution>
<Starts>
<filename></filename>
</Starts>
</parts>
</starts>
<hotelling>
<description><![CDATA[]]></description>
<parts>
<hotellingActivityDistribution>
<filename></filename>
</hotellingActivityDistribution>
<hotellingHours>
<filename></filename>
</hotellingHours>
</parts>
</hotelling>
<onroadretrofit>
<description><![CDATA[]]></description>
<parts>
<onRoadRetrofit>
<filename></filename>
</onRoadRetrofit>
</parts>
</onroadretrofit>
<generic>
<description><![CDATA[]]></description>
<parts>
<anytable>
<tablename>regioncounty</tablename>
<filename>C:\SCRM_MOVES\IN_AQ\MOVES\Fuel\MOVES2014a\MOVESDefaults\42000_RegionCounty_MOVES2014aDefaults.csv</filename>
</anytable>
</parts>
</generic>
</importer>
</moves>
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MOVES Run Specification File – Annual Run (MOVESRUN.MRS)
<runspec version="MOVES2014a-20161117">
<description><![CDATA[MOVES2014A RunSpec Created by CENTRAL4 Scenario: YORK 2024 ANNAVG 2024_Ann_PM Emission Inventory with
user's data]]></description>
<models>
<model value="ONROAD"/>
</models>
<modelscale value="INV"/>
<modeldomain value="SINGLE"/>
<geographicselections>
<geographicselection type="COUNTY" key="42133" description="PENNSYLVANIA - YORK County"/>
</geographicselections>
<timespan>
<year key="2024"/>
<month id="1"/>
<month id="2"/>
<month id="3"/>
<month id="4"/>
<month id="5"/>
<month id="6"/>
<month id="7"/>
<month id="8"/>
<month id="9"/>
<month id="10"/>
<month id="11"/>
<month id="12"/>
<day id="2"/>
<day id="5"/>
<beginhour id="1"/>
<endhour id="24"/>
<aggregateBy key="Hour"/>
</timespan>
<onroadvehicleselections>
<onroadvehicleselection fueltypeid="3" fueltypedesc="Compressed Natural Gas (CNG)" sourcetypeid="11" sourcetypename="Motorcycle"/>
<onroadvehicleselection fueltypeid="3" fueltypedesc="Compressed Natural Gas (CNG)" sourcetypeid="21" sourcetypename="Passenger Car"/>
<onroadvehicleselection fueltypeid="3" fueltypedesc="Compressed Natural Gas (CNG)" sourcetypeid="31" sourcetypename="Passenger
Truck"/>
<onroadvehicleselection fueltypeid="3" fueltypedesc="Compressed Natural Gas (CNG)" sourcetypeid="32" sourcetypename="Light Commercial
Truck"/>
<onroadvehicleselection fueltypeid="2" fueltypedesc="Diesel Fuel" sourcetypeid="11" sourcetypename="Motorcycle"/>
<onroadvehicleselection fueltypeid="2" fueltypedesc="Diesel Fuel" sourcetypeid="21" sourcetypename="Passenger Car"/>
<onroadvehicleselection fueltypeid="2" fueltypedesc="Diesel Fuel" sourcetypeid="31" sourcetypename="Passenger Truck"/>
<onroadvehicleselection fueltypeid="2" fueltypedesc="Diesel Fuel" sourcetypeid="32" sourcetypename="Light Commercial Truck"/>
<onroadvehicleselection fueltypeid="1" fueltypedesc="Gasoline" sourcetypeid="11" sourcetypename="Motorcycle"/>
<onroadvehicleselection fueltypeid="1" fueltypedesc="Gasoline" sourcetypeid="21" sourcetypename="Passenger Car"/>
<onroadvehicleselection fueltypeid="1" fueltypedesc="Gasoline" sourcetypeid="31" sourcetypename="Passenger Truck"/>
<onroadvehicleselection fueltypeid="1" fueltypedesc="Gasoline" sourcetypeid="32" sourcetypename="Light Commercial Truck"/>
<onroadvehicleselection fueltypeid="5" fueltypedesc="Ethanol (E-85)" sourcetypeid="11" sourcetypename="Motorcycle"/>
<onroadvehicleselection fueltypeid="5" fueltypedesc="Ethanol (E-85)" sourcetypeid="21" sourcetypename="Passenger Car"/>
<onroadvehicleselection fueltypeid="5" fueltypedesc="Ethanol (E-85)" sourcetypeid="31" sourcetypename="Passenger Truck"/>
<onroadvehicleselection fueltypeid="5" fueltypedesc="Ethanol (E-85)" sourcetypeid="32" sourcetypename="Light Commercial Truck"/>
<onroadvehicleselection fueltypeid="3" fueltypedesc="Compressed Natural Gas (CNG)" sourcetypeid="41" sourcetypename="Intercity Bus"/>
<onroadvehicleselection fueltypeid="3" fueltypedesc="Compressed Natural Gas (CNG)" sourcetypeid="42" sourcetypename="Transit Bus"/>
<onroadvehicleselection fueltypeid="3" fueltypedesc="Compressed Natural Gas (CNG)" sourcetypeid="43" sourcetypename="School Bus"/>
<onroadvehicleselection fueltypeid="2" fueltypedesc="Diesel Fuel" sourcetypeid="41" sourcetypename="Intercity Bus"/>
<onroadvehicleselection fueltypeid="2" fueltypedesc="Diesel Fuel" sourcetypeid="42" sourcetypename="Transit Bus"/>
<onroadvehicleselection fueltypeid="2" fueltypedesc="Diesel Fuel" sourcetypeid="43" sourcetypename="School Bus"/>
<onroadvehicleselection fueltypeid="1" fueltypedesc="Gasoline" sourcetypeid="41" sourcetypename="Intercity Bus"/>
<onroadvehicleselection fueltypeid="1" fueltypedesc="Gasoline" sourcetypeid="42" sourcetypename="Transit Bus"/>
<onroadvehicleselection fueltypeid="1" fueltypedesc="Gasoline" sourcetypeid="43" sourcetypename="School Bus"/>
<onroadvehicleselection fueltypeid="5" fueltypedesc="Ethanol (E-85)" sourcetypeid="41" sourcetypename="Intercity Bus"/>
<onroadvehicleselection fueltypeid="5" fueltypedesc="Ethanol (E-85)" sourcetypeid="42" sourcetypename="Transit Bus"/>
<onroadvehicleselection fueltypeid="5" fueltypedesc="Ethanol (E-85)" sourcetypeid="43" sourcetypename="School Bus"/>
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<onroadvehicleselection fueltypeid="3" fueltypedesc="Compressed Natural Gas (CNG)" sourcetypeid="51" sourcetypename="Refuse Truck"/>
<onroadvehicleselection fueltypeid="3" fueltypedesc="Compressed Natural Gas (CNG)" sourcetypeid="52" sourcetypename="Single Unit Shorthaul Truck"/>
<onroadvehicleselection fueltypeid="3" fueltypedesc="Compressed Natural Gas (CNG)" sourcetypeid="53" sourcetypename="Single Unit Longhaul Truck"/>
<onroadvehicleselection fueltypeid="3" fueltypedesc="Compressed Natural Gas (CNG)" sourcetypeid="54" sourcetypename="Motor Home"/>
<onroadvehicleselection fueltypeid="3" fueltypedesc="Compressed Natural Gas (CNG)" sourcetypeid="61" sourcetypename="Combination
Short-haul Truck"/>
<onroadvehicleselection fueltypeid="3" fueltypedesc="Compressed Natural Gas (CNG)" sourcetypeid="62" sourcetypename="Combination
Long-haul Truck"/>
<onroadvehicleselection fueltypeid="2" fueltypedesc="Diesel Fuel" sourcetypeid="51" sourcetypename="Refuse Truck"/>
<onroadvehicleselection fueltypeid="2" fueltypedesc="Diesel Fuel" sourcetypeid="52" sourcetypename="Single Unit Short-haul Truck"/>
<onroadvehicleselection fueltypeid="2" fueltypedesc="Diesel Fuel" sourcetypeid="53" sourcetypename="Single Unit Long-haul Truck"/>
<onroadvehicleselection fueltypeid="2" fueltypedesc="Diesel Fuel" sourcetypeid="54" sourcetypename="Motor Home"/>
<onroadvehicleselection fueltypeid="2" fueltypedesc="Diesel Fuel" sourcetypeid="61" sourcetypename="Combination Short-haul Truck"/>
<onroadvehicleselection fueltypeid="2" fueltypedesc="Diesel Fuel" sourcetypeid="62" sourcetypename="Combination Long-haul Truck"/>
<onroadvehicleselection fueltypeid="1" fueltypedesc="Gasoline" sourcetypeid="51" sourcetypename="Refuse Truck"/>
<onroadvehicleselection fueltypeid="1" fueltypedesc="Gasoline" sourcetypeid="52" sourcetypename="Single Unit Short-haul Truck"/>
<onroadvehicleselection fueltypeid="1" fueltypedesc="Gasoline" sourcetypeid="53" sourcetypename="Single Unit Long-haul Truck"/>
<onroadvehicleselection fueltypeid="1" fueltypedesc="Gasoline" sourcetypeid="54" sourcetypename="Motor Home"/>
<onroadvehicleselection fueltypeid="1" fueltypedesc="Gasoline" sourcetypeid="61" sourcetypename="Combination Short-haul Truck"/>
<onroadvehicleselection fueltypeid="1" fueltypedesc="Gasoline" sourcetypeid="62" sourcetypename="Combination Long-haul Truck"/>
<onroadvehicleselection fueltypeid="5" fueltypedesc="Ethanol (E-85)" sourcetypeid="51" sourcetypename="Refuse Truck"/>
<onroadvehicleselection fueltypeid="5" fueltypedesc="Ethanol (E-85)" sourcetypeid="52" sourcetypename="Single Unit Short-haul Truck"/>
<onroadvehicleselection fueltypeid="5" fueltypedesc="Ethanol (E-85)" sourcetypeid="53" sourcetypename="Single Unit Long-haul Truck"/>
<onroadvehicleselection fueltypeid="5" fueltypedesc="Ethanol (E-85)" sourcetypeid="54" sourcetypename="Motor Home"/>
<onroadvehicleselection fueltypeid="5" fueltypedesc="Ethanol (E-85)" sourcetypeid="61" sourcetypename="Combination Short-haul Truck"/>
<onroadvehicleselection fueltypeid="5" fueltypedesc="Ethanol (E-85)" sourcetypeid="62" sourcetypename="Combination Long-haul Truck"/>
</onroadvehicleselections>
<offroadvehicleselections>
</offroadvehicleselections>
<offroadvehiclesccs>
</offroadvehiclesccs>
<roadtypes separateramps="false">
<roadtype roadtypeid="1" roadtypename="Off-Network" modelCombination="M1"/>
<roadtype roadtypeid="2" roadtypename="Rural Restricted Access" modelCombination="M1"/>
<roadtype roadtypeid="3" roadtypename="Rural Unrestricted Access" modelCombination="M1"/>
<roadtype roadtypeid="4" roadtypename="Urban Restricted Access" modelCombination="M1"/>
<roadtype roadtypeid="5" roadtypename="Urban Unrestricted Access" modelCombination="M1"/>
</roadtypes>
<pollutantprocessassociations>
<pollutantprocessassociation pollutantkey="3" pollutantname="Oxides of Nitrogen" processkey="1" processname="Running Exhaust"/>
<pollutantprocessassociation pollutantkey="3" pollutantname="Oxides of Nitrogen" processkey="2" processname="Start Exhaust"/>
<pollutantprocessassociation pollutantkey="3" pollutantname="Oxides of Nitrogen" processkey="15" processname="Crankcase Running
Exhaust"/>
<pollutantprocessassociation pollutantkey="3" pollutantname="Oxides of Nitrogen" processkey="16" processname="Crankcase Start
Exhaust"/>
<pollutantprocessassociation pollutantkey="3" pollutantname="Oxides of Nitrogen" processkey="17" processname="Crankcase Extended Idle
Exhaust"/>
<pollutantprocessassociation pollutantkey="3" pollutantname="Oxides of Nitrogen" processkey="90" processname="Extended Idle Exhaust"/>
<pollutantprocessassociation pollutantkey="3" pollutantname="Oxides of Nitrogen (NOx)" processkey="91" processname="Auxiliary Power
Exhaust"/>
<pollutantprocessassociation pollutantkey="118" pollutantname="Composite - NonECPM" processkey="1" processname="Running Exhaust"/>
<pollutantprocessassociation pollutantkey="118" pollutantname="Composite - NonECPM" processkey="2" processname="Start Exhaust"/>
<pollutantprocessassociation pollutantkey="118" pollutantname="Composite - NonECPM" processkey="90" processname="Extended Idle
Exhaust"/>
<pollutantprocessassociation pollutantkey="118" pollutantname="Composite - NonECPM" processkey="91" processname="Auxiliary Power
Exhaust"/>
<pollutantprocessassociation pollutantkey="112" pollutantname="Elemental Carbon" processkey="1" processname="Running Exhaust"/>
<pollutantprocessassociation pollutantkey="112" pollutantname="Elemental Carbon" processkey="2" processname="Start Exhaust"/>
<pollutantprocessassociation pollutantkey="112" pollutantname="Elemental Carbon" processkey="90" processname="Extended Idle
Exhaust"/>
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<pollutantprocessassociation pollutantkey="112" pollutantname="Elemental Carbon" processkey="91" processname="Auxiliary Power
Exhaust"/>
<pollutantprocessassociation pollutantkey="119" pollutantname="H2O (aerosol)" processkey="1" processname="Running Exhaust"/>
<pollutantprocessassociation pollutantkey="119" pollutantname="H2O (aerosol)" processkey="2" processname="Start Exhaust"/>
<pollutantprocessassociation pollutantkey="119" pollutantname="H2O (aerosol)" processkey="90" processname="Extended Idle Exhaust"/>
<pollutantprocessassociation pollutantkey="119" pollutantname="H2O (aerosol)" processkey="91" processname="Auxiliary Power Exhaust"/>
<pollutantprocessassociation pollutantkey="110" pollutantname="Primary Exhaust PM2.5 - Total" processkey="1" processname="Running
Exhaust"/>
<pollutantprocessassociation pollutantkey="110" pollutantname="Primary Exhaust PM2.5 - Total" processkey="2" processname="Start
Exhaust"/>
<pollutantprocessassociation pollutantkey="110" pollutantname="Primary Exhaust PM2.5 - Total" processkey="15" processname="Crankcase
Running Exhaust"/>
<pollutantprocessassociation pollutantkey="110" pollutantname="Primary Exhaust PM2.5 - Total" processkey="16" processname="Crankcase
Start Exhaust"/>
<pollutantprocessassociation pollutantkey="110" pollutantname="Primary Exhaust PM2.5 - Total" processkey="17" processname="Crankcase
Extended Idle Exhaust"/>
<pollutantprocessassociation pollutantkey="110" pollutantname="Primary Exhaust PM2.5 - Total" processkey="90" processname="Extended
Idle Exhaust"/>
<pollutantprocessassociation pollutantkey="110" pollutantname="Primary Exhaust PM2.5 - Total" processkey="91" processname="Auxiliary
Power Exhaust"/>
<pollutantprocessassociation pollutantkey="116" pollutantname="Primary PM2.5 - Brakewear Particulate" processkey="9"
processname="Brakewear"/>
<pollutantprocessassociation pollutantkey="117" pollutantname="Primary PM2.5 - Tirewear Particulate" processkey="10"
processname="Tirewear"/>
<pollutantprocessassociation pollutantkey="115" pollutantname="Sulfate Particulate" processkey="1" processname="Running Exhaust"/>
<pollutantprocessassociation pollutantkey="115" pollutantname="Sulfate Particulate" processkey="2" processname="Start Exhaust"/>
<pollutantprocessassociation pollutantkey="115" pollutantname="Sulfate Particulate" processkey="90" processname="Extended Idle
Exhaust"/>
<pollutantprocessassociation pollutantkey="115" pollutantname="Sulfate Particulate" processkey="91" processname="Auxiliary Power
Exhaust"/>
</pollutantprocessassociations>
<databaseselections>
<databaseselection servername="localhost" databasename="MOVES2014_early_NLEV" description=""/>
<databaseselection servername="localhost" databasename="MOVES2014_calevii08" description=""/>
</databaseselections>
<inputdatabase servername="" databasename="" description=""/>
<uncertaintyparameters uncertaintymodeenabled="false" numberofrunspersimulation="0" numberofsimulations="0"/>
<geographicoutputdetail description="COUNTY"/>
<outputemissionsbreakdownselection>
<modelyear selected="false"/>
<fueltype selected="false"/>
<fuelsubtype selected="false"/>
<emissionprocess selected="true"/>
<onroadoffroad selected="true"/>
<roadtype selected="true"/>
<sourceusetype selected="true"/>
<movesvehicletype selected="false"/>
<onroadscc selected="false"/>
<offroadscc selected="false"/>
<estimateuncertainty selected="false" numberOfIterations="2" keepSampledData="false" keepIterations="false"/>
<sector selected="false"/>
<engtechid selected="false"/>
<hpclass selected="false"/>
</outputemissionsbreakdownselection>
<outputdatabase servername="localhost" databasename="42133_2024_00_25_2024_Ann_PM_mo" description=""/>>
<outputtimestep value="Hour"/>
<outputtimestep value="Month"/>
<outputvmtdata value="true"/>
<outputsho value="true"/>
<outputsh value="true"/>
<outputshp value="true"/>
<outputshidling value="true"/>
<outputstarts value="true"/>
<outputpopulation value="true"/>
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<scaleinputdatabase servername="localhost" databasename="42133_2024_00_25_2024_Ann_PM_mi" description=""/>
<pmsize value="0"/>
<outputfactors>
<timefactors selected="true" units="Hours"/>
<distancefactors selected="false" units="Miles"/>
<massfactors selected="false" units="Grams" energyunits="Million BTU"/>
</outputfactors>
<savedata>
</savedata>
<donotexecute>
</donotexecute>
<generatordatabase shouldsave="false" servername="" databasename="" description=""/>
<donotperformfinalaggregation selected="false"/>
<lookuptableflags scenarioid="" truncateoutput="false" truncateactivity="false"/>
<internalcontrolstrategies>
<internalcontrolstrategy
classname="gov.epa.otaq.moves.master.implementation.ghg.internalcontrolstrategies.rateofprogress.RateOfProgressStrategy"><![CDATA[
useParameters
No
]]></internalcontrolstrategy>
</internalcontrolstrategies>
</runspec>
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AIR QUALITY RESOLUTION FOR
YORK AREA METROPOLITAN PLANNING ORGANIZATION (YAMPO)
Conformity of the GOYORK 2045 Metropolitan Transportation Plan (MTP) and the 2021-2024
Transportation Improvement Program (TIP) in Accordance with the current federal Clean Air Act as
amended (CAAA)
WHEREAS the Congress of the United States enacted the Clean Air Act Amendments of 1990 which
was signed into law and became effective on November 15, 1990, hereafter referred to as “the
CAAA”; and,
WHEREAS the United States Environmental Protection Agency (EPA), under the authority of the
CAAA, has defined the geographic boundaries for areas that have been found to be in
nonattainment with the National Ambient Air Quality Standards (NAAQS) for ozone, carbon
monoxide and particulate matter; and,
WHEREAS effective July 15, 2004, the York County area was designated by EPA as a nonattainment
area under the 1997 8-hour ozone NAAQS; and,
WHEREAS, on July 25, 2007, the York County area has been re-designated under the 1997 8-hour
ozone standard as an attainment (maintenance) area by EPA with motor vehicle emissions budgets
(MVEBs) established in the State Implementation Plan (SIP) revision maintenance plan; and,
WHEREAS, on April 6, 2015, EPA revoked the 1997 8-hour ozone NAAQS for all purposes and
established anti-backsliding requirements for areas that remain designated nonattainment for the
revoked NAAQS; and,

WHEREAS, the U.S. Court of Appeals for the D.C. Eighth Circuit issued a decision in South Coast
Air Quality Management District v. EPA on February 16, 2018, addressing air quality
requirements for former 1997 ozone maintenance areas that are in attainment of all
subsequent ozone NAAQS, for which York County satisfies the criteria; and,
WHEREAS effective April 5, 2005, the York County area was designated by EPA as a nonattainment
area under the 1997 Fine Particulate Matter (PM2.5) annual standard (as retained under the 2006
PM2.5 NAAQS); and,
WHEREAS effective December 14, 2009, the York County area was designated under the 2006 PM2.5
24-hour NAAQS as a nonattainment area by EPA; and,
WHEREAS, effective December 8, 2014, the York County area has been redesignated as an
attainment (maintenance) area under both the 1997 and 2006 PM2.5 NAAQS with an approved
Maintenance State Implementation Plan that includes mobile vehicle emission budgets; and,
WHEREAS effective October 24, 2016, EPA finalized rulemaking to revoke the 1997 PM2.5 annual
NAAQS removing transportation conformity requirements for that standard; and,

WHEREAS the transportation plans and programs are required to conform to the purposes of the
State Implementation Plan and Sections 174 and 176 (c) and (d) of the CAAA (42 U.S.C. 7504 7506
(c) and (d)); and,
WHEREAS the EPA issued the Final Rule on Transportation Conformity on November 24, 1993 for
transportation plans and programs and projects; and,
WHEREAS the EPA amended the Final Conformity Rule various times between 1996 and present;
and,
WHEREAS the York Area Metropolitan Planning Organization (YAMPO), the Metropolitan Planning
Organization (MPO) for York County, Pennsylvania, is responsible for the development of
transportation plans and programs in accordance with Section 134 of Title 23, which requires
coordination and public participation with the State DOT; and,
WHEREAS the final conformity rule (and subsequent amendments) requires that the YAMPO
determines that the transportation plans and programs conform with the CAAA requirements by
meeting the final rule on transportation conformity; and,
WHEREAS the South Central Travel Model is used to determine that the transportation plans and
programs conform with the CAAA requirements; and,
WHEREAS the land use assumptions used in the model are consistent with the York County
Comprehensive Plan, approved by the York County Board of Commissioners.
NOW, THEREFORE BE IT RESOLVED THAT the YAMPO has found that the GOYORK 2045
Metropolitan Transportation Plan (TIP) and the FFY 2021-2024 Transportation Improvement
Program (TIP) contribute to the achievement and maintenance of the NAAQS; and,
NOW, THEREFORE LET IT BE FURTHER RESOLVED THAT the YAMPO finds that the GOYORK 2045
Metropolitan Transportation Plan (TIP) and the FFY 2021-2024 Transportation Improvement
Program (TIP) are consistent with the final conformity rule issued on November 24, 1993 and
subsequent amendments.
I hereby certify that this Resolution was adopted by the York Area Metropolitan Planning
Organization at its meeting on June 24, 2021.
ATTEST:

______________________________________________
Felicia S. Dell, Secretary
YAMPO

By ______________________________________________
Michael Pritchard, Chairman
YAMPO
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APPENDIX J – PUBLIC COMMENT #3 - FINAL PUBLIC COMMENT PERIOD
The final public comment period was open from April 25th to June 13th, 2021. Below are the list of strategies and public comments received during this period.

Zoom Open House Public Meetings

These meetings were hosted by YCPC staff from 8am to 8pm on May 11th & 20th.
• The open-house style meetings received comments from four attendees:
1. Spring Grove School District Superintendent, George Ioannidis, was concerned about bus fueling/recharging, and traffic problems by Paradise Elementary School
near the intersection of Lincoln Highway and Lake Rd.
Good morning, Will.
I just wanted to share my thanks for the conversation yesterday afternoon. I enjoyed interacting with you and your team.
I have copied our Business Manager, Mark Czapp, on this e-mail so he can connect with you in the future regarding the topics we discussed (Paradise Township
and our Elementary School and support for alternate fuels for our busses).
We will also be sharing via our social media channels the message about the Transportation Plan and the survey tool.
Best wishes,
George
2. A York County Children & Youth employee was concerned about mobility in rural areas.
3. Elsbeth Bupp brought up the N George Street project downtown, and had concerns with traffic calming on S Queen Street and the intersection of E Market Street
and Harrison Street.
4. Barry Einsig, an ITS professional based in DC but originally from Red Lion, stressed the importance of funding for technological advances, especially with traffic
signals.

Emails Received
•

•

This email was received from Sue Greenfield, a Hanover resident
o I moved to Hanover PA in 2017 from Maryland, just off route 94 close to the Maryland border. In the short time I have lived here there has been substantial
housing development with additional housing and townhouses being built as we speak. I have noticed a serious backup of traffic especially during rush hour
times going mostly south into Maryland. There are convoys of long haulers and freight trucks trying to maneuver Grandview and Baltimore Ave. In three to five
years traffic will be unbearable. I would recommend making use of the rail system for commuters, partnering with Maryland Commuter rail into Maryland and
Commuter rail into York and Harrisburg. I would recommend using rail for shipping containers and getting freight off the roads. A new route/highway needs to
be considered. Offer Local corporations shares and investments, or ownership as a parent company into the upgrade for transportation rail projects and
alternatives.. Create a local airport to allow for corporate businesses and local freight. As we move into 2045, drones will be the norm for delivery, requiring
air space regulations. Allow for private high-speed commuter rail.
These correspondences were sent between Janette Millar, Michelle Brummer, and Will Clark. Emails are listed in chronological order.
o I spoke to Will Clark sometime ago, last time threatening letters were sent.I believe sent him a letter with my numerous concerns. I have also notified PENNDOT
in writing as well as, and my township. Drainage issues, speeding issues, caused by most recent improvements on Canal road. I would also really like to know

Appendix J – Public Comment #3 – Final Public Comment Period

253

GOYORK 2045, the 2021-2045 Metropolitan Transportation Plan for York County

o

o

o

o

will I lose access to my property, or lose my property all together.
I would also like to be sure you were aware of the Northern Regional cruiser that was hit at Susquehanna Trail and Canal rd intersection just yesterday. For me
this is just another example of how that intersection was made more dangerous since the addition of traffic light. Improvements should make roads safer. They
have failed. In numerous ways. Can we not repeat these failures?
Thanks Janette Millar
Janette,
Thank you for sharing your questions about your property and your concern for public safety.
As the project manager for the Exit 26 Land Use Plan, I can say that the plan will not recommend any property acquisition.
By cc to Will Clark, Chief of Transportation Planning, York County Planning Commission, I’m sharing your email with him regarding the status of the interchange
proposal.
Michelle Brummer, AICP | Senior Planner
Gannett Fleming, Inc.
Janette,
I have your information and remember talking to you previously. I have been corresponding with you through Facebook as well. I will include your previous
comments in the response section for the GOYORK 2045, Metropolitan Transportation Plan.
Please let me know if you have any questions or if you would like to talk to us on May 11th or May 20th, I have attached the flyer concerning the Open House
events. These events are designed to allow residents one on one access to our planning staff and ask questions without having to leave their home. You can
click on the link and talk with our staff ask questions and we can share our screen and show you where the information is included in the plan.
Thank you and have a good day.
William Clark, III, AICP
Chief, Transportation Planning
While I appreciate the thought that no property will be taken, but that only partly addresses my concerns, as I have been told repeatedly about right of way for
Canal rd. I have a garage that was grandfathered in, and nearly all my driveway is also in the right of way. So just using that may make access to my property or
parking impossible. Another issue is East Manchester townships proposal included sidewalks. I am disabled, many of my neighbors elderly. We have lived here
20-60 years with no need for them. They will not be for us but we will be expected to clear them. Many of us will have to hire someone or face fines. I find it
offensive, I must pay or do more work so someone else can profit. How is that equity? We have already suffered paying for water and sewer because someone
else wanted it. We have wells we had to shut off, because when these houses needed water, wells had to be dug at owners expence. Then we had to pay to
hook up, my father was arrested over this. And now we have to pay monthly for water that we had. So at what point does it end we pay and give up more and
more so someone else can profit?
Thanks for your time
Janette
Ms Millar,
The improvements that are associated with Canal Road that are currently being developed and discussed with Conewago and East Manchester Township are
being led by the group of developers on the East side of I-83, so since the project is not funded with public dollars, our knowledge is conceptual and involved
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•

with the details. I’m not up to date on the amount of right of way needed for the improvement. Your best location to obtain that information would be through
Conewago Township.
I would be happy to discuss the other issues, but there is no right or wrong answer….it’s a future vision, which is up to the community that lives there.
You can click on this link on May 11th anytime between 8am and 8pm to talk to us. We can share our screen and show you information.
https://www.ycpc.org/calendar.aspx?EID=618
or May 20th https://www.ycpc.org/calendar.aspx?EID=619
Sincerely,
William Clark, III, AICP
Chief, Transportation Planning
These correspondences are between Phillip Brath of Carroll Township, Will Clark, and Chris Caba. Emails are listed in chronological order.
o Good Afternoon,
Attached you will find a memo, map and selection process for local road candidates to consider for placement on the 2023 TIP. Please respond with any
questions, comments or additional roads the municipality would like YAMPO to consider.
Thank you for your time,
Chris Caba
Transportation Planner II
o Hi Chris – we’ll send you/Will a copy of a letter we are generating.
You, Will and I should discuss as Will is aware of a number of things we have been discussing.
We need to get the information into your system correctly and see what fits where and what you need from the Township to place it into the TIP.
Check your map – it is missing route 15 and I’m not sure the green lines indicate the area appropriately.
Phil
Phillip W. Brath, P.E.
Municipal Services
o Gents – please do us all a favor… I’d like to share this on Monday night at a Board Work Session. We are specifically discussing Route 15 and Route 74 at this
meeting.
They already think you don’t know they exist…
Can you please add Route 15 back in and send it back for the meeting?
I really don’t want to show them this one.
Phil
Phillip W. Brath, P.E.
Gibson-Thomas Engineering
o I have attached an up close view of Carroll Township. Please let me know how this one looks. The roads should be correct.
Chris Caba
Transportation Planner II
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Chris and Will,
We want to respond to this request the best we can. We may need some clarification on what can go on this list versus other lists. The Board has specific items
they would like addressed and be on a transportation improvement plan.
1. Carroll Township would like make sure the proposed bypass to Route 74 is included. This would be between and include Golf Course Road and
Glenwood Roads or anywhere in between them, and cross to Route 74 intersection at Route 194. (See Drawing) Golf Course is already included in the
LFA Roads. This may be a shift in actual road, but still is generally the same concept of this or an equal road.
2. Carroll Township would also like you consider where Route 74 interfaces with Route 15 and consider an overpass/interchange or rerouting it to a
single intersection as shown, where it enters Dillsburg Borough.
3. Carroll Township would like you to consider an interchange at Ore Bank and Spring Lane Road intersection with Route 15.
4. In considering the LFA Roads, Ore Bank and Spring Lane are roads that are in reasonable shape, but have width problems and traffic flow problems.
I think we have a lot to discuss and look forward to finding the correct spot for each of the elements of transportation planning where we can have an input.
We appreciate your efforts in our area and look forward to an increase in focus on the Route 15 Corridor.
Phillip Brath
Carroll Township Engineer
Phillip W. Brath, P.E.
Municipal Services
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Municipal Outreach

o YCPC staff reached out to Municipal Board of Supervisors, as well as Borough and City Council Meetings
Municipality
Type of Meeting
Meeting
Meeting
How Information was Presented
Date
Time
Carroll Township
Board of Supervisors
10-May
6:30 PM
Talked with Board via zoom
Dallastown Borough
Council Meeting
10-May
7:00 PM
Information sent and presented at the Council Meeting
Dover Township
Board of Supervisors
24-May
7:00 PM
Public comment period and survey announced by Manager
East Hopewell Township
Board of Supervisors
2-Jun
7:00 PM
No response from East Hopewell
Hanover Borough
Council Workshop19-May
7:00 PM
Information sent to the municipality to present to the Council
Finance
Heidelberg Township
Board of Supervisors
2-Jun
7:00 PM
No response from Heidelberg
Hellam Township
Board of Supervisors
3-Jun
6:30 PM
Information sent and announced by Manager of Township to the
Board
Manchester Township
Board of Supervisors
11-May
7:00 PM
Talked with Board via zoom
Penn Township
Board of Supervisors
17-May
7:00 PM
Switched to in-person only this month- sent information and
announced at meeting by Penn Township Manager
Red Lion Borough
Council Meeting
10-May
7:00 PM
Manager announced at their meeting
Shrewsbury Township
Board of Supervisors
2-Jun
7:00 PM
Spoke with the Shrewsbury Township Board via Zoom
Springettsbury Township
Board of Supervisors
13-May
7:00 PM
Sent information for the 13th, cannot present, but the manager will
announce on the 27th
West Manchester Township
Board of Supervisors
27-May
7:00 PM
West Manchester Manager announced our survey and MTP
information to the Board
West Manheim Township
Board of Supervisors
18-May
6:00 PM
Sent Information
West Manheim Township
Board of Supervisors
3-Jun
6:00 PM
No response from West Manheim, however survey and MTP public
comment information sent
York City
City Council
19-May
6:30 PM
Spoke with City Council via Zoom
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YCPC Facebook Page Posts
o

Facebook was used to promote the survey from the YCPC page. Between April 25th and June 13th, 20 posts were made. Seven were “boosted”
(paid advertisement) for a total of $320. Many of the posts were shared to local groups based in York, Hanover, and York County. We recorded
all comments that were received on the original posting, and any comments that came after a post was “shared.”
Posted 4/25/2021 at 2PM: Do you have thoughts about traveling in York County? Now is your chance to voice your opinion! The York
Area MPO is beginning the 45-day public comment period for GOYORK2045, the 2021-2045 Metropolitan Transportation Plan (MTP).
Take a look at the draft plan at GOYORK2045.com, and start the 5 minute survey from there. The plan highlights specific actions, targets,
and transportation projects the MPO will be considering over the next 25-years. #GOYORK2045

2.
3.

Comments are as follows:
1.
Matthew McAneny: I think it's way past time to work on the US 15 corridor. I'm happy to see that the signalized intersection
with Ore Bank Road and Spring Lane Road is among the projects up for consideration, but that isn't enough. The intersection with Golf
Course Road and Range End Road must also be prioritized, as should the corridor's other three signalized intersections. PennDOT
constantly reiterates its desire to make US 15 a limited-access highway, yet little effort has been made toward that goal my entire life.
The Dillsburg area is growing, and things will only get worse as the West Shore suburbs encroach closer and closer. It's now or never.
York County Planning Commission: Matthew McAneny Great points! On page 88 of chapter 4., found at this
link. https://www.ycpc.org/.../Chapter-Four---Corridor-Areas-PDF The Route 15 policy is included for reference, the policy was adopted
in 2017. However, the policy does not make Route 15 a priority, it only states that as safety or congestion issues on Route 15 rise to the
top in York County, any proposed improvements to address the issue should advance the corridor to a limited
access condition at the same time or as much as the funding allows to be modified. This Policy is an
incremental change not an overnight change. GOYORK 2045 identifies the Route 15 growth as second highest
in the County when looking along a major corridor. However, we measure congestion based on the delay
experienced in seconds. Below is an image from the Report on Congestion, which ranked Route 15 and Spring
Ln in the top 10 of the County, but that is the only one ranked in the top. The full report can be accessed
here. https://www.ycpc.org/.../View/313/Report-on-Congestion-PDF If you are available, plan to join us on
May 11th and/or May 20th, we are going to be available by zoom from 8am to 8pm to talk about this issue
and anything else you have. The Zoom join information can be found on our website for the
plan www.GOYORK2045.com on the right hand side of the page (bottom on mobile device).
Thomas Shellenberger: Do you think the Mt Rose project will be finished by 2045
Amie Harper LaBrozzi: I would love to see an I-83 bypass to 30...don’t know if that’s possible, but it would be such
a welcome addition.
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4.

York County Planning Commission: Amie Harper LaBrozzi - There was an evaluation of a limited
access connection between I-83 to US 30 around North Hills Road. The final decision was to not make that
connection due to the impact of the properties in the area. The improvements that are currently being
constructed are part of a connection that will make some of the connections between I-83 and US 30
better. You can see the full plans here. www.i83northyork.com . A clip of the website is below. If you are
available, plan to join us on May 11th and/or May 20th, we are going to be available by zoom to talk about
this issue and anything else you have. The Zoom join information can be found on our website for the
plan www.GOYORK2045.com on the right hand side of the page (bottom on mobile device).
Vicki Gumpper: Amie Harper LaBrozzi ~ pretty funny considering that route 30 was originally
constructed as a “bypass” to York and now we need a bypass to the bypass. Also, how would that work
considering that 83 runs north and south and 30 runs east and west?
Amie Harper LaBrozzi: Vicki Gumpper uh...horrible traffic to get through
Vicki Gumpper: Amie Harper LaBrozzi ~ but I’m still confused. If you want to go from 83 on to 30, why are you getting off at Market instead of Arsenal Road?
Amie Harper LaBrozzi: Vicki Gumpper currently going Northbound you have to exit Market and snake your way to 30...or go all the way up to 30 and across
which is a traffic nightmare...many cities have an actual bypass where you would just continue on some type of exit ramp or roadway that would allow you to continue
on to 30 uninterrupted....but, as the planning commission has already responded that would be almost impossible due to the properties already established in the
area...they just asked what people would like to see...and a girl can dream...can’t she.
Janette Millär: I just want to know, if/when my property will be taken. From my understanding 40 years they have talked of exit off 83 at Canal rd. Every few years, there
are threats, marking of the utilities. But nothing seems to happen. I see huge developments going in, will they pay for improvements needed to support them, or will the
taxpayers pay for the rich to make more money?
York County Planning Commission: On the funding question. GOYORK
2045 includes a recommendation to fund our transportation system
improvements with a new proposal ..... a fair share formula approach. The
action included in the plan is in the image below.
York County Planning Commission: Janette Millär - I hope you have
been able to participate in some of the land use planning that has happened
as part of I-83 Exit 26 discussion. This link will provide the best place
concerning the work on that project to date. https://www.ycpc.org/461/I83-Master-Plan For a high level overview, the project is in a waiting period
for at least another 16 months. Yes, the project has been discussed for many years, but that was mostly from people trying to get the project to the top of the priority
list. Before 2015, the York Area Metropolitan Organization (YAMPO) always identified a higher priority for funding. Those priorities have now been approved for
funding and are either in construction or are moving through design (Exit 4,18,19,21,22). With those locations being removed from the top of the list, the next priority
can be planned for improvements. The next area identified is Exit 24 (Emigsville). Emigsivlle had a study and the recommendation was to build a new Exit at Canal
Road (Exit 26). A proposal for Exit 26 is in the final stages at PennDOT prior to submission to the Federal Highway Administration for review and approval or denial.
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5.

6.

GOYORK 2045 includes a financial concept called the Capital Improvement Plan (CIP) and can be found here https://www.ycpc.org/.../Capital-Improvement-Plan-CIPPDF The CIP shows $34 million in 2033-2040 for an Exit 26 project. In addition, Chapter 4 of GOYORK 2045 includes the policy for transportation investment in the area
of I-83 Exit 24-28. This policy has included 2 scenarios based on the decision on Exit 26. There is more to the story and if you are available, plan to join us on May 11th
and/or May 20th and we can talk with you concerning the plans that are being proposed and how you can participate in the conversation. During both days we are
going to be available by zoom from 8am to 8pm. The Zoom join information can be found on our website for the plan www.GOYORK2045.com on the right hand side
of the page (bottom on mobile device).
Janette Millär: York County Planning Commission I have sent letters, but am unable due to disability to sit for meetings, so have no idea if my words were seen
or heard.
York County Planning Commission: Janette Millär -We do have your letter from 2018. We will include that as part of the comment section for this plan as well.
Russ Esenwine: York County Planning Commission The Canal Rd interchange project and the X24 reconstruction should be of the highest priority. I have run my
business in the Willow Springs area for 31 years and have seen a lot of changes. When Starbucks moved in in 1995, that is when all these studies/discussions should
have taken place. With the explosion of industry from Southwire/Johnson Controls/Ollies et al, these roads are overwhelmed with truck traffic. They have made little
piecemeal improvements over the years but the fact that X24 is still in the state it’s in is inexcusable! That area is a total cluster everyday. And god forbid there’s an
incident on 83 because it causes gridlock on the surface streets from Emigsville to Manchester to Strinestown!
York County Planning Commission: Yes, that is a proper timeline and that is when the discussion really started. The only thing to keep in mind- since 1995, I-83
Dead's man Curve ($78 Million-Exit 14 and 15), Exit 4 ($29.9 Million) , Exit 18 (bid $58 Million, and the North York Widening (Over $350 million) were all prioritized
over Exit 24. Exit 24 is now the next priority and financial resources are allocated to addressing the problem in the GOYORK 2045- Capital Improvements Plan
(CIP) https://www.ycpc.org/.../Capital-Improvement-Plan-CIP-PDF. Is there one of these locations that you feel should have been ranked lower than Exit 24.....if so,
why?
John Derry: Fix the damn roads or lower the fuel taxes.
York County Planning Commission: Do you have a road in mind that you feel needs fixed? Do you mean temporary fixes like pothole patches, full resurfacing
projects, widenings, etc.? Not only does our 2021 Transportation Improvement Plan (TIP) have several road improvements which include road resurfacings, but the
State also receives 409 funds which is directly allocated to PennDOT road crews to resurface roads. York County PennDOT Crews currently average about $7 million
dollars a year, which can cover approximately 14 miles of roadway depending on the type of roadway and how many lanes are on a specific route. If you are available,
plan to join us on May 11th and/or May 20th, we are going to be available by zoom to talk about this issue and anything else you have. The Zoom join information can
be found on our website for the plan www.GOYORK2045.com on the right hand side of the page (bottom on mobile device).
John Derry: York County Planning Commission Instead of writing pass the buck replies. Fix the roads.
Josh Lofties: John Derry the planning commission doesn't fix the roads...
York County Planning Commission: Good idea, fixing the roads is included in the plan.
Richard Santiago: Flyover for north hill rd and 238 exit 28 need wide to 2 lanes each direction add turn lane .
York County Planning Commission: Richard Santiago There was an evaluation of a limited access connection between I-83 to US 30 around North Hills Road.
The final decision was to not make that connection due to the impact of the properties in the area. The improvements that are currently being constructed are part
of a connection that will make some of the connections between I-83 and US 30 better. You can see the full plans here. www.i83northyork.com . Also, check
out www.i83exit26.com for the plans for 238 and Exit 24-28. Both of these locations are included in GOYORK2045 plan.
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7.

8.

9.

If you are available, plan to join us on May 11th and/or May 20th, we are going to be available by zoom to talk about this issue and anything else you have. The Zoom
join information can be found on our website for the plan www.GOYORK2045.com on the right hand side of the page (bottom on mobile device).
Mike Hoover: The York City Planning Commission. I see four projects outside of the city core. Can you come up with a better, needs based County plan. I can easily name
a dozen intersections in my area that have been problematic for years, decades.
York County Planning Commission: Good observation on the Urban Core vs the Suburban and Rural division of the County. How would you identify need? We
identify need for congestion based on travel time. The map with candidate locations is just for Congestion….we have different candidates for safety and maintenance.
To develop our needs based process for congestion, we capture vehicle travel time periodically and identify which locations have the most delay. This map image is
from the 2016 Report on Congestion. We ranked the intersection based on two different measurements. 1- How much delay (measured in seconds) does an individual
user experience and 2- How much delay do we as the community experience (multiply the individual delay by the number of vehicles that go through the location in
a three hour window). The results are included as Table 2 and Table 3 in the report mentioned above. A clip of Table 2, which identifies the individual delay is posted
below. Finally, in an effort to implement the County and Municipal Growth Management strategies, we do not prioritize projects on the edge or outside of the adopted
Growth Management Areas. If you are available, plan to join us on May 11th and/or May 20th, we are going to be available by zoom to talk about this issue and
anything else you have. The Zoom join information can be found on our website for the plan www.GOYORK2045.com on the right hand side of the page (bottom on
mobile device).
Rob Parker: The whole length of i-83 needs to be abolished and rebuilt with four lanes on each side and lest on off ramps Route 33 York County is a joke it also needs to
be three lanes four lanes wide on each side and less cross stop lights Yorkers are too lazy to go for feet out of their way to get some place just build they build another
road
York County Planning Commission: If you were going to start rebuilding I-83 and you know it's going to take 30 years to build, due to funding availability, which
section would you start with first? Same thing with Route 30. If you are available, plan to join us on May 11th and/or May 20th, we are going to be available by zoom
to talk about this issue and anything else you have. The Zoom join information can be found on our website for the plan www.GOYORK2045.com on the right hand
side of the page (bottom on mobile device).
Tim Deppen: You are 30 years behind now!!
Tim Deppen: I-83 between Harrisburg and Baltimore should of been at least four lanes 20 years ago. Please don’t insult us citizens by calling yourself a Planning
Commission, you guys created this mess
York County Planning Commission: No doubt the decisions that came before us are things we live with today. The thought process to widen I-83 has been part
of the process for the York Area Metropolitan Planning Organization (YAMPO) for the last 20 years. Every bridge that was replaced from the Maryland Line north has
been built to accommodate additional lanes in the future. If you get a chance, check out the I-83 Traffic and Conditions report https://www.ycpc.org/.../Traffic-andConditions-Report-PDF On page 83 of this report there is a listing of projects that were completed on I-83 since 1983. These projects total more thank $262 million
spent on I-83 since 1983. Each project is listed with the year, type of work and cost.
Frank Warner: Talk is cheap, just do it. What May will the interchange be completed at 124 and 83. You get what you paid for!
York County Planning Commission: Frank Warner We agree, lowest bidder normally is a good process and most people want to pay the lower amount. This
usually works when you compare finished products, but transportation projects are mostly a service that constructs a custom-built product. Hopefully, the I-83 Exit 18
project pushes our State and Federal elected officials to modify the selection process for projects. If you are available, plan to join us on May 11th and/or May 20th,
we are going to be available by zoom to talk about this issue and anything else you have. The Zoom join information can be found on our website for the
plan www.GOYORK2045.com on the right hand side of the page (bottom on mobile device).

Appendix J – Public Comment #3 – Final Public Comment Period

261

GOYORK 2045, the 2021-2045 Metropolitan Transportation Plan for York County
10. Esther Bradley-Baer: Is 2045 when they expect to to be completed?
York County Planning Commission: 2045 is the date that is picked to constrain the outer limit of the thought process when developing ideas for the plan. All the
projects have individual timeframes...with some only starting in 2045. You can see the list of projects in the Capital Improvements Program (CIP) listed
at http://www.ycpc.org/.../Capital-Improvement-Plan-CIP-PDF . If you are available and would like to talk more, plan to join us on May 11th and/or May 20th, we are
going to be available by zoom to talk about this issue and anything else you have. The Zoom join information can be found on our website for the
plan www.GOYORK2045.com on the right hand side of the page (bottom on mobile device).
11. Becki Kaz: We need train to BWI.
York County Planning Commission: How many times do you travel to BWI a week, month or year? What would you pay for a one way trip? If you are available,
plan to join us on May 11th and/or May 20th, we are going to be available by zoom to talk about this issue and anything else you have. The Zoom join information can
be found on our website for the plan www.GOYORK2045.com on the right hand side of the page (bottom on mobile device).
12. Basham Michael William: Yes restore the whole Ma& Pa railroad make York Train Station accessible again. Baltimore too York York too Fredrick Maryland.
York County Planning Commission: The MA and PA railroad Rights of Way have mostly reverted back to property owners, if you are speaking about the tracks
that use to run from York to Red Lion to Delta? Even the Northern Central Rights of Way, the line that the Rail Trail is Located on has disappeared in the Hunt Valley
area of Maryland. If you are available and would like to talk more, plan to join us on May 11th and/or May 20th, we are going to be available by zoom to talk about
this issue and anything else you have. The Zoom join information can be found on our website for the plan www.GOYORK2045.com on the right hand side of the page
(bottom on mobile device).
13. Xyph Ehh: build amtrak aswell
York County Planning Commission: Agreed- passenger train service would be a benefit to York County residents. Any thoughts on how to pay for the construction
or where the train should go? In 2017, we completed a very short analysis concerning ridership for a new train line. To qualify for Federal funding, a new start line
would need to generate 2.5 million annual trips. Right now (before pandemic), we have about 14,000 people commuting to Maryland on a daily basis and 2,000 coming
north. When you count both directions of your work trip, you have 33,000 trips a day....times 5 days a week=165,000 trips per week....over 50 weeks a year = 8.2
million trips a year. We would need to capture 30% of all those trips on a new rail line in order to meet that threshold. Unfortunately, the locations people are traveling
to are spread out and not concentrated in one area that would be close to the rail line. So, rabbittransit started the express bus to Hunt Valley several years ago. based
on the current ridership on the rabbittransit express, a rail line can not be financially feasible.If you are available, plan to join us on May 11th and/or May 20th, we are
going to be available by zoom to talk about this issue and anything else you have. The Zoom join information can be found on our website for the
plan www.GOYORK2045.com on the right hand side of the page (bottom on mobile device).
Bob Burns: York County Planning Commission it's really interesting reading about this. It seems we're so dependent on our personal autos because of how
spread out business/work geographic locations are. Quite the conundrum.
14. Bill Mathias: Fix the bridges on 83, just south of 30. Finish to loop from south York to west York. I don’t like the choices in this survey. Who picked these things?
York County Planning Commission: The choices come from the Report on Congestion and only identify congestion problems. The report on congestion selects
locations that have the highest level of delay. Here is a link to the full Report on Congestion https://www.ycpc.org/.../View/313/Report-on-Congestion-PDF Some of
the locations already have funding and were not added to the survey, some were recently improved. and were not included either, since the data was from before
the improvement.
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York County Planning Commission: Bill Mathias - If you are available, plan to join us on May
11th and/or May 20th, we are going to be available by zoom from 8am to 8pm to talk about this
issue and anything else you have. The Zoom join information can be found on our website for the
plan www.GOYORK2045.com on the right hand side of the page (bottom on mobile device).The
bridges on I-83 South of Route 30 are in design and will be addressed as part of the North York
Widening project You can see the full plans here. www.i83northyork.com . A small clip of the
project is located below.
15. Sal Cuomo As long as you don’t hire a Maryland company that will screw everything up like the mt
rose project. We need jobs here. Keep it local
York County Planning Commission: Yes, local jobs is a good point and makes a lot of sense.
The only problem, a large portion of the transportation project funding is from Federal funding
and PennDOT can’t prohibit out of state contractors from using funding that is collected at the
national level. Also, that would prohibit our workers from getting jobs in other areas as well. If you are available, plan to join us on May 11th and/or May 20th, we are
going to be available by zoom to talk about this issue and anything else you have. The Zoom join information can be found on our website for the
plan www.GOYORK2045.com on the right hand side of the page (bottom on mobile device).
16. Wade Smith: A book worth reading [Walkable City: How Downtown can Save America one Step at a Time by Jeff Speck”. I think it's relevant. Jeff Spek has Ted talk available.
York County Planning Commission: Wade Smith - Great book and concepts. Please take a look at this section of the plan. https://www.ycpc.org/.../ChapterThree---Moving-Forward-PDF Active Transportation starts on page 23. identify opportunities to make our community more walkable where appropriate. There are
several projects currently moving through the design process and are identified on Page 23. If you are available, plan to join us on May 11th and/or May 20th, we are
going to be available by zoom to talk about this issue and anything else you have. The Zoom join information can be found on our website for the
plan www.GOYORK2045.com on the right hand side of the page (bottom on mobile device).
Wade Smith: York County Planning Commission Curious, what is the percentage of those whom actually use what they are studying/planning?
York County Planning Commission: The transportation staff is comprised of 6 individuals and all 6 lived in York County for more than 20 years each (minus college
time). We also had a steering committee of more than 25 individuals, they are listed in the document and an addition 100 people on working groups. Is there something
specific that you read in the plan that concerned you about our knowledge of the area?
17. Anthony R De Seta: All the roads need re-paved. That is all
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York County Planning Commission: Anthony R De Seta - We are aware there is a large need for repaving,
more than we can afford. A question for you- if we have two locations of equal cost, but we only have the ability
to select one. What is the most important or the most critical issue?
1-condition of the road,
2-volume on the road,
3- connection to other community investments
4-classification of the Road (Interstate vs Local Road) The image below is a flow chart included in the plan
that explains or at least tries to explain the process of selecting paving projects. Here is the full chapter concerning
selection criteria. If you are available, plan to join us on May 11th and/or May 20th, we are going to be available
by zoom to talk about this issue and anything else you have. The Zoom join information can be found on our
website for the plan www.GOYORK2045.com on the right hand side of the page (bottom on mobile device).
18. Heather Bradford: They should be repaving as they rip up the streets to fix the pipes. Making the roads even worse.
York County Planning Commission: Heather Bradford - Heather you are correct, in the comments, we added an image of the selection process for road repaving.
In the image about 3 quarters down the page is a line that states Utility Coordination. This is to indicate the priorities set by Water and Gas and sometimes electric are
included in the decision making process for road project selection.
If a utility company repairs a road in good condition, they are responsible for returning the road to the same condition. Sometimes utilities have emergencies, schedule
change or financial considerations that lengthen the time between the start of work and the road being repaired. Also, the length of the project can impact the timing.
Sometimes in order to receive better pricing on road paving.....the project length is extended, but that causes more underground utility work and a longer time that
residents are driving over temporarily repaired roads.
There were 36 shares.
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Posted on 4/28/2021 at 1PM: As planners, we should make a conscious effort to have the most equitable transportation network
possible, which means ensuring low-income and minority neighborhoods have adequate infrastructure to meet their needs. How can
we ensure the transportation network is equitable? We already know a disproportionate amount of bicycle and pedestrian crashes
happen in low-income and minority neighborhoods. Learn more in the draft Metropolitan Transportation Plan and take the survey at
GOYORK2045.com #GOYORK2045
Comments are as follows:
1.
Joseph Sauls: Try fixing the roads so that public transportation can be less costly through lower maintenance costs on their
busses. This would also make vehicle ownership more affordable due to less maintenance costs. You already tax us out the wazoo then
force us to make sure our vehicles are road worthy for roads that are far from vehicle worthy. We have the worst roads around. Doing
this the right way would allow for vehicles and bikes to travel safer as well. Fix the infrastructure first, then worry about extras.
York County Planning Commission: Maintenance first is definitely the objective of the decisions YAMPO makes. The chart below
is the proposed amount of spending that YAMPO proposes to spend
on different types of projects. 68% of all funding received in York
County is going to maintain the existing system. If you would like to discuss a different proposal,
check out the Capital Improvement Plan for 2021-2045 at https://www.ycpc.org/.../CapitalImprovement-Plan-CIP-PDF . This portion of our future plan list the projects that were already
selected and the ones that demonstrate what we will focus on in the future. Also, sit down and tell
us your ideas during our virtual open house to discuss the plan on May 11th or May 20th. Details
can be found at www.GOYORK2045.com on the right side of the page
No shares.
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Posted on 4/30/2021 at 11AM: Because of York County’s location in the National Multi-Modal Freight Network, it’s important

to keep our freight moving efficiently and safely. Learn more in the freight section of the Metropolitan Transportation Plan,
and take the survey at GOYORK2045.com #GOYORK2045
No comments received.
No shares.

Posted on 5/1/2021 at 11AM: Do you enjoy going for a walk or bike ride on the many trails across York County? Do you want to see
more trails and connections? How about safe paths connecting residents to shopping and employment? If you do, you’re not alone.
The network of bike routes and multi-use trails is outlined in the Metropolitan Transportation Plan. You can view the plan and take the
survey at GOYORK2045.com #GOYORK2045
No comments received.
No shares.
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Posted on 5/3/21 at 11AM: Have you ever tried taking the bus? rabbittransit offers 19 fixed routes in York County, connecting shopping
& employment destinations with Red Lion, Dover, Hanover & more! Learn more about rabbittransit at rabbittransit.org, and how your
opinion can shape the future of transit and GOYORK2045.com #GOYORK2045
No comments received.
Shares are as follows:
• On May 3rd, David Gonzalez shared the post and added: In 2018, via a report from the Federal Reserve Bank of Philadelphia, it
was found an average commute time for a YoCo resident via car is 26 minutes. By transit, only 7% of our population can commute
to their job in under 60 minutes. ONLY 7%.
Participating in this survey is another tool to help increase economic opportunity, increase job access, and improve overall equity
in transportation projects.
Take this survey if you want better priorities for transit.
Take this survey if you have suggestions on how to improve transit access.
Take this survey if you have interest in transit options, but current routes don't suit your commute needs.
See a quick overview on the Philly Fed 2018 report at this link: https://www.philadelphiafed.org/.../1218-transit-york...

Posted on 5/5/21 at 11:24 AM: GOYORK2045 is the 2021-2045 Metropolitan Transportation Plan! Watch the 2 minute overview video
and take the survey at GOYORK2045.com #goyork2045 #yorkpa #yorkcountypa #yorkcity
No comments received on original posting.
Shares are as follows:
• On 5/5/21 at 11:42 AM Commuter Services of PA shared the post.
1. On 5/14/21 at 3:11PM rabbittransit shared the post and added: The York County Planning Commission is holding a virtual openhouse style meeting to answer any questions you may have on the draft Metropolitan Transportation Plan for York County on
May 20th from 8AM to 8PM. For additional information, check out the video below or visit GOYORK2045.com. #goyork2045
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On 5/20/21 9:30AM Elsbeth Bupp shared the post with Fixing York that generated comments: “This COUNTY WIDE plan ONLY has
330 views and our population is over 300,000. Want to give input, watch this and then join a Zoom call today where they will
listen and answer questions. Go to the planning fb page for the Zoom link and a survey!”

Comments are as follows:
1.
Dale Myers: Let me guess, more money spent on making life miserable for the vehicle driver and getting rid of the motor
vehicle. More people should get involved because most of the people implementing "change" would ban cars from city streets and
return us to the horse and carriage if they could. Yes we need to be cognizant of pedestrians and everyone else that use our road and
highway system, but not always at the expense of the vehicular traffic. This isn't Europe where many cities have very tight and narrow
streets that aren't suitable for traffic, but are better as open air markets or courtyards. Our cities were designed with traffic movement
in mind, let's stop taking them back to horse and carriage days. Our own Market Street slalom course and the two way traffic on Market
and George are prime examples of pure idiots running the show!
Elsbeth Bupp: Dale Myers You don't have to guess. You can read or just join a zoom call today to ask questions and give input
Joe Planner: Dale Myers - The plan focuses on moving people, not
vehicles, subtle but substantial difference. It would be great if you looked at
the plan www.goyork2045.com and take the survey prior to your conclusions. There are no actions that ban
cars from the streets, nor does the plan promote horse and buggy traffic. The actions included in the plan are
geared to make sure motor vehicles travel the proper speed when there is a mix of land uses and other modes
of transportation using the same road (Pedestrian, bike, transit). The Image below is from the plan and
identifies the percentage of the total funding going to different categories of projects, I think you can see that
primary investment is still with the motor vehicle.
Dale Myers: Joe Planner I've lived in York since 1950 and have seen the changes over the years I've
seen the absurd redoing of Market street in the mid 70's by Mayor Kraut which gave us huge sidewalks, took away parking and made driving from Pershing to the
square a mess. I've seen the asinine conversion of Market and George to two way streets which does nothing to move people or vehicles efficiently, but it does give
body shops business replacing mirrors. I see the current waste of funds to redo the old route 30 bridge, widen the sidewalk and widen the bike lane. What a complete
waste of funds, especially when the condition of nearby roads are terrible. I travel that bridge and seldom are there more than 4 or 5 people walking and/or biking. Do
needed repairs on the bridge and channel the remaining funds to other projects. Yes. I know it's "grant money" but it's still taxpayer funds, and we need a change so
so called "grant funds" can be used where they're actually needed. If you look at the changes in traffic management over the last 50 years it's all been for the biker,
trail walker and pedestrian with the driver always taking a back seat. It's funny, but in the 50's we had ten thousand more people living in the city, thousands more
working in the city, hundreds maybe thousands of bikers and darn near the same amount of cars traveling through the city because 30 and 83 didn't exist, and it was
much, much better to drive or walk! Pedestrians actually crossed at intersections, didn't need a crossing in the middle of the block. And we walked ten deep on our
smaller sidewalks, unlike now when you're lucky to see ten people in a block most days.
Joe Planner: Dale Myers -What projects that changed the transportation system over the last 50 years (or 10 years) do you think were a good investment of
taxpayer funds?
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2.

Dale Myers: Joe Planner Good question, the intersection in Longstown of 24 and124 seems to have actually helped, but I'm at a loss to remember more projects
that worked well. Route 30 "bypass" is a complete joke, and the design of the Mt. Rose project seems confusing at the least. I mean seriously, who puts a stop sign right
after the green light when you turn south from Mt. Rose onto Haines Road? Sure hope that isn't permanent! We're consistently told how Penn D.O.T. Values safety and
takes the public's suggestions seriously. But I disagree. Perfect example is the southbound 83 exits and entrances at Market Street (Rte.462). I have been complaining
about the dense growth of weeds, brush and even small saplings that grow all through the area. You can not see traffic entering 83 until they're right on top of you.
Talk to anyone using that corridor and they will agree. Does Penn D.O.T. care, not one bit! I even talked to an engineer years ago at the Central middle school when the
new 83 plan was wheeled out, of course nothing was done. Do us a favor Joe Planner, instead of concentrating on the multi million dollar deals, show us you do care
and our words matter. Take care of that one issue and make the 83 south corridor a bit safer.
Bill Henze: My only comment is that any planning better include the accommodation autonomous and fully EV vehicles because they will certainly be the future.
Joe Planner: Bill Henze - There are several actions
included in the plan that discuss connected and
autonomous vehicles, delivery devices and charging
stations. Here is an example of one of the actions.
Dale Myers: Should be an interesting sight at the
future "charging stations". They'll have fossil fueled, diesel
engines powering the charging stations because our electric
grid won't have the needed capacity to charge all the
electric roller skates.
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Posted on 5/6/21 at 7:57 AM: Do you have any ideas to make our roadways safer? How would you select from comparable projects to
enhance safety? Serious injuries from motor vehicle crashes are increasing in York County as fatalities are decreasing. Read about the
proposed selection process, safety performance measures and other data trends in the safety section of GOYORK2045. The plan and a
5-minute survey are available at GOYORK2045.com #GOYORK2045
No comments received.
There were 8 shares.

Posted on 5/6/21 at 2:00 PM: Do potholes drive you bonkers? Have you ever wondered if anyone is keeping track of the road
conditions? You can view the data and see how it’s changed in the updated Metropolitan Transportation Plan. The plan and a 5-minute
survey are available at GOYORK2045.com #GOYORK2045
No comments received.
Shares are as follows:
•
Spring Grove Area School District shared this post on 5/21/21. “Sharing information: If you have 5 minutes, please take the
survey linked in the post below to help the York County Planning Commission.”
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Posted on 5/9/21 at 11:00 AM: Announcement! You are invited to the first of two open-house style meetings on Tuesday, May 11th
from 8:00 AM to 8:00 PM. The open-house style meeting will answer any questions you may have on the draft Metropolitan
Transportation Plan. The public meeting will take place on zoom, and you can join the meeting from GOYORK2045.com #GOYORK2045
No comments received.
There were 7 shares.

Posted on 5/11/21 at 5:05 PM: The Transportation Staff will be available until 8PM tonight. Click on the link and learn about the future
plans for transportation in York County. Click on this link to join the virtual meeting. https://us02web.zoom.us/j/81044888993#success
#GOYORK2045
No comments received.
No shares.
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Posted on 5/13/21 at 3:55 PM: Event
Comments are as follows:
1.
5/19/21: Elsbeth Bupp: That was awesome! Thanks for hosting the discussion! Glad to give my input on N. George St bridge
turn lanes / concern about narrowing to 1 lane and the dangers of the intersection of Market and Queen (needs a left turn light).
York County Planning Commission: Thank you for participating and we will follow-up with your concerns.
No shares.

Posted on 5/18/21 at 1:09PM: Re-elect Mount Rose Interchange –NO ONE likes living next to our traveling through a construction
zone, but we appreciate the improvements the project brings to our transportation system. Although Exit 18 has been difficult to say
the least, remember what it will be when it is complete: a safer, more efficient interchange. Since today is primary day, we thought it
would be good to vote for a location that you think could use improvement on the transportation system. Click on this link
http://metroquestsurvey.com/aky69 to take the survey and vote for up to three of 15 locations that are not currently funded, but are
being considered for the future. #GOYORK2045

No comments received.
No shares.
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Posted on 5/20/21 8:03AM: Are you concerned about the bridge tolling on I-83 over the Susquehanna River proposed by PennDOT,
what option would you recommend? Here is your chance to provide input on the different funding options for transportation in
Pennsylvania. In addition to PennDOT Pathways, the York County Planning Commission is conducting a survey on transportation actions
and congested intersections through June 9th. This survey does not discuss funding options, but will help guide where the funding that
is allocated to York County is invested. Click here for the survey. http://metroquestsurvey.com/aky69 #GOYORK2045

No comments received.
No shares.
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Posted on 5/25/21 4:32 PM: Transit Frequency Should Increase- GOYORK 2045, the 2021-2045 Metropolitan Transportation Plan for
York County recommends an action to increase transit frequency to provide a lower cost to access entry level jobs. Time is a significant
contributor to the cost of riding transit. By increasing frequency and reducing wait times, rabbittransit can make transit a more
attractive and less costly travel option to access these jobs. The graphic below identifies a few destinations from Hanover Borough and
York City to employment centers. Cost associated with driving a car include gas, wear and tear, and sometimes, parking. If you use a
ride-hailing service like Uber, you also pay a fee to help pay the driver. All methods of transportation have a "Hidden" cost too: time.
Please rank this action and others through the survey found at at http://metroquestsurvey.com/aky69 or read parts of the plan and
provide comments at http://www.GOYORK2045.com #GOYORK2045
No comments received.
There was 1 share.
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Posted on 5/26/21 at 2:30 PM: WHO PAYS FOR CONGESTION? Have you noticed an increase in traffic and development in York
County? Our GOYORK 2045 plan recommends Municipalities/County/PennDOT and YAMPO collect impact fees related to the number
of new vehicle trips a development generates. IF a location has an improvement identified costing $2 million, then a new development
generating 10% of the traffic at the location would be responsible for $200,000 contribution towards the improvement. At that point,
the project would need $1.8 million of public dollars or need to wait for additional development. This is one action that GOYORK 2045,
the 2021-2024 Metropolitan Transportation Plan is recommending. Give us your comments and questions on this issue and others in
the plan at GOYORK2045.com or http://metroquestsurvey.com/aky69 #GOYORK2045
Comments are as follows:

1.
Steve Hanson: What ever happened to the additional tariff that was put on an already high York gas tax to pay for
improvements we never received? Remember when gas was much cheaper in York than Maryland? Where did it go? One of the other
problems I see is everyone that moves here for a better life and raised a family, now all the kids are grown up and driving to so the
housing numbers have not necessarily grown versus the number of drivers per household.
York County Planning Commission: Steve Hanson - The gas tax funding is not something addressed in this plan. The amount
of funding included in legislation is the responsibility of the legislation. In this plan, we identify how to utilize the funding allocated in
the best manner. The action mentioned in the post, is something that would be in the hands of municipalities and is why this is a
recommendation. Do you agree or disagree that a new development should pay when they build? That's a good point about the where
did it go. Here is a link to obligation (spending) reports for the last few years. https://www.ycpc.org/159/Transportation-ImprovementProgram . These reports identify where the money was spent. If you would like us to walk you through a report just message us and we
will set something up to discuss the reports. Here are two items included in the full report that you might be interested concerning cars
per house...it doesn't show the trend, but still shows your point.
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2.

3.

4.

5.

6.

7.

Greg Blymire: Could this be caused by the smart software installed at most intersections by creating congestion it is a way to generate revenue for expansion.
York County Planning Commission: Greg Blymire The congestion is probably caused by additional traffic, but that is an interesting campaign proposal to increase
support for revenue increases. To be clear, the software does not create congestion nor would we support that campaign. The software may change which leg of the
intersection experiences congestion, but there is not a goal to increase traffic to ultimately increase revenue.
Elsbeth Bupp: The new raised median on N. Hills between RR track and 30 might be a problem...
York County Planning Commission: A problem in what way? Medians, result in lower crash rates and lower severity, since it reduces head on and angle crashes.
Elsbeth Bupp: York County Planning Commission Saw some cutting yesterday so maybe they are cutting turn spots but problem for biz on west side if northbound
cant turn in
York County Planning Commission: Elsbeth Bupp Here is the link to look at the image better. There is a median that will be installed. Yes, that will modify how
their customers enter. https://www.i83northyork.com/north-hills-rd
. Robyn Allen: What about finishing all the jobs that are started already?
York County Planning Commission: Robyn Allen - Projects do take time to design, so in order
to have project B ready when project A is finished.....the planning needs to overlap. There is
discussion when projects are located in the same area to make sure the detour routes are not the
same. However, emergency repairs to underground utilities or privately funded improvements are
not always part of the discussion. For example, Market Street under I-83 will be closed in the fall
for 5 weeks to replace the bridge over the Mill Creek, but it was planned to only start after Exit 18
is completed. In addition after Market Street opens - Sherman Street and Eberts Lane will be closed
to replace bridges over Mill Creek. .....all of this is laid out to not overlap with one another.
Brenda Mallette: Bull**** ,we were stuck in it
York County Planning Commission: Brenda Mallette -The idea is to not have you stuck in
the future. Here is a good visualization of the future improvements at Exit 19. https://www.i83northyork.com/project-visualizations Here is the homepage that can
provide more information. https://www.i83northyork.com/ Also, this location did not have to do with the action, the action listed in the post could happen anywhere.
Project Visualizations | i83northyork I83NORTHYORK.COM Project Visualizations | i83northyork
Tom Smith: York County residents have been the victim of poorly planned local municipal growth plans for decades. Many of these plans were
funded by Federal Urban Planning Grants.
York County Planning Commission: Tom Smith - That is a relic of a document. Windsor Township has adopted newer comprehensive
plans than that one.
Mirror Image: That traffic light is a problem
York County Planning Commission: Mirror Image - Here is a good visualization of the future improvements at Exit 19.
https://www.i83northyork.com/project-visualizations Here is the homepage that can provide more information. https://www.i83northyork.com/ Also, this location
did not have to do with the action, the action listed in the post could happen anywhere.
Mirror Image: York County Planning Commission that looks Awesome
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York County Planning Commission: Mirror Image - The anticipated dates for construction are included on the site. There are two projects already started that
are early action projects....1- North Hills Road work and 2- North George Street on Ramp......next up this summer/fall will be the bridge on East Market Street over Mill
Creek. If you didn't already, please make sure you complete the survey in the original post and pass it along. Thank you for the feedback.
Giddey Liz: 2 million .. to re time some lights and adjust an intersection¿ .... Jeesh...
York County Planning Commission: Giddey Liz -Sorry for the confusion. The dollar amount was just an example and the picture was just a picture of
congestion.......The action could happen anywhere there is congestion in the County. So, there was not $2 million to retime lights. We would say Jeesh as well and
then no thank you.
Peter Brady: Considering that they are going to close this intersection for about 6 months in the near future, I wouldn't worry too much about it.....
York County Planning Commission: Peter Brady -Here is a newspaper article from the YDR- the plan is to close it for 5 weeks not 6 months, with penalties on
the contractor for longer than 5 weeks. Maybe you were just relating to Mount Rose with the Extra Time. Here is the full article if you have access
.... https://www.ydr.com/restricted/... Also, the picture was not directly related to the action. The action could take place anywhere in the County.....the picture was
just a good one of congestion.....sorry for the confusion. ....Any thoughts on the concept?
Posted on 5/27/21 2:18 PM: Which would you pick? Eisenhower, Moulstown and 194 or Grandview and Baltimore Street (94)? Both
intersections appear in the York County Report on Congestion https://www.ycpc.org/.../View/313/Report-on-Congestion-PDF as one
of the most congested intersections in York County. These locations are included in the 5 minute survey helping to prioritize locations
and actions identified in GOYORK 2045, the Metropolitan Transportation Plan for York County. www.GOYORK2045.com #GOYORK2045
Comments are as follows:
1.
Kayla Lehigh: Moulstown & Eisenhower hands down. I frequently travel both areas and that Eisenhower intersection seems
to warrant faster attention based on my experiences.
2.
Kristine Grafton Shunk: Where have you been, York County Planning Commission , for the last 15 to 20 years while these
municipalities continued to approve all of these housing developments?! My tax dollars will be going to another state soon (not soon
enough).
York County Planning Commission: Kristine Grafton Shunk - In Pennsylvania, the decision on how property owners can use their
land is a municipal based decision, not a County or State decision. However, the County lays out a "big picture" Growth Management
Plan that can be found here. https://www.ycpc.org/.../View/288/Growth-Management-Plan-PDF
Kristine Grafton Shunk: York County Planning Commission, I know that. These municipalities could be influenced by the county
to work together for the benefit of the area
York County Planning Commission: Where would you put growth in York County, where would you let your family build houses?
Kirk Fisher: Kristine Grafton Shunk Yep, and I really hate to think what would happen if there was another serious drought like
we had before this building craze started. The building has gotten out of control. We are already looking to move as well. On top of the
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4.

tax situation, we have neighbors that blast music all day, every day, can hear in all areas of the house, (and we are a half acre away) and can't do anything about it even
though it is way over 60 DB at the property line. We can't save money fast enough to move out for our peace of mind.
Anne Williams: Answer the survey...
Mike Hoover: Both. Neglected for decades. Haven't seen meaningful transportation improvements in decades.
York County Planning Commission: Cake and Ice Cream kind of choice. We agree it's a tough decision, but the gas tax only provides enough to do one. Hopefully,
you completed the survey in the original post and identified your top 3 in the County. Thank you
Mike Hoover: York County Planning Commission Eisenhower and Moulstown-Broadway then. Top priority.
York County Planning Commission: Thank you for the additional input
Mike Hoover: York County Planning Commission And Grandview Road and Rt. 216 is a longstanding disaster.
York County Planning Commission: Most likely, if Grandview and 216 are addressed, it will need to be led and funded (or funding applied for through other
channels) by the Township. As you see we have many different locations in the Hanover Area that are in need of improvements. The regional planning funds are
intended to go towards the problems with the largest regional impact or impacted by the most regional traffic. Based on the nature of the traffic, the two intersections
on 94 and 194, are definitely impacted more by regional traffic. Grandview and 216 (minus lake traffic) is more local than the other two.....no doubt regional traffic
goes through there, but the ratio of Penn Township generated traffic is higher in that intersection than it is in the other two. Therefore, if the regional funding does not
go down the list fare enough, it would be up to local budgets and decision makers to decide if that improvement is an appropriate investment.
Patrick Staub: If they decide to go with the bypass Eisenhower Extension then Moulstown. If not then Grandview.
York County Planning Commission: Patrick Staub - That is a great point, that is exactly what has been delaying Moulstown and Broadway. If Eisenhower Extension
is approved it will change the percentages of traffic going through the 194 intersection. So, until that is decided a design for 194 can not start. Why would you change
priorities if Eisenhower Extension is not approved, do you think Grandview is worse now or do you think it will continue to increase in at a faster rate and therefore be
worse than Mousltown in 5 or 10 years?
Patrick Staub: York County Planning Commission Yes. Also it seems so rare the county even considers Hanover and its transportation needs, so any improvement
will be most welcome.
Mike Hoover: York County Planning Commission Route 194 and Eisenhower is a mess now and has been a disaster for decades. It needs attention now regardless
of what happens with Eisenhower extended.
And I fully support Eisenhower extended since it was first discussed in 1990. It is 2021 and we are still just talking.
Patrick Staub: Mike Hoover Yep and if I was a betting man I would say option 3 nothing is what we will get.
Mike Hoover: Patrick Staub Yep. And transportation planners will walk away from dire improvements at Eisenhower-Moulstown-Broadway-Flickinger and blame
the opposition which kills Eisenhower extended. One has nothing to do with the other. I found York County Planning's response troubling and very telling.
Mike Hoover: Patrick Staub And don't be fooled that the county and state has an interest in Hanover.
Eisenhower was built by a developer and Hanover and Penn Township. The Grandview and Baltimore Street corridor was improved by a developer and Penn
Township. York County planning has not fought for or delivered on a meaningful transportation project in the Hanover area in nearly 40 years.
Patrick Staub: Very true! But in fairness there is also the Broadway Hershey Hill sewer project floating around. Running the sewer from the bowling alley up the
hill into my mom's old house where I grew up. Oh and charging each house up to 45k for the honor of deactivating a working septic system.
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Mike Hoover: Patrick Staub Courtesy of the state. A more than $5 million project for less than 50 homes. That's another argument for another day. Let's try to
keep York County Planning focused on addressing obvious and dire transportation issues. Making us chose between Eisenhower and Broadway or Grandview and
Baltimore Street when both projects should have been done decades ago. Please.
York County Planning Commission: Patrick Staub Sorry, it feels that way. But I would be happy to sit down with you and show you the amount of money that
has been spent in the Hanover Area. Here is a link to the obligation reports. These reports identify where the federal transportation funding is spent in York
County. https://www.ycpc.org/159/Transportation-Improvement-Program Hopefully you completed the survey in the original survey and shared with others. Thank
you
Mike Hoover: York County Planning Commission At least they offered to sit down with you, Patrick Staub. Gee, they are going to show you our gasoline taxes
are being spent on roads.
York County Planning Commission: Mike Hoover It seems like you confused my comment and Mr. Staubs comment. The question was asked to Mr Staub "Why
do YOU think" the priority should change if Eisenhower Extension is not approved. We have talked about how many lanes the intersection will need or what type of
treatment would be best based on whether the extension is approved....but not switching priorities. I thought it was an interesting statement and try to find out more
information concerning the thought process and brainstormed two possible reasons why HE suggested a change in priorities based on the Extension outcome.
Mike Hoover: York County Planning Commission I confused nothing. Your words speak for themselves. "(Eisenhower extended)That is exactly what has been
delaying Moulstown and Broadway." "So, until that is decided a design for 194 can not start."Again, improving horrific transportation issues on 194 needs to be
addressed now and needed to be addressed for decades, independently of what may or may not happen with Eisenhower extended.
York County Planning Commission: Mike Hoover The time to get to this point on
Eisenhower Drive has had many stumbling blocks. Most notable, Conewago Township
and PennDOT both not wanting to own a road in the future and the additional cost
associated with the road maintenance. Since 90% of the Extension project is in Adams
County, York County has not been a driver in the project. Here are a couple projects that
come to mind at this point. 94 from Kuhn North to the County line. Blackrock and
Grandview, Center Street upgrades, 17 traffic signal upgrades, traffic signal timing
changes on 3 other intersections and these are the improvements. The majority of the
money is spent to maintain 94, 116. We would be more than willing to sit down with you
as well. This was already clarified in a previous reply, but the image is from the Capital
Improvements program on page 48. You can see the plan is to fund 194, Moulstown and
Eisenhower, the only item still unknown is how much traffic is coming from Eisenhower.
Mike Hoover: York County Planning Commission Thanks for making my point that they are two independent projects. Eisenhower Drive is built in York County
to the Adams County line, thanks to Hanover and Penn Township. The extension is virtually an Adams County project. So focus on what York County can control and is
in dire need: Route 194 and Eisenhower. To say no design work can begin on Route 194 until Eisenhower extended is decided is very troubling. What happens if it not
decided or continues to be delayed as it has been since Eisenhower was designed and built in 1990? Continue to delay and ignore the issue on Route 194? One look at
the intersection and it is clear a utility pole blocks putting in an extended right turn lane from Route 194 south to Eisenhower Drive. Flickinger Road should be designed
as right turn in and out only. Easy fixes while the right of way is still there. But according to you will be ignored until if and when a decision comes down on a component
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of a project which you admittedly said you have nothing to do with because it is in Adams County. PM me about a meeting here in Hanover preferably at Eisenhower
and Broadway. And definitely with my state representative because I want her to hear your explanation on why no meaningful improvements will be done to this
troublesome intersection for years to come.
York County Planning Commission: 194 and Eisenhower was just approved for funding in the August of 2019. It was not sitting since 1990 waiting for Eisenhower
Drive. It was selected independently of the Extension project. When the location appeared in the York County Report on Congestion, it was presented to the MPO and
funded. The waiting is only because the approval came at a point in time that the public hearing was for the extension was only months away. As you know that public
hearing was delayed. You are correct that we can't wait forever on the extension decision to start 194 and Eisenhower. We have already sat with the Borough and
PennDOT and developed a scope of work to review alternatives and have a cost estimate from a design team. At that time everyone agreed to wait....of course we do
not know how long it will be until the hearing takes place. I will message you. Thank you
Jason Teal: Grandview at Rutters entrance. My son totalled his car Thursday.
Stephen Randall Sullivan: Jason Teal I think I drove by right after that happened. Saw all the cop cars there.
Jason Teal: Stephen Randall Sullivan He let a car turn left out of there, then he started to go without looking. Blue Honda. Got hit then pushed into another car.
Lol
York County Planning Commission: Glad everyone is ok.
Kathy Gill: What about Grandview and Blooming Grove Road?
Terry McKim: Kathy Gill having left turn lanes and lights would be a game changer and a lot safer!!!
York County Planning Commission: Kathy Gill Most likely, if Grandview and 216 are addressed, it will need to be led and funded (or funding applied for through
other channels) by the Township. As you see we have many different locations in the Hanover Area that are in need of improvements. The regional planning funds are
intended to go towards the problems with the largest regional impact or impacted by the most regional traffic. Based on the nature of the traffic, the two intersections
on 94 and 194, are definitely impacted more by regional traffic. Grandview and 216 (minus lake traffic) is more local than the other two.....no doubt regional traffic
goes through there, but the ratio of Penn Township generated traffic is higher in that intersection than it is in the other two. Therefore, if the regional funding does not
go down the list fare enough, it would be up to local budgets and decision makers to decide if that improvement is an appropriate investment.
Kathy Gill: Justin Heiland Penn Township Commissioner??
Justin Heiland: Kathy Gill Penndot is already looking at 216 for some improvements, but not that intersection in particular. We discussed some options for it but
it's not on the radar for anytime soon that I'm aware of.
York County Planning Commission: Justin Heiland 216 is in the preliminary considerations for a resurfacing project. The Township, PennDOT and the YCPC
discussed the project 2 years ago when the 2021-2024 program was developed. The project was not selected at that time. Every two years, the program is looked at
again. We have a meeting with PennDOT to discuss all the candidates throughout the County in June. After that meeting, individual meetings with municipalities will
be conducted through the end of September. Based on those discussions (which could advance or push back a project) throughout the county, a final list will be
assembled in November or December. During the municipal discussions, improvements can be considered and possibly incorporated into the , but the funding for the
projects would need to be approved by someone. At this point in time, this intersection is not at the top of the capacity improvement list for the County-wide York Area
Metropolitan Planning Organization (YAMPO).
Dave Putman: How about fixing the timing of the lights or installing smart lights at Baltimore St & Grandview (and many other intersections in Hanover). That alone would
be a tremendous help
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York County Planning Commission: Hmmm- the timing of Baltimore and Grandview was just evaluated and modified in 2021. What movement are you concerned
with not having enough time? Next time you pass through the intersection, don't just count the seconds you are sitting, but
all the legs at the same time. See if there are vehicles going through the intersection from another direction...wasted time at
an intersection is when there is a queue but not traffic entering or exiting the intersection. If there are cars going
through.....then it is not a timing issue, but a priority issue. I copied the traffic counts that were used for the retiming. Are you
in the priority movement...... 131 left turns from Grandview to Baltimore delayed at 30 seconds each = 3,930 seconds, but for
them to go they need to delay the traffic on Baltimore Street (1,178 vehicles). These volumes are spread over an hour, but it's
the concept that's important. So, if each car on Baltimore is only delayed 3.33 seconds....it would equal the total delay of
Grandview due to the difference in priority. Do you think minimizing the total delay is the correct approach? Should there be
a maximum any approach has to wait prior to overriding the total intersection delay approach? Also, adaptive signal
technology was used in the northern end of Hanover and it will make the main line more important, by creating more delay
on the side streets entering onto the main road.

8.
9.

10.
11.
12.
13.
14.

Ellie Bova Nowak: York County Planning Commission this is really cool to see! Thank you!
Dave Putman: York County Planning Commission this even isn’t Grandview Rd & Baltimore St
York County Planning Commission: Dave Putman -YEs, you are correct, our apologies.
Dave Putman: York County Planning Commission apologies accepted
York County Planning Commission: Dave Putman Here is the Grandview and Baltimore intersection count.
Anne Jessee: I remember when Grandview and 94 was a 4 way stop
Gladys Hughes: AS congested as Hanover is, why can't they put turning lanes at Bloomingrove and 216? That place is the
pits. and have turning lights there? Don't know who designs these streets and roads, but they sure must not travel them.
Those are just one place that they should use common sense in making the roads. Or make a huge by pass around Hanover.
This town wasn't meant for this traffic. But the greedy borough still lets them build more and more. For once use some
common sense in designing roads and developments.
Kim Krebs: Route 94 is too congested and too heavily traveled.
Stephen Randall Sullivan: The whole of Hanover needs a bypass. Been talking about it for decades.
Dan Carbaugh: That's because there a bunch of idiots running the show
Dave Flory: 194 south bound just needs to be wided for right hand turns on Eisenhower. if that would get done it would actually eliminate a lot of the congestion.
York County Planning Commission: Dave Flory -A right turn southbound is one of the options that will be evaluated as we move in to the evaluation stage.
Darby Akers: STOP BUILDING SO MANY HOUSES. The schools, roads, grocery stores, gas pumps...everything will be over loaded to the point to where every individual
that decided to come to this quiet area will run for what they believed they had found. It's a shame seeing so many open spaces turn to cookie cutter packed like sardine
developments. People want space and to be able to what they want on their well earned land. These ridiculous HOA's and permit rules are pushing good people away
from such a great old soul way of life.
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York County Planning Commission: Darby Akers You're right, there are a lot of people that want the same type of living. How do you make the decision on who
receives the quiet area and how do you tell the property owner next door, they can 't build a house? Where will the next generation live if we stop building housing
units (house or apartment)? Not going to touch the HOA, that is an agreement between individuals in a group.
Nicki Duble: Moulstown and Eisenhower. Mainly traffic coming down 194S into Hanover. How about High Street and Kindig Lane? I know this has been so dramatic for
years bc they don’t want lights there. Why not a 3 way stop? It takes me 15 minutes to get from my home, which is right near Neiderers Pool, into Hanover which is less
than a two mile drive.
York County Planning Commission: Nicki Duble -High Street and Kindig is one of the locations that is anticipated to decrease if Eisenhower Drive extension would
be approved. We will pass this comment on to the Borough to find out if they have any future plans to make modifications. This location does not rank within the area
for congestion, since High Street is not delayed.
Wesley Rebert: Need to stop the two big home builders around here from building house on top of house and start evaluating better traffic flow before being allowed to
just build a 200 home development.
Kim Krebs: Wesley Rebert agreed!!
Wade West: These intersections definitely need some attention but what about the light in New Salem? Anyone that has traveled thru there in the evenings knows that
has to be close to the worst intersection in the county for congestion
York County Planning Commission: Wade West - You are correct, when you
calculate the delay per vehicle.....an individual waits longer at that intersection than any
other in the County. However, when you take into consideration how many people travel
the intersection and the overall community delay....it drops in the ranking. GOYORK 2045
does include this project in the Capital Improvements Program. The York Area
Metropolitan Planning Organization (YAMPO) approved funding for the project in February
and the plan shows $3.7 million for future improvements. The improvement is not
identified yet, but there is money to address the problem. FYI- the projects in the survey
are locations that were approved for funding yet.
Wade West: York County Planning Commission Thank you for the response and I'm
glad to see that improvements are scheduled for that intersection
Tylor Heller: Let's figure out something to cut the travel time from MD to Eisenhower in half. 16 years ago you could get through Hanover in no time. Now it takes all day
to get thro
York County Planning Commission: Tylor Heller You're correct about travel time increasing over time. It will continue to increase as people drive farther for
employment and population grows. The only way an individual can ensure the travel time does not increase is to choose to be closer to their destinations.
Tony Wagner: Obey the signs,at bloominggrove and grandview,stay off the shoulder,and it would be safe ,, idiots
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Posted on 5/27/21 at 3:41 PM: NEW EXIT 26 @ Canal Road: Interstate 83, the main North/South route through York County is in a
constant state of improvement, not only in our area, but regionally as well. The top location to be addressed is Emigsville, Exit 24, the
prefered transportation solution is to build a new interchnage at Canal Road. The Capital Improvements Plan associated with
GOYORK2045 includes $34 million to build a new interchange if approved. If it is not approved, GOYORK 2045 has laid out an order of
priority projects in Chapter 4. Anticipate that Federal Highway will make a determination in the next 6-10 months. With this knowledge
and understanding, what are your thoughts about adding a new interchange between Exit 24 (Emigsville) and Exit 28 (Strinestown) at
Canal Rd, mile marker 26? What do you think? You may provide your public comments here or provide comments in the 5 minute
survey included on www.GOYORK2045.com #GOYORK2045
Comments as follows:
1.
Sue Benna Hahn: I think the exit would be a great idea because of all the truck warehouses built in this area, unfortunately.
It would give them direct access from Manchester. However, that cost is astronomical! Seems the trucking firms should have to absorb
some the cost, because it wasn't needed before those thousands of truck bays.
York County Planning Commission: Sue Benna Hahn - This is the hardest part to determine.....who pays and how much. GOYORK
2045 plan identifies that the current process is not working and recommends the development of a new process. However, there is a
balance to achieve. If the community requires $ for every trip a building generates to address transportation, there is the potential for
any business growth and
the jobs they create not
coming to York.

Chris Strump: York County Planning Commission most, if not all, municipalities around here require a traffic improvement fee to be paid. This fee is calculated
by peak travel trips. Obviously these businesses don’t mind paying them to the municipalities because warehouses are going up. So the argument that making them
pay might keep them from coming to York is invalid.
York County Planning Commission: At what level of government is the tax revenue generated that should pay for this improvement? Property tax at the local
and/or county level? Sales tax, gas tax, income tax, business taxes are all collected at the State level and then redistributed at the State level. In Pennsylvania,
traditionally our State and local elected officials normally only use gas tax to pay for road improvements.....not always, but usually. This is the main reason that gas tax
is higher in PA....other states use other taxes to fund transportation.
Jack Ericson: Sue Benna Hahn the extra tax revenue brought in by these companies should be utilized to pay for it
Sue Benna Hahn: Jack Ericson but will they?
Jack Ericson: Sue Benna Hahn doubtful
York County Planning Commission: At what level of government is the tax revenue generated that should pay for this improvement? Property tax at the local
and/or county level? Sales tax, gas tax, income tax, business taxes are all collected at the State level and then redistributed at the State level. In Pennsylvania,
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traditionally our State and local elected officials normally only use gas tax to pay for road improvements.....not always, but usually. This is the main reason that gas tax
is higher in PA....other states use other taxes to fund transportation.
Kayla Ann: Will it alleviate the problem of the backup on Board Rd. to get onto 83? It is almost impossible to get out of Manchester to go south no matter if you go Board
Rd. To 83 or North George.
York County Planning Commission: Kayla Ann The I-83 Master Plan Study for Exit 24-28 was focused on
addressing the congestion at Exit 24 including Board Road. We anticipate a large portion of traffic will choose to
use a new interchange and stop using exit 24......would you be one? Even with a new interchange there is still
plenty of attractions and destinations closer to Exit 24 than exit 26....that traffic would probably choose to
continue to use Exit 24 and access the interchange using Board Road. A new interchange will help and will make a
noticeable difference, but board road will not be without traffic. It is anticipate that projects will still be needed
at Exit 24 even with Exit 26. Here is a link to the overall list of projects included in GOYORK 2045 surrounding Exit
24-28. A clip of the list has been included below. https://www.ycpc.org/.../Chapter-Four---Corridor-Areas-PDF
Casey Harrison: Absolutely! This project is a must. I thought that this should happen 16+ years ago. There needs to
be better I-83 access for trucks that service the warehouses in that location.
York County Planning Commission: Casey Harrison - Thank you for your comment- make sure you take the
survey included in the original post.
Tom Gracey: This Exit should have been completed already. The number of warehouses built in this area in the last five years has exceeded the capabilities of the roads.
These country roads were not made for tractor trailers. Locust Point Road is a perfect example. There are two curves that can't be negotiated by tractor trailers without
crossing the centerline into the oncoming lane. Specifically where Bowers Bridge Road connects to it and about a block past the Conewago Township Sewer Plant. This
country road is used frequently by truckers to get on I-83 at Strinestown. If a police officer saw me crossing a double yellow centerline into the other lane he would pull
me over and more than likely give me a ticket. Yet these truckers do it regularly on a daily basis. The local police either don't care or more likely turn a blind eye to it.
Thank goodness no one I've heard has lost their life on these curves. Doesn't mean it couldn't or may not happen though. So here is one good reason how many more do
you need?
York County Planning Commission: Tom Gracey If you go back in time, 16 years ago. Exit 14 and 15 (Dead Man's Curve) was under construction and there was
a decision at that point to prioritize Exit 18 over other locations and next was Exit 19 (Market Street) and Exit 21 (US 30) and Exit 22 (George Street). Basically, there
has been a lot of investment during that period. NOT taking into consideration the issues with the contractor at Exit 18, which project would you have moved to
complete this project and why?
John Clouser: York County Planning Commission I think it should be done to make traffic safer and also will help more companies that want to move into the
area as well.
Ellie Bova Nowak: Personally I'm leaning no. One of my frustrations with 83 in general is the density of exits around York. We end up having not a passing (left) and a
traffic (right) lane, but a "through" lane and a "merging" lane! Adding another exit right when it starts to spread out a bit would just prolong that congestion. In addition,
everyone seems to be talking about how the new exit is needed in response to the many new warehouses and increased truck traffic in the area. If we add another exit,
we will only see that problem worsen, with more and more companies coming into the area. We can't outbuild the warehouses.
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York County Planning Commission: That is a good point concerning the spacing and interesting that Federal Highway has a 5 mile goal between exits in Rural
Areas and a mile in Urban Areas. Overtime the area around Canal as grown and now the area is considered Urban by the US Census and therefore is open to having less
than the 5 mile Rural Separation. One thing to consider, the merge lanes on the older ramps are the cause for that issue as much as the spacing. If the on and off ramps
were to standards, you would feel the impact less on the two main lines. You are absolutely correct, we can not build our way out. The easier the traffic access the
more desirable for development.
Ellie Bova Nowak: York County Planning Commission very interesting re Urban vs Rural! Thank you!
John Clouser: York County Planning Commission good points I think any decision you make will have its pros and cons. That’s why we have you guys to figure
that out for us and I think you will make the right decision.
Amanda Lockard: Ellie Bova Nowak I was thinking the same…
Brian McKenna: I am all for this. I take 83 to work and this would be a god send. Also alleviates traffic from Emigsville and Strinestown.
York County Planning Commission: Would you pay a toll to get off at a new exit? Make sure you take the survey included in the original post.
Chrissy Nehmsmann: I don't travel that area enough for my opinion to have as much weight as others, but it seems to be a good idea to have more and better places to
get on and off 83 in York. The interstate was built decades ago when we had less traffic. I don't think a lot of I83 through York is equipped for the kind of traffic it sees
anymore
York County Planning Commission: Chrissy Nehmsmann - That is a good observation. There have been a lot of changes in the vehicles since I-83 was built. In
addition to Exit 26, there is another project that just started and will be occurring over the next few years. https://www.i83northyork.com/
Christopher Long: Save the money on the exit and let’s build a bridge from Manchester to Bainbridge across the Susquehanna!!!
York County Planning Commission: Christopher Long - You are the second person that commented on that bridge during this public comment period. We
suggested that a bridge connecting the two would be tolled.....how much would you pay per trip? How many days a year would you make the trip? How many others
would make the same trip? A new bridge would be more than $100 million (Turnpike bridge was more than $150 million in 2005, but more lanes). What is the reason
to access Lancaster County in that manner? Housing, jobs, recreation?
Christopher Long: York County Planning Commission seeing as I’m from Elizabethtown I would make the trip quite often... The convenience of the bridge would
make any price to pay for crossing worth it!
Diane Fidler Garman: All the additional truck traffic on local roads is terrible. The warehouses are in close proximity to 83 and the proposed exit 26 is needed to ease this
congestion. It is my understanding that approval was granted because this exit was planned in the past and keeps getting moved further into the future. The sooner the
better
York County Planning Commission: Diane Fidler Garman The location has been supported by various local officials over the years. However, there was never an
official submission to Federal Highway until this year. Even if approved tomorrow, there are several
projects that need to be finished on roads leading to and away from Exit 26....or we would have just
relocated the problems when the additional traffic is on Canal Road. So at the earliest, this project could
be physically constructed is 8 years to complete the pre-requisite projects and then design the
interchange. However, funding is a different issue. The funding for the next four years is already
approved on other projects.....so, this project is proposed to be funded in 2035 in the proposed GOYORK
2045 plan. you can see the full plan at https://www.ycpc.org/.../GOYORK-2045-The-Metropolitan...
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York County Planning Commission: Here is a section from Chapter 4 that discusses the priorities between Exit
24-28, the plan lays out two different priorities depending on which way Federal Highway responds to the proposal.
There is more in the full Chapter 4 page 93 of the document. https://www.ycpc.org/.../Chapter-Four---Corridor-AreasPDF
9. Paul Hundertmark: Absolutely add it!
10. York County Planning Commission: Make sure you take the survey included in the original post. It does not talk about
Exit 26, but it has other projects and actions, we would appreciate your views. Thank you
11. Michael Schriefer: 34 million. WTF. No wonder our taxes are outrageous
York County Planning Commission: Michael Schriefer -I'm assuming you mean all taxes...or are you specifically
talking about certain tax in particular? Which would you rather have? The project or no tax increase? $34 million over the 450,000 people in York is $75 per person.
Michael Schriefer: York County Planning Commission do all 450000 pay taxes????? Clarify your numbers. Also. Instead of increasing taxes. Have an external
audit conducted. Cut wasteful spending. Justify you’ve done everything to not just increase taxes. Show us. Justify the increase. It is our money after all isn’t it? Once
that is done. Then plan for the future expenditure instead of spending money you don’t have. We aren’t your zero interest spending account. We certainly don’t have
the luxury of frivolous Un planned spending. So why should you be able to continuously do that with my tax dollars???????
Michael Schriefer: York County Planning Commission if my rough data is correct. Per census.gov York Pa residents 2019 - 449,058 % under the age of 18 - 22%
= 89,812 So that’s roughly 359,246 people over 18. With your horribly basic math still being wrong that would be about $95 per person. If all 359,246 people pay taxes
(which they don’t) that is a big increase. Especially when people are trying to catch up from the COVID BS. Plus - where is your unequivocal guarantee this won’t turn
into the Mt. Rose trainwreck that is a compete and utter failure. Bottom line. You tried to BS me with bad numbers. Have a terrible track record in any type of highway
planning. 83 is absolutely TRASHED....... No I DO NOT approve of you essentially stealing more of our hard earned money. To be honest. You should be ashamed of
yourselves for even thinking this when you have 2 major projects not completed and 83 is a mess!!!!!!!
Michael Schriefer: York County Planning Commission ok. Where did this $34 million come from? The Mount Rose trainwreck is 100% inexcusable. It has
inconvenienced everyone in the county in some way for the last however many years and our out of state visitors. The FACT that you can’t guarantee that won’t happen
again is pathetic. That means no research, risk assessment, audit, after action review etc has been completed. It is a glaring black eye on whoever was responsible for
that project and laughable that y’all think there is ANY faith and confidence in whoever to even start another project. Get your ducks in a row. FIRE those who obviously
can’t do their jobs and get back to the drawing board. Zero faith and confidence in ANY future projects run by you guys. Put a poll out and find out the truth. That will
open your eyes.
York County Planning Commission: Michael Schriefer -The $34 million set-aside for the project is out of the current funding amounts, with no increase needed.
The question about the project vs the tax increase was to determine if you thought the project was worth the money....not really about a tax increase. The $75 number
was just to relate the total cost of the project to an individual resident (not taking out the under 18). Your right the math was a very quick reference point and comparing
the transportation funding to the population is not appropriate if you are looking for detailed calculations. The calculation should be based on the miles the average
person drives and the miles per gallon consumption of your vehicle. We do not have access to that type of data, therefore a quick reference was used. You're also
correct, there is no guarantee that a future project will not have the same issues as Mount Rose Avenue. Although it is no consolation to those impacted by the delays
at Mount Rose Avenue on a daily/yearly basis. That type of contract issue on behalf of a private construction firm is not the normal interaction between the State and
private industry.
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York County Planning Commission: Michael Schriefer -The $34 million set-aside for the project is out of the current funding amounts, with no increase needed.
The question about the project vs the tax increase was to determine if you thought the project was
worth the money....not really about a tax increase. The $75 number was just to relate the total cost of
the project to an individual resident (not taking out the under 18). Your right the math was a very quick
reference point and comparing the transportation funding to the population is not appropriate if you
are looking for detailed calculations. The calculation should be based on the miles the average person
drives and the miles per gallon consumption of your vehicle. We do not have access to that type of
data, therefore a quick reference was used. You're also correct, there is no guarantee that a future
project will not have the same issues as Mount Rose Avenue. Although it is no consolation to those
impacted by the delays at Mount Rose Avenue on a daily/yearly basis. That type of contract issue on
behalf of a private construction firm is not the normal interaction between the State and private
industry.
12. David Small: I think our main concern is to have a limited access Rt. 30 bypass South of York. Run it off of the present Rt. 30 west of 616 route is south of York and have
it merge into the present rt. 30 east of rt. 24. What is now rt. 30 where the by pass starts East of 616 could be made Bus. 30 to where the new bypass would end East of
24. That would ease the gridlock on present rt. 30 between Kenneth Rd. and North Hills Rd. and ease the traffic on Country Club Rd. and Mt. Rose Ave.
York County Planning Commission: David Small - What percentage of US30 traffic travels from 616 to 24? From that traffic, what is the amount of traffic that
would choose to use a new path? That would be the amount of traffic that would be "pulled" onto a new Southern Bypass. Any ideas where that could be built? This is
a concept that has been discussed in concept plan after concept plan for the transportation network since the 60's. We know that there are gas taxes, but the tax
revenue has trouble keeping up with the maintenance of the existing roads, how would you pay for a new limited access highway? Tolls, Property Taxes, vehicle
registration increases or a outside the box solution? Thank you for the comment and please make sure you take the survey included in the original post and distribute
to your friends and family.
David Small: York County Planning Commission It could be started somewhere west of 616, run south of York south of College Ave. ext., then veer south of
Country Club Rd., continue northeastwardly and merge into the present Rt. 30 bypass East of Rt.24. This is just a rough sketch. Traffic going to destinations outside of
York Co. would use the new bypass and local traffic could use 462 or the present rt. 30 which could be routed as Bus. 30. Being a US highway I would think we could
get funding from the Federal Govt.
York County Planning Commission: In 2003, we did a very rough estimate of traffic going through the US Route 30 corridor. Based on turning movements at
each signalized intersection on US Route 30, 75% of the traffic turned on or off of Route 30 in between North Hills Road and Kenneth Road. That would mean less than
25% of traffic would use a bypass, therefore the cost to build vs the use would not be justified. www.goyork2045.com you can see the full GOYORK 2045 plan. Chapter
7 discusses the funding and the image below shows the projected funding. The money that we receive includes our share of the Federal and State funding already.
13. Roger Racer: 26 then 24 to relieve traffic at 24
York County Planning Commission: Roger Racer This reply was originally posted on another comment on this post. The I-83 Master Plan Study for Exit 24-28 was
focused on addressing the congestion at Exit 24 including Board Road. We anticipate a large portion of traffic will choose to use a new interchange and stop using exit
24......would you be one? Even with a new interchange there is still plenty of attractions and destinations closer to Exit 24 than exit 26....that traffic would probably
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choose to continue to use Exit 24 and access the interchange using Board Road. A new interchange will help and will make a noticeable difference, but Board Road will
not be without traffic. It is anticipated that projects will still be needed at Exit 24 even with Exit 26. Here is a link to the overall list of projects included in GOYORK 2045
surrounding Exit 24-28. A clip of the list has been included below. https://www.ycpc.org/.../Chapter-Four---Corridor-Areas-PDF What did your comment "921 not
complete yet" mean?
14. Kenny Ott: Yes! Add it! With the construction of two new large industrial buildings off of exit 24 in addition to the
already heavy truck traffic, the new exit would alleviate a lot of traffic congestion
York County Planning Commission: A new interchange is estimated at $34 million at this point. All of York
County receives $33 million a year to maintain over 1300 miles of road and more than 800 bridges. On average
bridges cost more than a million dollars. Say a bridge last 100 years (easy math), that means we need to replace
8 bridges per year to replace all of them within 100 years. In order to do this interchange, we need to postpone
about 33 bridges. That is 4 and half years of bridge work. Is there another funding source you would support?
Maybe tolling a new interchange (just the on and off ramps) or developer contributions?
15. Jess Peiffer: This should have been started 5 years ago
16. Roger Racer: What year
York County Planning Commission: Here is the image from the plan that shows the years for
enhancements to the system. I'll let you look for yourself. Don't forget to take the survey listed in the original post.
Jack Ericson: York County Planning Commission 2033/2036!? Are you kidding?
Brian Moul: York County Planning Commission That's great but Exit 26 needs to be built NOW, not by 2040. The recent proliferation of warehouses, businesses
and residential developments in the vicinity of Exit 24 has choked that interchange far in excess of its rated
capacity
York County Planning Commission: Jack Ericson In the listing, there are other improvements that
need to happen prior to an interchange...The project at the top of the list is the implementation of the I-83
Exit 24-28 Implementation study. This is to improve intersections like the Susquehanna Trail and Canal;
Musser Street, Canal Road Extended and Board Road prior to an interchange being constructed. Which
project on that list would you move to 2033 in order to have the $34 million to build the project sooner?
Also, the North York Widening project is over $300 million and is just starting construction......so that will go
until 2027.....Improving Exit 24 is the next priority after that project.
York County Planning Commission: Brian Moul How should we pay for the now? Here is what was replied to the comment prior to your post. In the listing, there
are other improvements that need to happen prior to an interchange...The project at the top of the list is the implementation of the I-83 Exit 24-28 Implementation
study. This is to improve intersections like the Susquehanna Trail and Canal; Musser Street, Canal Road Extended and Board Road prior to an interchange being
constructed. Which project on that list would you move to 2033 in order to have the $34 million to build the project sooner? Also, the North York Widening project is
over $300 million and is just starting construction......so that will go until 2027.....Improving Exit 24 is the next priority after that project.
Jack Ericson: York County Planning Commission I just don't understand why you're asking for input on something that wouldn't happen for over 20 years! In 20
years we're going to be flying around like the Jetson's.
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York County Planning Commission: Jack Ericson In the listing, there are other improvements that need to happen prior to an interchange...The project at the
top of the list is the implementation of the I-83 Exit 24-28 Implementation study. This is to improve intersections like the Susquehanna Trail and Canal; Musser Street,
Canal Road Extended and Board Road prior to an interchange being constructed. Which project on that list would you move to 2033 in order to have the $34 million to
build the project sooner? Also, the North York Widening project is over $300 million and is just starting construction......so that will go until 2027.....Improving Exit 24 is
the next priority after that project.
York County Planning Commission: Brian Moul How should we pay for the now? Here is what was replied to the comment prior to your post. In the listing, there
are other improvements that need to happen prior to an interchange...The project at the top of the list is the implementation of the I-83 Exit 24-28 Implementation
study. This is to improve intersections like the Susquehanna Trail and Canal; Musser Street, Canal Road Extended and Board Road prior to an interchange being
constructed. Which project on that list would you move to 2033 in order to have the $34 million to build the project sooner? Also, the North York Widening project is
over $300 million and is just starting construction......so that will go until 2027.....Improving Exit 24 is the next priority after that project.
17. Jimmy Glatfelter: I feel like it'll suck for those that take Canal as a travel route but for the love of god something needs done because Board/Church are disaster during
rush hour. Hell, trying to leave Manchester during rush hour is a joke. There's like 3 routes to get to York and all are clogged at those times.
York County Planning Commission: Jimmy Glatfelter- Do you have any reservations that the roadways we want are for one hour of the day and the other 23
hours, we have more than enough? There are also improvements that were approved in February for funding to improve Exit 24 SB off Ramp and adding another lane
from SB off ramp to the Susquehanna Trail headed WB, those projects should be to construction in 2024.
Vicki Jacoby: This all should have been done before all the warehouses were approved for construction. Planning commission needs to sit along Locust Point Rd
for 1 full day and watch the Trucks heading for exit 28. It's dangerous 24/7!
York County Planning Commission: Vicki Jacoby - The decisions to approve warehouses, or backyard pools is the decision of the municipality. We advise
municipalities that there is no money for transportation improvements and lay out plans like this one to provide guidance on when funding would be available.
Sometimes the advice is taken and sometimes it is not.
Robin Kauffman: Jimmy Glatfelter I agree with you
18. Michael Nace: Get the company doing Mt. Rose then we can see it done in about 50 yrs
York County Planning Commission: Michael Nace - Unfortunately, that company will be barred from working in PA again, but maybe ACME Company is available.
Hopefully you have a chance to take the survey include in the original post.
Michael Nace: York County Planning Commission I’m not taking your survey. Road construction in PA is a joke. That’s why we will moving out of PA within the
year
York County Planning Commission: Thank you for letting us know why you are not participating
Roger Racer: 921 not complete yet
19. Wesley Peacekeeper Mummert: No thank you
York County Planning Commission: Wesley Peacekeeper Mummert -Is your rejection based on the cost of the project, the traffic need, the changes in land use
associated with a new interchange or another objection? We facilitated a discussion with the municipalities and residents in the fall to evaluate what the zoning should
be within a 5 minute drive time of a proposed interchange. The final report and a proposed addition to each municipalities comprehensive plan will be going through
the formal public hearing and comment period in the near future. The concept is to only modify the zoning if a new interchange is approved, funded and built. Here is
the link to a map that shows the zoning that wad presented at the last public meeting in January, this map is based on a new interchange being installed at Exit
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20.
21.

22.

23.

24.

26. https://www.ycpc.org/.../Draft-Future-Land-Use-Plan-PDF... Here is the link to the full I-83 Exit 26 page, this shows additional information including a maps of the
existing land use. https://www.ycpc.org/461/I-83-Master-Plan Thank you for your comment and please share the survey.
Norm Marks: 100% for a new exit at Canal!! There have been so many new warehouses and businesses going into that area and I believe the Emigsville exit is beginning
to get overloaded.
Cori Lynn Garry: This would be awesome because I live on Susquehanna Trail and I know how terrible the traffic is... however please take that into consideration that
though this is largely zoned commercial there are still people that live here residentially and will need to get to their homes, so if you’re working on the strinestown exit
and Emigsville exit and putting in a canal rd exit then that’s going to cause major issues for the people who live around here just trying to get home.
York County Planning Commission: Cori Lynn Garry - Good point, all three would not be worked on at the same time.
Dawn Maria Shaffer: How about finishing Mt Rose and fix Emigsville exit, then make plans for more 83 exits! 83 is a unsafe joke! And Emigsville is horrible patched holes
and just a fricken mess!
York County Planning Commission: Dawn Maria Shaffer - The York Area Metropolitan Planning Organization is focused on fixing I-83 Exit 24 (Emigsville). The I83 Masterplan Study was focused on addressing the traffic congestion at that location. The recommendation that was included in the study, was to build a new
interchange at Exit 26 (Canal Road), to pull traffic out of Exit 24 and improve operations,. Here is the link to the full report https://www.ycpc.org/Docum.../View/1166/I83-Master-Plan-PDF
As with most jobs, there are different roles. Our role as the Planning Commission is to look towards the future and pick the next projects. PennDOT is in charge
of construction. FYI- the next project is I-83 Exit 19-Exit 22. This location would be after that project is completed. Maintenance is an ongoing effort, please take the
survey in the original post and rank the actions. This will help us to decide which projects to select in the future.
Dawn Maria Shaffer: York County Planning Commission improve Operations? Than fix 83 pavement issues and already started Mt Rose. Than worry about
adding more construction to 83! Just making a bigger mess not cleaning up the ones that haven't been touched in a yr. But obviously started. We pay a lot of gas tax
that's supposed to fix our roads. Where is that tax money going? Because every road in Pa is horrible! Why start more when we need the things already started finished!
It's been years and no where near fixed or safely drivable.
Danielle Robison: That would be amazing! There's a ton of truck traffic on the trail between Strinestown and Canal. It would really help alleviate the traffic in the residential
sections.
York County Planning Commission: Danielle Robison - Since the land use along the trail is already split between village (Zions View) and industrial to the north.
Are you concerned that the Distribution Center traffic on the Trail will come south through Zions View if Exit 26 would be built? At least when truck traffic is headed
south on I-83?
Danielle Robison: York County Planning Commission I actually think the new exit would reduce the current traffic. I live on the Susquehanna Trail between
Strinestown and Canal. If there was an exit there, I'm not sure trucks would have a reason to drive the section of the trail I live on. The only reason they do now is
because they get off at Strinestown to get to the warehouses on Canal.
York County Planning Commission: Thank you for your insight.
Nichole Marie: I live in this area and can see the pros and cons of adding a new exit. I hope they are going to consider a repaving of I 83 as it is horrible in this general
area.
York County Planning Commission: Nichole Marie - As the next four year program 2023-2026 program is developed and approved, we will be evaluating this
area of I-83 and comparing the condition to other areas of I-83 to program resurfacing projects....meanwhile, the patching of I-83 will continue.
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25. Adam Keyser: It's fine either way. It allows trucks to access 83 over running the trail, canal, and locust point roads. It'll add more start and stops. Keeping large vehicles
off the municipal roads will save taxpayers money by eliminating damage to roadways. Also, in the next 20 years conewago twp will benefit from an interchange due to
the growth to be from Pasch between susquehanna trail and lewisberry rd. But we need to understand that warehouses along this corridor allows companies a straight
line to transport goods. Ultimately i can see a 6 lane highway from possibly queen st to emigsville or further within a decade. Thru traffic stays left.
York County Planning Commission: Adam Keyser - Thank you for the comment.
26. Sara Hoak: Keith Rachael Tony
Rachael Havice Duncan: Sara Hoak damn
Joann W Pfaff: Has anyone considered this is one of the main roads the school buses in the area use.
Sara Hoak: Joann W Pfaff I just think of the congestion going almost anywhere during construction
Joann W Pfaff: It's right in the middle of our district and there really is no Alternate route available.
Sara Hoak: Joann W Pfaff EXACTLY
27. Ralph Erdenbrack: An exit at Cannal rd would relive a lot of the traffic at Emicsville. No matter what they do to the Emicsville exit there's still going to be a lot of traffic.
We need to slim down the traffic an exit at Cannal Rd would do that
York County Planning Commission: Ralph Erdenbrack - That is what the I-83 Master Plan for Exit 24-28 stated as well. Even with a new Exit 26 at Canal Road,
there will be additional improvements needed at Exit 24 Emigsville. Here is the link to the www.i83exit26.com page. Also, chapter 4 of the GOYORK 2045 plan lays out
the priority of projects that goes along with a new interchange. If we just build an interchange other intersections will fail....so there are some surrounding improvements
that need addressed prior to an interchange. Check out the proposed priorities here. https://www.ycpc.org/.../Chapter-Four---Corridor-Areas-PDF
28. Tim Trexler: Yes, please do! And give us a bridge from York Haven to Marietta
York County Planning Commission
Tim Trexler - If you agree to pay a $50 toll every time you go across, we can talk ;)
Tim Moose: Buy a boat. It'll be faster and cheaper
Tim Trexler: Tim Moose that's currently the plan lol
29. Joe Schäufele: Yes, this new exit would be vital to the growth and prosperity of York County.
York County Planning Commission: Joe Schäufele - Will a new interchange serve new growth or will help address the growth that already developed?
Joe Schäufele: York County Planning Commission both.
30. Paul Crouse: Ohh look 10 more years of construction
York County Planning Commission: Paul Crouse - You're right, there will always be construction in order to continue to improve our community.
31. Carl Brillhart: Definitely needs it
Shares as follows:
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Shared by Jim McClure on May 28 at 9:26AM: A chance to weigh in on the proposed Canal Road/I 83 interchange! And an answer about
cost: $34 million. Thoughts?
Comments as follows:
Darrell Asper Jr: Wasn't Kinsley going to do this decades ago for free?
Juneen Fink: That was when they wanted to put the incinerator in that location for the trucks to have easy access to it. But
nobody wanted that stinky thing built in that area.
2.
Bob Amend: New 15 year project.
Linda Thieme: Bob Amend not if they give the contract to the company doing the MT. Rose project, then it will be a 30 year
project
Cindy Spangler Wilson: Linda Thieme I believe that changed from 1 to 3 different companies involved there!
Linda Thieme: Cindy Spangler Wilson the only company I heard about since the beginning was Cherry Hill Construction.
Cheryl Fetrow: Linda Thieme the locusts will be back twice maybe
3.
Michael Welt: Finish Mt. Rose Ave. Interchange first and have whoever repaved 83 south of Mt. Rose Ave. do the job!
4.
Sharon Kohler: Isn’t that we’re Pasch is building his new town on Canal rd
Alaskan Malamutes-Always:Sharon Kohler omg that guy is still around....
5. Bill Henze: Definitely needed, can only hope the trucks are forced to use it.
6. Orval Ferguson: And there goes the neighborhood
7. Kim R Leppo Weibley: Finish Mount Rose Ave FIRST!!!!!
8. Michael McAdams
9. 100 year plan. Like mt Rose.
10. Clay Shaw: Hurry before we moved to New Mexico
11. Tom Gracey: This Exit should have been completed already. The number of warehouses built in this area in the last five years has exceeded the capabilities of the roads.
These country roads were not made for tractor trailers. Locust Point Road is a perfect example. There are two curves that can't be negotiated by tractor trailers without
crossing the centerline into the oncoming lane. Specifically where Bowers Bridge Road connects to it and about a block past the Conewago Township Sewer Plant. This
country road is used frequently by truckers to get on I-83 at Strinestown. If a police officer saw me crossing a double yellow centerline into the other lane he would pull
me over and more than likely give me a ticket. Yet these truckers do it regularly on a daily basis. The local police either don't care or more likely turn a blind eye to it.
Thank goodness no one I've heard has lost their life on these curves. Doesn't mean it couldn't or may not happen though. So here is one good reason how many more do
you need?
Jennifer Gillen: Us who have Houses on Locust point rd know that there is no way Trucks should be on this rd. They dont stay in the lanes they shake our whole
house. pay me big time buy me out and they can have my house
Tom Gracey: Jennifer Gillen I know of 2 for sale within a couple hundred yards of the sewer Plant. Feel bad for anyone living on that road. Nobody moves to the
country to have tractor trailers rattling your property...UGH!
1.
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Jennifer Gillen: Tom Gracey i know I live right down from the sewer plant
12. Mary Homsher: Very much needed
13. Richard Blankenship: If needed do it, but make certain it doesn’t become another Mt. Rose boondoggle! HIRE KINSLEY!
14. Barry Ness: Already answered this question 2-5 times already. Just re-run my answer. NO EXIT there!! PA legislators don't have the "juice or money" to payoff those in
the Fed. Transportation in DC. UNless ALL expenses for ramps/bridge/signage/etc AND ALL future mantainence upkeep (to Fed level's) and ALL public access to
ramps/bridge FOREVER!!!!
15. Richard Santiago: They wide canal rd for new exit for new exit. It go be expensive buy land for right way because new warehouse just build their.
16. Dave Smith: They can’t even maintain the roads we have with the funding available, now another 34 million???? Guess another .10 cent/gallon tax hike in the way. Let
the businesses that are beating the roads to hell fund it ....
Keri Leaman: Dave Smith and gas tax funds go to pay the state police. If it went back into infrastructure like it was supposed to, projects like this wouldn't be as
much of an issue.
Vicky Moran: Pennsylvania's tax system is nothing but one big shell game, robbing Peter to pay Paul especially with less and less federal funding for cities and
townships. So of course the local governments are ditching their more expensive police contracts and going with state police coverage. Plus then we have the more
powerful politicians in Harrisburg pulling strings for larger chunks money for their counties while others struggle with little to nothing, then add the shifty contractors
who bid artificially low and then try to milk more and more money from the state and finally mix in that PA has a lot road mileage and voila it's officially a real cluster.
So the state in it's infinite wisdom tries to convince us the only way to keep the roads in good condition is to change every stretch of road into a toll road which they
can turn around and privatize by leasing it all out and then those people don't fix them.
17. Peter Carli: The Canal Road interchange was needed 30 years ago. Taking the excess truck traffic off of Board Road and the Susquehanna Trail would be quite welcome.
18. Cecil Worley: It will only lead to more congestion and more warehouses a never ending cycle
19. Kristen Spangler: How about we sink some money into resurfacing 83 before we all need to replace our struts, shocks and tyres yearly?
20. Connie Eisenhart: I grew up partly in the old stone house that sat where 83 crosses Canal. Those were some of my better childhood memories there and the old stone
barn where I would go ride horses up through the orchards that were behind Maple Press. If anyone has pics of the old house that once stood there.....built by the Rev.
John Quickle I'd be thrilled to see them.
Paul Quickel: John wasn't a Rev. He was a J.P. Here's the datestone he carved and placed in the end of the house.
Paul Quickel: John was my ancestor. My grandfather and I have traced the ownership of the farm. Were you related to the Gladfelters?
Paul Quickel: The orchard was Bear's orchard. The owners were my Dad's Aunt and Uncle
Connie Eisenhart: Paul Quickel thank you so much!! That house and barn where I spent so much time meant so much much to me in my life. I really appreciate
ii
Connie Eisenhart: Paul Quickel that pic is from before we lived there but I know that truck. The Gladfelters (Whitey and Ella)owned owned it. They were my
stepmothers parent's. Ran an upholstery business out of the garage.
Connie Eisenhart: I remember the stone. These pics are wonderful. I loved that house so much and cried when they destroyed it and the barn.(which was owned
by the Kneppers)
Paul Quickel: Then you probably know Todd Etter. I went to school with him.
Connie Eisenhart: Paul Quickel I ummmm kinda used to date him
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21. Paul Quickel: This is a map of the area. The red dots are where the Quickel Farm was. The Expressway is about 25 feet or more above Canal Road at that point so any
interchange will have to be constructed where the land rises back up to the level of 83. The Blue Rectangle is where the trucking terminals are being built along 83. To
the South Bear Rd and Sinking Springs Rd are already right next to 83 and both could be used to access existing trucking and manufacturing facilities. The land North of
Canal could have been used to put the interchange right at the new trucking terminals without bringing the traffic into Canal and then circling back to the terminals. The
destruction of a historical home and adding all the truck traffic to Canal Road is another example of big corporations lacking respect for the average citizens.
22. Jomarys Cruz: Me encanta la idea
Soul-Marie Martinez: Jomarys Cruz si
Posted on 5/27/21 at 6:36 PM: Roosevelt and US 30: Does congestion have you seething with road rage? The intersection of Roosevelt
Avenue and Route 30 is one of the most congested areas in York County. We are looking for your ideas on how to reduce congestion
and make the area safer. Read about the proposed selection process, safety performance measures and other data trends in the safety
section of the updated Metropolitan Transportation Plan. The plan and a 5-minute survey are available at GOYORK2045.com
#GOYORK2045
Comments are as follows:

4.
5.

6.

7.

1.
David E Wood: Great news they’ll use the same company that’s doing the mt rose project
2.
Aj Stenclik: The latest viral outbreak! MtROSE-21 A 10 mile infection radius
3.
Samantha Ross: Can we look into widening Red Lion's Main Street, the section south of the square? People don't know how
to street park and get in the way of traffic, so cars have to go over the double yellow line to get around the poorly parked vehicles
which causes concern regarding fender benders with cars having to do the same traveling the other direction.
Prieto Malave: How about fixing YORK CITY STREETS
Norm Marks: When going east on Rte 30 and turning left onto Roosevelt, there are so many cars trying to turn left here that traffic backs up into the left hand lane of Rte
30 and causes congestion here. 3 comments/suggestions: 1) Increase the left hand turn light by about 5-10 seconds 2) Lengthen the left hand turn lane so more cars can
wait in this lane (there appears to be some median here you can convert?) 3) Much more extensive would be building a bypass north of York to bypass the Rte 30. I think
part of the reason so many cars turn left here is to take the back roads (Church, Greenbriar etc.) to avoid all of the lights further east of this intersection. Thanks for the
opportunity to post here
Jessica Rembold: Get 30 on the same light cycle! The traffic and congestion would decrease if you could make it through more than 1 light at a time. If you turn on 30
from George Street heading west every single light turns red. It is so crazy, I'm not from here and I've never seen a highway that doesn't keep lights green to move traffic
Travis Grynosauruswrex: Jessica Rembold I second this! Synchronize the lights eastbound and westbound during peak hours to alleviate traffic! It's ridiculous to
be stopped at nearly every light.
Brook Kerr: Making the turn light on Roosevelt on to 30 East a little longer would also help. So many times people having to sit through 2-3 light cycles just to get through
that light.
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York County Planning Commission: Brook Kerr When you are sitting though the 2 or 3 light cycles, are there other cars going through the intersection from other
directions (US 30 or the opposing side of Roosevelt Avenue)? In order to give more time to Roosevelt Avenue turn lanes, the time must be removed from another
direction, which would possibly move delay from Roosevelt to US 30. If US 30 increases delay, the traffic could flow over into the neighboring intersections of Kenneth
and Fairlane. If you experience times that there are no vehicles going through the intersection, please let us know. If you could provide time and day, that would be the
best. We can pull the information from the system and evaluate the timing of the lights to see if changes need to be made. You can message to this account or call the
YCPC office at 717-771-9870 or email planner@ycpc.org Hopefully you had time to take the survey and share it with your family and friends.
Brook Kerr: York County Planning Commission yes cars are moving freely through that intersection. Even if that turn light was 10 seconds longer it would be a
huge improvement. It seems to be worse now that the the new upmc hospital is right there. Anytime between 7:30 am- to about 6:30 pm you usually have to wait
through at least 2 light cycles to be able to make it through that light, even with the double turn lanes.
Krystal Javor: York County Planning Commission The Roosevelt light being shorter is going to cause other issues like accidents. The light allows enough time for
4-5 cars to get through it. Its nothing to see 4 more car run the red light just to get through it because the know it's a long wait until you get another green. I'm so
surprised there's hasn't been way more accidents there from it
Brandy Warner: Brook Kerr very true
8. April Michelle: The turn lane on Rt 74 to get onto 30 E needs to be lengthened. Same with the turn lane on 74 going into Delco Plaza. Both overflow into the regular lane
and cause delay. Thanks for evaluating needed changes.
York County Planning Commission: April Michelle - We will add this location to the list of recommendations.
9. Travis Urey: Rt. 30 @ Toronita St. needs a change, turning lane to Round the clock and Starbucks backs everything up
York County Planning Commission: Travis Urey - Here is the new design of the intersection. The link to the page is
also included so you can find out other information as well. https://www.i83northyork.com/ Here is a direct link to a project
visualization video of the area. https://www.i83northyork.com/project-visualizations
10. Nate Holtzinger: When traveling west on 30, the left turning lane to turn towards KFC/Chick-Fil-A needs to be extanded. Traffic
in that turning lane backs up that entire lane on 30 so badly cus of the fast food places/mall there
York County Planning Commission: Nate Holtzinger - Yes, that improvement was approved for funding a few years
ago. This is captured in the Capital Improvements Program of GOYORK 2045, the 2021-2045 Metropolitan Transportation Plan for York
County. The image below if a page from the CIP, that describes improvements that are important, but should be captured inside of routine
maintenance projects. The full CIP can be found here https://www.ycpc.org/.../Capital-Improvement-Plan-CIP-PDF The full GOYORK 2045
Plan can be found here. https://www.ycpc.org/.../GOYORK-2045-The-Metropolitan...
Since this location was not identified as a "stand alone" project. That means that the left turn lane will be evaluated and hopefully
redesigned (still needs evaluated for the impacts to right of way) the next time a major maintenance project is planned for on US Route 30.
This decision was made due to the amount of redesign that a "simple" left turn extension includes. Mostly concerning the drainage work
and right-of way or property needed. The design work and evaluation if the maintenance is needed for US 30 from Carlisle Road Exit (74) to
North George Street is currently getting started with a scheduled 2022 or 2023 construction.
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11. Lena Scully: How about we properly pave the fking roads first. Can't drive thru York without getting whiplash and busting up your car. How many millions a year does
Kinsley get paid to chop the roads only to repave 13times and still have potholes.
Posted 6/10/21 at 4:14 PM: Do speed limit signs control speeding? It's not always that simple. Traffic calming uses physical design
features to reduce vehicle speeds. Narrower lanes require drivers to slow down, pay more attention, and "thread the needle" through
a tight, built environment. How do you rank traffic calming? Take the GOYORK2045 survey and learn more about safety actions at
GOYORK2045.com #GOYORK2045
Comments as follows:

2.

3.

1.
Chris OToole: Make the road more narrow? Wider vehicles, more commercial traffic, all you are doing is sacrificing speed for
more accidents and property damage
York County Planning Commission: Chris OToole - Yes, you are correct. The action is to reduce crashes, but it doesn't say to
reduce the speed limit. The action is to design the road to match the speed limit. So, if the speed limit is 35, a road design should be
implemented to provide cues to the driver to drive 35. In the example, there are more items that would normally go with 25 in the
Jacobus example than the Shrewsbury example. So, the point is to make sure the design and speed limit match.
Damon Suskie:I think it would be best to just FIX THE DAMN ROADS
York County Planning Commission: Damon Suskie When you say fix the roads, you mean that we should only concentrate on the smoothness of the road and
nothing else. Please make sure you take the survey in the post to rank ASSET MANAGEMENT as your number one priority. Thank you
David Anderson: Traffic laws are rarely enforced. At least one vehicle goes through red at every traffic signal on every light change. 99% of drivers roll through stop signs.
Every day I see someone completely ignore a stop sign somewhere. 99% of us speed. I always drive 10 mph over the limit. Few drivers yield properly when entering limited
access roads. Far too many drivers are obviously looking at their cell phones while driving. I have seen two vehicles pulled over by police in the last three years. If laws
are not enforced they will not be followed by the majority of people.
York County Planning Commission: David Anderson - This is a list of some of the recommend actions in the GOYORK 2045 Plan. The 4th bullet point is about
enforcement, the item was not listed as High, it was listed as medium. The reason, the ongoing cost of enforcement is probably unrealistic without the use of
enforcement through technology. The High action listed in the post, is a larger investment, but it is one time implementation and enforces speed 24 hours a day by a
physical change. Based on your comment, would you support more traffic law enforcement as an action? If you didn't already, please take the survey at this
link. http://metroquestsurvey.com/aky69
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4.

5.

6.

Michael Mackley: Maybe speed isn't the problem? The point of a vehicle is to get you from point a to b faster than riding a horse or bicycle. If everyone is so petrified of
safety then we would all walk. Just what we need wasting more tax dollars for
people who drive reasonable. Bad behaviors wont change. You're only impacting
the rule followers.
York County Planning Commission: Michael Mackley -You are correct,
the vehicle is the faster option. A horse usually canters 10-17 15 mph. So, even
at 25mph it's still an increase from the horse What is the correct speed for
residential areas like York County Boroughs? Also, this is not only about the
vehicle moving, but the residents that live in our more dense Boroughs. Do you
live on a Main Street in a Borough or City? When you mention impacting people
who drive reasonably, are you referring to the cost only to design or modify the road......these efforts would be incorporated into future maintenance projects and
would not be stand-alone efforts? If the road is designed for the intended speed, the driver should not feel comfortable speeding which would not impact the reasonable
driver following the speed limit. However, most of our older roads are designed as straight as possible, the only cue the driver receives is the speed limit sign, which we
agree should be enough.
Bill Dunphy: Michael Mackley obviously you aren't aware of the children that have been hit by cars going too fast on these roads. We are not talking about being
petrified, we're talking about people's lives. Maybe I should have speed cameras in these areas to take care of people that have bad behaviors, if you want to speed
pay the fine. They are proven way to get people to slow down and pay attention on the roads that they are talking about
Neiko Cervantes: Doesn’t help when a-hole drivers pull out regardless of distance. Go on and thread needles so there is no leeway for adjustments to compensate. There’s
an entire method of driving for that.
York County Planning Commission: Neiko Cervantes Yes, that is a problem. Most of the time reduced speeds allow more decision time for all drivers.
Richard Hunsinger: Perhaps we should raise the speed limits, to be more in line with the current vehicle technology and engineering. Most of the speed limit standards
we use today, are left over from the 1970s. Automobiles have come a long way in safety and fuel mileage, since then.
York County Planning Commission: Richard Hunsinger - You are correct about the technology and the ability of the current vehicles. All the safety designs are
meant to protect people inside the car...not sure if fuel mileage is related to safety or just a comment supporting better technology. Many interstate speeds were
increased in the late 1990s and early 2000s on the interstates. The real concern with vehicle speed is when they interact with other users of the road not in a highly
designed metal bubble. Pedestrian and bicycle users are experiencing an increase in fatalities as vehicle passenger fatalities have been decreasing. Here is the number
of pedestrians and bicyclist killed by people driving cars. You Can check out the safety section of the plan here, it starts on page 60. https://www.ycpc.org/.../ChapterThree---Moving-Forward-PDF
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7.

8.

9.
10.

11.

12.
13.

Justin Kelley: Too many speeds for the same situation. There should be a unified standard. Towns should
be all 30mph. And 25 reserved for school zones. These mile long school zones at 15 are ridiculous. Some
of them are for nothing more than making it easier to leave the school parking lots.
York County Planning Commission: Justin Kelley Is that an action that you are
proposing....evaluation of the school zone speed limits and eliminate them if there are no walkers?
Would this be done based on each school year. Just thinking of a child that lives across the street from
the school, but maybe for only one year? Thank you for the comment, please make sure you take the
survey mentioned in the post.
Marc G Showen II: I think speed cameras would be a better solution in these tight city streets and make
sure you post that speed cameras are in use. Maryland uses them.
Jason Lutz: Marc G Showen II ... and don't advertise their presence before getting to it!
Marc G Showen II: Jason Lutz the ones I'm talking about are mounted in steel boxes and they do work cause my wife got busted by one in Hagerstown Md doing
5 over the limit. By law they would have to notify the public that they are in use. The way it works is the box takes a photo of your license plate and the the state mails
you the fine. But by law they have to post that speed is being enforced by speed cameras. It works and it takes law enforcement out of harms way by killing the critical
race theory that cops target americans of color. A person cant target a cop if its a box doing the speed trap.
Matt Grant: Fix the roads
York County Planning Commission: Which road would be on the top of your list to get repaved based on your travels?
Chris Scrivani: I’ve drive both streets in the example, often, and Jacobus is much more dangerous than Shrewsbury. The limits make no sense.
York County Planning Commission: Chris Scrivani - What is your reason for the statement that the 35 mph Jacobus section is more dangerous than the 25mph
Shrewsbury section?
Chris Scrivani: York County Planning Commission have you actually driven through both sections? Here’s the difference between studies/data and actuals.
Jacobus ALWAYS has cars parked on both sides of the street forcing traffic into a near ‘chicken’ scenario. You also have kids and adults popping out from between the
parked cars. That section of Shrewsbury has back and/or side alleys where people park off street. Let me take you for a ride sometime.
York County Planning Commission: Very familiar with the sections. We are trying to hear from the public....not tell the public. So, I didn't want to lead you to
answers. Our post is in agreement with you. Thank you and don't forget to take the survey in the post.
Jeff Keesee: Oh heck no. Come watch 74 S below Red Lion. Should be 35mph and not 45 especially in neighborhoods. Truckers especially speed . Construction, State, Oil
tankers all abuse speed limits.
York County Planning Commission: Jeff Keesee thank you, please make sure you take the survey by clicking on the link in the post.
Sue Hinman: The section of Rt 24 from approximately Chapel Church Road to the Red Lion borough line should be 35! People fly through that area going faster than 45.
And yes, I’m taking the survey and adding that comment!!
Marjorie Shenberger: The speed limits need changed to correspond with the technological advancements of the new vehicles built. 25 through town is to slow. I can and
do safely navigate town at 35 and most other drivers do also. It’s all about paying attention to the road and your surroundings.
York County Planning Commission: Marjorie Shenberger - Which technology aspect in new cars is the one that creates a more livable community for the
residents of the street getting in their cars parked along the road or pedestrians crossing the road?
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14. Chris Holmberg: Jacobus is horrible. I work in Jacobus and squeezing our work trucks thru the section above Rutter's is not fun. Coming up over the hill pulling trailers
with parked cars pushing you into the opposite lane is not fun. Road gets very narrow with cars parked on both sides. That section needs widened in the worst way!
York County Planning Commission: Chris Holmberg - Yes, this image shows what you are talking about, even the white car is on the double yellow line. So, based
on the action to have traffic calming and the two examples in this original post, if the road can not be widened, would your argument of crossing the yellow line indicate
that the speed limit should be lower in order to allow for oncoming traffic to respond to your need. This would allow for those less frequent but important larger vehicle
trips to navigate properly and safer without the cost to widen.
15. Mike Jansen: Threading needles= more broken mirrors
York County Planning Commission: Mike Jansen - In the traditional sense, parked cars do create a tightness that reduce speed. Personal property is not
intentionally designed into the process to reduce speed. Have you lost your mirror driving or parked?
Mike Jansen: York County Planning Commission I live in a small town and people are constantly getting mirrors destroyed. I have power folding mirrors and
have to use them quite often while I’m driving by parked cars
16. James Book: Its also a means for speed traps, Northern Regional, from station into Dover, 25 mpr, should be 35
York County Planning Commission: James Book - That's another good example of the inconsistency of the posted speed limits, the speed limit is 25, but there
are no sidewalks, no parking and the majority of houses are set back from the road where 25 is first posted. Headed from Northern Regional to Dover Borough
(Westbound), what road crossing would you switch from 40 to 35 and 35 to 25 and why?
James Book: York County Planning Commission what's the point of your response? It's a speed trap plain and simple. If the police are going to cite people for
traveling 1 mile over the posted speed limit then every one of them needs to be cited as well
Nate Li: York County Planning Commission I also agree that near fox run rd and canal that 25mph zone is uncalled for in that area I think it should remain 40
until you get into the town and not just pa but all us highways the speed limit is ridiculously low. When cars are able to safely travel 100 mph and easily why can’t we
just increase from 65 to at least 80
York County Planning Commission: James Book -The point of this post was discussing how the feel of the road relates to the posted speed limit......or doesn't.
You commented on a place where the 2 are not aligned. My question was whether there was any point you would convert the road to 25 or whether you think the
speed limit should be higher the entire way to the square in Dover.
York County Planning Commission: Nate Li -Thanks for the input on the Canal Road. Where does town start for you? Also, the interstates and US Highways is a
different issue, but thank you for the comments.
James Book: York County Planning Commission I have no problem with a 25 mph zone from Delwood road to the square, but should be increased to at least 3540 mph to Bull road
York County Planning Commission: James Book -I'm not familiar with when or why that speed limit was set. We will add this to our list and see if our Board
prioritizes this location. Thank you and make sure you take the survey in the post.
James Book: York County Planning Commission I'll believe it when I see it, it's a cash cow for Northern Regional so I won't hold my breath
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APPENDIX K – PUBLIC COMMENT #3 – FINAL PUBLIC COMMENT PERIOD - METROQUEST SURVEY
RESULTS
The YAMPO GOYORK 2045 MTP MetroQuest survey was used to ask participants to rank the topics from Chapter 3, rate corresponding actions, and choose congested intersections.
Furthermore, the survey was open from April 25th to June 13th and it received 1058 respondents and 241 comments.

The “Top Ranking Categories” graph shows how many times a topic was
ranked in the top 5.

Appendix K – Public Comment #3 – Final Public Comment Period – MetroQuest Survey Results

300

GOYORK 2045, the 2021-2045 Metropolitan Transportation Plan for York County
The “Topic Ranking” graph shows that Safety was most often ranked #1, and other topics
like freight or public transit were more likely to be ranked in the top five than the top spot.

On the Action Rating slide, respondents gave 1 to 5 stars on the actions related to the
topics they selected on the Topic Ranking Slide. The chart below shows how many stars
each action was given. For example, if ten people gave one action one star each, that’s a
total of ten starts. If only two people gave an action 5 stars, that action would also have a
grand total of ten stars.
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The graphs below compare how many stars and how many times an
action was rated.
Category
Action
Active Transportation
Advertise Walking/Biking
Health-Based/Recreational
Review Accessibility
Sidewalks by Transit
Sidewalks in Focus Areas
Asset Management
Freight Network
Plan Utility Projects
Road Conditions
Traffic Volumes
Weight Posted Bridges
Economic Development
8 to 80 Streetscapes
Conduct Freight Audits
Impact Analysis
Transportation Needs
Update Economic Plan
Environment
Eco-Friendly Materials
Environmental Impacts
Flood Prone Roads
Promote Carpooling
Promote Transit
Equity
Bike & Pedestrian Crashes
Car-less Equity Analysis
Disabled Equity Analysis
Personal & Public Health
Senior Equity Analysis
Freight
Freight Network Maintenance

Total Number of
Stars
Grand Total
7469
1487
1556
1517
1435
1474
7725
1281
1666
1784
1695
1299
9764
2002
1827
1993
1825
2117
9929
2189
2195
2099
1645
1801
5067
998
1005
1021
1077
966
3805
832
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Heavy Vehicle Maintenance Projects
Public-Private Partnerships
Support Legislative Change and Additional
Enforcement
Truck Platooning Infrastructure
Operations
Coordinate Traffic Lights
Expand ITS Cameras
Group vs Individual Delay
Individual vs Group Delay
Road Ranger Assistance
Public Transit
Advertise Transit
Implement Travel Time Measures
Increase Frequency
Park and Ride Lots
Promote All Transit Technology
Safety
Hi-Visibility Crosswalks
Identify Problem Areas
Senior Driving Education
Toward Zero Deaths Policy
Traffic Calming Methods
Grand Total

817
768
702
686
6259
1645
1305
1119
1044
1146
5450
1012
1075
1147
1054
1162
13390
2713
2999
2377
2760
2541
68858
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Prioritized Congested Intersections
400

363

Number of Votes

350
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300
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250
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200
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150

150
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100
50
0

20
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5

15

22

15

19
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27
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26
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19

72
19
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40

No
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Congested Intersection Comments
Set
Active
Transportation
Active
Transportation
Active
Transportation
Active
Transportation

Item
Advertise Walking/Biking

Active
Transportation
Active
Transportation
Active
Transportation
Active
Transportation
Active
Transportation
Asset
Management
Asset
Management
Asset
Management
Asset
Management

Health-Based/Recreational

Asset
Management

Plan Utility Projects

Advertise Walking/Biking
Advertise Walking/Biking
Health-Based/Recreational

Sidewalks by Transit
Sidewalks in Focus Areas
Sidewalks in Focus Areas
Sidewalks in Focus Areas
Plan Utility Projects
Plan Utility Projects
Plan Utility Projects
Plan Utility Projects

Comment
Biking routes in the city could be signed better and road sharows need repainting. Bike lane on King
St.needs to be repainted.
Yes!!! Less biking on high traffic areas that make it very hard to give adequate space between you and
the bicyclist. Ridgewood rd in york is the worst with that!
Bike lanes that are not in a traveled roadway. Many times it is hard to see bikers when driving
Would love to see Greenbriar be more bike/pedestrian friendly. I would happily ride my bike to Weis,
and I know there are plenty of kids that ride bikes/walk to the park on that road. Would be nice if it
were safer to utilize.
Rail trails and hiking trails are the best!
There are a lot of existing sidewalks in need of improvement. We should empower renters and
homeowners to affordably return their sidewalks to good walkability.
Hi-visibility crosswalks are imperative.
Would love to see sidewalk development (or wider shoulders) in rural areas. Walking is not safe on
74, 462, and many smaller roads
I don’t know what these are.
The handling of the water, sewer and gas line projects in York city has been abysmal. I think Walnut
street was torn up and redone at least three times, maybe more. That is unacceptable.
This is a major problem in growing areas like Shrewsbury and Hopewell Twps
This is a big one. All the utilities need to work together in one location instead of ripping up freshly
laid asphalt or blacktop all the time. Our roads are worse than the surface of the moon!
While I know that emergencies happen, I become aggrieved when a municipality paves a road and a
utility company comes along and digs it up. Usually the repair is not completed correctly and ruins
the surface of the road. If a road is dug up, there should be standards as to how it needs to be
repaired to restore it to a good condition.
This is a must and should start very early. There should be a comprehensive utility upgrade schedule
for every road in every municipality. Utilities should have to file updated plans with the municipality
on scheduled upgrades every 5 years so the planning/transportation entities know what is in the
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Set

Item

Asset
Management
Asset
Management

Plan Utility Projects

Asset
Management
Asset
Management
Asset
Management

Road Conditions

Having lived in Europe for years, I'm continually nonplussed that we don't build roads to last a long
time. I guess we're saving money up front, but I wonder if the repair needs don't make the overall
cost much higher in the long run.
Makes sense to prioritize the roads that are in the worst condition first.

Road Conditions

Potholes, small crater sized holes in pavement, old unused/decommissioned railroad tracks.

Road Conditions

Asset
Management
Asset
Management

Road Conditions

Our roads are in DESPERATE need of resurfacing upgrades and recent road work with underground
utilities, etc where there have been “patches” placed across the road everywhere are HORRIBLE
quality repairs. It makes me angry that I spend hard earned money to purchase a new vehicle to have
my suspension abused by the condition of our roads!!!
Depends on the functional class of the roadway

Asset
Management
Asset
Management
Asset
Management
Asset
Management
Asset
Management

Road Conditions

When planning for maintenance and road repair, make sure that companies who bid on the project
are using good quality materials so that "valleys" don't form at stop lights. Standards for materials
that are being used!
Too many patches!

Traffic Volumes

Volume of traffic on major thoroughfares is ridiculous.

Traffic Volumes

The County should be planning and helping to pay for service on the trunk routes into and out of the
county seat in York City and for county employees who commute into York City.
high volumes can lead to more wear and tear on the roadway, so this seems obvious

Asset
Management

Weight Posted Bridges

Road Conditions

Road Conditions

Traffic Volumes
Traffic Volumes

Comment
works. These plans should help drive improvements. Local municipalities should also have to publish
their plans with similar updates so the county and state know plans for water/sewer upgrades.
Don’t conduct utility projects in the middle of rush hour or during the day.

I think that we need to focus on moving traffic across our roads. RT 30 becomes a bottleneck around
the RT83 on and off ramps. There are too many traffic lights on RT 30 from Kenneth Rd to North HIlls
Rd.
This is pretty important

Appendix K – Public Comment #3 – Final Public Comment Period – MetroQuest Survey Results

311

GOYORK 2045, the 2021-2045 Metropolitan Transportation Plan for York County
Set
Asset
Management
Congested
Intersections
Congested
Intersections

Congested
Intersections
Congested
Intersections
Congested
Intersections
Congested
Intersections
Congested
Intersections

Item
Weight Posted Bridges
Baltimore St (94) &
Grandview Ave
Baltimore St (94) &
Grandview Ave

Baltimore St (94) &
Grandview Ave
Baltimore St (94) &
Grandview Ave
Baltimore St (94) &
Grandview Ave
Baltimore St (94) &
Grandview Ave
Broadway(194)&
Eisenhower/Moulstown

Congested
Intersections
Congested
Intersections

Broadway(194)&
Eisenhower/Moulstown
Broadway(194)&
Eisenhower/Moulstown

Congested
Intersections

Broadway(194)&
Eisenhower/Moulstown

Comment
The weight posted bridges that make a key link in the roadway network should be considered along
with roadway classification
This is not the only intersection which needs improvement, but it is the only one listed in Hanover
area.
The traffic signal from Grandview onto Rt94isnt long enough during rush hour. Trucks making right
turns onto Grandview from Rt 94 have hard times making the turn without running over the curb.
Grandview and Rt 216 is also a problem intersection.
The Hanover area is in need of a complete transit study. Getting from one side of town to the other
can take 20-30 minutes. New house construction is out pacing road development. Hanover roadways
wont be able to handle the growth
It's Hanover that's not York and it has no effect on York regardless of your ridiculous ideas.
Please do something. Anything
I think you have the wrong intersection, this intersection functions properly. Grandview rd and
blooming grove road is the intersection thst needs big improvements.
After 194
Another intersection in Hanover that cant handle the growth of Hanover. It takes multiple traffic
cycles to make it through the intersection. Another roadway connecting 194 to Eisenhower/ Wilson
Ave should help with traffic.
Hanover could use a bypass from west to east and north to south. Truck traffic is too high for the
Hanover area’s roadways.
It's Hanover that's not York and it has no effect on York regardless of your ridiculous ideas.
Force shopping centers to develop a better parking lot roadway system to pull traffic from the state
roadway system. Don't force traffic to leave a parking lot on the same side of the road to get to
another store. Businesses should develop parking lot road networks. Adding more lanes to the state
roads will not enhance this location. Also look at a simple shuttle option that circulates through the
shopping centers. Someone could park and hop a shuttle that makes round trip to the stores.
This shouldn’t even be a question! This needs to happen for a safety concern!
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Set
Congested
Intersections
Congested
Intersections

Item
Broadway(194)&
Eisenhower/Moulstown
Broadway(194)&
Eisenhower/Moulstown

Congested
Intersections
Congested
Intersections
Congested
Intersections
Congested
Intersections

Broadway(194)&
Eisenhower/Moulstown
Broadway(194)&
Eisenhower/Moulstown
Broadway(194)&
Eisenhower/Moulstown
Canal Rd (921) &
Susquehanna Trl

Congested
Intersections
Congested
Intersections
Congested
Intersections
Congested
Intersections
Congested
Intersections

Canal Rd (921) &
Susquehanna Trl
Canal Rd (921) &
Susquehanna Trl
Canal Rd (921) &
Susquehanna Trl
Church Rd (238) & Board Rd

Congested
Intersections

Church Rd (238) & Board Rd

Congested
Intersections

Church Rd (238) & Board Rd

Church Rd (238) & Board Rd

Comment
This should t even be a question! It needs done as a huge safety concern!
The pavement on the M and T Bank side needs to be re-examined. It is part of the backup on 194. The
road hits out causing drivers to enter the turning lane late versus merging into it where the lane
starts.
Traffic is backed up frequently in 3 of the 4directions, improvement vis a must.
This is the worst intersection in Hanover
Absolutely horrible, 15-20 minutes to make a turn.
Not sure priority yet, but with numerous building projects planned, this should be addressed prior to
additions. And well planned as improvements in last 20 years have led to safety issues. one I have
fought Penndot on for nearly 20 years. The latest the light at intersection does not have turn signals
even though trucks must turn. Lack of visibility, officer hit 5/4/21. water does not go into drain run
through intersections. forms ice in winter. Serious Plan Fail. Need to do better. or nothing
This intersection would benefit turn arrows in many directions so that school buses and vans can
safely make turns without worrying about traffic.
Needs an entrance/exit ramp to I83 North/South.
I avoid this area at all costs due to high tractor trailer traffic.
Needs to be widened immediately. Back-up to and from 83 is always a major problem. Multiple
businesses and warehouses are being added and it’s adding the the traffic problems.
Bridge needs to be widened with more lanes or completely redone ASAP. It sometimes take 60
minutes to travel through this intersection. This will only get worse with all the new businesses,
warehouses, and neighborhoods coming within a few years. Huge priority in this area that is being
developed rapidly.
Major backups causing big problems at this intersection. Bridge should be widened with more lanes.
Should be fixed as soon as possible especially since new businesses and neighborhoods coming in this
area!
Bridge needs to be widened ASAP!
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Set
Congested
Intersections
Congested
Intersections
Congested
Intersections

Item
Church Rd (238) & Board Rd

Comment
This bridge causes serious backups and problems. Needs to be revamped as soon as possible!

Church Rd (238) & Board Rd

This intersection really needs more lanes! Major backups and problems getting worse by the day!

Church Rd (238) & Board Rd

Congested
Intersections
Congested
Intersections

Church Rd (238) & Board Rd

Between the light cycles and the warehouse truck traffic this intersection is bad. What would help
would be two items 1) create a new interchange at church road, between emigsville and strinestown.
2) widen the bridge to four lanes to allow fora longer turning lane onto board road, as well as a
dedicated lane to enter onto I-83 south exit.
Bridge needs widened for more lanes ASAP!

Congested
Intersections
Congested
Intersections
Congested
Intersections
Congested
Intersections
Congested
Intersections
Congested
Intersections
Congested
Intersections
Congested
Intersections
Congested
Intersections

E Market St & Haines
Rd/Memory Ln
E Market St & Haines
Rd/Memory Ln
Memory Lane & Industrial
Highway
Memory Lane & Industrial
Highway
Memory Lane & Industrial
Highway
Mt Rose Ave (124) & Hill St

Church Rd (238) &
Greenbriar Rd

N George St (181) & Emig
Rd
N George St (181) & Emig
Rd
N George St (181) & Emig
Rd

At them second light heading down Greenbriar toward Dover, traffic can’t pass freely as cars heading
toward Church Rd hoping to turn left pull past the line waiting to turn left. I’ve wrecked my car trying
to avoid the congestion in this intersection. There ought to be a left hand turn lane for cars leaving
Greenbriar turning left onto Church Rd. The township would need to claim property from a
neighboring home to do this.
definitely definitely definitely
Yeah maybe you could get the same group that did Haines Rd and Mount Rose...Oh wait that's not
done yet. Guess will have to wait for the 25 year anniversary.
definitely definitely definitely.
Why are all these projects centered on motor vehicle congestion? Where are the complete street
projects?
Personally until route 30 is a limited access highway none of this matters.
It depends on what your fix to this is. Hopefully not adding lanes.
Strong consideration must be given to reopening the Church Rd underpass, perhaps establishing oneway patterns on both roads
Widen road, one lane traffic under the bridge causes major back-ups during rush hour.
One lane underpass needs to be widened to two lanes, also N George street should have a lengthened
turn lane.
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Set
Congested
Intersections
Congested
Intersections
Congested
Intersections
Congested
Intersections
Congested
Intersections
Congested
Intersections
Congested
Intersections

Item
N George St (181) & Emig
Rd
N George St (181) & Emig
Rd
N George St (181) & Emig
Rd
N George St (181) & Emig
Rd
N Main St (24) & High St
(624)
N Main St (24) & High St
(624)
S Queen St (74)& Tyler
Run/Donna Ln

Congested
Intersections
Congested
Intersections
Congested
Intersections

Susq Trail & Lightner
Rd/Gwen Dr
US-15 & Ore Bank
Rd/Spring Lane
US-15 & Ore Bank
Rd/Spring Lane

Congested
Intersections
Congested
Intersections

US-15 & Ore Bank
Rd/Spring Lane
US-15 & Ore Bank
Rd/Spring Lane

Congested
Intersections
Congested
Intersections

US-30 & Roosevelt
US-30 & Roosevelt

Comment
This intersection needs to be high priority due to major congestion and more businesses coming to
this area.
Needs more space for more lanes. Too many backups!
Causes backups into other roads and major backups
Need more space for traffic to pass through!
Turn lanes all directions have helped but protected/permissive left turn signals all directions would be
better, ditto for the Red Lion square (Main/Broadway)
Red Lion also desperately needs a widening project for Main St. On-street parking is currently a
hazard to drivers.
Wasn't this supposed to be addressed by the adaptive signal upgrade project at Queen & Springwood
and Springwood & Hollywood? This intersection should be addressed ONLY in conjunction with S.
Queen & Pauline/St. Charles Way
Widen the road for truck traffic, change the light cycles.
This is long overdue.
It's not York and it has no effect on York regardless of your ridiculous ideas. You don't make choices
by county you make them by "metro" area, density of traffic and by necessity. But don't ask someone
that lives in York to rate Hanover or Shrewsbury projects they're not relatable.
Horrible congestion every evening at rush hour. It has been a problem for many years.
Consider building flyover lanes or tunnels to the north of this intersection that eliminate the need for
left turns from this intersection. You could extend Ore Bank through the vacant farm field and have it
tunnel west under 15 to the other side right by the UPMC health center road. Then you eliminate a lot
of the left turning conflicts and allow a better traffic flow. Or you could tunnel Carrol Dr. under rt 15 &
accomplish a similar result. Then you only need right turns at this intersection.
Need longer turn lanes east and west bound
I thought dual left turn lanes from EB 30 onto NB Roosevelt were supposed to be a condition of the
UPMC Memorial project. Who dropped the ball?
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Set
Congested
Intersections
Congested
Intersections
Congested
Intersections
Congested
Intersections
Congested
Intersections
Economic
Development
Economic
Development

Item
US-30 & Roosevelt

Comment
Route 30 needs to be limited access highway.

W Market St (462) &
Richland Ave
W Market St (462) &
Richland Ave
W Market St (462) &
Richland Ave
W Market St (462) &
Richland Ave
Conduct Freight Audits

Finish the loop from south York to west York. Should have been done 40 years ago

Impact Analysis

Economic
Development

Transportation Needs

Economic
Development
Economic
Development
Economic
Development
Environment
Environment
Environment
Environment

Transportation Needs

Developers should have to pay more for their negative impact on a particular roadway or
transportation system. Yes in some ways they produce economic benefits but over the long run they
do not add additional revenue for upgrades and maintenance.
Can a survey within a company/business complex help people create carpools? Can carpool groups
create real-time contact should emergencies/needs alter in a business day? Can companies who
create carpooling opportunities that are used and employees who use them receive tax
breaks/incentives?
Transportation

Update Economic Plan

Leverage County Economic Action Plan.

Update Economic Plan

Economic plan

Eco-Friendly Materials
Eco-Friendly Materials
Eco-Friendly Materials
Environmental Impacts

Environment
Environment

Environmental Impacts
Environmental Impacts

This is a great idea if road folks would invest in these types of eco-friendly materials.
But also make sure that line paint for roads last!
Eco Friendly Material but not at the cost of quality of material
The impacts of highways and other roads have a high impact on our environment and need to be
looked at much more closely
And compare the impact to other projects/modes.
Open your eyes

There is adequate width on SB Richland to have three lanes (right only, straight, left only). This would
alleviate a lot of congestion.
Roundabout would be great here
Personally until route 30 is a limited access highway none of this matters.
We should promote moving more goods and material by freight.
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Set
Environment

Item
Flood Prone Roads

Environment

Flood Prone Roads

Environment
Environment
Environment
Environment

Flood Prone Roads
Promote Carpooling
Promote Carpooling
Promote Carpooling

Environment
Environment
Environment
Environment

Promote Carpooling
Promote Carpooling
Promote Carpooling
Promote Transit

Environment

Promote Transit

Environment

Promote Transit

Environment

Promote Transit

Equity
Equity

Bike & Pedestrian Crashes
Bike & Pedestrian Crashes

Equity

Bike & Pedestrian Crashes

Equity

Car-less Equity Analysis

Comment
Roads are some folks' only way in and our of their homes. If road constantly floods, their livelihoods
could be impacted. Lets find these roads and fix em.
I support this if done in a manner that is not hard engineered (ugly, huge, imposing, cuts off sense of
place).
Reduction in sediment loading to local streams is important! Win win for connectivity, damage
control, and meeting Bay requirements. Hopefully can be counted as sediment and nutrient loading
reduction.
Isn’t funding development in flood plains kind of an endless money sink?
DOT has more important work to do.
Car pooling is done already through individual efforts and private interests already encourage this.
With today's technology and younger aged people used to using it, this option has more potential
than ever before and should be used.
Impossible post-COVID.
Anything to reduce total vehicle-miles traveled in the region.
This is a tough sell following a pandemic
As long as the average taxpayer is NOT paying the brunt of public transportation. Those who use it
should fund it.
Since we are so spread out in this county, it's hard to believe that mass transit can be profitable unless
it is ubiquitous.
I feel compared to Lancaster and Harrisburg, York is underdeveloped in public transportation. Both
cities have access to passenger rail which connects them to the entire North East
Smaller buses, more routes? I do not use public transit, but am wondering if I would do so if there
were more options.
More bike lanes please
This is key. The percent of persons without access to vehicle transportation and persons with mobility
limitations, as shown by Census data, means low income areas get the double whammy.
Until the residents in the mentioned communities take personal interest their own safety, the
numbers will only rise. Residents need to own having awareness for their surroundings. It's hard to
stop a 3000+lb vehicle. Safety devices only dissuade willingness to travel in the area which hurts the
economics of urban areas.
I’m not sure on this one based upon not knowing the number of households wo a car? What is the
impact? If only a handful, then not as important, if thousands, then this rises in importance

Appendix K – Public Comment #3 – Final Public Comment Period – MetroQuest Survey Results

317

GOYORK 2045, the 2021-2045 Metropolitan Transportation Plan for York County
Set
Equity

Item
Car-less Equity Analysis

Equity
Equity

Disabled Equity Analysis
Personal & Public Health

Equity

Personal & Public Health

Equity
Equity

Senior Equity Analysis
Senior Equity Analysis

Equity
Freight

Senior Equity Analysis
Freight Network
Maintenance

Freight

Freight Network
Maintenance
Heavy Vehicle Maintenance
Projects
Heavy Vehicle Maintenance
Projects
Public-Private Partnerships
Public-Private Partnerships
Support Legislative Change
and Additional Enforcement
Support Legislative Change
and Additional Enforcement
Truck Platooning
Infrastructure
Truck Platooning
Infrastructure

Freight
Freight
Freight
Freight
Freight
Freight
Freight
Freight

Comment
Our public transit it grossly inadequate and harms our disadvantaged communities both urban and
rural most
Not sure of the need
Human environmental health is important, but NIMBYism can’t get in the way of important projects
being completed.
This should include wider roadways on rural streets or sidewalks for pedestrians and cyclists. But also
should expand beyond just the exit to other roads that will be impacted by more traffic. Many of
these roads do not have a sufficient shoulder for a pedestrian. Some examples are 1. Conewago creek
road, 2. Bowers bridge road, 3. Manchester at,4. Zions view road… and many more.
Not sure of the need
Isolation for the elderly (and those who are mobility impaired) is real and common. In Bradford
County PA they built the elder care facility in the middle of no where instead of right in downtown
Towanda next to a highly used flat walking path. I'd like to avoid that in York County.
including senior access in planning helps all of these categories to a degree
NO...the taxpayers are paying for this infrastructure so we need to be the priority and those
businesses that eat up the road need to pay for the continued repairs to the roads they use most
frequently.
I am not familiar with what this is.
I don't even know what this means.
I am not familiar with what this is.
This is always important
Absolutely NOT!
These truckers need additional enforcement because they travel too fast and are a lot of the time
distracted causing accidents
No drones!
Really do not understand this...
Modular traffic could be routed underground or monorail style above the ground they don't even
need to be on the road. You could have a drop on the east and west sides of route 30 where the truck
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Set

Item

Freight

Truck Platooning
Infrastructure
Truck Platooning
Infrastructure

Freight

Comment
could drive in have the trailer lifted off and both go their separate ways. The only truck traffic
necessary would be local deliveries. Take the 7 intersections that screwed up route 30 and make it
limited access NOW.
I would need to know more about the necessary infrastructure required to make this a priority. While
York Co. is on the freight network, I don't know how significant we are in the larger picture.
I am not familiar with "truck platooning", but I did watch a video about it. Not sure how that would
work in our congested area.
I like the thought if the trucks could stay in the same lane.

Freight
General
Comment

Truck Platooning
Infrastructure
General Comment

General
Comment

General Comment

General
Comment
General
Comment
General
Comment
Operations

General Comment

Operations

Coordinate Traffic Lights

Operations
Operations

Coordinate Traffic Lights
Coordinate Traffic Lights

General Comment
General Comment
Coordinate Traffic Lights

How would this work if truck drivers get incentives for getting somewhere early?
I don't feel comfortable with semis being selfdriving.
Please, please have some form of public transportation available nonstop to Lancaster City. I now
have business there and it costs me $3.50 each way on Parattransit weekly. I am affording this fee
because what services I receive there is extremely important to me. I feel I could be paying much
more but on my low income these fees add up. always scrimping from my other financial necessities.
Thank you!
Compared to other places I have been in the country, I think York County lags behind in terms of
modernizing the way we use transportation. There is too much traffic, poor planning, and
inconvenient for any mode of transportation other than cars. For example, I live less than 5 miles
from my employer and I would love to ride my bike to work but I do not feel safe enough.
I tried to complete the survey 3 times and it didn't work...When I got to project selection and wrap up
I couldn't add things!!! poor survey design
we need a better bike network. widen the sidewalks and call them multi use paths. keeps bikes away
from cars on busy commercial streets. There aren’t a whole lot of people walking anyway.
Blooming Grove Rd (PA 216) & Grandveiw Rd
A tricky business to accomplish at some intersections/corridors, which just highlights the need for
doing so.
Something needs to be done at the interchange at 30 and 83, particularly when you’re headed east on
30 at the light by Around the Clock Diner and Starbucks.
It’s not working too well on 30 through N York
reducing stop and go driving between lights to increase flow
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Set
Operations

Item
Coordinate Traffic Lights

Operations
Operations
Operations

Coordinate Traffic Lights
Coordinate Traffic Lights
Expand ITS Cameras

Operations

Expand ITS Cameras

Operations

Expand ITS Cameras

Operations
Operations
Operations

Group vs Individual Delay
Group vs Individual Delay
Group vs Individual Delay

Operations
Operations
Operations
Operations
Operations
Operations
Operations
Operations

Group vs Individual Delay
Individual vs Group Delay
Individual vs Group Delay
Individual vs Group Delay
Individual vs Group Delay
Individual vs Group Delay
Road Ranger Assistance
Road Ranger Assistance

Public Transit
Public Transit
Public Transit
Public Transit

Advertise Transit
Advertise Transit
Advertise Transit
Implement Travel Time
Measures
Implement Travel Time
Measures
Increase Frequency

Public Transit
Public Transit

Comment
These work well in Hanover on 94 and should be expanded to other lights in the greater Hanover
area.
Rt 30 light timing is ridiculous. All lights on30 should be synced during high volume times
Many lights are too long to sit at. Often times wondering if they skipped me.
The technology they use now on Route 30 and 74is horrible. Light changes dont work with flow of
traffic and most time lanes ger backed up. Stop and go through 30. Offsetting turn lanes at Toronita
St always cause backups due to large amounts or tractor trailers.
The more information a motorist has the better decisions they can make. The cameras allow for
things to be seen faster and better information gathered.
These work tremendously well on the 94 corridor in Hanover. They should be expanded to other lights
in the greater Hanover area.
Again, do not know what this means.
I don’t know what these terms mean
This is the inverse of the one above. Stop trying to make pretty screens and focus on COMMON
SENSE.
lets keep the masses moving and make it easier for individuals to merge in with the masses
What does this mean? Your description is lacking and not understandable.
I don’t know what this means.
No idea what these ?s mean
Explain what this means. Give examples and be precise.
Examples would be nice. I'm not sure what this means.
Why cant this be done by Penn-Dot employees?
Will assist with reducing congestion and chance of secondary crashes with quicker clearance times.
Allows for other emergency personnel to focus on other things.
Education is huge. Most people won't change habits because they don't know they have alternative
Pairs perfectly with the park and ride plan!
Newspaper
MIGHT work
It seems like the current bus network could gain more in travel time savings by making routes more
direct, but this is good too.
I’m not sure what this is
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Public Transit

Item
Increase Frequency

Public Transit
Public Transit
Public Transit
Safety

Park and Ride Lots
Park and Ride Lots
Promote All Transit
Technology
Hi-Visibility Crosswalks

Safety
Safety

Hi-Visibility Crosswalks
Hi-Visibility Crosswalks

Safety
Safety
Safety

Hi-Visibility Crosswalks
Hi-Visibility Crosswalks
Hi-Visibility Crosswalks

Safety
Safety
Safety

Identify Problem Areas
Identify Problem Areas
Identify Problem Areas

Safety
Safety
Safety

Identify Problem Areas
Identify Problem Areas
Identify Problem Areas

Safety

Senior Driving Education

Safety
Safety

Senior Driving Education
Senior Driving Education

Safety

Senior Driving Education

Comment
Bus routes, transfer and travel time are not currently meeting our most vulnerable population's
needs. Focusing on prison work release inmates, city families getting to/from school/equitable
employment in a timely manner would be a tremendous help to re-entry, truancy, and employment
issues in the community.
I wish we had more of these
Yes yes yes!
Transit App is the best and easiest to access. Use and promote this one! Too many options is
confusing.
Please consider expanding hi-visibility crosswalks to all intersections within a mile or two of public
parks.
connect with other ped and bicycle enhancements
In Europe...there are lit crosswalks for greater visibility. The low level lights are strung across the road
to focus on the ground a limited glar3fo4 drivers...
Use of flashing LED warning lights when crosswalk is occupied by pedestrians
Being able to see crosswalks and having bicycle lanes would benefit driver's as well as cyclist
I called public works to paint a crosswalk at the intersection of N Williams and W Philadelphia. The
guy said not a problem it will be done. It never happened. We have a growing family with small
children. Drivers speed down N Williams. This needs fixed.
We have a lot of problem areas that don't get any attention.
Hard to rank all crappy answers.
Least important. The only thing we need from police are data on where traffic injuries and fatalities
are occurring. We don’t need more armed traffic stops in “problem areas” — whatever those are...
Increase visibility as crossroads.
For the roads so many bad roads with potholes my car needs repaired do to poor roads
Freysville Rd and East. Prospect Rd is the most dangerous intersection in county without a traffic light.
Needs addressed immediately.
I think this is important - there are some older folks who shouldn't be on the road but sometimes
don't have a choice.
old dogs new tricks do not see this doing much good.
I think that seniors should be re-evaluated to ensure safe ability to drive on the road either medically
or with re examination
And formerly incarcerated individuals allowed to drive again.
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Set
Safety

Item
Senior Driving Education

Safety

Senior Driving Education

Safety

Senior Driving Education

Safety

Senior Driving Education

Safety
Safety
Safety
Safety

Senior Driving Education
Senior Driving Education
Senior Driving Education
Toward Zero Deaths Policy

Safety

Toward Zero Deaths Policy

Safety

Toward Zero Deaths Policy

Safety
Safety

Toward Zero Deaths Policy
Toward Zero Deaths Policy

Safety

Traffic Calming Methods

Safety
Safety
Safety

Traffic Calming Methods
Traffic Calming Methods
Traffic Calming Methods

Safety
Safety

Traffic Calming Methods
Traffic Calming Methods

Topic Ranking

Active Transportation

Comment
I think Senior Driving Education should not be singled out as there are numerous drivers, pedestrians
and cyclists that don't know the rules for sharing road space
For seniors and for poor blacks and brown people, specifically young men, who aren’t able to work
due to a lack of license because if their previous records.
Once you get to a certain age, 60/65 uohh ugh should be required to retake your drivers test, every 35 years after.
I believe after a certain age or elderly need to have a safety course they need to pass to retain their
driving privileges. As driving is privilege not a requirement.
Highly recommended
Definitely need this!
I think this should be a priority - as seniors fail to acknowledge when they should stop driving
Deaths from design and typical driving yes, but not focusing on deaths from unsafe crazy drivers. We
can't design all deaths out due to outlier human behavior.
There's no reason that people should be crossing major highways like route 30 so stop adding
crosswalks that go know where.
Plans talk and infrastructure walks. Design for safety and you get safety. Design racetracks and you
get traffic fatalities. Fix York City’s arterials.
As long as it's a "Toward" policy and not a target to be reached within a specific timeframe
One area to improve are the on/off ramp exits along I-83 and Rt 30. Some are very short and do not
allow for time to get up to speed or slow down before merging onto the highways
Stop signs at all intersections within a mile or two of public parks would dramatically slow traffic
where many people are walking
Folks are speeding way too much, especially in residential areas. Most don't even stop at stop signs.
no idea what this means, can you give an example?
Traffic calming works, and is often more visually appealing and thereby creates more a a sense of
community. More bang for the buck, win win!
We need to embrace roundabouts. Less infrastructure, improved traffic flow, and safer crossing
Does speed kill or do people kill? It's the later. Some people can drive well at any speed where
others can barely drive at 25mph.
I feel this is the most important matter that needs addressing. There should be bike accessable paths
all over this county. You can ride a bike to the river from York in about an hour. It would be great to
do with less vehicle traffic to deal with.
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Topic Ranking

Item
Active Transportation

Topic Ranking
Topic Ranking

Active Transportation
Asset Management

Topic Ranking
Topic Ranking

Asset Management
Economic Development

Topic Ranking
Topic Ranking
Topic Ranking
Topic Ranking

Economic Development
Economic Development
Economic Development
Environment

Topic Ranking
Topic Ranking
Topic Ranking
Topic Ranking

Environment
Environment
Environment
Environment

Topic Ranking
Topic Ranking
Topic Ranking
Topic Ranking
Topic Ranking
Topic Ranking
Topic Ranking
Topic Ranking

Environment
Equity
Equity
Equity
Equity
Freight
Operations
Operations

Comment
Fix intersections
Repave
Finish mt rose
Active transportation
This is something we typically not do in govt but is an important factor in keeping our infrastructure
intact, up to date, and from failing. Part of any new transportation project funding should include a
savings investment for maintenance and eventual replace ment
Prioritize projects
I feel our economic development system is antiquated; we don’t need incentives or $ for big shiny
buildings; we need these incentives and assistance to build the community’s foundational blocks
(strong roads, bridges, rail, utilities, education, healthcare, etc.). If these items are in place, the free
market will take on the big shiny development projects
Local vendors when possible
Encourage local small business development.
Economic development
I feel it should go without saying that our environment and the special species that inhabit it are
asserts that we should embrace; i also feel strongly that air quality is a big factor in providing a safe
environment to residents and a strong way to attract new people and businesses to our county
Electric vehicles where possible. Low emission vehicles
Protect our environment as much as possible.
We need to consider how our transportation affects the environment and work with it, not against it.
Stop development of the york suburbs. Redevelop york city. Stop moving to the countryside and
destorying our farms. It is becoming incredibly expensive and difficult to farm in York county. Go visit
Bucks, Montogomery, and Chester counties. Youll see how this ends.
Environment
Equity is important in transportation as a means to open employment opps for everyone
Equity inclusion with service to underserved areas including inner city and rural
There isn’t enough for people of color in York city and York county
Funding to remove potholes in all socioeconomic areas equally.
Limit freight to state and federal routes only. Exception is. Local delivery.
Prioritize improvement projects
Have an adequate supply of all that you need to keep the traffic flowing and safe
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Topic Ranking

Item
Operations

Topic Ranking
Topic Ranking

Operations
Public Transit

Topic Ranking

Public Transit

Topic Ranking
Topic Ranking
Topic Ranking

Public Transit
Public Transit
Public Transit

Topic Ranking

Public Transit

Topic Ranking
Topic Ranking
Topic Ranking

Public Transit
Safety
Safety

Topic Ranking
Topic Ranking
Topic Ranking
Topic Ranking

Safety
Safety
Safety
Safety

Topic Ranking

Safety

Comment
Alleviating traffic congestion should be the number one priority. Many people commute daily
between York and Lancaster counties. I'm not under the impression that this is being at all factored
into any improvements on route 30. Because of the sheer volume of traffic, the entire roadway should
be a restricted access freeway through the entire county.
Operation
I am thinking about public transit as part of equity — keeping equity in my top 5 presuming it includes
some considerations of public transit.
This is the most important issue and is a proven game changer for communities. It lessens cars on the
roads, opens opportunities for everyone, and spurs Econ growth
Not enough dependable taxi or huber / lift service
Increase in electric vehicles and natural gas vehicles
Electric cars and busses
More education and encouragement of use of public transportation
Better, safer bus stops
Better service throughout county
the bus should run every 5 minutes. That way you would never need to know the schedule and it
would be just as convenient as owning a car.
Public transit
Intersection marking
City is out of control with violence ,worse than ever I've seen for violent crime , numbers of shootings
have already out done last years whole year .
Increase random traffic stops
Speaks for itself! Safe transportation!
Incorporate safety into the plan.
Fire and ems staffing
Enough competent properly paid dispatcher
Safety
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APPENDIX L – STATE TRANSPORTATION COMMISSION (STC) SURVEY TYP PUBLIC COMMENTS FOR
YORK COUNTY
Every two years the State Transportation Commission and PennDOT update the 12-Year Program (TYP). They hold a 45-day Public Comment Period that includes a Transportation
Survey and an Online Public Forum to collect public input. The STC and PennDOT, document, review, and use the public feedback provided to help identify needs and prioritize
transportation projects in the TYP. Additionally, YAMPO uses the data specific to York County for the same reasons. This feedback is also used in concert with the other YAMPO
public surveys previously completed for the MTP. The survey can be found in Appendix L – State Transportation Commission (STC) Survey TYP Public Comments for York County.
The 2023 STC TYP Public Outreach Campaign was held from March 1, 2021 to April 14, 2021, while an online public forum was held March 23, 2023.

Ranked Score out of 5

3.5

2.996

3.0

3.212

2.957

2.5
2.0
1.5
1.0

Priorities are based on a scale of 0-5 depending upon which category the respondent
chose. You can only select five (5) priorities out of the 10 categories presented. The Top
5 categories voted to be a priority are as follows:

STC Public Comment- York Project Priorities

0.764

1.087

2.961
1.776

1.502
1.058

0.5

1.618

1.
2.
3.
4.
5.

Road Pavement
Bridges
Traffic Flow
Interstate Highways
Transit

0.0

Technology
18%

Bicycling And
Walking…

Type of Project
The least prioritized categories included Aviation, Passenger Rail, and Bicycles. This is most likely
contributed to York County not having passenger rail service currently, very small airports, and a
dominant automobile-centered region.
As compared to the MTP survey results, the STC public comment survey had no categories or
responses for safety improvements or equity issues. While the budget question provided for
economic development, the same topic was not provided as an option for the project-priority
survey question. Thus, the STC public survey results will be kept separate from the MTP survey
results.

Economic
Support…

Ride More
Drive Less
13%
Other
More Lanes
New Roads
16%

Maintenance
36%

Percent of Budget Spent on Projects
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In relation to the project-priority survey questions, respondents were also asked to spend an amount of money no greater than one dollar, and they had to place how much money
went to the six (6) categories located in the above pie chart. While the project-priority question did not address technology or economic support, they were both featured in this
question. Both the prioritization and budget questions ended in similar results, specifically, most respondents felt more funding should be spent on the maintenance of the existing
system as well as addressing traffic flow. The only difference being, 18% of the funding respondents had to spend went to technology, which includes operations, but also
autonomous vehicle, passenger rail, and transit technologies.
The respondents also had the ability, similar to the YAMPO MetroQuest survey, to identify problem areas throughout the County. Below is a map of all the locations selected. The
majority are road and bridge issues.
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2023 12-YEAR PROGRAM
PUBLIC COMMENT PERIOD SURVEY

TELL US WHAT

YOU Think

Please take a moment to tell us about the transportation needs that are
important to you. We encourage you to share your opinions, interests, and
concerns about transportation, particularly the needs in the community where you live. Your feedback is
an important part of the 2023 12-Year Transportation Program update process. Your input is also used to
inform other state and regional transportation plans and programs such as Pennsylvania’s Long Range
Transportation Plan and Freight Movement Plan. Please tell us what YOU think!

TELL US HOW YOU TRAVEL
Think about how you travel throughout the commonwealth. What mode(s) of travel do you use
for a typical commute? (select all that apply)
Public Transit (includes buses and paratransit)
Never

Rarely

Sometimes

Often

Everyday

Drive Alone (you are the only person occupying the vehicle)
Never

Rarely

Sometimes

Often

Everyday

Carpool/Rideshare (includes carpool, van pool, taxi and Uber/Lyft)
Never

Rarely

Sometimes

Often

Everyday

Motorcycle (includes motorized two or three-wheeled bikes such as scooters and mopeds, but not
electric or gas powered pedal bicycles)
Never

Rarely

Sometimes

Often

Everyday

Bicycle (includes any bicycling for purposes other than recreation or exercise. It may include
electric or gas powered pedal bikes)
Never

Rarely

Sometimes

Often

Everyday

Walking (includes walking for purposes other than recreation or exercise; also use of a motorized
or standard wheelchair)
Never

Rarely

Sometimes

Often

Everyday

Aviation (includes helicopters, commercial and private airplanes)
Never

Rarely

Sometimes

Often

Everyday

Passenger Rail (includes light rail, subways, and Amtrak)
Never

Rarely

Sometimes

Often

Everyday

Other (Includes watercraft, horse, carriage, etc. for purposes other than recreation)
please specify: ____________________________________________

Find out more

TalkPATransportation.com

State Transportation
Commission

Page 1 of 5

2023 12-YEAR PROGRAM
PUBLIC COMMENT PERIOD SURVEY

TELL US WHAT

TELL US WHAT IS MOST IMPORTANT TO YOU

YOU Think

Please rank the transportation priorities below to show what is most important to you. Indicate the
importance by ranking each one from 0 (not important) to 5 (most important) in the small box to the left
of each priority. The total of your ranking can not exceed 20. For example, you can have no more than 4
priorities ranked as a 5. (5 x 4 = 20)
Aviation

Freight

Modern facilities, operations and
a wide-range of commercial airline
choices at airports

Modern highways, railways, airports
and waterways to support the
economy and ensure the efficient
movement of goods and services

Traffic Flow

Transit

Using technology to improve traffic
flow and construction of new roads
and additional travel lanes to safely
move people and goods more
efficiently

Accessible and timely public
transportation that covers an extensive
service area and crosses regions

Road Pavement

Bicycling

Repairing, restoring, reconstructing
and maintaining Pennsylvania’s
120,000 miles of state and local
roadways to improve your travel

Safe bicycle routes and facilities
throughout the commonwealth to get
you where you need to go

Walking

Passenger Rail

Accessible and connected
routes to get you where you
need to go safely

Intercity and commuter rail service
across Pennsylvania with out-ofstate connections

Bridges

Interstate Highways

Repairing, replacing and
maintaining Pennsylvania’s
31,000 state and local bridges

Specific, prioritized investments in
reconstructing Pennsylvania’s 1,868
miles of Interstate Highways

Our Priorities for You: Safety and Efficiency
The feedback is documented, reviewed and shared with
our planning partners. The information is then used to
help identify needs and prioritize transportation projects
in the updated 12-Year Program.

Find out more

TalkPATransportation.com

Do you want to add another priority?
Yes
No
Please list your suggestion below:
_________________________________________
_________________________________________

State Transportation
Commission
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2023 12-YEAR PROGRAM
PUBLIC COMMENT PERIOD SURVEY
TELL US HOW MUCH YOU WOULD SPEND

TELL US WHAT

YOU Think

PennDOT faces challenges with balancing transportation needs with available financial resources. Even
with the enhanced revenues generated by Act 89 of 2013, the demand for improvements far exceeds
the available budget. To assist the STC and PennDOT with prioritizing investment, please share how you
would budget your transportation dollars. If you had $100 to spend on transportation, where would you
allocate your resources?
Please place your budget amount in the box next to the dollar sign $. The goal is to fund all transportation
areas without exceeding your budget of $100.

$

$

Preservation

Bicycling/Walking

All existing transportation assets
are maintained and preserved at
a high level of safety, reliability,
and performance. This includes,
but is not limited to, highway
resurfacing and bridge repair
and replacement.

Providing safe options to access
walking and biking, linking cities and
communities. Investments could
include bicycle lanes, pedestrian safety
improvements and improved connections
to other types of transportation.

$

More lanes, new roads

Technology

Building new roadways and
reconstructing existing
highways to increase
capacity and ease traffic.

Integrate state-of-the-art technology
to improve the operation and safety of
the transportation network. Investments
could include smart traffic signals,
highway message boards and other
services to better inform drivers,
connected and autonomous vehicles
technology, and other highway, transit,
and passenger rail technology.

$

Ride more, drive less

$

Public transit, passenger rail,
ride-share, and carpooling offer
alternatives to driving alone.
Investments could include new
transit service, high-speed
rail lines, increased frequency
of service, High Occupancy
Vehicle (HOV) lanes and park
and ride lots.

Economic Support

$

Emphasize improvements to ensure the
reliable movement of goods to help get
your packages to you on time. This would
include additional roadway capacity and
connections to support critical highway,
rail, water, and airport facilities.

Do you want to increase the budget?
Suggest how Pennsylvania can increase transportation funding.
___________________________________________________________________________________________
___________________________________________________________________________________________
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2023 12-YEAR PROGRAM
PUBLIC COMMENT PERIOD SURVEY

TELL US WHAT

TELL US YOUR TRANSPORTATION ISSUES

YOU Think

Please identify the category that best describes your issue (check one):
Bridge

Freight

Pedestrian/Bike

Roadway

Transit

Please help us identify the location.
Street Name or State Route Number: _____________________________________________________
___________________________________________________________
Municipality: ________________________________________
____________________________________________ County: ___________________________
_____________________________
Closest Landmark or Intersection: ________________________________________________________
________________________________________________________________________________________
____________________________________________________________________________
____________________________________________________________________________

Please explain the issue:
______________________________________________________________________________________
______________________________________________________________________________________
______________________________________________________________________________________
______________________________________________________________________________________
______________________________________________________________________________________
______________________________________________________________________________________

Please identify the category that best describes your issue (check one):
Bridge

Freight

Pedestrian/Bike

Roadway

Transit

Please help us identify the location.
Street Name or State Route Number: _____________________________________________________
___________________________________________________________
Municipality: _______________________________________
____________________________________________ County: __________________________
_____________________________
Closest Landmark or Intersection: ________________________________________________________
______________________________________________________________________________________

Please explain the issue:
______________________________________________________________________________________
______________________________________________________________________________________
______________________________________________________________________________________
______________________________________________________________________________________
______________________________________________________________________________________
______________________________________________________________________________________

Do you want to tell us more? We want to hear about it.
To provide more detailed feedback, please use the Project Feedback Form available by request. See
contact information on page 5.
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2023 12-YEAR PROGRAM
PUBLIC COMMENT PERIOD SURVEY
TELL US A LITTLE ABOUT YOU

TELL US WHAT

YOU Think

The diversity of participation in this survey is also a very important part of the transportation
planning process. Please complete the remaining questions to finish the survey.
1. Your age:

5. Which stakeholder group do you primarily
represent as a participant in the survey?
(please select one)

a. Under 18		

f. 55-64

b. 18-24		

g. 65-74

c. 25-34		

h. 75-84

a. General Public		

d. 35-44		

i. 85 and older

b. Government/Elected Official

e. 45-54		

j. Rather not say

c. Transportation Organization
Name _____________________________
d. Metropolitan Planning Organization/

2. Your gender:
a. Female		

b. Male

c. Third gender/nonconforming
d. I prefer to self-describe ___________
e. I prefer not to answer

3. Zip code:
_____________________________

4. What category best decribes you?
(select all that apply)

Rural Planning Organization
Name _____________________________
e. Other
Name _____________________________

6. Please provide your email and phone number
if you would like to receive updates and
notices on future opportunities to participate.
Email: ____________________________________
Phone: ____________________________________

White
Hispanic, Latino or Spanish Origin
Black or African American
Asian
American Indian or Alaska Native
Middle Eastern or North African
Native Hawaiian or Other Pacific Islander
Some other race, ethnicity or origin
Rather not say

PennDOT will make all reasonable modifications to
policies, programs, and documents to ensure that people
with disabilities and those with limited English proficiency
have an equal opportunity to enjoy all of its programs,
services, and activities.

Thank you for taking the survey!

PennDOT, the State Transportation Commission and
their Planning Partners throughout the commonwealth
appreciate your time and input. The results of this
survey will be available for review in June of this year
on the State Transportation Commission website:
www.TalkPATransportation.com.
Please send your completed form to:
Pennsylvania Department of Transportation
Center for Program Development & Management
Twelve Year Program Section
Attn: Daniel L. Keane, Transportation Planning Manager
400 North St., 6th Floor | Harrisburg, PA 17120-0211
- or Email: RA-PennDOTSTC@pa.gov

To request assistance to participate in the survey, please contact PennDOT’s Program Center by emailing RA-PennDOTSTC@
pa.gov or calling 717-783-2262 from 7:30 a.m. - 4 p.m. If you have other questions or challenges, please contact PennDOT’s
Bureau of Equal Opportunity to request help by emailing RA-penndoteoreports@pa.gov or calling 1-800-468-4201; TTY (711).
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