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1.0 INTRODUCTION

1.1

STUDY BACKGROUND

Pennsylvania, like most states, faces transportation challenges and
opportunities related to economic development, dispersed land use,
growth impacts, and significant increases in vehicular travel. These
trends result in a more congested transportation system and land
development practices that sometimes strain the existing transportation
system. PENNDOT, its regional planning partners, and federal modal
agencies realize that the level of investment required to build our way
out of congestion is unachievable.
Recognizing this challenge, and the need for a balanced
transportation system, PENNDOT issued PennPlan in January 2000 as
Pennsylvania’s Statewide Long-Range Transportation Plan. PennPlan
sets forth a bold new direction over a 25-year time horizon. It
responds to PENNDOT’s customers, who stressed the need for
greater personal mobility, more transportation options, and an
environmentally sustainable transportation system.
PennPlan identified the need for this TAC passenger rail study with
the objective of completing it by 2002. Several of the PennPlan
statewide corridors are currently served by, or have some potential to
be served by intercity passenger rail.
1.2

STUDY PURPOSE

The Transportation Advisory Committee (TAC) chose to broadly
assess the need for statewide intercity passenger rail service in key
transportation corridors pursuant to PennPlan Objective #20. PennPlan
contains ten broad goals that relate to various key themes, public input,
and 29 specific objectives. One objective (#20) is to “Develop a
statewide, passenger-rail needs assessment.” That objective relates to
several of the ten PennPlan goals, including:
1. Retain jobs and expand economic opportunities
2. Make transportation decisions that support land use planning
objectives
3. Maintain, upgrade, and improve the transportation system.
These goals in turn relate to many PennPlan themes including:
Mobility, Transportation Options, Efficiency, Environment, Equity,
Economy and Safety. The PennPlan issues are addressed along with the
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study goals in order to assess the Commonwealth’s statewide passenger
rail needs. The following work tasks were performed as part of TAC’s
passenger rail needs assessment:
 Identify and prioritize (with respect to broad potential)
intercity passenger rail corridors;
 Develop a baseline comparison of the corridors;
 Develop profiles for the high potential corridors;
 Identify areas of need and opportunity for passenger rail
service in the Commonwealth;
 Identify future policy considerations for intercity passenger
rail service.
This study has two basic components: an identification of potential
intercity rail corridors and the identification of key policy issues that
would likely be associated with any major initiative to further advance
intercity rail service in the Commonwealth. At this point in time the
policy issues may be more important than the potential corridors
themselves. TAC trusts that the report will be useful to policy makers
as they begin assessing the potential for intercity rail in greater detail
beyond this broad-based analysis.
1.3

CORRIDORS IDENTIFIED

The study focuses on identifying the need for passenger rail in the
PennPlan Corridors and assessing the potential of the corridors by the
identified level of need. It is important to note that this assessment of
corridor potential is for initial consideration only. TAC believes that
this initial assessment is useful to the extent that the Commonwealth
can begin to sort through the many facets of intercity rail.
This study focuses on intercity passenger rail and not commuter rail.
For this study we have defined intercity passenger rail as passenger rail
service that connects two or more population centers and is not
operated by a local or regional transit authority.
This study relied entirely on existing data sources to evaluate the
need for intercity rail passenger service in the Commonwealth. Future
feasibility assessments of any of the corridors would require detailed
evaluations to identify right-of-way, station locations, ridership, costs
and benefits.
The Transportation Advisory Committee’s Passenger Rail Task
Force identified a set of initial corridors to be studied within this
assessment. While the higher potential corridors may indeed be those

This study
focuses on
intercity
passenger rail
rather than
commuter rail,
which is
routinely
addressed by
Metropolitan
Planning
Organizations.
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with the greatest promise, this report in no way binds the
Commonwealth to addressing other corridors in the future or for that
matter rearranging the corridor potential assignments—especially on
the basis of changing conditions. These corridors include existing,
proposed and potential corridors. For the purpose of this study:
• Existing corridors are defined as corridors that currently
have intercity passenger rail service.
• Proposed corridors are corridors or segments of corridors
that have been suggested and/or studied for passenger rail
service.
• Potential corridors are the all inclusive list of corridors
(defined for the purpose of this study) that make
connections between major population and attraction
centers.
The corridors were broadly identified without defining the exact
right-of-way, rail technology or exact station locations along each
route. Corridor definition at that level of detail and specificity would
be subject for future planning and engineering.
The corridors are identified and descriptions are included in this
report and are geographically located on Map 1 on page 9. The
corridors were identified based on:
• A review of PennPlan Corridors.
• Connections between major population, employment, and
cultural centers.
• Linkages to other modes of transportation.
• Corridors that have been previously studied are currently
being studied for potential rail service.
• Availability of right-of-way, and connection to cultural
attraction centers.

Existing corridors
Corridors that
currently have
intercity passenger
rail service.
Proposed corridors
Corridors or
segments of
corridors that have
been suggested
and/or studied for
passenger rail
service.

Potential corridors
All-inclusive list of
corridors that make
connections
between major
population and
attraction centers.

2.0 STUDY METHODOLOGY

This section describes the methodology to identify and assess the
intercity passenger rail corridors for future analysis and consideration.
It also presents the evaluation criteria that were utilized to assess
corridor potential. The centerpiece of the data collection effort was a
series of seven regional meetings that focused on identifying regional
transportation issues and opportunities for rail passenger service.
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1. Initial Corridor Definition and Background: At the study
outset, the TAC Task Force, PENNDOT staff, and the study
consultant identified and mapped initial corridors for
consideration. The corridors were defined broadly to connect
major population/employment centers and destinations both
within Pennsylvania and with those in adjacent states. This step
also included collecting and reviewing available background data
and several regional passenger rail service studies completed or
underway in Pennsylvania.
2. Benchmark Review: Following the initial definition of
corridors, a review of other state research and practices was
conducted to determine how other agencies are addressing
similar issues and formulating long-range plans for passenger
rail service. This review also focused on the states bordering
Pennsylvania to identify potential intercity rail passenger
connections, or where the actions of other states might affect
potential rail linkages into Pennsylvania. The benchmark states
include: California, Delaware, Illinois, Maryland, Michigan,
North Carolina, New Jersey, New York, Ohio, Virginia,
Washington, and West Virginia.
3. Initial Corridor Evaluation Process and Criteria: An initial
set of evaluation criteria was defined and a draft evaluation
process developed. This established a common approach for
the initial assessment of each corridor. Subsequent research and
interaction with the Task Force and PENNDOT staff resulted
in the refinement of the process and criteria. The evaluation
process incorporates factors such as:

9 Step Methodology
1. Initial Corridor
Definition and
Background
2. Benchmark
Review
3. Initial Corridor
Evaluation
Process and
Criteria
4. Regional Planning
Partner Meetings
5. Evaluation
Matrices
6. Statewide Planning
Partners Meeting
7. Corridor Ratings
8. Corridor Details
9. Policy and
Funding Review

• Existing and planned transportation improvements
• Intermodal connections
• Population and employment trends
• Annual Average Daily Traffic (AADT)
• Compatibility with PennPlan and State goals, and
• Available Right-of-Way and infrastructure.
The process was based on existing available data, and focused on
qualitative measures and professional judgment. Where reliable data
was available, quantitative measures were used.
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4. Regional Planning Partner Meetings: Regional meetings
were conducted with PENNDOT regional planning partners
and other stakeholders. The focus of the regional meetings was
to: discuss the availability/validity of background data and
collect data where available; and identify regional priorities
related to rail passenger and freight service. The meetings also
raised regional partners’ awareness of the study purpose,
objectives and the importance of their input in the TAC
process. The meetings were held in 7 locations throughout the
Commonwealth. Typical attendance included: MPO staff,
LDD staff, economic development organizations, local
chambers of commerce, transit authorities, county planning
staff and tourism promotion agency representatives.
PENNDOT District staff and other regional interest groups
also participated.
5. Evaluation Matrices: Corridor profiles were developed
highlighting the key characteristics related to the potential for
rail passenger service in each corridor. The profiles include the
available data and a cursory assessment of the following criteria:
•

Corridor Description. Each of the corridors is described
defining the limits and the city connecting points. In
addition, the description summarizes the infrastructure, as it
presently exists, including railroads and major highway
corridors connecting the corridor cities. (Highway corridors
represent potential rights-of-way for future rail service in
some settings—e.g., the use of portions of a highway’s land
envelope, possibly the use of center medians.)

•

Land Use. Land use is an important factor in determining
the feasibility and location of intercity passenger rail service.
High-density is a more favorable condition than dispersed
land uses for the viability of intercity passenger rail service.
Land use was evaluated by identifying communities that
will/do support new or existing intercity passenger rail
service. The corridor descriptions list major destinations,
attractions and other high volume trip generators that could
support intercity rail passenger service.

•

Infrastructure. This factor considers the present availability of
an existing rail line or rail right of-way along a specific
corridor for intercity passenger rail operations.

•

Socio-demographic/Economic. Employment and population
provides a proxy for potential passenger demand. In general,
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corridors with high employment and population growth
rates may represent better candidates with respect to this
particular measure. County population and employment
trends from 1990 to 2000 are presented for the potential
corridors.
•

Corridor Congestion. This data item provides a basis for
assessing corridor congestion over time. Conceivably,
intercity passenger rail may be a strategy for the alleviation
of congestion. Congestion is identified by annual average
daily traffic on major roadways that generally parallel the
potential rail corridor. Information gathered from regional
and local officials was also useful for this analysis.

•

Regional Trends. Based upon the regional partner meeting
results, regional travel trends and transportation issues were
summarized by corridor to further understand any and all
patterns or emerging issues that may shed additional
consideration for the prioritization.

•

Institutional/Policy. This area was evaluated, as applicable,
depending on data availability and data relevance. It
includes the organizational and institutional factors that
contribute to the corridor being more or less attractive for
intercity passenger rail service. Each item was considered to
its relevance with the overall evaluation. At least one region
(Scranton, for example) has formed a broad-based Rail
Authority with public funding to advance intercity passenger
rail. Their efforts to date represent a significant public
commitment.

•

Barriers. Potential barriers include other evaluation factors
that prohibit a project or corridor from being considered in
further studies. These barriers may be corridor specific or
statewide.

•

Other Considerations. This is a catch-all category to capture
factors that are not covered in other categories but that are
important to the study.

6. Statewide Planning Partners Meeting: The corridor profiles
were presented to the MPO/LDD planning partners at the
State Planning Partners Meeting in Harrisburg on June 14, 2001.
Participants were asked to review the profiles and provide
potential comments on each corridor to the TAC Task Force
for consideration in rating corridor potential. A discussion of
policy issues related to any future intercity passenger rail
PAGE 12
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investment also occurred. An update was given to the Planning
Partners at the October 31st Planning Partners Meeting in
Philadelphia. The Partners did not take any action during this
update.
7. Corridor Ratings: The evaluation matrices (with the planning
partner’s input) were presented to the TAC Task Force for
consideration in rating the corridors. The Task Force rated
each corridor as high, medium-high, medium or low potential
for future study and evaluation. As noted elsewhere, corridor
ratings are based on a broad-brush review and are not binding
on the Commonwealth, nor do the ratings represent an official
plan.

The Task Force
rated each corridor
as high, mediumhigh, medium or
low potential for
future study and
evaluation.

8. Corridor Details: For the high potential corridors, additional
data was collected and summarized including:
• Existing infrastructure
• Assessment of existing conditions
• Capacity availability
• Operating speeds
• Grade crossings
• Density of traffic
• Joint usage concerns
• Right-of-Way availability (new or existing)
• Assessment of alternative rail technologies
• Potential environmental concerns.
A detailed profile was developed for each high potential
corridor. Profiles also include comparison summaries and
supporting tables and graphics.
9. Policy Review: A policy review was conducted to identify
policy considerations to support an expanded intercity
passenger rail program.
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3.0 BACKGROUND RESEARCH ON CANDIDATE
CORRIDORS

3.1

EXISTING INTERCITY RAIL SERVICE

Five Amtrak intercity rail routes currently serve Pennsylvania. The
following sections describe these Amtrak services. The current
schedule for each Amtrak route is presented in Appendix B.
3.1.1 KEYSTONE CORRIDOR
As the “Keystone State,” Pennsylvania is
favorably positioned within the nation’s eastwest and north-south rail corridors, with
approximately one-third of all U.S. rail
freight traffic passing through the state. On
the passenger side, the Keystone Corridor is
a 104-mile, Amtrak line with partial
Commonwealth support that runs between
Harrisburg and Philadelphia through
Lancaster. The corridor is owned by Amtrak,
has just three at-grade crossings (slated for closing), and is entirely
electrified. The Federal Railroad Administration (FRA) has designated
the Keystone Corridor as a high-speed corridor. Half of the corridor is
currently jointed rail, which limits its speed and performance. Welded
rail allows for greater operating speeds. The state receives $7.5M a year
from FTA for line repair and maintenance. Federal (FTA) 5307 and
5309 monies are used to provide funding matches.
PENNDOT entered into an agreement with Amtrak to perform a
$140 million upgrade to the Keystone Corridor including upgraded rail
vehicles, installation of continuous welded rail and closure of the three
remaining at grade crossings. The project also includes construction of
a new passenger intermodal station at Harrisburg International Airport.
The improvement program will result in a Harrisburg-Philadelphia
(30th Street Station) travel time reduction from 2 hours to an estimated
90 minutes. This significant timesaving should make rail transportation
substantially competitive with driving for many trips between the
central and the southeastern part of the state. Ridership has, in turn,
increased significantly since 1995. As such, it represents a major
milestone for intercity passenger rail and perhaps the impetus for
developing various connecting corridors.
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3.1.2 CAPITOL LIMITED
The Capitol Limited Service
operates from Chicago through
Pittsburgh to Washington, D.C.
The Capitol Limited operates on
CSX owned track from
Washington D.C. to Pittsburgh.
From Pittsburgh to Chicago, the
Capitol Limited runs on Norfolk
Southern operated track. There are two Pennsylvania stops on the
Capitol Limited, Pittsburgh and Connellsville. From Pittsburgh
passengers can make transfers to the Pennsylvanian—Three Rivers
train to Harrisburg and Philadelphia. The service operates with only
one daily train operating east and one daily train operating west. CSX
is now making $15 million in rail improvements that are expected to
increase train speeds.
3.1.3 PENNSYLVANIAN—THREE RIVERS
The Pennsylvanian—Three Rivers Amtrak service operates daily
from Chicago through Pittsburgh, Harrisburg, Philadelphia to New
York City. The service operates on track operated by both CSX and
Norfolk Southern to Harrisburg where it joins the Keystone Corridor.
The Pennsylvanian stops at Philadelphia, Ardmore, Paoli,
Downingtown, Lancaster, Elizabethtown, Harrisburg, Lewistown,
Huntingdon, Tyrone, Altoona, Johnstown, Latrobe, Greensburg and
Pittsburgh. The Three Rivers Train operates as an express service
stopping at Philadelphia, Paoli, Lancaster, Harrisburg, Lewistown,
Huntingdon, Altoona, Johnstown, Latrobe, Greensburg and
Pittsburgh. The FRA has designated a portion of this corridor from
Philadelphia to Pittsburgh as a high-speed rail corridor. Each of these
services operates 1 daily train in each direction.
3.1.4 LAKE SHORE LIMITED
The Lake Shore Limited operates daily from Chicago through
Toledo, Cleveland, Erie, Buffalo, Albany, (where it splits to serve)
Boston or New York City. The service operates on CSX tracks across
the Pennsylvania Panhandle through Erie. The train’s only
Pennsylvania stop is in Erie. The service operates 1 daily train in each
direction.
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3.1.5 NORTHEAST CORRIDOR
The fifth intercity rail service that
operates in Pennsylvania is the
Metroliner/Acela Express operating
between Boston, New York,
Philadelphia and Washington, D.C.
Amtrak operates the service on its own
right-of-way. The service is entirely
electrified with a Metroliner top speed
of 125 mph and Acela top speed of 150
mph. The Northeast Corridor is
Amtrak’s premier passenger corridor
with 17 daily weekday trains traveling
in each direction during the week with
service competitive with air travel.
During the weekends, 7 Saturday trains
and 10 Sunday trains stop in
Philadelphia. As more Acela train sets
are placed on the corridor, a number of
the Metroliner train sets will be reconditioned to serve the Keystone
line. Faster speeds on the Northeast Corridor—including the
Philadelphia segments to New York City northbound and Wilmington
southbound may also serve to unleash significant interest and latent
demand in rail service along the corridor for Pennsylvania.
3.2 INTERCITY BUS SERVICE
Existing intercity bus service is one indicator of the origins and
destination points that may support intercity rail service. There are two
major intercity bus services in Pennsylvania that provide
intercity/regional service. The following sections provide a basic
description of the available service and major locations served by each
provider.
3.2.1 GREYHOUND BUS SERVICE
Greyhound Lines provides intercity bus services throughout the
United States and Canada. Greyhound’s average boardings have
increased from 60 percent from 15.9 million in 1994 to 25.4 million in
2000. Greyhound provides intermodal connections to rail stations and
major airports including Dulles Airport in Washington D.C, the
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Harrisburg Transportation Center (Amtrak station) and the Pittsburgh
Amtrak station in Pittsburgh.
Greyhound does not have a published travel schedule, but
produces a map showing the major city service routes and destinations.
The Greyhound service map for the Northeastern United States is
illustrated in Figure 1. Direct service is provided between major
population/attraction centers including the following major pairs.
Appendix C provides a complete listing of city/center served by
Greyhound in Pennsylvania.
 Philadelphia – Harrisburg – Pittsburgh (8 per day each way)
 Harrisburg – State College - Johnstown – Pittsburgh (3 per day
each way)
 Scranton to New York (2 per day each way), Scranton to
Philadelphia (5 per day each way) and Scranton to Binghamton
(4 per day each way)
 Erie to Pittsburgh (2 per day each way), Cleveland to Erie to
Buffalo (6 per day each way)
 Harrisburg to Baltimore/Washington D.C. (4 per day to
Baltimore 5 per day to D.C. each way).

Figure 1: Greyhound Service Routes—Northeastern U.S.
3.2.2 TRAILWAYS
Trailways, in operation since 1936, is an umbrella organization for
numerous privately owned or independent motor coach companies.
Trailways member companies have banded together to develop a
PAGE 17
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national intercity bus network. Trailways and Greyhound have
interline agreements so their services complement each other.
Trailways has defined intercity routes and published schedules. Capitol
Trailways and Fullington Trailways provide the majority of the intercity
service in Pennsylvania. Figure 2 is a route map of the Trailways
intercity service in the Northeastern United States. Appendix D
provides a complete list of intercity service provided by the Trailways
system in the Northeastern U.S. Trailways service includes direct
connections between the following major city/destination pairs:
 New York-Philadelphia-Williamsport
 Elmira, NY-Scranton-Harrisburg-Washington D.C.
 Buffalo-Reading-Philadelphia
 Harrisburg-Reading-Philadelphia
 Buffalo-Williamsport-Washington D.C.
 Harrisburg-York-Lancaster-New York
 Erie-DuBois-Pittsburgh
 Harrisburg-DuBois-Pittsburgh
 Buffalo-Erie-Cleveland
 New York-Stroudsburg-Scranton
 Scranton-Philadelphia.

Figure 2: Trailways – Northeast U.S. Routes
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3.3 OTHER STATE RESEARCH AND ADDITIONAL
PASSENGER RAIL STUDIES
This section provides a review of other states’ research and plans.
Successful programs and planning efforts beyond our borders can
provide the TAC and PENNDOT with models for consideration. The
study team contacted representatives from state departments of
transportation, including Washington State, North Carolina, and
California. These non-border states were researched because of their
rail passenger reputation. Since the early 1990s, there have been a
number of planning studies at the regional level that have focused on
the implications for providing passenger rail service in Pennsylvania.
These studies, much like the examples from other states, offer issues
for consideration in this study effort.
3.3.1 OTHER STATES
Ohio: Ohio has not updated their 1992 “Access Ohio” statewide
transportation plan but the state has been dynamic in advancing the
passenger rail vision included in the plan. Ohio has:
•

Established statewide passenger rail policy

•

Had parts of its passenger rail network designated as high speed
rail corridors by the FRA

•

Become part of a Midwest Regional Rail Initiative, and

•

Become a member of the Midwest high-speed rail compact (of
which Pennsylvania is also a member) establishing Cleveland as
the hub of a high-speed rail system.

The plan, as it affects Pennsylvania passenger rail service, includes a
vision for passenger rail service between Pittsburgh-YoungstownCleveland. Ohio DOT suggests that service should be provided
directly between Pittsburgh through Youngstown to Cleveland to
better meet travel demand.

OHIO

Changes in Ohio’s rail plan and service may have a significant
impact on Pennsylvania. The two states are currently linked by
intercity passenger rail service between Pittsburgh and Cleveland as
well as through Erie to Buffalo. Ohio’s intercity passenger rail vision
will continue these links as part of a Cleveland hub system or a Chicago
hub high-speed rail system. Ohio’s challenge clearly will be translating
planning into action.
New Jersey: Currently Amtrak serves northern New Jersey with
the Northeast corridor service from Philadelphia to New York City.
PAGE 19
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New Jersey Transit operates service from Philadelphia to Atlantic City
and there is a joint venture between Metro North and NJ Transit
providing service from New York City to Port Jervis.
New Jersey is concerned with traffic caused by commute patterns
for individuals working in central New Jersey and living in the Lehigh
Valley region. This pattern reflects lower housing costs and taxes in
Pennsylvania. This long distance commuting pattern has put a strain on
the transportation infrastructure between the two regions and mostly
on the roads in New Jersey. A rail linkage between the Lehigh Valley
and NJ Transit’s Raritan Line, 20 miles away from the Pennsylvania
state line, could help to mitigate future congestion. NJ Transit is also
investigating extension of commuter service to Phillipsburg, NJ, across
the Delaware River from Allentown/Bethlehem/Easton. This service
would not have to utilize Norfolk Southern’s main freight route.

NEW
JERSEY

New Jersey believes that a new rail/truck intermodal facility in
Bethlehem will produce higher freight rail traffic for Pennsylvania and
New Jersey. New Jersey expects to receive 80 percent of all rail and
truck traffic that travels through the facility. It is also expected that the
new terminal and freight movement will make it more congested for
passenger traffic along I-76 from Allentown to New York. New Jersey
is now trying to work locally with PENNDOT and the Lehigh Valley
to try and mitigate these problems.
Maryland: Maryland intercity passenger rail service centers on the
corridor between Washington, DC and Baltimore. This route is well
established and is central to Amtrak’s intercity passenger rail service.
Maryland Department of Transportation (MDOT) does not have a
statewide intercity passenger rail plan and has little intercity rail focus
outside the Northeast Corridor. The only change in the works is a
Maglev study that would provide service from Washington, DC to
Baltimore. Maryland is currently working on an environmental impact
statement to gauge the feasibility of this potential project.

MARLYLAND

Maryland has an extensive commuter rail network for both
Baltimore and Washington, DC. There is a greater focus on the rail
network accessing the Washington area than anywhere else in the state.
A recent decision to extend this commuter service to Frederick will
bring commuter service within 30 miles of Pennsylvania.
The state has identified Harrisburg to Baltimore/Washington as a
difficult corridor to develop. The right-of-way directly connecting
Harrisburg and Baltimore is rail banked and is currently a state park.
MDOT has not historically focused on intercity passenger rail outside
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of the MARC train from Baltimore to Washington, DC. They do not
expect to focus on other routes in the near future.
Amtrak service includes both the Northeast Corridor and the
Capitol Limited. The Northeast Corridor has stops in Washington,
DC, New Carrollton, BWI, Baltimore, and Aberdeen. The Capitol
Limited has service from Washington to Pittsburgh via Cumberland,
MD.
MDOT representatives believe that the success of passenger rail
service in their state is due to increased investment by both Amtrak
and the Federal and State Governments. MDOT also believes that this
investment would not have been undertaken if the corridor did not
have a high population density, which provides sustainable ridership
from an increase in traffic of other modes. They believe that this trend
will continue and it is likely that the corridor will become even more
congested and intercity passenger rail ridership will continue to
increase.
Virginia: Traditionally, all rail service between the Northeast
Corridor (the Nation's largest megalopolis) and the South has passed
through Virginia, affording the Commonwealth with an extraordinarily
high frequency and quality of intercity rail passenger service. Amtrak is
the only operator of intercity passenger rail in Virginia. NS, CSX and
various shortline railroads own the ROW on which Amtrak provides
service. Unlike Pennsylvania, neither Amtrak nor Virginia owns any
rail ROW in the state. Virginia believes that Pennsylvania is in a much
better position to implement additional passenger rail service because
Pennsylvania has a substantial amount of abandoned railroad tracks
and ROW.

VIRGINIA

There have been several studies between Virginia and North
Carolina to extend the Northeast Corridor passenger rail service to
Charlotte and eventually to Florida. The collaboration of Virginia and
North Carolina has been an excellent example of interstate cooperation
and is one of the main reasons that the Federal Railroad
Administration has designated the Southeast Corridor as a high-speed
rail corridor.
The corridor appears to have promise. The Richmond–
Washington line has recently seen traffic increases due to the
institution of Virginia Railway Express (VRE) commuter service
between Fredericksburg and Washington, DC.
West Virginia: To date, West Virginia has not evaluated intercity
passenger rail. Amtrak service currently passes through the southern
part of the state with its Cardinal service and through the eastern

WEST
VIRGINIA
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panhandle with the Capitol Limited service. CSX is completing $15
million of track improvements that should increase the speed of
passenger trains along this line.
Other passenger rail service includes MARC commuter rail service
from Martinsburg into Washington, DC. Discussions of the extension
of MARC service to Hancock, MD have been put on hold and
WVDOT officials do not expect this to be a near term upgrade.
California: Transportation congestion and energy problems in
California continue to drive mobility improvements and innovative
funding strategies for intercity passenger rail. The Golden State has
several funding sources for state-supported passenger rail including:
•

Bond Funds; Transportation Improvement Program (TIP)
(provides a floor of 2.5 percent per year, 170 million in a 5year program)

•

Traffic Congestion Relief Program (TCRP) (65 percent of
this fund goes towards rail and transit projects)

•

Public Transportation Account (some money goes to STIP
for transit projects)

•

General Fund (surplus for the rail program was $17.5M last
year, $50M this year, and;

•

Funds from Amtrak where national service is involved.

The state has realized that it cannot build its way out of highway
gridlock and has thus focused on meeting its transportation needs in
part with intercity passenger rail service.
California has provided a high level of state funding for intercity rail
service. To plan for the effective usage of that funding, California
works in partnership with the commuter and freight railroads and local
planning partners to achieve statewide consensus on passenger rail
planning. The 20-year plan that resulted contained a blueprint to guide
future rail planning and investment decisions.
The state contracts services to Amtrak and has a local task force for
each corridor to oversee and plan for the passenger and freight service
in each. Practices and working relationships should be further
reviewed for possible application in Pennsylvania.

CALIFORNIA

Washington State: Washington’s Long Range Transportation
Plan recognizes the need for intercity passenger rail as an important
component of the overall transportation network. Washington has
numerous intercity passenger rail partners that work together to
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improve existing service and propose new routes. The partners
include:
•

Oregon

•

British Columbia

•

Amtrak

•

Burlington Northern – Santa Fe (BNSF)

•

Ports, local residents and private entities.

Washington State’s efforts have resulted in strong passenger service
from Portland, OR to Vancouver, BC. The implementation of this
service (the Cascade Corridor) is a good example of an intercity
passenger rail solution to a regional problem.

WASHINGTON

The State’s long-term transportation plan addresses the corridor
specifically in terms of routes, service objectives, deficiency reduction
and funding for service improvement. Increased auto traffic has led
Washington to improve and promote the corridor and preserve the
sensitive environments of the region. The Washington State DOT and
the legislature believe that this is an important part of an overall
transportation plan and necessary for the long-term mobility of the
region.
New York State: The State of New York contains Amtrak’s entire
Empire Corridor, running between New York City and Buffalo. The
State and Amtrak have already made major improvements between
Albany and New York City, and in September 1998 announced a fiveyear $185 million plan to upgrade the entire New York City/Albany/
Buffalo Line and to rebuild trains used on the route.
The New York State Department of Transportation (NYSDOT) is
currently working with Amtrak and the relevant freight railroads to
initiate a high-speed rail program along the corridor. Also, a
Governor’s Passenger Rail Advisory Council is being established to
assist in the development of long-term, statewide strategies for future
improvements in intercity passenger rail service. Over the past decade,
over $300M has been invested in intercity passenger rail, with one-third
coming from the state, and half from FTA/FHWA sources. Most of
this funding has been used for capital projects, such as stations and
trackage improvements.
North Carolina: The Tar Heel state has no statutory prohibition
against using highway funds or gasoline taxes for funding rail
improvements. Federal Transportation Enhancement funds have been

NEW YORK

Operation of
Intercity Bus in
potential Intercity
Rail corridors will
help to build
ridership base.
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used for rail stations. The State generally does not pursue Amtrak as a
funding partner with the Class I freight railroads.
The North Carolina Department of Transportation (NCDOT) has
been examining several corridors of significance. The following bullets
describe their efforts:
• A study of the engineering and economic aspects of the
Southeast Corridor was completed.
• NCDOT has also identified an intercity rail corridor from
Salisbury to Asheville. Before this service is ready for
passengers, NCDOT proposed the use of thruway bus service
to begin to build ridership. This was met with opposition by
local municipalities because they saw it as a threat to the
feasibility of future passenger rail service. This service is
expected to be in operation by 2005.
In conjunction with development of the Southeast Corridor,
NCDOT has instituted an innovative highway/rail crossing hazard
elimination program known as the Sealed Corridor Initiative. Aided
by Federal funding under the ISTEA and TEA-21 the Sealed Corridor
Initiative aims at improving or closing every crossing along the North
Carolina portion of the Southeast Corridor, thus helping to ensure safe
operation along the line. NCDOT has developed a comprehensive
strategy for treating the different types of crossings along the route,
with solutions including four-quadrant gates, longer gate arms,
inexpensive median barriers, and video enforcement. Video
surveillance at specific unimproved and improved crossings has
provided incontrovertible proof that advanced highway-rail crossing
protection systems, such as four-quadrant gates and median barriers,
reduce driver "run-around" violations dramatically and thus reduce the
risk of train/auto collisions. The Sealed Corridor Initiative serves as a
model for grade crossing hazard elimination.

NORTH CAROLINA

NCDOT has
developed a
comprehensive
strategy for treating
the different types of
crossings along the
route, with solutions
including fourquadrant gates,
longer gate arms,
inexpensive median
barriers, and video
enforcement.

North Carolina has taken the lead in advancing Intercity Passenger
Rail in the state. It is spending significant state funds in advance of
federal funds being made available.
North Carolina has been partnering with Virginia for years in
performing corridor studies for the Southeast Corridor including highspeed rail (HSR) service to Charlotte and extension service to
Jacksonville, FL. The partnership has proven to work well and has
been the main reason the FRA has designated this corridor as a
potential HSR corridor
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Michigan: Michigan’s long range plan addresses its passenger rail
system in a more abstract manner than PennPlan, explaining the
problems with the service today and not addressing how they may be
solved. It is important, however, to point out the intercity passenger
rail problems the state has identified may be relevant to Pennsylvania in
the future.
Michigan understands that the foremost issue facing Amtrak is
achieving the Congressional mandate of self-sufficiency by the end of
fiscal year 2002. The impact of this mandate is being passed along to
the states in the form of higher state subsidies. Michigan’s share of
Amtrak service costs is currently nearing a level that will exceed the
state’s resources. The cost of subsidizing Amtrak service has led to the
creation of the Midwest Regional Rail Initiative (MWRRI). The
initiative has a threefold set of objectives:

MICHIGAN

• To reduce costs,
• To increase revenues, and
• To improve the quality of intercity passenger rail service.
Michigan believes that service quality attracts riders and results in
repeat riders. Quality factors include reliability (on time), convenience
(sufficient frequency), comfort (adequate stations and coaches), and
courteous service. One of the conclusions of the MWRRI was that
improvement in each of these factor areas would be the keys to the
future success of the Midwest intercity rail service. Furthermore, it was
determined that it is essential that ticket agents and onboard personnel
operate from a "customer-first" service paradigm.
Michigan is aiming to reduce travel times to have a significant
impact on ridership as rail passenger service trip times become more
competitive with auto travel times. Higher speeds are key in addressing
this issue as they help reduce travel times, increase reliability and
provide an effective marketing tool to attract ridership. High operating
and maintenance costs obstacles also have to be overcome for the
continuance of conventional passenger rail service in Michigan.
3.3.2 ADDITIONAL PASSENGER RAIL STUDIES
Amtrak’s Market Assessment: In 1992, Amtrak evaluated 13
routes not receiving service at that time. The study noted that
Amtrak’s Northeast Service excludes the major population areas of
Reading, Bethlehem and Allentown. Total estimated equipment costs
for this potential service was estimated to be at $5.5 million, with a
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passenger per train mile ranging between 87 and 102. This service
would have increased Amtrak’s annual federal subsidy requirement by
$860,000-$1.11m. The prospective route would run from New York
City to Newark, NJ. From Newark, the train would proceed west
through Bethlehem, Allentown, Reading, Lebanon, Hershey and on to
Harrisburg. Any effort to implement this proposal would have required
a thorough inspection and evaluation to determine capital requirements
for track and facility upgrades for the operation of rail passenger
service, and to determine achievable schedules for the route.
A Congressional mandate requiring Amtrak to be self-sufficient by
December 2002 has been established. This mandate may have a large
impact on existing and future planned statewide passenger rail
corridors. It will shift the burden of subsidies to the states in which
Amtrak operates. Close attention must be paid to prohibitive costs
that may result. Currently, Amtrak is trying to acquire funding for
infrastructure improvement and will not comment on how service will
change as a result of funding shortfalls.
The Amtrak Reform and Accountability Act of 1997 created the
Amtrak Reform Council. The Council is an independent bipartisan
federal commission of eleven (11) members whose statutory mandate
is to: (a) make recommendations to Amtrak to help it reach operational
self-sufficiency; (b) report annually to Congress on Amtrak’s
performance in several areas; (c) if the Council were to find that
Amtrak would be unable to achieve its goal of operational selfsufficiency by December 2, 2002, then submit to Congress a plan for a
rationalized and restructured national rail passenger system; and (d) if
such a finding were made by the Council, Amtrak would submit a plan
for Amtrak’s liquidation to the Congress.
It is presumed for the purposes of this study that Amtrak will
receive approximately the same funding levels and that services
currently provided by Amtrak will not change. The terrorism of
September 11 could lessen the financial pressure on Amtrak as
ridership increases and security factors are considered.
Amtrak is focusing on high-speed rail corridors designated by the
Federal Railroad Administration (FRA) including the Keystone
Corridor between Philadelphia and Harrisburg. The extension from
Harrisburg to Pittsburgh was added to this designation in January 2001.
Amtrak will examine other Amtrak corridors including the Capitol
Limited through Pittsburgh and the Lakeshore Limited through Erie
for their long-term profitability and viability. This strategy, Amtrak
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believes, will ensure its viability for the future but may have major
impacts on the operation of passenger rail service in Pennsylvania.
Lehigh Valley to New York Corridor: The noted increase in
accessibility and travel demand between these two metropolitan areas
(Allentown, PA and New York City) spurred the Joint Planning
Commission (JPC) in 1990 to fund a corridor study to assess the level
and adequacy of existing transportation services and facilities. The
study methodology included the following steps:
• Examination of existing conditions and travel patterns.
• Evaluation of the capability of existing transportation
services to respond to projected demands.
• Definition of potential improvements.
• Identification of various interests who could shoulder
responsibility for implementation.
The study concluded that no major service improvement is needed,
and ruled out rail service specifically. Regional planning officials have
indicated that the corridor requires an additional update study.
3.4 STATEWIDE AND REGIONAL INTERESTS
An important study step was to identify regional and local trends
and the level of interest in intercity passenger rail service among
PENNDOT’s regional planning partners and stakeholders. Several
methods were used to collect data including:
 Regional Meetings: A series of seven regional meetings were held
to introduce regional planners to the study and collect region
specific data to help evaluate the corridors.
 Statewide Planning Partners Meeting: PENNDOT held a
statewide planning partners meeting on June 14, 2001 to present the
results of the regional meetings and to identify policy considerations
for the Commonwealth. An update of study activities was also
provided to the Planning Partners on October 31, 2001 in
Philadelphia, PA.
 Individual stakeholder interviews: The TAC consultants
interviewed select individuals regarding intercity passenger rail
service in the Commonwealth that were not available to attend a
regional meeting.
The following section of the report identifies some of the key
findings from this research and data collection effort.
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3.4.1 REGIONAL MEETING RESULTS
Seven regional meetings were held to identify sources of data,
regional considerations and policy issues for the intercity rail
evaluation. The map in Figure 3 shows how the regions were
identified for the meetings. In each region, the major MPO or LDD
was contacted and asked to participate in setting up the regional
meeting in their area. The MPO/LDD was asked to identify potential
participants covering the following areas:
 Local/Regional Planning
 Economic Development
 Tourism
 Freight and/or Passenger Rail
 Local Transit
 Other potentially interested participants.

Figure 3: Regional Meeting Map
PENNDOT worked with its District Offices in each region to
establish meeting dates and facilities. Each person on the invitation list
for each region was sent a letter of invitation to participate in a regional
meeting to discuss long-range intercity rail planning activities in the
Commonwealth.
Included with the letter was a package that explained the purpose
of the study, a map of initial corridors shown in Map 1, a list of
potential evaluation criteria and a package of corridor descriptions.
Participants were also asked to provide any data, plans and or reports
that would assist in evaluating the corridors including Long Range
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Transportation Plans. Appendix E includes a copy of the letter mailed
to regional meeting participants.
Each regional meeting began with a PowerPoint presentation
(Appendix F) on the study purpose, objectives and methodology. The
participants then reviewed the initial corridors map and corridor
descriptions. A series of questions posed used to identify regional
transportation issues and directions as well as financial and policy
considerations. Appendix G contains the regional meeting focus group
questions.
The regional meetings typically resulted in identification of regional
trends, transportation issues and priorities and specific comments on
the initial corridors. The following sections provide a synopsis of each
regional meeting. Appendix H provides a complete summary from
each regional meeting.
Meeting # 1: Northeast (Dunmore)

The first of the regional meetings was held in Dunmore at
PENNDOT District 4-0 offices. At that meeting several key points
were made regarding the Northeast Region as follows:
 Scranton to Northern New Jersey/New York City is a heavily
traveled commuter corridor.
 Congestion is getting worse in the region as more people are
traveling from Pennsylvania to New Jersey and New York to
work.

“At times trucks
make up 30% to 40%
of the total traffic on
the highways
including I-81 and I80.”
Dunmore Regional
Meeting Participant

 The major interstate corridors have experienced a high growth
rate in truck traffic.
 The region is aggressively pursuing Scranton based intercity rail
service.
Meeting # 2: North Central (Montoursville)

The second regional meeting was held in the North Central part of
the state. The group met at District 3-0 offices in Montoursville.
 The regional priorities for intercity passenger rail service would
include Williamsport to Harrisburg and Williamsport to Scranton
to New York City.
 As roadway improvements are made in the region and capacity is
added, the demand for intercity rail service will be reduced.
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 Rail freight service is a regional priority. The region is focusing
on improvements to its freight and Intermodal systems.
 Participants expressed the need for some transportation options
to access the attractions provided at major destinations.
Meeting # 3: Southwest (Bridgeville)

The third regional meeting was held in the Southwest part of the
state in Bridgeville at District 11-0 offices. The following points
summarize the key findings from that meeting:
 The region as a whole has good transit and Intermodal
connection with bus service, PAT regional rail service and
Amtrak intercity rail service.
 The Maglev project is a major regional focus. It has potential if
constructed to expand from the initial Pittsburgh International
Airport to Greensburg route, into an intercity line between
Pittsburgh and Harrisburg.

Residents are
experiencing
increased frustration
with the delays and
congestion of air
and highway travel.

 The regional priority for intercity passenger rail service is the
Pittsburgh to Harrisburg Corridor. The existing service should
be improved and the corridor should be modified to include
State College directly.
 Toronto and the Baltimore/Washington D.C. region are
common travel destinations from the region.
Meeting # 4: Northwest (Oil City)

The fourth meeting was held in the Northwestern part of the state
in District 1-0 offices in Oil City. The following summarizes the key
findings from the meeting:
 The region is rural in nature and the population is relatively
stable. The population densities would probably not support rail
service in the region.
 Many communities in the region want local transit service and
better access to a major highway to promote economic
development and workforce mobility.
 The State has invested in the region’s airports and the
participants noted that rail service could compete with the
airports for passengers.

Meeting participants
expressed concern
that an intercity rail
line could have a
negative impact on
their regional
airports.
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 Participants expressed more interest in commuter transit services
than in intercity rail connections.
 Improved service between Pittsburgh and Harrisburg should be
a priority. If any rail line may work in the region, a connection
between Pittsburgh and Erie along the I-79 corridor may make
the most sense.
Meeting # 5: Southcentral West (Hollidaysburg)

The fifth regional meeting was held in the Southcentral West part
of the state in Hollidaysburg at the District 9-0 office. The key
findings from the meeting are summarized below:
 The region’s transportation priority is highway and airport
access.
 The Pittsburgh-Altoona-State College-Harrisburg-Philadelphia
route should be a priority intercity corridor focusing on existing
major commuting patterns and key major destination hubs.

State College is the
major destination
and trip generator in
the region.

 The key to achieving necessary ridership is good service. The
Pittsburgh to Harrisburg existing corridor needs service
improvements.
 Somerset County has some major destinations including Seven
Springs Resort. The county could benefit from a rail station
along the existing Amtrak line.
Meeting # 6: Southcentral East (Harrisburg)

The sixth regional meeting was held in the Southcentral East part
of the state in Harrisburg at District 8-0’s office. The key findings
from the meeting are summarized in the following bullets:
 Intercity rail service needs to be user-friendly and accessible.
Harrisburg is a major station in the Keystone Corridor. Parking
is expensive and not readily available early in the mornings.
 One of the focus areas for improvement should be intermodal
connections to regional destination hubs and tourist attractions,
such as connecting transit service to Gettysburg.
 The Keystone Corridor should continue to be an intercity rail
priority. The Pittsburgh to Harrisburg service should also be
improved.
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 Harrisburg to New York, Harrisburg to State College,
Harrisburg to Pittsburgh and Harrisburg to
Baltimore/Washington D.C. are all major origin/destination
pairs and have potential for intercity rail service.
Meeting # 7: Southeast (King of Prussia)

The final meeting was held in the Southeastern part of the state at
the District 6-0 office in King of Prussia. The key findings from the
meeting are summarized in the following bullets:
 The region is growing both in population and employment.
 There is regional interest in transit service and transit – oriented
development.
 Harrisburg to State College should be a priority route
consideration.

The Allentown to
New York corridor
should be evaluated
again. Over 60
intercity buses are
serving the corridor
daily.

 State College-Williamsport-Scranton-New York should be
evaluated for feasibility.
 Lancaster-Reading is a key origin-destination pair and should be
included in an east-west corridor evaluation.
Common Policy Themes

In addition to the regional specific and corridor specific findings
and ideas, several common policy issues and themes were expressed
through the regional meetings.
 Corridor Preservation: There will likely be a need for
transportation corridor connections between regions/cities in
the future. The state should develop policies to preserve and
protect the existing right-of-way and rail lines for future
transportation needs. The corridors could be used for intercity,
commuter or freight rail service as well as other transportation
options.
 Funding: If intercity rail is to be advanced in the future, the
Commonwealth should establish a dedicated source of funding
to support development, construction and operation of an
intercity rail system.
 Corridor Evaluation Process: PENNDOT should define a
process to further evaluate the feasibility of the priority
corridors. This process should include an evaluation of the
potential impacts of intercity rail service on the viability of small
PAGE 32

Pennsylvania
State Transportation
Advisory Committee

regional airports. The process should also include detailed
ridership studies and cost-benefit analyses with established
thresholds before establishing rail corridor feasibility.
 Marketing: A strong marketing program must accompany
improvements to intercity rail in the Commonwealth to build
support and ridership.
 Demographic Changes: In every regional meeting, comments
were made about the aging population in Pennsylvania. The
transportation needs and demands will change over time with the
dynamics of the changing demographics.
 Land use and development are key factors for transit and rail
ridership. Low-density land use development could be a barrier
in the future for passenger rail service.
 Convenience: People want convenience in making the decision
to use transit and rail service. The services must be competitive
with other modes and provide conveniences that make them
attractive.
 Competitive Mode: If intercity rail is going to be a future
answer to transportation problems then the Commonwealth
should begin to develop policies to make transit and rail service
operate on a “level” competitive “field” with other modes. The
addition of transportation services will dilute the costeffectiveness of existing modes in a particular corridor.
Transportation investment needs to be coordinated and
complementary.
 Intermodal: For intercity rail service to be effective, intermodal
connections at stations need to be an integral part of future
corridor development. The local transit, pedestrian and auto
infrastructure has to complement and connect with rail service.
 Regional Cooperation: A model for inter-regional cooperation
should be developed for intercity rail service to be effective.
3.4.2 PLANNING PARTNERS INPUT
On June 14, 2001, a meeting of regional planning partners was
convened at the Harrisburg Hilton. The meeting was the first
statewide work session for the technical staff from the Metropolitan
Planning Organizations (MPOs) and Local Development Districts
(LDDs). PENNDOT provided 1-½ hours during the meeting for a
work session on the TAC intercity rail needs assessment. By show of

Key Intercity Rail
Factors
• Reliability
• Convenience
• Comfort
• Courteous Service
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hands, about 1/3 of the 70 + participants participated in one of the
seven regional meetings. The planning partners meeting served two
purposes:
1. To provide background and overview of the methodology
for the study, and review the findings from the regional
meetings.
2. To obtain perspectives on statewide policy considerations
for the Commonwealth if a statewide intercity passenger rail
initiative is to be advanced.
The participants were divided into 4 breakout groups and focused on
identification of policy considerations. The following questions were
raised, followed by the breakout group responses.
1. What trends or driving forces either support or run counter
to advancing intercity rail in the Commonwealth?
• Based on the last fifty years, people will continue to want
independence and travel in their own private vehicle in the
future. To support rail development, the benefits will
have to be explained and compared to other modes of
transportation.
• Options need to be provided for events, tourism, shopping
and weekend travel.
• The relatively low land use density development trends
could be a barrier for transit and rail development.

Pennsylvania’s
population is aging.
As the baby-boom
generation begins to
retire and grow
older, they will need
additional
transportation
options to meet their
traveling needs.

• People are traveling farther to go to work expanding the
“employment shed” for many metropolitan areas.
• Possible higher fuel costs and increased highway
congestion may continue into the future and affect people’s
choices to use alternative modes of travel.
• Parking policies, convenience, auto-reliance, cost,
environmental concerns and low-density development are all
trends or issues that do not support rail development in the
state.
2. What are the key policy issues that will need to be
evaluated/addressed if the Commonwealth is to advance
intercity rail projects as a long-term initiative?
• A long-term dedicated funding source, interagency
coordination and the political will for change will need
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to be defined to support the development of a statewide
intercity rail initiative.
• The state should seek a mechanism to preserve
existing right-of-way and rail infrastructure for future
rail or transportation usage.
• The state needs to determine the actual feasibility of
potential intercity passenger rail corridors including
ridership evaluation and cost-benefit analysis.
• PENNDOT and its planning partners will have to think
and plan multi and intermodally to support an
intercity rail initiative.

Highway capacity
must be compared
equally with rail and
other modes.

• A clear national policy regarding intercity passenger
rail service will need to frame any activities at the State
level.
• Local transit and rail supportive land use practices
should be advanced along priority corridors.
• One strategy for advancing passenger rail service in the
state is incremental with defined phases for existing
service extensions and interim steps.
• Any passenger rail policy must recognize that capital
and operating subsidies will be required as part of any
ongoing rail program.
3. For each or any policy issues listed, what strategies should
be advanced at the regional—state—national levels if
intercity rail is to be advanced?
• More money will have to be spent in regional
planning and multi-modal corridor evaluations.
• A “pilot” corridor should be advanced to
demonstrate the potential and benefits from intercity
rail development. The Keystone Corridor (HarrisburgPhiladelphia) may serve very well as the pilot as
PENNDOT has already made major strides toward
advancing intercity rail for this vital link to the
Northeast Corridor.
• The state should work on obtaining business and
industry support for an initiative.
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• Develop a long-term consensus building strategy to gain
support. Start “lobbying”/shaping the next round of
federal transportation legislation.
• Additional municipalities planning code changes
should be pursued to put more “teeth” into the
legislation.
• A statewide initiative for right-of-way (ROW)
preservation should be advanced to protect future
corridor options.
• The state should develop funding or other incentives
to encourage higher local land use densities that would
be supportive of the transit and rail modes.
4. What criteria or factors should be used to evaluate the
viability of intercity rail start up?
• Cost-benefit analysis should include competing modes of
travel. Cost-benefit should be robust, including the
identification of avoidable costs.
• The potential rail market should be estimated (ridership).
• Travel time savings.
• Station spacing and location.
• Congestion relief potential.
• Environmental and social benefits and impacts.
• Connectivity and intermodal opportunities.
• Existing right-of-way and infrastructure availability.
• Rail equipment requirements and utilization.
• Land use.
• Political support.
• Regional Planning Partners input.
3.4.3 RAIL FREIGHT INTERESTS
In meeting with representatives from Norfolk Southern (NS),
several future considerations were identified. NS has concerns with
specific corridors, general concerns with right-of-way-improvements,
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and concerns over the impact of increased passenger traffic on the
movement of freight within the Commonwealth.
Specifically, a main focus of interviews was on the corridor between
Harrisburg and Philadelphia. Increased passenger traffic will reduce
the amount of freight traffic that will be able to run on the lines. There
is only one way to Philadelphia from Harrisburg for the freight carriers
presently - Harrisburg-Reading-Philadelphia. The link between
Harrisburg and Reading is heavily utilized and will likely get heavier
with freight traffic. Before naming the NS route as the preferred route
for passenger service, one needs to look at all potential rail corridors
between these points: What exists? Who owns it? If the corridor is
unused today, what steps need to be taken to preserve it?

Freight and
passenger rail are
not mutually
exclusive but are
mutually beneficial
when planned
properly.

The only practical alternative route is the Keystone Corridor. With
an increase in freight traffic expected, the freight carriers may see it
necessary to use the Keystone Corridor, which is presently a key
passenger service line and owned by Amtrak.
If passenger service is expanded onto freight corridors then the
freight carriers believe that upgrades should be made and current
standards followed so that both passenger and freight traffic is served
effectively. Corridors will need to be upgraded to acceptable freight
standards.
When upgrading the lines freight concerns and standards need to
be taken seriously. Increasing competition will require the need to
double stack, have standard freight widths, and have track available for
freight.
The freight railroads have shown interest in the use of certain
infrastructure for Harrisburg to New York passenger service that
would bypass Philadelphia. There is an existing line that could provide
the right-of-way for passenger traffic. The trackage is grade separated,
not used heavily by freight traffic, well engineered and would serve new
passenger markets.

4.0 CANDIDATE CORRIDOR ANALY SIS

4.1

CORRIDOR SCREENING AND EVALUATION

Five criteria were applied to each corridor in order to reach an
initial assessment of their development potential. The criteria allowed
for a common basis of comparison using existing data sources. The
five criteria are as follows:
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• Infrastructure and right-of-way availability.
• Major destinations and trip generators.
• Market size.
• Transportation patterns and conditions.
• System continuity and connectivity.
4.1.1 INFRASTRUCTURE AND RIGHT-OF-WAY
AVAILABILITY
This initial screening factor considers the current availability of
infrastructure and right-of-way (ROW) (e.g., including available ROW,
freight service and passenger service) in particular to support potential
intercity rail service. This factor considers the extent to which existing
infrastructure could or does accommodate passenger service. The lack
of these physical assets would likely pose a significant, if not
insurmountable barrier, to developing such service. Specific
classifications include:
 No right-of-way available.
 Available right-of-way without rail track.
 Right-of-way with track.
 Right-of-way with freight service.
 Right-of-way with passenger service.
4.1.2 MAJOR DESTINATIONS AND TRIP GENERATORS
This criterion considers the extent and coverage of concentrated
activity centers or “volume nodes” within the potential corridors.
Large destinations and trip generators include activities such as major
employment hubs, cultural/tourism centers and clusters of high
population. To support intercity rail service, station end points need to
be major centers with concentrated employment and population
centers. The tendency of an area’s population to travel outside the area
is also a portion of this criterion.
4.1.3 MARKET SIZE
This factor primarily considers the key demographic variables –
population and employment. For this study, it serves as an initial and
unsophisticated proxy of service demand. Regional growth and
development concentrations will be considered to determine the
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potential for a given corridor to support intercity rail service. In
general, higher regional population and employment correlates with
higher potential to support rail service.

4.1.4 TRANSPORTATION PATTERNS AND CONDITIONS
This factor is a basic “indicator” of present conditions such as
automobile traffic congestion and volume to reflect major travel
patterns and key destinations. The presence of other transportation
usage such as intercity bus and air travel are also considerations.
4.1.5 SYSTEM CONTINUITY AND CONNECTIVITY
This factor considers the practical matter of how the individual
candidate corridors relate to a larger intercity rail system or larger
transportation network. Does a corridor, for example, have the
potential to connect with existing or planned rail service? Even as a
long-term planning issue, the Commonwealth would not want to
presently conceive of intercity rail projects that do not fit or connect in
some broader regional/statewide framework.
4.2 PRIORITIZE CORRIDORS
The TAC Task Force reviewed the five criteria and established
weights for each to reflect the relative importance of each factor in
prioritizing the corridors for further study. The established weights are
as follows:
Factor

Weight

Infrastructure and Right-of-Way Availability

2.6

Major Destinations and Trip Generators

2.5

System Continuity and Connectivity

2.2

Market Size

2.1

Transportation Patterns and Conditions

1.6

Each corridor was assigned a high, medium or low rating for each
factor. Figure 4 provides the rationale that was used in assigning the
ratings.
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Figure 4: Guidelines for Applying Corridor Evaluation Criteria
FACTOR

HIGH
•

Infrastructure
and Right-of-Way
Availability
Weight – 2.6

•
•
•
•

Major
Destinations and
Trip Generators
Weight – 2.5

System Continuity
and Connectivity

Transportation
Patterns and
Conditions
Weight – 1.6

•

Corridor serves major
clusters of employment,
tourism, and other
concentrations of
destinations on both ends
and points along the
corridor.

•

Connects economically
and socially tied cities.

•

Existing passenger rail
with relatively high use,
and increasing ridership.

•

Large number of transit
connections at potential
rail stops and terminal
corridor ends.

•

Major and growing
population centers along
the corridor.

•

Major and growing
employment centers along
the corridor.

•

Heavy existing travel
volumes along the
corridor by all modes.

•

Large amount of
congestion along the
corridor.

•

Multiple transportation
alternatives along the
corridor.

Market Size
Weight – 2.1

Rail right-of-way (ROW)
in place for extent of
corridor.
Much or all track in place
and in good condition.
Low freight impact.
Ability to add rail in the
future.

•

Weight – 2.2

MEDIUM

•
•
•

•

LOW

Some ROW in place
and available.
Some acquisition and
or significant repair/
improvements needed.
Medium freight impact.
Some ability to add rail
in the future.

•

Some destinations
potentially served have
special or seasonal
events that draw
commuters but are not
considered major yearround destinations.

•

Fewer tourist and cultural
attractions.

•

Little movement of residents
to outside the area.

Existing rail service
with relatively low
and/or declining
ridership and few
connections with other
modes.

•

No existing passenger rail
service.

•

No transit or comparable
connections at potential rail
stations.

•

Potential stations a larger
distance from population
centers.

•
•

Little or no existing rail or
other reasonable right-of-way
to provide for intercity
connection.
High freight impact.
No ability to add rail in the
future.

•

No existing service,
with several potential
connections with other
modes.

•

Corridor connects
medium sized
population centers with
steady population and
employment.

•

Small rural communities with
low population densities and
sparse employment.

•

Areas with higher amounts of
decreasing population.

Somewhat reliable
transportation system
with fewer delays and
slower growing volume.

•

Low volumes of intercity
traffic on existing modes.

•

Good level of service on
existing highways between
corridor’s terminal ends.

•
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Using this methodology, the TAC Task Force prioritized the
corridors outlined in this study into four groupings; High, MediumHigh, Medium and Low. The evaluation criteria were applied to all the
rail corridors. Figure 5 displays the rated corridors in their groups.
Figure 5: Corridor Ratings
Criteria Weight

26

25

21

16

22

Corridor

Infrastructure
/ ROW
Availability

Major
Destinations/
Trip
Generators

Market Size
Pop/Empl.
Trends

Transportation
Patterns/
Conditions

System
Continuity/
Connectivity

Map
Code

High Rated Corridors
A

Baltimore/Washington Philadelphia - New York
City

H

H

H

H

H

D

Harrisburg - King of
Prussia - Trenton - New
York

H

H

H

H

H

E

Harrisburg - Philadelphia

H

H

H

H

H

F2

Allentown - New York

M

H

H

H

M

G2

Scranton - New York City

M

H

H

H

M

J

Harrisburg - York Baltimore/ Washington,
DC

M

H

H

H

M

M

Pittsburgh - Cleveland

M

H

M

H

M

O

Pittsburgh - Harrisburg

H

M

M

H

H

Medium-High Rated Corridors
C

Cleveland - Erie - Buffalo

H

M

M

M

M

F1

Harrisburg - Reading

M

M

H

BM

M

H

Harrisburg - State College

M

M

H

M

M

K

Pittsburgh - Altoona State College

M

H

M

M

M

L

Pittsburgh Baltimore/Washington,
DC

M

M

M

H

M

R

Philadelphia - Allentown Scranton

M

H

M

M

M

U

Gettysburg - York Lancaster - Reading

L

H

H

M

M
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Medium Rated Corridors
B

Binghamton - New York
City

M

M

M

M

M

G1

Harrisburg - Scranton

M

M

M

M

M

I

Harrisburg - Williamsport

H

M

M

M

L

N

Pittsburgh - Erie

M

M

M

M

M

S

Scranton - Binghamton

H

M

L

M

L

T

Williamsport - Scranton

M

M

L

M

L

Low Rated Corridors
P

Pittsburgh - Morgantown,
WV

M

M

L

M

L

Q

Pittsburgh - Wheeling,
WV

M

M

L

L

L

V

Williamsport - Erie

M

L

L

L

L

W

Williamsport - Buffalo

M

M

L

L

L

The corridors are not prioritized for program funding purposes.
The study addresses the corridors in terms of their current potential
and attributes. This report in no way binds the Commonwealth to
addressing other corridors in the future or for that matter
rearranging the corridor priorities—especially on the basis of
changing conditions. Future feasibility assessments of any of the
corridors would require detailed evaluations to identify right-of-way,
station locations, ridership, costs and benefits.

5.0 FUTURE POLICY FRAMEWORK

This section provides a starting point for the Commonwealth if a
Statewide Passenger Rail Initiative is considered in the future as a longterm initiative. The Commonwealth and Department should consider
each of these issue areas and their implications for future intercity rail
development. The intent for this chapter is to simply begin framing
the issue. A series of initial policy and funding considerations are
identified. Twenty topics are organized into the four general categories
shown in Figure 6 on the following page.
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Figure 6 Policy Framework Graphic

Passenger Rail
Policy Issues

Planning and
Public
Awareness

Institutional

Funding and
Partnerships

5.1

Infrastucture

NATIONAL CONTEXT

During the conduct of this study, there were myriad opportunities
for input from PENNDOT staff, regional planning partners, economic
development groups, rail authorities, transit agencies, freight and
passenger railroads, and tourism agencies. Meetings were held
throughout the state to identify and discuss regional issues related to
intercity rail passenger development, potential corridor alignments, and
regional/statewide policy issues.
In addition, a statewide “wrap-up” session was held with the
MPO/LDD transportation planners in Harrisburg as part of a
PENNDOT sponsored transportation planning workshop.
At virtually every meeting, a question was raised regarding how this
effort fits with the national context since there is no clear national
passenger rail policy.
In the absence of a national policy, it is difficult to define how
proposed Pennsylvania corridors fit into a national network. This
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study attempts to capture these elements through interviews with other
states and Amtrak for coordination purposes. Amtrak is the national
passenger rail provider with a national network established, however
Amtrak faces constant fiscal pressure over its federal subsidy.
The National Passenger Rail Corporation (Amtrak) was established
in 1970 by an act of Congress to establish a company exclusively
charged with the task of providing intercity passenger rail for the
United States. Over the ensuing 30 years Amtrak has been federally
funded and aided by funding from several states including
Pennsylvania. These subsidies were used for both operations and
capital equipment.
Prior to Amtrak’s establishment, passenger services were previously
provided by the freight railroads under federal mandate. When Amtrak
was formed, the freight railroad operators transferred their passenger
rail equipment and operating funds to Amtrak. Amtrak has been
mandated to become financially independent from the federal
government for its operating revenues by December 2002. In 2000
Amtrak generated $2.076 billion in revenue. 43 percent of this revenue
was from non-passenger related activities such as light freight and
property leases/easements. Amtrak also received $571 million in
federal subsidies. It is important to note that these subsidies are for
operating expenses only.
Many of the planning partners strongly expressed the need for a
comprehensive national policy for passenger rail development to help
define and frame a Pennsylvania policy. Federal policy should at a
minimum define a priority national passenger rail network and funding
opportunities for its development and improvement. ISTEA and
TEA-21 moved the nation toward institutionalizing multi-modal and
intermodal transportation systems. There are funding programs
available to assist in financing railroad rehabilitation and maintenance,
Magnetic Levitation (Maglev) technology exploration and high speed
rail development along with a light density rail line evaluation were
included as a part of TEA-21, however these are just portions of a
national policy and should be included in a long range strategic rail
passenger plan.
Although Pennsylvania does not set national policy, it does have
the proven ability to influence Federal surface transportation
legislation. Maglev, high-speed rail and national rail passenger
corridors, as well as intermodal connections, are all a major part of
Pennsylvania’s future rail system and should be evaluated within a
national context.
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POLICY TOPIC

DESCRIPTION

A. Institutional: Intercity Rail as a major initiative will pose a series of institutional related issues that span each
level of government and the participation of key stakeholders.
INTERCITY
PASSENGER RAIL
VISION

PENNDOT ROLES
AND

RESPONSIBILITIES
/ORGANIZATIONAL
IMPLICATIONS

INTERGOVERNMENTA
L—FEDERAL, STATE,
LOCAL ROLES

The Commonwealth should consider the results of this study to define a long-term vision, goals and
objectives for the development of an intercity rail passenger system. The vision should address the need for
rail service and the incremental approach to advance passenger rail as a component of the overall
transportation system.
Time Frame: The vision should be developed in the short-term (1-3 years) and refined over time.
PENNDOT must consider how it will need to adapt organizationally for any major statewide passenger
rail focus. The Bureau of Public Transportation under the Deputy Secretary for Local & Area Transportation
has been the organizational locus for the Department’s involvement in passenger rail matters. Historically, that
Bureau’s overall focus has been public transit with bus transportation as the dominant mode. It is a small
organization with a large span of responsibility as presently deployed. Key policy considerations going forward
include:
• What will the Department’s specific roles and responsibilities be in passenger rail development vis a vis
other levels of government and the private sector?
• What organizational changes will be necessary?
• What should the state’s role be in the areas of infrastructure, ownership, management and operations?
• To what extent will passenger rail be addressed in central and district offices?
• What additional personnel resources and skills will be necessary moving forward?
• What are the necessary support roles for the other Department deputates and bureaus?
• What new skill sets will be necessary in-house?
• To what extent is the Department positioned to provide technical assistance for Corridor Analyses and
Corridor Development activity regionally?
• What capacity can MPOs, LDDs and other partners add to intercity passenger rail development and
how should they prepare over time?
Time Frame: PENNDOT should begin to define its increased role and focus on intercity passenger rail the
short term. The funding for positions will most likely be longer term.
Absent a clear Federal policy with respect to the development of intercity rail, the Commonwealth should
take proactive steps in clearly defining roles for state and local government. Intergovernmental solutions will
not come easily, but will require substantial commitments among federal, state, and local partners to achieving
shared goals for mobility and intermodalism. Pennsylvania has an opportunity to help shape Federal policy for
intercity passenger rail, especially given its impact on previous Federal legislation
• PENNDOT should formulate a broad policy position on intercity rail for consideration in funding
legislation and actively participate in different forums to influence federal legislation, regulations and
policies.
• The definition of a federal role is particularly critical as it must establish funding parameters, interstate
coordination, and overall program design.
• State governments should have a greater degree of flexibility to lead and manage intercity rail
programs. For example, California has demonstrated that a state can have substantial control/impact
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DESCRIPTION
•

if they are so inclined and are willing to invest the necessary dollars.
PENNDOT must consider partnering options with neighboring states.

Time Frame: As more of a longer-term vision (3-10 years), these roles will need to be organized and
relationships cultivated.

B) Funding Partnerships: Intercity Passenger rail will be a costly undertaking in any setting. All involved will be
challenged to stretch the envelope in regards to existing concepts of innovative finance, funding flexibility, and
private participation.

FINANCING
MECHANISMS

Any significant commitment to intercity rail development may bring with it the need for a dedicated and
predictable funding source. Nationally, investment in highways and airports has been effective in large
measure because of predictable trust funds. In the Commonwealth as well, dedicated funding sources for
highways and transit have been essential for the development and operation of these modes. Planning horizons
for corridor development will be long term and not be an effective use of resources unless there is some
reasonable expectation that funding will be available for meritorious projects. Any financing mechanism should
be structured to:
• Leverage additional funding
• Create incentives for private participation
• Consider the merits of both bond financing and annual appropriations
• Maximize participation from federal and local governments
• Effectively address both capital and operating requirements
Time Frame: Due to the large task of developing the necessary funding, these mechanisms will need to be
developed in the long term.
Intercity Rail by definition is not site specific but rather entails transportation corridors of some significant
distance that span numerous communities. Future financing mechanisms can be developed to take advantage
of these broader geographic areas. Strategies that effectively pool public and private resources regionally using
mechanisms such as corridor impact fees, transportation partnership districts, and other collaborative financing
approaches will help to ensure a meaningful level of local support.

LOCAL/REGIONAL
FUNDING SUPPORT

A long-term strategy must be expansive with respect to local initiative and participation. Conventional
wisdom that local resources do not exist cannot be cause for dismissing the importance of local level of effort
and support in its various potential forms. Local government will need to work toward supportive land use
policies and station area development through local developers. In addition, communities will need to support
their local transit infrastructure to provide transportation access beyond the rail stations. Other considerations:
•

Empowerment of local funding mechanisms such as Regional Asset Tax

•

Local Bond Financing

•

Incentives for Regional approaches involving more than one unit of local government

Time Frame: Due to the necessary public support that will need to be cultivated these mechanisms will occur
in the longer term.
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POLICY TOPIC

PRIVATE SUPPORT

DESCRIPTION
One feature of a Pennsylvania Intercity Passenger Rail Initiative should be the consideration of maximizing
private support. This should not only be construed in terms of incentives, innovative finance or revenue base
definition, but also the partnership opportunities with respect to the role of any intercity passenger rail
operator. Amtrak, for example, is increasingly supportive of being a contract operator of intercity rail service
as is the case in three California managed corridors. Amtrak, or possibly, other operators could be empowered
to maximize private support as part of their overall business plan for each corridor it operates.
Time Frame: Private companies will need to develop their long-term vision and therefore their support of this
mode of transportation will also be long term.

MULTI-STATE
APPROACHES

Since potential corridors will link service points across multiple states, funding strategies should consider
innovative ways in which states can pool resources. Federal incentives and funding should be the primary lever
to encourage this approach. In doing so it will foster a stronger national intercity rail network rather than a
piecemeal approach state to state.
Time Frame: PENNDOT should begin to work with other states in the short term on this topic, which is long
term in duration.

C) Infrastructure: A primary area of policy attention will be the availability and suitability of infrastructure to
support intercity passenger rail development. This was a major consideration in assessing the potential corridors in
this report. Rail infrastructure is a unique property with lengthy ribbons of right-of-way that are extremely difficult to
create. As such, to a great degree our rail network will rely almost entirely on the use and reuse of existing rail lines.
From a planning standpoint, Infrastructure should be broadly defined to encompass track, equipment, signals, and
other elements in addition to the necessary right-of-way.

PUBLIC-PRIVATE
ASSETS

TECHNOLOGY
BALANCE

Joint use is complicated from the standpoint that it requires the effective deployment of both public and
private assets. Overall direction/funding for intercity passenger rail for the near term will be a public sector
function. Freight railroads are typically a private sector enterprise. Intelligent, well-conceived approaches will
be necessary to mesh the use of the respective assets. The anticipation of conflicts should not be a convenient
excuse for not attempting to arrive at win-win solutions.
Time Frame: A long-term policy on this topic will need to be established for the long-term viability of these rail
systems.
A key consideration in advancing intercity passenger rail issues is the balance that will need to be struck
between existing infrastructure and new rail technology. New technologies such as Magnetic Levitation
(Maglev) cannot divert attention from promising opportunities with existing technologies. This point relates
directly to the public versus private ownership of the rail lines. Newer technologies offer promise with speed,
ease of access/attractiveness and environmental benefits but also can be incompatible with the existing rail
right-of-way and technologies. As the Commonwealth advances the intercity passenger rail corridors into
more advanced corridor studies, modal/technology balance will have to be considered.
Time Frame: Where the state would like to be in the future is ever evolving and a long-term vision.

CORRIDOR
PRESERVATION

Pennsylvania has a rich and proud history for both freight and passenger service. At one time, nearly every
community in the Commonwealth had either direct access to rail service or was near a rail served community
that had rail service. There are many existing rail corridors and segments of right-of-way that are still intact.
As our transportation needs continue to change over time, these rail lines and rights-of-way will become
strategically important to maintain a good reliable transportation system. The Commonwealth should review
existing methods of preserving rail right-of-way to ensure long term transportation needs for both people and
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freight.
Time Frame: Preservation of corridors should start as soon as possible and be ongoing.

LOCAL INTERMODAL
CONNECTIONS

Pennsylvania has extensive community transit and intercity transit infrastructure with intercity bus
providers, fixed route transit services and the shared ride community transit systems. A strong intercity rail
system must have quality transportation options available at its stations so passengers can access the stations
and surrounding communities. It is essential that the rail stations along the state’s intercity rail system have
integrated intermodal connections. An effective approach to intermodal connections will address parking, local
public transportation, and pedestrian/bicycle linkages and accommodations.
Time Frame: Being important for the viability of new and existing rail service these connections will be
difficult to make in the short term but every attempt should be made. When service is established it should be
maintained through the long term.

D) Planning/Public Awareness: Intercity Rail development will need to occur in ways that systematically link
with existing planning processes and other methods for raising public awareness and involvement. This is not unique
to passenger rail transportation. Most transportation modal development now occurs in relation to a wider range of
state and local planning forums.
PennPlan’s Objective #20, develop a statewide, passenger rail needs assessment, was in large measure the
impetus for this TAC Study. PENNDOT recognizes the importance of passenger rail service in relation to
economic development, sound land use planning, and adhering to a maintenance first transportation system
improvement policy. Similarly, the residents, businesses, and planners of the Commonwealth rated clean, quiet
and frequent high-speed rail service between cities as the most highly desired component of Pennsylvania’s
future transportation system.
PENNPLAN

The completion of this study achieves just one of the strategic objectives advanced in PennPlan. Other
PennPlan objectives have a significant link to the Statewide Passenger Rail Needs Assessment. These
objectives, although having significant independent value, should also be advanced to support and enhance this
needs assessment. Future PennPlan updates provide the opportunity to further define and develop the state’s
intercity passenger rail direction.
Time Frame: With this objective being short term within PennPlan its goals and related objectives can be
achieved in the short term.

INDIVIDUAL
CORRIDOR
STUDY/EVALUATION
PROCESS

This study may encourage certain regions of the state to further investigate the feasibility of developing
passenger rail service. The first step in such implementation efforts would be to perform an in-depth corridor
study. A detailed data collection and evaluation process/protocol should be developed to determine the
feasibility in terms of alignment, ridership, cost, land use, and socioeconomic impacts of passenger rail service
in that area. The Federal Transit Administration employs a standard methodology for evaluating the impacts
and benefits of transit construction/enhancements, or “New Starts” as termed by FTA, in a given corridor.
These criteria can be applied to analyze select corridors identified through this study. The Commonwealth will
likely need to provide guidance as well in so far as it relates to a generally uniform approach statewide to
corridor evaluation and ultimately development. Doing so would help in advancing a generally uniform
approach to rail planning and development.
Time Frame: Individual corridor studies can be completed in the long term with ongoing evaluation of
established corridor service levels. This can be done once the funding is secured in the most recent federal
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funding legislation.

BENCHMARKING

MODAL BALANCE

PUBLIC AWARENESS

Other states including California are advancing intercity passenger rail as a matter of statewide policy.
Pennsylvania will need to consider if and how it wishes to benchmark to other state-level intercity rail
development efforts. The idea behind benchmarking is to select a set of key measures of importance that are
relevant to PA’s overall direction. This can allow for meaningful comparison and provide “flags” for areas of
possible emulation or prevention. Benchmarking can be organized by a range of categories including but not
limited to:
• Roles/Responsibilities
• Partnerships
• Staffing
• Funding
• Service/Performance
• Usage Trends
Time Frame: This is a short-term policy that would set the stage for further development of intercity passenger
rail systems.
As PENNDOT continues to evolve to a multimodal organization, one notable challenge will be to make
decisions across and between modes that are mutually supportive. This issue of modal coherence will only
become more apparent as DOTs advance intermodally. It applies as well to the regional planning partners as
well and speaks to the vital importance of working closely and cooperatively with modal partners and
stakeholders in the regional planning and programming process. Investment decisions in highways, rail and
airports should be evaluated to ensure that investments in one mode do not adversely affect other mode usage
and economic viability. Any new policy direction for intercity rail will need to carefully and systematically
consider:
• Programming complimentary improvements in other modes
• Balancing and planning investments that do not detract from each other—conceivably certain highway
and airport investments could be at odds with the goals for a particular intercity rail corridor
• Evaluation techniques that objectively weigh the relative benefits, costs, and impacts of various
transportation investment scenarios.
Time Frame: Large infrastructure projects such as these will be long term and balancing modes, once
established, is on going.
The many tasks and challenges that fall under the public awareness umbrella would be formidable if the
Commonwealth further advances intercity rail agenda. Multifaceted public engagement responsibilities for a
new initiative statewide or at a corridor level include those in the following partial list::
• Public outreach
• Regional planning and programming
• Stakeholder involvement and ownership for regional projects
• Education and awareness—technologies, benefits, etc.
• Securing meaningful public input
• Private sector participation
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• Project development and environmental issues
Time Frame: Cultivating public support should start as early as possible and continue through ongoing
outreach efforts.

ECONOMIC
DEVELOPMENT

DEMOGRAPHIC AND
CULTURAL CHANGES
AND IMPACTS

While intercity rail development is primarily a transportation matter, it is not possible to entirely separate
transportation and economic development. Access to transportation facilities has long been proven to be a key
factor in economic development decisions. Over the past century that decision-making typically revolved
around proximity to highways and airports. More recently passenger rail has been gaining greater attention for
its potential to facilitate economic development. Transit Oriented Development (TOD), for example, has
gained substantial attention as a synergy between transportation and economic development. The location for
rail stations becomes a core area for planning and attracting commercial development.
As a matter of policy, the economic development aspects of intercity rail should be proactively led and
managed as part of any statewide initiative or regional project. Prospective corridor development, for example,
should be integrated with economic development activity at both the state and regional/local level.
Development incentive programs like the Keystone Opportunity Zones may have a comparable “cousin”
for rail related development.
Time Frame: Economic development in economically distressed areas should be a long-term policy in order to
ensure economic stability in the future.
Pennsylvania will soon experience some rather pronounced impacts of changing demographics:
• By 2008 Baby Boomers will begin to retire. That will impact travel patterns and will accelerate with
each passing year—greater wealth and more disposable time will create accelerated demand for
tourism and related travel.
• Transportation safety will take on even greater importance, as such issues generally tend to correlate
with this expanding age cohort.
• Pennsylvania will also see a pronounced rise in the very elderly population that will mean more people
abandoning their auto driving in whole or in part. Some believe that Pennsylvania will be a place
where former residents migrate back to in order to be close to their roots and family members in their
retirement years.
• Pennsylvania tourism will continue to grow and with it a host of mobility and access challenges.
• The upshot of the above is that socio-economic trends will be an important input for developing
policy and planning for intercity rail. Decisions should be based, in part, on an understanding of these
shifts, a reasonable quantification of the same, and an assessment of how these changes will impact
transportation modal choice and service delivery. As a sweeping generalization, these overall trends
tend to actually favor intercity rail investment.
• The September 11, 2001 terrorist attack on the United States and other recent events will also have a
major effect on the transportation choices that Americans will make in the future. Intercity passenger
rail will be an important part of the transportation system as we strive to preserve mobility and our
lifestyles in a “new world.”
Time Frame: These changes and impacts are currently occurring and need to be addressed in the short term.
This is also an ongoing item.
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Land use patterns impact the efficiency, convenience, and cost effectiveness of the transportation system.
Public transportation and intercity passenger rail are both especially dependent on supportive land use
practices. Although this study has identified several potential intercity passenger rail corridors, proactive
planning in such corridors can set the stage for land use patterns that could support future intercity passenger
rail service.

SUPPORTIVE LAND
USE

ENVIRONMENTAL

Pennsylvania municipalities, which number over 2500, hold the ultimate responsibility for land use
planning in the Commonwealth. Potential future directions related to land use policies that are supportive of
intercity passenger rail should be seriously considered by Pennsylvania’s municipal governments. Regional
planning for intercity rail will require a strong municipal component. The Commonwealth vision for intercity
passenger rail will need to be in place and supported before local government can be expected to work on
supportive land use practices. DECD’s Center for Local Governmental Services can provide a significant
support role.
Time Frame: Land use patterns have long-term impacts on the transportation system and should be looked at
for their long-term impacts.
As the demand on our transportation system increases, multiple environmental concerns will continue to
become more important factors for the transportation industry. Such factors as, air quality, preservation of
farm land and open space and reduction of sprawl development will become increasingly integrated with the
transportation decision processes. Consideration of intercity rail passenger service will have both positive and
negative effects on the environment. These environmental factors should continue to be considered in the
transportation alternative evaluation and decision processes regarding PennPlan and intercity rail corridors.
Time Frame: This topic is currently in alternatives analysis and should be considered in this process both in the
short term and the long term.
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6.0 CORRIDOR PROFILES

The corridor profiles have been developed to provide more
expansive information for those corridors that TAC has identified as
having higher potential for intercity rail development. The profiles are
not intended to provide further evaluation of feasibility or potential,
but simply further demographic, service, land use and other relevant
information. Its utility therefore is largely as a reference for users of
this report and as a starting point for any future in-depth evaluation of
any of these corridors. Please note that the corridors are not ranked
and therefore are not listed in any priority order.

Mapping Note:
Existing rail right-ofway is depicted on the
corridor profile maps
for PA segments only.
Out of state segments
may exist but are not
included. These
connections are
represented with hand
drawn lines.

WORK ORDER #1
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STATEWIDE INTERCITY PASSENGER RAIL NEEDS ASSESSMENT

CORRIDOR PROFILE: BALTIMORE/WASHINGTON – PHILADELPHIA – NEW YORK (A)
Corridor Description
The Northeast Corridor provides passenger rail connections along
the east coast between Washington and New York City. All modes of
transportation are represented and used to near capacity.
The corridor is well established and the most heavily used and
congested in the United States. To the north the corridor extends from New
York to Boston. To the south the corridor extends to from Washington and
ultimately to Florida. The main Pennsylvania link is at Philadelphia. Amtrak
owns this passenger rail corridor. The map below illustrates the corridor
alignment.
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Infrastructure Condition and Corridor Characteristics
•
•

•

This intercity rail service is Amtrak’s most largest
revenue generator.

Current service trip times
Route

It is serviced by the new Acela high-speed rail service
capable of 150mph as well as Metroliners capable of 125
mph, which is the fastest service in the country.

Washington
to
Philadelphia
Philadelphia
to
New York
Washington
to
New York

There are 80 trains each way per day with all trains
stopping at Philadelphia’s 30th Street station.

•

These 80 trains will include 16 Acela high-speed trains
each way per day by spring. Amtrak owns a total of 20 high-speed train
sets by spring of 2002.

•

Right-of-Way is owned by Amtrak.

•

From July 1999 to July 2000 ridership increased
nearly 6% and revenues nearly 15%. Amtrak
ridership has accelerated further since the September
11 attacks.

•

Philadelphia station is the second busiest station in
the Amtrak system.

NE
Direct

Acela
Regional

Metroliner

Acela
Express

1 hr
50 min

1 hr
45 min

1 hr
43 min

1 hr
30 min

1 hr
25 min

1 hr
25 min

1 hr
17 min

58 min

3 hrs
15 min

3 hrs
10 min

3 hrs

2 hrs
28 min

Acela train outside Philadelphia’s 30th Street Station

Length

•

Entire corridor: 457 miles from Washington, DC to Boston.

•

Washington to New York segment is 226 miles in length.

This corridor has seven of the ten busiest Amtrak
stations in the country (eight including Boston).
Rank

Condition

•

Corridor is completely electrified for high-speed passenger
trains.

•

Rail is continuously welded for higher speeds and is in
excellent condition.

Corridor Type

•

Its dense population, high congestion and extensive rail
service characterize it.

•

Intermodal corridor with all modes of transportation
represented and heavily used, both freight and
passenger.

*
*
*

1
2
3
4

*

5
6

*
*
*
*

7
8
9
10

Number of
Boardings
New York, NY
8,354,431
Philadelphia, PA
3,858,811
Washington, DC
3,384,998
Chicago, IL
2,240,013
Newark, NJ
1,374,051
Los Angeles, CA
959,192
Trenton, NJ
958,192
Baltimore, MD
916,840
Boston, MA
905,580
Princeton Junction, NJ
869,783
* Indicates station along the corridor
City

AADT Trends Within the Corridor
Highway
I-95
US1
US13

1990 Mean
AADT
81,660
35,040
23,460

2000 Mean
AADT
99,620
36,960
18,350
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CORRIDOR PROFILE: BALTIMORE/WASHINGTON – PHILADELPHIA – NEW YORK (A)

Freight Rail Priorities

•

Portions of the Northeast Corridor have substantial freight traffic and
will likely see significant freight growth.

•

The Norfolk Southern (NS) line from Harrisburg to the northeast
corridor between Philadelphia and Baltimore connects at Perryville, MD.
NS uses this route heavily for movements to Baltimore and Wilmington.

Existing Stations
Station Locations and Services
Station Location

Washington, DC – Union Station

New Carrollton, MD
BWI Airport Rail Station

Baltimore, MD

Aberdeen, MD
Newark, DE
Wilmington, DE

Philadelphia, PA

Trenton, NJ
Princeton Junction, NJ
Metro Park, NJ

Services
•
•
•
•
•
•
•
•
•
•
•
•
•
•
•
•
•
•
•
•
•
•
•
•
•
•
•
•
•
•
•
•
•
•
•
•

Short and long term paid parking
Checked baggage service
Restaurants, food court
Taxi, intercity bus, commuter rail, and transit service
Connections to other intercity passenger rail routes.
International airport connections
Short and long term paid parking
Taxi and transit service
Short and long term paid parking
Restaurants, food court
Rental car, taxi, commuter rail, and transit service
International airport connections
Short and long term paid parking
Checked baggage service
Restaurants, food court
Rental car, taxi, intercity bus, commuter rail, and transit
service
International airport connections
Free short term parking
Local bus service available
Free short term parking
Short and long term paid parking
Checked baggage service
Restaurants, food court
Rental car, taxi, intercity bus, commuter rail, and transit
service
Short and long term paid parking
Checked baggage service
Restaurants, food court
Rental car, taxi, intercity bus, commuter rail, and transit
service
Connections to other intercity passenger rail routes.
International airport connections
Short and long term paid parking
Taxi and transit service
Short and long term paid parking
Taxi and transit service
Short term paid parking
Taxi and transit service
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CORRIDOR PROFILE: BALTIMORE/WASHINGTON – PHILADELPHIA – NEW YORK (A)
Station Location
Newark, NJ

New York, NY – Penn Station

Services
•
•
•
•
•
•
•

Short and long term paid parking
Checked baggage service
Taxi, intercity bus, commuter rail, and transit served.
Short and long term paid parking
Checked baggage service
Restaurants, food court
Rental car, taxi, intercity bus, intercity rail, commuter rail, and
transit service
• Connections to other intercity passenger rail routes
• International airport connections

Socio-demographic conditions
Population Density

•

The corridor is one of the most densely populated in the country.

Population Growth and Employment Trends in the Pennsylvania Market
Pop.1990

Pop. 2000

%
Chg.

1990
Emp

1990
Unemp

2000
Emp

2000
Unemp

% Emp.
Change

District of Columbia

539,500

572,100

5.7

307,400

6.6%

262,800

5.8%

(14.5%)

Prince Georges, MD

728,600

801,500

10.9%

412,500

3.7%

432,000

3.9%

4.5%

Anne Arundel, MD

427,200

489,700

14.6

224,600

3.5%

251,200

2.9%

10.6%

Montgomery, MD

757,000

873,300

14.5

431,000

2.5%

473,900

1.9%

9.0%

Howard, MD

187,300

247,800

32.3

110,800

2.6%

142,000

1.9%

22.0%

Baltimore City

736,000

651,200

-11.5

313,300

8.1%

269,300

8.1%

(14.0%)

Baltimore, MD
Delaware

692,100

754,300

9.0

366,300

4.8%

381,400

4.3%

4.0%

547,700

550,900

0.6

266,100

4.1%

266,500

3.6%

0.15%

1,585,600

1,517,500

-4.3

631,400

6.9%

590,100

6.1%

(6.5%)

541,200

597,700

10.4

293,400

4.4%

315,600

3.3%

7.6%

County

Philadelphia
Bucks
Mercer, NJ

325,800

350,800

7.1

163,200

4.4%

169,000

3.0%

3.4%

Somerset, NJ

226,700

297.500

23.8

134,800

2.9%

169,600

2.1%

20.5%

Middlesex, NJ

671,800

750,200

10.4

354,300

4.5%

398,500

3.1

11.1%

Union, NJ

492,200

522,500

5.8

256,800

5.4%

253,700

4.0%

(1.2%)

Essex, NJ

777,800

793,600

2.0

371,00

6.3%

348,700

4.7%

(6.0%)

Hudson, NJ

547,500

609,000

10.1

266,600

7.3%

265,000

5.7%

(0.6%)

1,486,500

1,537,200

3.3

733,300

6.0%

813,900

4.9%

9.9%

New York, NY

Tourism Trends

•

There is a consistent stream of tourist traffic to Philadelphia and
Washington, DC.

•

New York tourism travel is substantial with the most cultural
destinations and shopping attractions on the East Coast.

Land Use
•

Major employment and business centers exist all along the corridor.
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CORRIDOR PROFILE: BALTIMORE/WASHINGTON – PHILADELPHIA – NEW YORK (A)
•

In Philadelphia generators include Center City Philadelphia,
Philadelphia’s Sports Complex, the Waterfront, Universities and the
Philadelphia International Airport.

•

Along this corridor in Pennsylvania are major economic centers
including: office, banking, manufacturing and oil refining, as well as
other related industries.

•

In Pennsylvania, the Delaware Valley Regional Planning
Commission (DVRPC) has set forth an effort to apply growth
management and planning concepts in order to direct growth into
designated areas within and along this corridor to support a more
balanced regional transportation system.

Connectivity
Local Transit Infrastructure

•

All stations along the corridor provide access to the local transit
infrastructure.

•

30th Street station in Philadelphia provides access to all modes including
regional rail, bus, intercity bus, taxi, and air.

•

From 30th Street Station a traveler can access most of the Philadelphia
region on local transit.

•

Philadelphia is served by Amtrak and the regional authority, SEPTA. NJ
Transit also provides service for points between Philadelphia-NYC.

•

The Southeastern Pennsylvania Transportation Authority (SEPTA)
operates the nation's fifth-largest public transportation system. SEPTA's
Railroad Division serves the five-county Philadelphia metropolitan area
with a network of seven commuter rail lines, providing approximately
88,000 passenger trips per day. Its Suburban Operations Division serves
the suburbs north and west of the city with a network of 41 bus and light
rail routes that carry approximately 45,000 passenger trips per day. In
Philadelphia, the City Transit Division operates a network of
approximately 84 subway-elevated, light rail, trackless trolley and bus
routes providing some 555,000 passenger trips per day.

•

The Washington Metropolitan Area Transit Authority (WMATA“Metro”) operates bus and subway services to the greater Washington,
DC area including suburban Maryland and Virginia. All Metro services
are available at Amtrak’s Union Station in Washington, D.C. Within the
corridor Metro serves the following communities: Anacostia, Arlington,
Bethesda, College Park, Greenbelt, Upper Marlboro, and National
Airport.
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•

The Maryland Mass Transit Administration (MTA) provides bus,
light rail, subway, commuter rail services as well as those for persons with
disabilities and seniors. These services are available from MTA at both
the Baltimore/Washington International Airport and at the intercity rail
station in downtown Baltimore. Within the corridor MTA serves the
following communities: Dorsey, Jessup, Savage, Laurel, Green Belt,
College Park, Perryville, Aberdeen, BWI, Odenton, New Carrollton,
Columbia, Bel Air, Hunt Valley, Owings Mills, and Washington, D.C.

•

NJ TRANSIT is New Jersey's public transportation corporation. It
covers a service area of 5,325 square miles, and is the nation's third
largest provider of bus, rail and light rail transit - linking major points in
New Jersey, New York and Philadelphia. The services are available at all
intercity rail stops from Philadelphia to New York City (Philadelphia,
Trenton, Princeton Junction, Metro Park, Newark and New York Penn
Station).

•

At Penn Station in New York City, easy access connections are provided
through the New York Metropolitan Transportation Authority
(MTA), which provides subway, bus, and commuter rail services.

Other Descriptive Information
•

Continued investments in the northeast corridor and airport intercity
delays point to high potential for passenger rail growth.

•

The corridor is designated as a high-speed rail corridor by the Federal
Railroad Administration and is currently serviced by high-speed trains.
The possibility of Maglev service is being studied for the Washington
– Baltimore segment.

•

Heavy usage exists between the cities in this corridor on all modes.

•

Intercity bus service is available along the corridor from both Greyhound
and Trailways. There are 30+ busses each way daily from Washington to
New York through Philadelphia.

•

There are 30+ flights between the Washington, DC airports and New
York City airports each way daily.
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Corridor Description
Known as the Keystone Corridor, this corridor is a heavily
used commuter/intercity rail line between Harrisburg and
Philadelphia. The route can be described in two distinct
segments, an intensely utilized commuter district (from
Philadelphia to Paoli), with four main tracks and numerous
stations located an average of just over one mile apart, and an
intercity main line with two main tracks that connects the major
cities between Harrisburg and Philadelphia. The corridor is a designated
high-speed corridor and will operate with electrified Metroliner trainsets in
the future.
The corridor is owned by Amtrak and is primarily a passenger rail
corridor with growing ridership. This corridor must be viewed in the larger
context as providing access to east coast population centers for travelers
within the interior of Pennsylvania. The corridor connects to the
Midwest/West on Amtrak, through Pittsburgh, and connects both North
and South from Philadelphia. There has also been interest in additional
routing that would “bypass” the 30th Street Station in Philadelphia on a
Harrisburg to New York routing (Corridor “D”). The map below shows
both alignments.
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Infrastructure Condition and Corridor Characteristics
•

The corridor is 104 miles in length from Harrisburg to Philadelphia.

•

Norfolk Southern has trackage rights over the entire corridor.

•

SEPTA operates along the line from Thorndale to
Philadelphia for its extensive regional commuter rail service.

•

Good parking availability exists along the corridor except for a
few notable exceptions including Harrisburg where there is a
need for moderately priced parking for rail travelers. Those
using the service in Harrisburg must park at nearby parking
garages where rates are as high as $16 per day.

•

Parking is also difficult at stations that are shared with SEPTA
service.

•

An agreement between PENNDOT and Amtrak for capital
improvements is in advanced discussion. This may provide $140 million
(split 50/50 between PENNDOT and Amtrak) to improve the right-ofway and reduce trip times.

Keystone Corridor immediately west of
Philadelphia’s 30th Street Station

Condition

•

The corridor has very good (and improving) rail infrastructure.

•

West of Paoli, the corridor consists of a minimum of two tracks.

•

The Keystone Corridor is equipped with a 12,000 Volt, 25 Cycle catenary
system like the Northeast Corridor.

•

Much of the rail is jointed but there are a few continuously welded
sections. (With the new upgrade project, the corridor will consist entirely
of continuously welded rail.)

•

The corridor becomes more congested east of
Thorndale where SEPTA rail operations begin.

Corridor Type

AADT Trends Within the Corridor
Highway
I-76
US30
US322
US422

1990 Mean
AADT
67,580
26,850
15,770
35,100

•

The corridor provides rail service for both
commuter and intercity travelers.

•

Amtrak provides commuter access for those communities between major
centers such as Lancaster and Coatesville to both Philadelphia and
Harrisburg.

2000 Mean
AADT
74,320
31,680
19,500
42,842

% Change
9.98%
18.00%
23.65%
22.06%
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•

The Keystone’s connection to the Northeast Corridor and New York
City in particular represents a tremendous asset for this corridor.

Freight Rail Priorities

•

Near Philadelphia the corridor is increasingly congested with passenger
and freight rail traffic.

•

Norfolk Southern is interested in generating increased freight business
on this corridor.

•

When upgrading infrastructure, freight carriers stress that it is important
that improvements be compatible with contemporary freight and
passenger equipment.

•

Freight rail interests are the industrial development potential along the
corridor.

Number of Grade Crossings

From Harrisburg to Philadelphia there are three at-grade crossings.
East of Parkesburg to Harrisburg the corridor is entirely grade separated.
The final three grade crossings are planned for closure in the next few years.
With their closure the corridor will be “sealed” for passenger rail service.

Existing Stations
Station Locations and Services
Station
Station
Location
Status
Harrisburg

Active

Middletown

Active

Elizabethtown

Active

Mt. Joy

Active

Lancaster

Active

Parkesburg

Active

Coatesville

Active

Downingtown

Active

Exton

Active

Paoli

Active

Services
•
•
•
•
•
•
•
•
•
•
•
•
•
•
•
•
•
•
•
•
•
•

Short and long term paid parking off-sight
Checked baggage service
Rental car, taxi, intercity bus, and transit service
Planned international airport connections
Short term free parking
Taxi and transit service
Short and long term free parking
Taxi and transit service
Short term free parking
Transit service
Short and long term paid parking
Rental car, taxi, and transit service
Short term free parking
Short term free parking
Transit service
Short term paid parking
Transit service, commuter rail
Short term free parking
Transit service, commuter rail
Short and long term paid parking
Restaurant
Taxi, commuter rail, and transit service
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Station
Location

Station
Status

Ardmore

Active

Philadelphia

Active

Services
•
•
•
•
•
•
•
•

Short term paid parking
Taxi, commuter rail, transit service
Short and long term paid parking
Checked baggage service
Restaurants, food court
Rental car, taxi, intercity bus, commuter rail, and transit
service
Connections to other intercity passenger rail routes.
International airport connections

•

Improvements have been made to increase the availability of parking at
some stations, and several more are planned in the Philadelphia area.

•

Construction of a new intermodal station at the Harrisburg International
Airport is planned as well as station improvements at Lancaster,
Harrisburg and Elizabethtown.

Current Rail Service

•

Current service trip times

Current Amtrak Keystone service is competitive with other modes
in the corridor in comparing a 2-hour trip time between Harrisburg
and Philadelphia to approximately the same time by car depending
on congestion.

Route
Harrisburg to
Lancaster
Harrisburg to
Philadelphia
Philadelphia to
Downingtown

•

Amtrak operates 12 round trip trains per weekday, plus two
additional intercity trains.

•

Ridership has increased significantly from 1995 to 2000 rising over 85
percent.

Keystone Service
39 min
1hr 50 min
38 min

Socio-demographic conditions
Population Density

•

One of the most densely populated corridors in the Commonwealth.
The current rail corridor links traditional urban centers and provides
access to the surrounding suburban areas.

Population Growth and Employment Trend
Dauphin

237,800

Lancaster
Chester
Delaware

422,800
376,400
547,700

Pop.
2000
251,800
470,700
433,500
550,900

Montgomery

678,100

750,100

10.6

366,500

3.9%

387,800

2.9%

5.8%

1,585,600

1,517,500

-4.3

631,400

6.9%

590,100

6.1%

(6.5%)

County

Philadelphia

Pop.1990

%
Chg.
5.9
11.3
15.2
0.6

1990
Emp
122,900
216,000
206,700
266,100

1990
Unemp
3.9%
3.3%
3.2%
4.1%

2000
Emp
133,200
240,200
229,800
266,500

2000
Unemp
3%
2.5%
2.7%
3.6%

% Emp.
Change
8.3%
11.2%
11.1%
0.15%
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Tourism Trends

There is a growing interest in cultural and historic sites. Tourism
to the central PA and Philadelphia regions continue to increase. Tourist
attractions along the corridor include:
Hershey Park Arena & Stadium
State Museum of Pennsylvania and State
Archives
Gettysburg
The State Capital
Regional Historic Buildings
Harrisburg Farm Show Events
Hershey Park
Amish Country
Harrisburg City Island
National Civil War Museum
Appalachian Trail
Penn National Race Course
Harrisburg International Airport
Various Annual Festivals
Shippensburg University

Whitaker Center for Science & the Arts
Hershey Chocolate World
Carlisle Car Shows
Farmers’ Markets
Area Golf Courses
Historic Downtown York
Philadelphia Business District
Pennsylvania Convention Center –
Philadelphia
Philadelphia Historic District
University of Pennsylvania
Temple University
Philadelphia Cultural Events
Philadelphia Sporting Events
Independence National Historic Park

Land Use
•

Mostly residential around stations except for commercial and industrial
uses in Harrisburg and Philadelphia. Many commuters use existing
Amtrak service for work trips.

•

Pennsylvania’s objective is to upgrade existing service along this line so
that it is a model for intercity passenger rail service. PENNDOT, in
partnership with Amtrak, has made a commitment to invest in this line to
enable it to be a showpiece of quality intercity passenger rail service.

•

This corridor has been designated by the Federal Railroad Administration
as a high-speed rail corridor.

•

There is growing local interest in compact development along the corridor
and officials believe that transit oriented development will be more
prevalent in the future. Virtually all of the counties along the corridor are
projected to increase in population and employment.

•

Tri-County Regional Planning Commission, in the Harrisburg area, is
expecting residential units to increase by over 20% in the region in the
next 20 years. Most of this growth is projected to be in Cumberland
County.
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•

Lancaster County Planning Commission, like the Delaware Valley
Regional Planning Commission (DVRPC), has meshed its growth
management policies with its Long Range Transportation Plan.

Connectivity
Local Transit Infrastructure

The following points provide a description of the local transit service along
the corridor:
•

Capital Area Transit (CAT) runs 26 routes and 15 Park & Ride
locations with fixed bus service in the Harrisburg area. Currently, CAT is
studying commuter rail service from Carlisle to Harrisburg and Lancaster
to Harrisburg. This initiative is known as Corridor One.

•

The Red Rose Transit Authority (RRTA) provides public
transportation services throughout Lancaster County. These services
include a fixed-route bus service, that operates 18 routes, a county-wide
shared ride (paratransit) service operated by three private transportation
providers and shuttle and special services.

•

The Southeastern Pennsylvania Transportation Authority (SEPTA)
operates the nation's fifth-largest public transportation system. SEPTA's
Railroad Division serves the five-county Philadelphia metropolitan area
with a network of seven commuter rail lines, providing approximately
88,000 passenger trips per day. Its Suburban Operations Division serves
the suburbs north and west of the city with a network of 41 bus and light
rail routes that carry approximately 45,000 passenger trips per day. In
Philadelphia, the City Transit Division operates a network of
approximately 84 subway-elevated, light rail, trackless trolley and bus
routes providing some 555,000-passenger trips per day. SEPTA continues
to make improvements to several stations west of Paoli. It has built a
maintenance and turnback facility at Frazer, four miles to the west, and
recently added a new station, with a 450-space parking lot, at Thorndale.

Other Descriptive Information
•

This corridor supports eight scheduled Greyhound buses each way per
weekday and three Trailways buses each way each weekday.

•

There are 8 flights between the Harrisburg International Airport and
Philadelphia International Airport each day.

•

SEPTA operates more than 100 trains on the line each day. Philadelphia
to Paoli is SEPTA’s busiest service.

Harrisburg to Philadelphia Page 6 of 6

P ENNSYLVANIA
S TATE T RANS PORTAT ION
A DVISORY C OMM ITTEE

S TATEWIDE I NTERCITY P ASSENGER R AIL N EEDS A SSESSMENT
C ORRIDOR P ROFILE : A LLENTOWN – N EW Y ORK (F-2)

Corridor Description
This east-west corridor spans the Lehigh Valley and the New York
metropolitan region. The corridor provides a strategic connection for both
goods and people to New York City/Northern New Jersey. There is no
current rail service from Allentown to New York City.
The passenger route is direct both in terms of the highway and rail
infrastructure, making the Lehigh Valley a desirable housing location for the
New York/New Jersey Metro Area workforce. The map below illustrates
the corridor alignment.
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Infrastructure Condition Corridor Characteristics
Length

•

The corridor is approximately 65 miles in length.

ROW Ownership

•

Norfolk Southern owns portions of the ROW from Allentown to New
York City and other portions are owned by New Jersey Transit.

Corridor Type

•

This is an intercity and commuter, highway reliant corridor. It is
congested with heavy freight movements.

Condition

•
•

The highways are in good physical condition but the
AADT Trends Within the Corridor
Highway
1990 Mean
2000 Mean
% Change
corridor is congested within New Jersey and certain
AADT
AADT
portions of the Lehigh Valley within Pennsylvania.
I-78
23,220
49,690
113.97%
Improvements to the corridor’s infrastructure will be
necessary to accommodate increased capacity demands. Some
improvements to the highway and freight rail infrastructure are planned.

Freight Rail Priorities

•
•

Norfolk Southern currently makes extensive use of this route for freight
movement between the Port of New York and New Jersey and west.
Passenger service will be difficult to establish along this Norfolk
Southern Allentown to Northern NJ mainline. This is their double stack
mainline.

Station(s) – Existing and Potential:
Station Locations and Services
Station Location
Station Status
Bangor

In non-rail use by
business

Bangor

In non-rail use by
business

Bethlehem

Vacant

Easton

Vacant

Description
•
•
•
•
•
•
•
•
•
•
•
•
•
•
•

Built in 1912 of brick
Located at South 1st St. at Chestnut
Railroad infrastructure is gone
Built in 1909 of brick
Located at 46 Main St.
Currently used by a construction co.
Railroad infrastructure is gone
Built in 1924 of Brick
Owned by Norfolk Southern
Located at 2nd & Broadhead
Railroad infrastructure is used by NS
Built in 1929 of brick
Located at Canal St. & Smith Ave. at Third St. Bridge
Owned by Norfolk Southern
Railroad infrastructure is used by NS
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Station Location

Station Status

Siegfreid

Currently used as a
museum

Martin’s Creek

Currently in non-rail
use by business

Nazareth

Currently a
professional building

Nazareth

Currently a produce
market

Pen Argyl

Vacant
Currently in non-rail
use by business
Currently in use as a
sporting goods
outfitter
Currently in use as an
auto shop

Pen Argyl
Portland
Portland
Allentown

Currently in use as a
restaurant

Bethlehem

Currently in use as a
restaurant

East Allentown
Emmaus

Currently in non-rail
use as business
Currently in non-rail
use as business

Description
•
•
•
•
•
•
•
•
•
•
•
•
•
•
•
•
•
•
•
•
•
•
•
•
•
•
•
•
•
•
•
•

Town now part of Northampton
Owned by Norfolk Southern
Located at PA 329 & Station Ave.
Railroad infrastructure is used by NS
Currently a Luncheonette
Railroad infrastructure is used by NS
Built in 1903 of brick
Located at 529 South Main St.
Railroad infrastructure is gone
Located on South Main street
Railroad infrastructure is used by NS
Built in 1926 of brick
Owned by Norfolk Southern
Located on Main St. at Laubach St., behind the VFW
Hall
Railroad infrastructure is gone
Located at 115 West Pennsylvania and Robinson Street
Railroad infrastructure is gone
Built in 1897 of wood
Located at 428 Delaware Ave.
Railroad infrastructure is used by NS
Located at 208 Northampton St.
Railroad infrastructure is gone
Built in 1890 of stone and brick
Located at Race & Hamilton Streets
Railroad infrastructure is gone
Built in 1873 of brick
Located at 77 W. Lehigh St.
Railroad infrastructure is used by NS
Located at 455 Hanover Avenue
Railroad infrastructure is gone
Located on Jubilee St.
Railroad infrastructure is used by NS

Socio-demographic conditions
Population Growth and Employment Trends

•

In contrast to slow population growth in the state as a whole, this region
has shown a greater rate of growth.

Lehigh

291,100

312,100

7.2

144,100

5%

151,900

3.4%

%
Emp.
Change
5.4%

Northampton

247,100

267,100

8.1

118,400

5.3%

126,800

3.6%

7%

County

Pop.1990

Pop.
2000

%
Chg.

1990
Emp

1990
Unemp

2000
Emp

2000
Unemp

Warren, NJ

90,500

102,400

11.7

46,900

4.3%

50,000

3.1%

6.2%

Hunterdon, NJ

106,000

122,000

13.1

57,500

2.7%

69,900

1.7%

17.7%

Somerset, NJ

226,700

297.500

23.8

134,800

2.9%

169,600

2.1%

20.5%

Union, NJ

492,200

522,500

5.8

256,800

5.4%

253,700

4.0%

-1.2%

Essex, NJ

777,800

793,600

2.0

371,00

6.3%

348,700

4.7%

-6.0%

Hudson, NJ

547,500

609,000

10.1

266,600

7.3%

265,000

5.7%

-0.6%

1,486,500

1,537,200

3.3

733,300

6.0%

813,900

4.9%

9.9%

New York, NY
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Tourism Trends

•

Tourist attractions along the corridor include:

Dorney Park
Trexler-Lehigh Game Preserve.
Nazareth National Speedway
Allentown Art Museum
Allentown Symphony Orchestra
Camping
Ski Resorts

Lehigh Valley Farm Markets
Mack Truck Plant
Whitewater rafting
Golf courses
Warehousing Businesses
Port of New York and New Jersey
New York City Attractions

Land Use
•

The warehousing industry is growing from shipments from the Port of
NY/NJ.

•

Some commuters living in the Lehigh-Valley work in the Northern New
Jersey and New York City areas.

Lehigh Valley Land Use 1999 (in acres)
Land Use
Number of Acres
Residential
106,740.7
Commercial
7,460.8
Industrial
11,526.7
Wholesale & Warehousing
6,105.6
Transp., Comm. & Utilities
36,147.4
Public & Quasi Public
8,384.8
Parks and Recreation
34,405.1
Agriculture & Vacant
255,586.1
Total Acres
466,357.2 (728.7 sq. mi.)

% of Total Land Use
22.9%
1.6%
2.5%
1.3%
7.7%
1.8%
7.4%
54.8%
100.0%

Future Land Uses
•

More encouragement of compact Transit Oriented Development by local
municipalities and a greater focus on higher density and infill
developments.

•

Regional interests believe that there will be a change in housing patterns.
There will be more housing near the large employment centers and less
use of personal vehicles. Individuals will want to be closer to
transportation alternatives.

•

There will be more effort in anticipating land use trends and there will be
more dependence on transit.
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•

The Lehigh Valley Transportation Plan of December 1997 includes a
goal to have a sufficient supply of convenient intercity public ground
transportation available to popular destinations such as Philadelphia and
New York.

•

Acquisition and/or preservation of abandoned rail rights-of-way in the
region is a vital part of future land use strategies.

Connectivity
Local Transit Infrastructure
•

Lehigh and Northampton Transportation Authority (LANTA)
operates the Metro system, a network of 25 bus routes throughout the
Lehigh Valley providing daily, evening and Saturday services. Currently
more than 4 million rides are taken on public transit in the Valley
annually.

•

NJ TRANSIT is New Jersey's public transportation corporation. It
covers a service area of 5,325 square miles, and is the nation's third
largest provider of bus, rail and light rail transit - linking major points in
New Jersey, New York and Philadelphia. The services are available at all
intercity rail stops from Philadelphia to New York City (Philadelphia,
Trenton, Princeton Junction, Metro Park, Newark and New York Penn
Station).

•

At Penn Station in New York City, easy access connections are provided
through the New York Metropolitan Transportation Authority
(MTA), which provides subway, bus, and commuter rail services.

Other Descriptive Information
•

This corridor is currently served extensively by intercity bus with
approximately 20 buses from Allentown to New York each day.

•

There have been studies to establish rail service but the costs do not
justify the level of service that will be provided or the projected ridership.

•

There are no non-stop commercial flights from Allentown to New York
City.

•

Along this line New Jersey Transit provides commuter rail service to
within 20 miles of the PA state line at High Bridge.

•

Harrisburg International Airport, as well as the Lehigh Valley
International Airport serves the corridor, which also serves as NS’s main
line between Harrisburg and the NYC area.
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Corridor Description
This corridor is proposed to become a regional operating
passenger rail route. The Lackawanna and Monroe County Rail
Authorities own or lease the right-of-way from Scranton to the
Delaware River. A Major Investment Study (MIS) is currently
being completed as required by the Federal Transit Administration
(FTA). When the MIS is complete the next step will be the
completion of a New Starts Funding Application, which is
required to enter the preliminary engineering phase. New Jersey
Transit and the New Jersey DOT have assumed leadership roles
on the study with the help of the Lackawanna and Monroe County Rail
Authorities. The map below illustrates the Corridor.
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The control of the infrastructure will give Monroe County and
Lackawanna County Rail Authorities control of the rail line, from
Scranton to the Delaware River, which will allow for the restoration of
passenger rail service to New Jersey
and New York. The alignment will
have to be finalized in preliminary
engineering and NEPA compliance
phase of the work.
•

The highway portion of the
corridor currently operates at a
low level of service during peak
periods in NJ and is steadily
growing worse.

•

The rail right-of-way from Scranton to the New Jersey line is owned
or leased by the regional rail authorities.

•

The NJTPA 2025 Regional Plan lists The Lackawanna Cutoff as a
means to alleviate auto work trips on I-80 from the PA State line to
Rockaway. This is the highway corridor in Morris, Warren and Sussex
Counties in New Jersey with over 700,000 auto trips per week.

Infrastructure Condition and Ownership
Length

•

The corridor is approximately 120 miles in length.

Ownership

•

The Lackawanna County Rail Authority owns the right-of-way
between Scranton and Mt. Pocono.

•

The Monroe County Rail Authority owns the right-of-way between
Mt. Pocono and Analomink. It has secured the line from Analomink
to Slateford in a 20-year lease from Norfolk Southern for the sum
total of $1 per year. It has an option to purchase in the lease
agreement. All the right-of-way for the project is now secured.

•

NJDOT owns the Lackawanna Cutoff. This includes all the land
from Port Morris through the NJ-PA state line, the bridge over the
Delaware River and 0.65 miles from the state line to Slateford Jct.
Pennsylvania has committed to reimburse NJDOT (through a grant
from MCRA) for the costs of acquiring the bridge.

Condition

•

The Scranton to NYC Corridor is the most traveled passenger
corridor in Northeastern Pennsylvania.
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Corridor Type

•

This is a commuter and intercity rail corridor. Much of the traffic
along I-80 is for work trips from PA to northern NJ.

Station(s): Existing and Potential
Station Locations and Services

The table below presents existing historic stations that were used
for passenger service along the corridor in the past.
Station Location

Station Status

Scranton

In non-rail use by
business

Scranton

In non-rail use by
lumberyard

Scranton

In non-rail use by
business

Moscow

In use by freight RR

Tobyhanna

In use as a museum

Pocono Summit

Vacant

Cresco

In use as a museum

Delaware Water Gap

Vacant

East Stroudsburg
(Dansbury)

In non-rail use by
business

Description
•
•
•
•
•
•
•
•
•
•
•
•
•
•
•
•
•
•
•
•
•
•
•

Located at 700 Lackawanna Ave.
Built in 1908
Owned by Radisson Hotel
Located at 701 Wyoming
Built in 1883
Currently on the site of a lumber yard
Located at 6th Ave. at Lackawanna Ave.
bridge
Built in 1893
Currently used as a warehouse
Located at Market Street and PA 435
Built in 1903
Located on SR 423
Built in 1904
Located on Summit Road
Built in 1912
Located on Hardytown Road Ext. (near PA
191)
Built in 1880
Houses Barrett Twp. Historical Society
Museum
Located off US 611
Built in 1904
Located at 50 Crystal St.
Built in 1864
Used by Shops/Restaurant

Socio-demographic conditions
The communities along the corridor include Scranton, Elmhurst,
Moscow, Gouldsboro, Henryville, East Stroudsburg, Port Morris, and
New York City.
Population Density

The corridor is densely developed. Monroe and Pike Counties in
Pennsylvania are the fastest growing counties in the state. Although the
population in Monroe County has increased nearly 45 percent in the past
10 years, employment has jumped only 13percent reflecting the long
commute patterns to New York and New Jersey.
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Population Growth and Employment Trends

Luzerne

328,100

319,300

-2.7

144,500

1990
Unem
p
7.4%

147,200

5.3%

Lackawanna

219,000

213,300

-2.6

97,200

7%

99,400

4.8%

2.3%

Monroe

95,700

138,700

44.9

45,800

7.1%

51,900

5.3%

13.3%

Warren, NJ

90,500

102,400

11.7

46,900

4.3%

50,000

3.1%

6.2%

Hunterdon, NJ

106,000

122,000

13.1

57,500

2.7%

69,900

1.7%

17.7%

Somerset, NJ

226,700

297.500

23.8

134,800

2.9%

169,600

2.1%

20.5%

Union, NJ

492,200

522,500

5.8

256,800

5.4%

253,700

4.0%

-1.2%

County

Pop.1990

Pop.
2000

%
Chg.

1990
Emp

2000
Emp

2000
Unemp

% Emp.
Change
1.9%

Essex, NJ

777,800

793,600

2.0

371,00

6.3%

348,700

4.7%

-6.0%

Hudson, NJ
New York,
NY

547,500

609,000

10.1

266,600

7.3%

265,000

5.7%

-0.6%

1,486,500

1,537,200

3.3

733,300

6.0%

813,900

4.9%

9.9%

Tourism Trends

The Pocono Mountains and associated attractions are the major tourist
attraction area for both Pennsylvania and New Jersey.
Tourist attractions along the corridor include:
Pocono Ski Resorts
Steamtown National Historic Site
Northeastern PA Philharmonic
Pocono Downs
Red Barons Baseball
Whitewater Rafting

Lackawanna County Trolley Museum
Golf Courses
State and local parks
Northern New Jersey employment
New York City Attractions
The Meadowlands

Land Use
•

Suburban New York/Northern New Jersey continues to expand into
PA, as Monroe and Pike Counties are among the fastest-growing
counties in PA.

•

Residential communities are expected to continue to
grow in Northeastern PA and employment centers are
expected to increase in Northern New Jersey.

AADT Trends Within the Corridor
Highway
I-84
US6

1990 Mean
AADT
14,190
6,410

2000 Mean
AADT
19,410
8,720

Connectivity
Local Transit Infrastructure

•

The County of Lackawanna Transit System (COLTS) serves the
city of Scranton and surrounding areas of Lackawanna County
Monday through Saturday. The agency has 24 fixed routes.

COLTS
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•

•

Monroe County Transit (MC Transit) operates its nine routes
Monday through Friday. Main Street #1 also operates on Saturday and
Sunday; Main Street #2 has limited Saturday service.
The Luzerne County Transportation Authority (LCTA) serves the
city of Wilkes-Barre and surrounding areas Monday through Saturday.
The LCTA runs 16 routes and all routes but two connect at Public
Square in Wilkes-Barre.

•

NJ TRANSIT is New Jersey's public transportation corporation. It
covers a service area of 5,325 square miles, and is the nation's third
largest provider of bus, rail and light rail transit - linking major points
in New Jersey, New York and Philadelphia. The services are available
at all intercity rail stops from Philadelphia to New York City
(Philadelphia, Trenton, Princeton Junction, Metro Park, Newark and
New York Penn Station).

•

At Penn Station in New York City, easy access connections are
provided through the New York Metropolitan Transportation
Authority (MTA), which provides subway, bus, and commuter rail
services.

MC Transit

LCTA

Other Descriptive Information
•

The Martz Group runs scheduled and charter bus service in
the Scranton area. There are 13 scheduled buses each way
during weekdays; and 10 on Saturdays and Sundays.

•

Martz provides extensive service from Stroudsburg, PA to the
NYC area (not all the same destinations) including 40 intercity
buses per day each way.

•

Greyhound also serves the route with two buses each way per day.

•

There are no direct commercial flights from Scranton to New
York City. Connections need to be made through other cities.
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Corridor Description:
Both passengers and freight using highways and rail
heavily travel this corridor. It is not only a busy corridor
because of the direct interaction between Pittsburgh and
Cleveland but because of larger outlying destinations such as
Detroit and Chicago to the west and Washington, DC,
Philadelphia and New York City to the east. Norfolk Southern
operates the rail right-of-way, on which current Amtrak service
is available. Amtrak services the corridor by offering the
Capitol Limited and the Pennsylvanian services. They each
have a once a day frequency both east and west, and link
terminals at Chicago and Washington, DC.
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The Ohio Rail Development Commission is considering the possibility
of routing passenger rail traffic through Youngstown instead of the current
routing through Alliance to increase ridership. Trains through Youngstown do
not service Cleveland. Other than the possibility, this routing is expected to be
fixed.
This transportation connection has historically been an important
corridor due to manufacturing and shipping activities between the two cities of
Pittsburgh and Cleveland.
Infrastructure Condition and Corridor Characteristics
Length

•

Current passenger service

The corridor is approximately 140 miles long.

Route

Condition

Pittsburgh to Alliance

•

Alliance to Cleveland

The line is in good condition.

Pittsburgh to Cleveland

Corridor Type

•

Capitol Limited
1 hr.
45 min
1 hr.
2 hr.
45 min

Pennsylvanian
1hr. 38 min.
1 hr. 53 min.
3 hrs. 31 min.

The corridor is an intercity corridor with this route
being part of a larger section of Amtrak from the east coast to Midwest
cities such as Cleveland, Detroit and Chicago.

Freight Rail Priorities

•

The Pittsburgh to Cleveland corridor is a critical freight route for Norfolk
Southern.

•

Pittsburgh to Youngstown to Akron is a critical freight route for CSX.

Stations – Existing:
Station Locations and Services
Station Location
Pittsburgh, PA

Alliance, OH
Cleveland, OH

Services

•
•
•
•
•
•

Short and long term paid parking
Checked baggage service
Restaurants, food court
Taxi, intercity bus, and transit service
Connections to other intercity passenger rail routes.
Short and long term free parking

•
•
•
•
•

Short term free parking
Long term paid parking
Checked baggage service
Rental car, taxi, intercity bus, and transit service
Connections to other intercity passenger rail routes.
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Socio-demographic conditions
Population Density

•

The Pennsylvania counties along and within the corridor are losing
population while employment has grown.

Population Growth and Employment Trends
County

Pop.1990

Allegheny

1,336,400

Pop.
2000
1,281,700

186,100

181,400

Beaver

-4.1

1990
Emp
607,400

1990
Unemp
4.5%

2000
Emp
621,600

2000
Unemp
3.7%

% Emp.
Change
2.3%

-2.5

77,700

6%

81,400

4.3%

4.5%

% Chg.

Tourism Trends

•

There is little tourism between Cleveland and Pittsburgh, but day trips to
the cities are common.

Tourist attractions along the corridor include:
Pittsburgh Businesses
Cleveland Businesses
Professional Sports
Pittsburgh Symphony
Carnegie Museum
Warhol Museum

Concerts
Carnegie Science Center
Amusement Parks
Universities
International Airports
Rock-n-Roll Hall of Fame

Land Use
•

The land uses in the immediate area of the Pittsburgh station are mostly
office and retail. There are few residences within the immediate area. The
Pittsburgh region does include many older communities adjacent to the City
of Pittsburgh. Virtually all of those communities have transit connections
to the City.

•

Land use patterns are much like other cities where
housing is being located in typical suburban patterns
in lower population density patterns.

•

AADT Within the Corridor
Highway
I-76
PA 51
US422

1990 Mean
AADT
19,420
17,630
8,390

Major generators include the business centers of
both Cleveland and Pittsburgh. Other cities along
the corridor have smaller generators with most visitors traveling to local
businesses.

2000 Mean
AADT
21,090
13,020
9,840

% Change

Connectivity
Local Transit Infrastructure

•

The mass transit needs of greater Pittsburgh residents are served by the Port
Authority of Allegheny County (PAT Transit), which operates more
than 700 buses in Allegheny County. They also operates a 22.5 mile light
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rail system, known as the “T” which connects the downtown and the South
Hills, with easy transfer to and from buses at major stations. PAT Transit
also operates the Monongahela and Duquesne Inclines which provide access
to Mt. Washington southwest of the downtown area.
•

The Beaver County Transit Authority (BCTA) provides fixed route
service for Beaver County, which includes daily local service as well as
express services to several locations. There are 16 regular scheduled runs to
Pittsburgh Monday through Friday; 9 scheduled in-county runs on Saturday;
2 scheduled express runs into Pittsburgh Monday through Friday; 5
scheduled runs to the Pittsburgh International Airport Monday through
Saturday.

•

The Western Reserve Transit Authority (WRTA) serves Youngstown
and portions of Liberty, Boardman, & Austintown Townships in Ohio. The
Authority operates 44 buses on fixed routes.

•

The Metro Regional Transit Authority (METRO) is the transit provider for
the greater Akron, Ohio area. METRO operates a fleet of 217 vehicles
which include 148 buses, 65 paratransit buses and four trolleys. METRO’s
fixed route service consists of 32 routes including two express routes into
Cleveland.

•

The Portage Area Regional Transportation Authority (PARTA) is the
provider of fixed route service for the Kent, OH area. They provide fixed
service as well as dial-a ride service to provide door to door transportation
in the communities of Kent, Franklin Township, Ravenna, Ravenna
Township, Brady Lake Village, Aurora, and Streetsboro. PARTA also
provides service in other areas of Portage County on a limited basis.

•

The Greater Cleveland Regional Transit Authority (RTA) provides
fixed route and other services to 458 square miles, 59 municipalities and 1.4
million people. RTA bus service has 768 buses, 1,500 shelters, 8,423 bus
stops, 102 routes, for 1,606 route miles. The Red Line Rapid Transit has 60
heavy-rail cars, 18 stations, and 19 miles of one-way track. The Blue Green Line Rapid Transit (includes Waterfront Line) has 48 light-rail cars,
34 stations, and 15 miles of one-way track. In addition there are
Community Circulators, which operate 76 vehicles and 10 routes. RTA
facilitates 59.2 million passenger trips per year.

WRTA

Other Descriptive Information
•

Greyhound serves the corridor with 12 scheduled trips each way every
day.

•

There are five flights each way daily between Pittsburgh and Cleveland.
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Corridor Description:
This corridor connects Harrisburg to Pittsburgh while
servicing points in between. Currently, Amtrak operates service
between these two cities via Norfolk Southern track. Other
corridor alignment options include service from Harrisburg through
State College to Pittsburgh. This corridor has been studied for
different technologies and alignments including high-speed rail and
magnetic levitation. It currently serves passengers primarily
traveling between the Midwest (Chicago) and the east coast
(Philadelphia) and not intra-state traffic.
The corridor is well engineered but is challenged by steep grades and
shared use of passenger and freight trains. In addition to Pittsburgh and
Harrisburg, there are several significant population areas within this corridor
including, Lewistown, Altoona, Johnstown and Greensburg.
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Infrastructure Condition and Corridor Characteristics:
•

The corridor currently has both rail passenger and rail freight
service.

•

Current passenger service is not competitive with automobile
routes. This corridor has relatively low average speeds as a
result of the terrain and interaction with freight service.

Current service trip times
Route

Three Rivers/
Pennsylvanian Service

Pittsburgh - Harrisburg

4hrs. 55 min

Pittsburgh – Johnstown

1 hr. 35 min.

Johnstown – Harrisburg

3 hrs. 20 min

•

There is a need for a better rail connections between
Pittsburgh and Harrisburg. Increased speeds and level of
service would advance rail as a modal alternative.

•

Current service is important for Amtrak’s intercity service to the
Midwest.

•

Future passenger rail considerations may include service from Altoona to
State College and from State College to Harrisburg where it would link to
the Keystone Corridor.

•

This line has been added to the Federal Railroad Administration’s
designation of the Keystone line as a high-speed rail corridor.

Length

•

AADT Within the Corridor

The rail line is approximately 240 miles long.

Condition

•

The rail lines are in good condition although much of
the line climbs steep grades and is somewhat
circuitous.

Highway
I-76/70
US22
US30
US56

1990 Mean
AADT
24,970
13,370
15,470
12,660

2000 Mean
AADT
27,560
15,620
20,360
14,590

Corridor Type

•

The corridor is intercity in nature. Parts of the corridor may serve
commuter markets.

Freight Rail Priorities

•

This line is a core Norfolk Southern freight route.

Station(s) – Existing and Potential:
Station Locations and Services

Station Location

Services

Harrisburg, PA

•
•
•
•

Short and long term paid parking off-sight
Checked baggage service
Rental car, taxi, intercity bus, and transit service
Planned international airport connections

Lewistown, PA

•
•

Short and Long term free parking
On call taxi service

Huntingdon, PA

•

Short term free parking
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Station Location

Services

Tyrone, PA

•

Short term free parking

Altoona, PA

•
•
•
•

Short and long term paid parking
Checked baggage service
Restaurants, food court
Taxi, intercity bus, and transit service

Johnstown, PA

•
•
•

Short and long term free parking
Checked baggage service
Taxi, intercity bus and transit service

Latrobe, PA

•
•
•

Short term free parking
Restaurant, food court
On call taxi service

Greensburg, PA

•
•

Short and long term free parking
On call taxi service

Pittsburgh, PA

•
•
•
•
•

Short and long term paid parking
Checked baggage service
Restaurants, food court
Taxi, intercity bus, and transit service
Connections to other intercity passenger rail routes.

Socio-demographic conditions
Population Density

•

The area between Harrisburg and Pittsburgh is mostly rural in nature.

•

Most served counties along the corridor are experiencing population
decreases. The State College/Centre County area is a notable exception.

Population Growth and Employment Trend
Pop.1990

Pop. 2000

%
Chg.

1990
Emp

1990
Unemp

2000
Emp

2000
Unemp

1,336,400

1,281,700

-4.1

607,400

4.5%

621,600

3.7%

%
Emp.
Change
2.3%

Westmoreland

370,300

370,000

-0.1

162,300

6.1%

173,400

4.6%

6.4%

Cambria

163,000

152,600

-6.4

61,200

7.8%

61,100

6.9%

0%

Blair

130,500

129,100

-1.1

56,100

7.4

60,000

4.8%

6.5%

Centre

123,800

135,800

9.7

57,700

3.8%

63,400

2.5%

9%

Huntingdon

44,200

45,600

3.2

17,300

10.3%

17,200

7.3%

-0.1%

Mifflin

46,200

46,500

0.6

20,600

7.1%

20,300

4.5%

-1.4%

Juniata
Perry

20,600

22,800

10.6

9,400

9.3%

9,900

4.8%

5%

41,200

43,600

5.9

20,800

4.6%

23,200

3.4%

10.3%

Dauphin

237,800

251,800

5.9

122,900

3.9%

133,200

3%

7.7%

County
Allegheny

Tourism Trends

•

There is a growing interest in cultural and historic attractions within the
communities along the corridor. Tourism to the central PA and
Philadelphia regions continue to increase.
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•

Tourist and other attractions along the corridor include:

Hershey Park Arena & Stadium
State Museum of Pennsylvania and State
Archives
Gettysburg
The State Capital
Regional Historic Buildings
Hershey Park
Amish Country
Harrisburg City Island
National Civil War Museum
Appalachian Trail
Penn National Race Course
Harrisburg International Airport

Various Annual Festivals
Penn State University
Horseshoe Curve
Whitaker Center for Science & the Arts
Pittsburgh International Airport
Johnstown Incline
Johnstown Flood Museum
Pittsburgh Sporting Events
Pittsburgh Business
Harrisburg Business
Altoona Curve Baseball
Railroaders Memorial Museum
Johnstown Chiefs

Land Use
•

The corridor land uses range from heavy industrial to residential and include
the major business centers of Pittsburgh, Johnstown, Altoona and
Harrisburg.

•

Parts of the region continue to develop in suburban patterns increasing the
need for regional transportation choices.

Connectivity
Local Transit Infrastructure

Public transit exists at the Pittsburgh, Greensburg, Johnstown, Altoona,
State College, and Harrisburg train stations. Harrisburg is planning an intercity
passenger rail station directly at the Harrisburg International Airport along the
Keystone line.
•

The mass transit needs of greater Pittsburgh residents are served by the Port
Authority of Allegheny County (PAT Transit), which operates more
than 700 buses in Allegheny County. They also operates a 22.5 mile light
rail system, known as the “T” which connects the downtown and the South
Hills, with easy transfer to and from buses at major stations. PAT Transit
also operates the Monongahela and Duquesne Inclines which provide access
to Mt. Washington southwest of the downtown area.

•

The Westmoreland County Transit Authority (Westmoreland Transit)
serves the city of Greensburg and surrounding areas of Westmoreland
County Monday through Saturday, and includes weekday connecting service
from Westmoreland County to Pittsburgh and between New Florence and

Westmoreland County
Transit Authority
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Johnstown (with connections to Cambria County Transit Authority
services).
•

The Beaver County Transit Authority (BCTA) provides fixed route
service for Beaver County, which includes daily local service as well as
express services to several locations. There are 16 regular scheduled runs to
Pittsburgh Monday through Friday; 9 scheduled in-county runs on Saturday;
2 scheduled express runs into Pittsburgh Monday through Friday; 5
scheduled runs to the Pittsburgh International Airport Monday through
Saturday.

•

The Mid Mon Valley Transit Authority is the public transportation
system in the Mon Valley. In 1985 the Authority was organized as a
municipal authority serving 21 Mon Valley communities (Allenport, Belle
Vernon, California, Carroll Twp., Charleroi, Coal Center, Donora, Dunlevy,
Elco, Fallowfield Twp., Fayette City, Monessen, Monongahela, New Eagle,
North Belle Vernon, North Charleroi, Roscoe, Rostraver Twp., Speers,
Stockdale, and Washington Twp).

•

CamTran has 5 fixed service routes, providing service to Northern
Cambria County Communities. They also provide fixed route service from
these communities to Johnstown.

•

AMTRAN provides public transit service for central Blair County. They
provide 11 fixed routes within the county, and two shuttle routes between
Altoona and Hollidaysburg or Duncansville. AMTRAN buses and vans
serve the Altoona Metropolitan Area. This area includes the City of
Altoona, the Townships of Logan and Allegheny, and the Boroughs of
Hollidaysburg, Duncansville, Roaring Spring and Martinsburg.

•

Centre Area Transportation Authority provides transit service to the
State College region including a regional public bus transportation system
providing service between downtown State College / PSU Campus and the
surrounding areas. The service provides 15 fixed route services as well as
various shuttles for Penn State events.

•

Capital Area Transit (CAT) runs 26 routes and 15 Park & Ride locations
with fixed bus service in the Harrisburg area. CAT is currently studying
potential commuter rail from Carlisle to Harrisburg to Lancaster.

Other Descriptive Information
•

There are 8 Greyhound buses operating each way per day and 1 Trailways
bus operating each way per day.
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•

There are six flights daily between Harrisburg and Pittsburgh each way and
six between Pittsburgh and State College. There are no direct flights from
Harrisburg to State College.

•

The flights from Harrisburg to Pittsburgh are, for the most part, for
connecting traffic to go to other parts of the country.

•

There are steady air traffic volumes at the Pittsburgh International Airport;
steadily increasing air traffic volumes at the University Park airport in State
College, PA; decreasing air traffic volumes at the Altoona-Blair County
Airport; increasing volumes at the Johnstown-Cambria County Airport and;
increasing volumes at the Arnold Palmer Regional Airport in Latrobe, PA

Pittsburgh – Harrisburg Page 6 of 6

Pennsylvania
State Transportation
Advisory Committee

7.0 CONCLUSIONS

When this TAC Study began no one could have ever assumed how
quickly intercity rail would appear on the nation’s radar screen.
However, given the horrific events of Sept. 11th and its implications,
the importance of rail passenger service in a balanced transportation
system has indeed come into clear view. Such unforeseen events
underscore the importance of TAC’s forward-looking mission.
Independent of this broad scale national tragedy and its transportation
implications, there are several overall conclusions that stem from this
study.
1. Development of intercity rail passenger infrastructure would
represent a long-term initiative. As such, it must be part of a
broad transportation plan while building on current initiatives.
TAC has identified a series of potential policy issues that should
help to frame the development of a strategic longer-term
initiative to advance intercity passenger rail.
2. TAC also has identified rail corridors that have potential for
development. These corridors tend to be in areas that either
have some existing rail service, significant traffic congestion, or
that provide linkage to existing Amtrak service. The TAC study
provides an overview of passenger rail service in the
Commonwealth and considers future policy issues. Higher
potential corridors still must be evaluated in great depth with
respect to right-of-way availability, estimated passenger levels,
cost, and a myriad of other issues that would establish such a
Corridor’s actual feasibility and investment potential.
3. State DOTs can be expected to play a larger role with intercity
passenger rail. Traffic congestion; land use, and the overall need
for greater mobility options point to a likely expansive role for
state government in general and progressive multimodal DOTs
in particular. PENNDOT’s activity to date is laudable and
worthy of recognition. Its strengthened partnership with
Amtrak and its major commitments to an improved Keystone
Corridor form the basis and foundation for future initiatives.
TAC reviewed other states as well. California may provide a
particularly strong benchmark with respect to a state having to

PENNDOT’s
strengthened
partnership with
Amtrak and its
major commitments
to an improved
Keystone Corridor
form the basis and
foundation for future
initiatives.
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make some bold decisions and commitments to expand intercity
rail service.
4. Rail passenger rights of way cannot be practically recreated.
Development of this unique infrastructure will rely upon the use
of both existing active and inactive corridors. Those involved
in planning for this mode will need to pay special attention to
issues related to corridor preservation as well as establishing
effective relationships with freight railroads.
5. If Pennsylvania is to have a strong and successful passenger rail
network for the 21st century, it will be built on strong
partnerships between government at all levels, railroad
operators, and the private sector. A realistic perspective is
necessary in recognizing that private rail rights of way will only
serve public purposes if positive and constructive leadership
and problem solving can be brought to bear both from public
sector transportation/rail agencies and the freight railroads.
The view that passenger rail can somehow be “imposed” on
freight carriers is at best unrealistic and at worst potentially
destructive to the legitimate and achievable goal of
accommodating both freight and passenger objectives.
6. While many of the study’s issues are long term in their
implementation, one short-term opportunity is to begin shaping
a national policy for passenger rail transportation. The
Commonwealth should take the leadership role and clearly
define roles for state and local government. In order to
accomplish this the Federal Government needs to establish a
firm, clear policy with regard to intercity passenger rail that can
be followed by the local and state governments. TAC believes
that this study can play a role in helping to identify issues for
future transportation policy and funding.

The view that
passenger rail can
somehow be
“imposed” on
freight carriers is
at best unrealistic
and at worst
potentially
destructive to the
legitimate and
achievable goal of
accommodating
both freight and
passenger
objectives.

7. One Pennsylvania asset that should not be overlooked is its
solid cadre of transportation planning capability—PENNDOT
and its regional planning partners. Incremental phases and steps
to begin planning for passenger rail represent another potential
key strategy going forward. PENNDOT, in fact, has adopted
corridors as its planning focus through its PennPlan Moves Long
Range Transportation Plan—a natural framework for a steady
but progressive approach for advancing passenger rail in the
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future—as well as being ready for new opportunities that
federal policy changes might afford.
8. Although this report considers future directions for intercity
rail, PENNDOT has made significant progress in that direction.
The Keystone Corridor Initiative represents the most ambitious
intercity rail passenger project in the Department’s history. The
innovative PENNDOT – Amtrak partnership will result in
improved rail passenger service between Harrisburg and
Philadelphia with trip times that are less than auto travel. This is
a significant step in the right direction and could serve as the
foundation for leveraging support for additional funding and
new or enhanced service in other corridors. It is conceivable
that Pennsylvania’s ultimate rail passenger network will be one
that spun-off from these early and visionary investments in the
Keystone Corridor.
9. As Pennsylvania formulates its strategy for passenger rail
transportation, consideration of technology choices should be
part of that policy direction. Likely enhancements for
passenger rail will be a combination of incremental
improvements using existing rail technology as well as the
strategic deployment of new and emerging technologies such as
Maglev.
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Corridors Evaluated and Descriptions
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Note: The following list is intended to be inclusive at the outset

Map
Code

A

B

C

Corridor

Communities
Along Corridor

Major Corridor Features
•

The portion of the corridor in
Pennsylvania includes all
modes of transportation.

•

Served by Amtrak and the
regional authority SEPTA. NJ
Transit and PATH also provide
service for points between
Philadelphia-NYC.

•

Is a section of the Northeast
corridor and is serviced by the
new Acela high-speed rail
service.

•

Baltimore to Philadelphia and
Trenton to Newark have
substantial freight traffic. The
entire corridor has the potential
for significant growth.

•

Binghamton – New
York City

Binghamton, NY
Monticella, NY
Hancock, NY
Port Jervis
Newburgh

Some infrastructure follows the
state lines of PA and New York
Other infrastructure goes
through Scranton.

•

Cleveland – Erie –
Buffalo

Cleveland
Ashtabula
Conneaut, OH
Erie
Dunkirk
Buffalo, NY

Baltimore/WashingtonPhiladelphia-New York
(Amtrak’s northeast
corridor)

Baltimore, MD
Wilmington, DE
Philadelphia, PA
Levittown, PA
Camden, NJ
Trenton, NJ
Newark, NJ
New York, NY

•

•

•

Two major freight routes from
the Midwest to the northeast.
One route (CSXT’s formerConrail line) carries Amtrak’s
Lake Shore Ltd. service
between Chicago and New
York
Both routes are important
freight links between the
Midwest and the
Northeast/New England

Other Corridor
Characteristics
• The corridor is owned by
Amtrak and is entirely
electrified.
• The corridor is included in
PennPlan as the Delaware
River Intermodal
Corridor.
• Its dense population, high
congestion and extensive
rail service characterize it.
• Continued investments in
the northeast corridor and
airport inter-city delays
point to high potential for
rail passenger growth.
• Offers attractive
alternative to air travel
between major cities
• Intercity bus service
available
• This corridor may have
importance in regards to
the population growth in
northeast PA.
• Very little local freight
potential but has
usefulness as a longdistance freight overflow
route
• Corridor trackage is
owned or operated by
CSXT and Norfolk
Southern.
• As part of PennPlan’s
Great Lakes Corridor, it
connects the industrial
cities along the Great
Lakes with significant rail
and truck traffic.
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I-495
US 1
US 13
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Map
Code

D

E

Corridor

Harrisburg – King of
Prussia – Trenton –
New York

Harrisburg –
Philadelphia
(Keystone Corridor)

Communities
Along Corridor
Harrisburg
Elizabethtown
Lancaster
Coatesville
Downingtown
King of Prussia
Norristown
Blue Bell
Abington
Levittown, PA
Trenton, NJ
Newark, NJ
New York
Harrisburg
Elizabethtown
Lancaster
Coatesville
Downingtown
Paoli
Ardmore
Philadelphia

Major Corridor Features
•
•
•
•

•
•
•
•

•

Other Corridor
Characteristics

Current
Traffic
Routes

The corridor runs north of
Philadelphia where growth has
been greatest
High density corridor
Does not directly service the
Philadelphia City limits
The alternate infrastructure was
electrified at one time but is no
longer.

• Faster route to NY than
via Allentown; direct
service to Montgomery
and Chester Counties
• Good engineering
provides capability for
high speeds.
• Moderate freight traffic
• Room to accommodate
second and (in some
cases) third track.

I-76
I-95
I-276
US 1
US 13
US 30
US 301
US 322
US 422
PA283

Amtrak operates 11 trains per
weekday each way.
The Federal Railroad
Administration has designated
it as a high-speed rail corridor.
Nearly the entire corridor has
freight and passenger potential.
Some of this potential depends
on the nature and extent of
development of passenger
service on other corridors (e.g.,
Phila-Reading).
Corridor is congested inside
SEPTA territory

• The corridor rail right of
way is owned by Amtrak
and is completely
electrified.
• Established traditional city
centers and rapidly
growing suburbs
characterize it.
• It is a heavily traveled
corridor – transportation
investments and changes
in service mix and
availability can have large
implications.
• Alternative to the PA
turnpike

I-76
US 30
US 322
US 422
PA283
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Map
Code

Corridor

Harrisburg – Reading
– Allentown – New
York
F

(Corridor was
redefined during the
study.
G-1 – Harrisburg –
Scranton
G-2 – Scranton – New
York City)

Major Corridor Features

Harrisburg
Hershey
Lebanon
Reading
Allentown
Bethlehem
Easton
New York

•

Harrisburg
Sunbury
Danville
Bloomsburg
Berwick
Nanticoke
Wilkes-Barre
Scranton
New York

•

(Corridor was
redefined during study.
F-1 – Harrisburg –
Reading
F-2 – Allentown – New
York City

Harrisburg – Scranton
– New York

G

Communities
Along Corridor

•
•
•

•

•
•

This entire corridor is NS’s
main line between Harrisburg
and New York area. NS also
uses a portion of this route as
its main line to the
Philadelphia-Trenton area.
Heavy bus traffic to NYC
Double track in most places
and heavily signaled.
State has invested money to
clear for double stack.

The corridor is a gateway from
Harrisburg and western PA to
New York and New England.
It is a region heavy in
anthracite coal and freight
traffic, and is frequently used
as a bypass to the busy New
York City metropolitan area
Local rail authorities are trying
to develop the corridor
Corridor could tie into
Binghamton, NY.

Other Corridor
Characteristics
• Region is growing
• Influence of the Port of
NY and NJ is being felt
with warehousing and
distribution
• NS has constructed, or is
in the process of
constructing, at least four
major intermodal facilities
to serve the growth in the
distribution and
warehouse industries.
• NJ Transit is already
investigating extension of
commuter service to
Phillipsburg, NJ, across
the Delaware River from
Allentown/Bethlehem/Eas
ton. This service would
not utilize NS’s main
freight route.
• This corridor encompasses
two PennPlan Corridors:
the Mountaintop Corridor
and the North Pocono
Corridor.
• High population growth in
Monroe and Pike
Counties.
• There are many
universities in the area.
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Map
Code

Corridor

Communities
Along Corridor
Harrisburg
Dauphin
Duncannon
Lewistown
State College

Major Corridor Features
•
•

•

H

Harrisburg – State
College

•
•
•
•

I

J

Harrisburg –
Williamsport

Harrisburg – York –
Baltimore/Washington,
DC

Harrisburg
Duncannon
Selinsgrove
Sunbury
Lewisburg
Milton
Williamsport
Harrisburg
New Cumberland
Hanover
York
Baltimore

•

•
•
•
•

•

•
•

Steady demand potential of
Penn State University students.
Heavily traveled corridor
during Penn State home
football games and other
special events.
Expanded development at
many intermediate points given
highway improvements,
university research base, and
available land.
Most of corridor is NS’s
Harrisburg-Chicago main line
and is of critical importance.
Need passenger connection
from Tyrone and/or Lewistown
to State College
There is a growing amount of
development of high tech firms
in State College
Currently there are two tracks
where there used to be four.
Potential for expansion.
Harrisburg-Sunbury is a
heavily traveled freight line
between Harrisburg-Buffalo
and Harrisburg-New England
and a critical one according to
NS.
Both NS and Canadian Pacific
use the corridor.
Major cities connection
Potential commuter traffic as
well as intercity
Provides direct route to
Washington D.C. which
presently can only be accessed
via rail from Harrisburg via
Philadelphia
Wago Jct-Harrisburg is a
critical core freight route on
NS. Providing capacity for
passenger trains – particularly
commuter trains – has some
potential.
There are existing tracks that
have developed hiking trails
adjacent.
Tracks in MD are in Rail-toTrail status and form the most
popular park in the State.

Other Corridor
Characteristics

Current
Traffic
Routes

• There is a large
contingency in Harrisburg
that would like to see this
service, if not year round
then for Penn State
football games.
• Intercity bus service
• Part of the FRA’s high
speed rail corridor
extension of the Keystone
Corridor

US 11
US 15
US 22
US 322

• Currently, Norfolk
Southern owns the track
along this corridor.

I-180
US 11
US 15
US 22
US 322
PA 147
PA 405
I-83

• Current NS Line to York
• South of York to PA line –
Class II, III line.
• From PA to Baltimore,
need R.O.W.
• MD DOT and its modal
agencies, like PennDOT,
is increasingly Intermodal
and placing major priority
on transportation and land
use.
• Intercity bus service
• Part of the line from New
Freedom north to York
has a trail along side the
track and will need to be
separated.
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Map
Code

K

L

M

Corridor

Pittsburgh – Altoona –
State College

Pittsburgh –
Baltimore/Washington,
DC

Pittsburgh – Cleveland

Communities
Along Corridor

Major Corridor Features

Pittsburgh
Monroeville
Murrysville
Greensburg
Blairsville
Ebensburg
Johnstown
Cresson
Altoona
Tyrone
State College

•

Pittsburgh
Monroeville
Connellsville
Greensburg
Ligonier
Somerset
Cumberland
Martinsburg, WV
Harpers Ferry, WV
Bedford
Breezewood
Hagerstown, MD
Rockville, MD
Pittsburgh
Beaver
East Liverpool, OH
Ellwood City, PA
New Castle, PA
Youngstown, OH
Canton, OH
Sharon, PA
Warren, OH
Akron, OH

•

•

•

•

•
•
•

•

•

•

Other Corridor
Characteristics

Current
Traffic
Routes

NS line from Pittsburgh to
Tyrone through Altoona (and
on to Harrisburg via
Lewistown).
A corridor of steep grades,
sharp curves and difficult
geography, which limits
maximum speeds
Pittsburgh-Tyrone is NS’s
critical core freight corridor
between the Northeast and the
Midwest
Need passenger connection
from Tyrone to State College
Current Amtrak Service from
DC to Pittsburgh Through
West Virginia and Maryland
(Capitol Ltd.)
CSX Owns ROW
A critical core freight corridor
of CSXT.
Line is slow – curves, grades,
circuitous route, heavy freight
traffic.

• Current intercity bus
service
• Tyrone to Pittsburgh
segment is part of FRA
designated high-speed rail
corridor.

I-76/I-70
I-99
US 22
US 30
US 119
PA 56

• Amtrak line Circuitous
through WV, MD, with
intermodal connections in
DC and Pittsburgh.

I-76/I-70
I-95
I-376
US 15
US 30

A heavily traveled corridor for
both people and goods
movement destined for the
Midwest and West.
There is current Amtrak service
(Pennsylvanian) available
through Alliance (Canton) OH,
also to Akron via New Castle
(Three Rivers).
Pittsburgh-New CastleCleveland is a core NS freight
route.

• At the request of Ohio
interests PennDOT has
had exploratory
discussions with the Ohio
Rail Development
Commission regarding
possible joint state
initiatives.

I-76
I-80
I-90
US 6
US 422
PA 51
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Map
Code

N

Corridor

Pittsburgh – Erie

Communities
Along Corridor
Pittsburgh
Zelienople
Morane State Park
Slippery Rock
Grove City
Mercer
Meadville
Edinboro
Erie

Major Corridor Features
•

•
•

O

P

Pittsburgh –
Harrisburg

Pittsburgh –
Morgantown, WV

Pittsburgh
Monroeville
Murrysville
Greensburg
Latrobe
Blairsville
Somerset
Ebensburg
Johnstown
Cresson
Bedford
Breezewood
Altoona
Tyrone
State College
Lewistown
Dauphin
Carlisle
Harrisburg
Pittsburgh
Bethel Park
Canonsburg
Washington, PA
Waynesburg
Mt. Morris
Morgantown, WV

•

•
•
•
•

•
•

•

Other Corridor
Characteristics

Current
Traffic
Routes

PennPlan identifies this as
western Pennsylvania’s most
significant corridor, as it links
the ports of Pittsburgh and Erie
and is part of a trade route with
gateway proximity to Canada,
our largest trading partner.
Trade is not only goods, but the
ability to move people as well.
The only current passenger
service is Pitt – Cleve – Erie.
The present route between
Pittsburgh and Erie via
Ashtabula, Ohio is very
efficient from a freight
standpoint.
Route and communities
affected will differ depending
on the mode of transportation
and right of way.
A section of the state’s most
heavily traveled corridor.
This is a core Norfolk Southern
freight route
Potential for an expansion of
track infrastructure.
FRA designated high-speed rail
corridor.

• There is no current
passenger rail service.
• Bessimer & Lake Erie RR
infrastructure exists.
• There are many
institutions of higher
education along the
corridor (Slippery Rock
Univ., Grove City
College, Edinboro
University, Gannon
University) with a large
number of the students
from Southwestern PA.

I-79
US 6
US 19
PA 8

• Greyhound operates
express bus service via the
PA Turnpike
• Added as an extension of
the Keystone high speed
rail corridor

I-76/I-70
I-81
I-99
US 11
US 15
US 22
US 30
US 119
US 322
PA 56

The route via CanonsburgWashington-Waynesburg is
partially gone.
Any passenger route in this
area is likely to conflict with
major NS and CSXT coal
hauling routes.
Much of the activity in this
area is coal hauling.

• Recognized as a major
supply line for Norfolk
Southern and CSXT.

I-76
I-79
US 119
PA 51
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Map
Code

Q

R

S

Corridor

Pittsburgh – Wheeling,
WV

Philadelphia –
Allentown – Scranton

Communities
Along Corridor
Pittsburgh
Canonsburg
Washington, PA
Claysville
Wheeling, WV

Major Corridor Features
•
•

Philadelphia
Allentown
Bethlehem
Wilkes-Barre
Scranton

•

Scranton
Clarks Summit
Hallstead
Binghamton

•

•

•

Scranton – Binghamton
•
•

T

Williamsport –
Scranton

Williamsport
Montoursville
Muncy
Milton
Bloomsburg
Sunbury
Berwick
Wilkes-Barre
Scranton

•
•

•

The direct route between
Pittsburgh and Wheeling is
partially gone.
Any passenger route in this
area is likely to conflict with
major NS and CSXT coal
hauling routes.

Currently passenger rail service
by SEPTA from Philadelphia
to Landsdale.
Current ROW from
Philadelphia to Bethlehem to
Allentown.
Very Rural between the end
points
Canadian Pacific tracks in
place; ex-Lackawanna main
line – very well engineered;
high sustained speeds are
possible with minor
modification (at least compared
to some other lines and
corridors).
Part of NS and CP corridor
between New England and
Pennsylvania/Southeast.
No current passenger rail
service
Existing NS and CP trackage in
place
Sunbury-Scranton is owned by
CP and is part of the NS/CP
corridor between New England
and Pennsylvania/Southeast
Several Universities in the area.

Other Corridor
Characteristics
• As part of the heavy
east/west I-70 corridor
there is no current
passenger rail service and
no direct rail infrastructure
• Labor force availability
issues are sometimes
pressing in this region and
should be considered in
the evaluation – i.e.
linking labor pools with
jobs.

Current
Traffic
Routes
I-79/I-70

I-476
PA 309
PA 313
PA 611
NJ 29
• The corridor connects
northeastern PA to central
New York and Canada.

I-81
PA 29

I-81/I-80
US 11
PA 118PA 180
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Map
Code

U

V

W

Corridor

Gettysburg – York –
Lancaster – Reading

Williamsport – Erie

Williamsport – Buffalo

Communities
Along Corridor
Gettysburg
Hanover
York
Wrightsville
Columbia
Lancaster
Ephrata
Reading
Williamsport
Lock Haven
Dubois
Ridgeway
St. Mary’s
Warren
Oil City
Union City
Erie
Williamsport
Lock Haven
Dubois
Ridgeway
St. Mary’s
Bradford
Jamestown, NY
Buffalo, NY

Major Corridor Features
•

•
•

PennPlan designates the RedWhite Rose City pair as the
history corridor; it links
cultural and historic areas as
suburbs continue their rapid
growth.
May serve commuter traffic
Some infrastructure available

Other Corridor
Characteristics
• Columbia-Lancaster is an
important NS branch line
with significant industrial
development potential

Current
Traffic
Routes
US 30
PA 462

•
•

Very rural
Provides access to Allegheny
National Forest, Cook’s Forest,
and other state parks/forest and
game lands.

I-80
US 6
US 220
PA 44
PA 120
PA 150

•

Right-of-way owned by NS
and shortline Railroads.
An important freight rail line
for Norfolk Southern
Route is very rural and the
right of way is characterized by
steep winding curves.

I-80
US15
US62
US219
US220
PA120
NY17

•
•
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Appendix B
Amtrak’s Pennsylvania Rail Service
Schedules
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Appendix C
Cities/Centers Served By Greyhound
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Greyhound Locations
Statewide information for terminals, agencies, and bus stops

Pennsylvania
Please choose from the locations below. For more information on the types of service locations along the
Greyhound route network, please check our Locations Index page.
(B) Indicates Limited Service Bus Stops
Addison (B)
Allentown
Allenwood (B)
Altoona
Annville (B)
Apollo (B)
Ashland (B)
Avoca
Bald Eagle (B)
Bartonsville (B)
Bath (B)
Bear Creek (B)
Beaver Meadows
(B)
Bellefonte
Bellwood (B)
Berwick
Bethlehem
Big Run (B)
Bigler (B)
Blakeslee
Blooming Grove (B)
Bloomsburg
Blossburg (B)
Blue Ball Clearfield
Co (B)
Bradford
Breezewood
Bristol
Brodheadsville
Brookville (B)
Carlisle
Center Valley (B)
Chambersburg
Cheltenham (B)
Clarion
Clearfield
Cleona (B)
Coaldale (B)
Colmar (B)
Coopersburg
Covington (B)

Cresson (B)
Dallas (B)
Dalmatia (B)
Danville
Deer Lake (B)
Delaware Water
Gap (B)
Douglassville (B)
Doylestown
Du Bois
Dupont
Easton
Ebensburg
Edinboro (B)
Edinboro St College
Effort
Ephrata (B)
Erie
Exeter
Forty Fort (B)
Frackville
Franklin
Fryburg Jct 157 &
208 (B)
Glenside (B)
Great Bend
Greeley
Green Village (B)
Greencastle (B)
Greensburg
Halifax (B)
Hamburg (B)
Harrisburg
Harrisburg Capitol
Complex (B)
Harrisburg East
Mall (B)
Hawley
Hazleton
Hellertown
Herndon (B)
Hershey (B)

Hershey Med Ctr
(B)
Hometown (B)
Honesdale
Hudsondale (B)
Hughesville (B)
Hummelstown
Indian Orchard (B)
Indiana
Jct 6 & Wells Rd (B)
Jct I 84 & 6 (B)
Jim Thorpe (B)
Johnsonburg (B)
Johnstown
King Of Prussia
Kingston
Kulpmont (B)
Kutztown
Kutztown Univ (B)
Laceyville (B)
Lancaster
Lansford
Lantz Corners (B)
Latrobe
Lebanon
Leesport (B)
Lehighton
Lewisburg
Lewistown (B)
Liberty (B)
Ligonier
Line Lexington (B)
Lock Haven
Lock Haven Univ
(B)
Lords Valley (B)
Mahanoy City
Mansfield
Matamoras (B)
Meadville
Mercer
Mifflintown (B)

Milesburg
Milford (B)
Milford Landing (B)
Millersburg (B)
Millerstown (B)
Millerton (B)
Milton
Monroeville
Montgomeryville
Moosic (B)
Mt Carmel
Mt Pocono
Myerstown
Nesquehoning (B)
New Castle
New Stanton
New Wilmington (B)
North Wales (B)
Oil City
Orwigsburg
Osceola Mills (B)
Penn. Turnpike Exit
35 (B)
Palmyra
Penfield (B)
Penn Stare
Schuylkill Haven (B)
Philadelphia (Map)
Philadelphia Broad
& Erie (B)
Philadelphia Broad
& Montgomery (B)
Philadelphia Broad
& Olney (B)
Philadelphia 2128 S
Broad (B)
Philadelphia Erie
Ave (B)
Philadelphia Olney
Ave (B)
Philadelphia Sigler
Travel
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Philadelphia 30th
Street Station (B)
Philipsburg
Pine Grove (B)
Pittsburgh (Map)
Pittsburgh Airport
(B)
Pittston
Point Marion (B)
Port Clinton (B)
Port Matilda (B)
Pottstown
Pottsville
Punxsutawney
Quakertown (B)
Reading
Red Rock (B)
Robesonia (B)
Rte 209 (B)
Rte 6 & 402 (B)

Sandy Ridge (B)
Sawkill (B)
Sayre
Schuylkill Haven (B)
Scranton
Selinsgrove (B)
Sellersville
Shamokin
Shenandoah
Shickshinny (B)
Shippensburg
Shippenville (B)
Shoemakersville (B)
Shohola Falls (B)
Sinking Springs (B)
Snydersville (B)
Somerset
St Marys
State College
State Hospital (B)

Stouchsburg (B)
Stroudsburg
Stroudsburg P & R
(B)
Sunbury
Sunbury Edison
Hotel
Swiftwater (B)
Sykesville (B)
Tafton (B)
Tamaqua
Tannersville (B)
Thompsontown (B)
Tobyhanna (B)
Towanda (B)
Trout Run (B)
Tunkhannock
Tyrone
Uniontown
Vandergrift

Wallaceton (B)
Washington
Watsontown
Wernersville (B)
Wescosville
West Lawn (B)
West Nanticoke (B)
White Mills (B)
Wilcox (B)
Wilkes Barre
Williamsport
Willow Grove
Wilson College (B)
Womelsdorf (B)
Woodland (B)
Wyalusing
Wyoming
Wysox
York
Zelienople
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Appendix D
Intercity Service Provided By the Trailways
System in the Northeastern U.S.
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Trailways Bus Schedules/Destinations
Concord, NH - Worcester, MA - Springfield, MA Amherst, MA - Albany, NY - Hartford, CT - New
York, NY
Greenfield, MA - Amherst, MA - Northampton, MA
- Springfield, MA - Worcester, MA - Boston, MA
Boston, MA - Springfield, MA - Pittsfield, MA Albany, NY - Toronto, ON - Montreal, PQ
Worcester, MA - Boston, MA
Amherst, MA - Springfield, MA - Hartford, CT New York, NY
Concord, NH - Manchester, NH - Boston, MA Logan Airport, MA
Maine Coast Route
Littleton, NH - Plymouth, NH - Boston, MA - Logan
Airport, MA
Berlin, NH - Conway, NH - Meredith, NH - Laconia,
NH - Tilton, NH - Boston, MA - Logan Airport, MA
Bangor, ME - Portland, ME - Boston, MA - Logan
Airport, MA
Portsmouth, NH - Boston, MA - Newburyport, MA Portsmouth, NH
Durham, NH - Logan Airport, MA - Boston, MA

Newburgh, NY - Poughkeepsie, NY - Kingston, NY Albany, NY - Oneonta, NY
Catskill, NY - Coxsackie, NY - W. Coxsackie, NY Ravena, NY - Albany, NY
Geneva, NY - Syracuse, NY
Syracuse, NY - Cortland, NY - Ithaca, NY - Elmire,
NY
Buffalo, NY - Rochester, NY - Washington, DC
Cleveland, OH - Albany, NY - Boston, MA Toronto, ON - Buffalo, NY - New York, NY
New York, NY - Philadelphia, PA - Williamsport,
PA
Elmira, NY - Scranton, PA - Harrisburg, PA Washington, DC
Buffalo, NY - Pottsville, PA - Reading, PA Philadelphia, PA, Atlantic City, NJ
Harrisburg, PA - Reading, PA - Philadelphia, PA
Harrisburg, PA - Hagerstown, MD
Buffalo, NY - Elmira, NY - Williamsport, PA Washington, DC
Harrisburg, PA - York, PA - Lancaster, PA - New
York, NY

Montreal, PQ - Canton, NY - Potsdam, NY Massena, NY - Glens Falls, NY - Gloversville, NY Schenectady, NY - Albany, NY - New York, NY

Erie, PA - DuBois, PA - Pittsburgh, PA

Gloversville, NY - Schenectady, NY - New York
City, NY

Harrisburg, PA - DuBois, PA - Pittsburgh, PA

Utica, NY - Oneonta, NY - Windham, NY Woodstock, NY - Kingston, NY - New York, NY

Clearfield, PA - Philipsburg, PA - Altoona, PA
Wilkes Barre, PA - State College, PA - Pittsburgh,
PA
Buffalo, NY - Du Bois, PA - Pittsburgh, PA

Albany, NY - Saugerties, NY - Kingston, NY - New
Paltz, NY - New York, NY

Buffalo, NY - Erie, PA - Cleveland, OH - Akron, OH
- Columbus, OH - Cincinnati, OH - Fairfield, OH

New York, NY - Kingston, NY - Woodstock, NY Windham, NY - Oneonta, NY - Utica, NY

Pittsburgh, PA - Charleston, WV - Baltimore, MD Clarksburg, WV - Columbus, OH - Chicago, IL

Albany, NY - Kingston, NY - New Paltz, NY - White
Plains, NY - Freeport, NY - Babylon, NY

New York, NY - Stroudsburg, PA - Mt. Pocono, NY
- Pittston, PA - Scranton, PA - Wilkes Barre, PA

Western New York - Long Island, NY

Scranton, PA - Wilkes Barre, PA - Philadelphia, PA

Upstate New York - Western New York - Long
Island, NY

Washington DC/Baltimore MD/Philadelphia, PA Eastern Shore

Utica, NY - Oneonta, NY - Windham, NY Kingston, NY - Freeport, NY

Toronto, ON - St. Catharines, ON - Niagara Falls,
ON - Buffalo, NY - Rochester, NY - Syracuse, NY New York City,

Montreal, PQ - New York City, NY
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Letter Mailed to Regional Meeting
Participants
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May 21, 2001
The Pennsylvania State Transportation Advisory Committee (TAC) is currently developing an
assessment of statewide intercity passenger rail needs. This assessment was identified as an objective
of The Pennsylvania Statewide Long Range Transportation Plan (PennPlan). The purpose of the
study is to broadly assess the need for statewide passenger rail service in key transportation
corridors. It is intended to provide recommendations to PennDOT on the future of intercity
passenger rail within the Commonwealth. It will result in identification of potential intercity
passenger rail corridors for the Commonwealth and will identify statewide rail policy considerations.
The study relates to several of the PennPlan goals, including:
•

Retain jobs and expand economic opportunities

•

Make transportation decisions that support land use planning objectives

•

Maintain, upgrade, and improve the transportation system.

To achieve these goals, input from regional decision makers, planning partners and key stakeholders
is needed. TAC and the study consultant, Gannett Fleming, will be conducting regional meetings to
solicit different perspectives on the statewide rail assessment for Pennsylvania as well as collect data
from the participants for further analysis. The meeting for your region and the alternate time and
place will be held at the following times and venues:
11am to 2pm, Wednesday, May 30 at
Penn DOT District 6-0 offices
7000 Geerdes Rd
King of Prussia, PA
There are only 20 slots available for participants. Please make every attempt to attend the meeting
within your region.
Background materials and meeting agenda are enclosed. Please come prepared with any information
and/or data that may answer questions or fill in the data needed. Also, please think about how the
corridors being discussed (see enclosed map) would affect your locality as well and your entire
region in terms of its mobility, infrastructure availability, economy, land use, and any other subject
that may affect intercity passenger rail within your area.
Please plan to attend. RSVP to Wendy Bowes, Gannett Fleming, at 1-800-233-1055 Ext. 2437. If
you cannot attend and have comments and/or information that pertain to the study contact Patrick
Anater, Ext. 2659, at the number above by June 1.
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Appendix F
Regional Meeting Powerpoint Presentation
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Appendix G
Regional Meeting Focus Group Questions
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Regional Meeting
1. What does the overall transportation future look like for your region given present
conditions and anticipated trends?
•

Short term—5-10 years?

•

Long Term 10-25 years?

2. What are some of the driving forces for the region—e.g., economic, transportation,
community development, etc.?
3. Do you see the potential for intercity rail in the future?
•

What are the indicators of that potential?

•

Linking which cities and under what conditions?

4. Does intercity rail presently fit with your long-range transportation plan (LRTP)?
•

In what ways?

•

And if not should this be a focus for future long range planning; and in what ways?

5. What criteria should be used to evaluate the viability of intercity rail start up in the
region?
6. What strategies should be advanced at the regional—state—national levels if intercity rail
is to be advanced?
7. If there is an interest in advancing intercity rail, what should the next steps be?
8. What are the region’s assets supportive of ultimate intercity rail development? Its
liabilities?
9. What are the regions key attributes that should be considered in this evaluation?
10. What barriers do you envision and how should each be addressed? (physical, economic,
etc.)
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Regional Meeting Summaries
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Appendix H
Regional Meeting Summaries
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Regional meeting summary (Meeting #1 – Dunmore, Region 4)
Corridor/Issues

Comments/Findings

Corridor A
Corridor Specific



Maglev is currently being studied along the corridor.



Scranton to New York City and Binghamton to New York City should be treated as separate corridors. There are two routes from
Binghamton to Port Jervis. Binghamton to New York City does not go through Scranton. They should be treated as physically separate
routes and the communities along the corridors should be represented. The identified communities along each of the routes should be
revised.



The corridor from Scranton to New York City is heavily traveled daily due to work trips between PA to NYC and northern NJ—including
over 30 bus charters.



New York State has a feasibility study on the Binghamton to NY line.



This route follows the Delaware River and is predominantly in New York State.



The physical connection between Scranton and Port Jervis is gone. References to Port Jervis connection should be eliminated..



Harrisburg to Scranton should be separated from Harrisburg to New York City via Scranton and shown as a separate corridor for purposes of
corridor identification.



An MIS was completed for the Scranton to Stroudsburg Corridor. It is not yet public. Certain sections and technical information may be
provided for consideration in the TAC study.



A PA/NJ Bi-State Committee has been established to fund a study between Scranton to Stroudsburg and Scranton to New York City.



Truck traffic has increased substantially on I-81 from I-80 to I-84. It has doubled from 1970 to 1990s and has doubled once again in the past
10 years. Trucks comprise an estimated 30-40% of all traffic.



60% of traffic is bound for Northern NJ.



Speed limit has been lowered to 50MPH for safety reasons in some areas.



The Level of Service (LOS) is an “F” in the New Jersey part of the corridor and the LOS level “F” is moving west at a rate of about one mile
per year.



There is an associated increase in local road traffic as well.



Long term trends for the region include the increased development of land, economic growth and development, a decreasing ability of
transportation capacity to sustain the economic expansion, increased truck traffic from the northeast, air quality issues in the NJ portion.



A $1 billion “highway fix” would be needed to keep up with highway traffic demands and needed capacity. These improvements may not
even be feasible for air quality reasons as well as the amount of time involved.



Morristown, NJ is a frequent destination for the Scranton area movements with its many office complexes.



The prevailing commuting pattern is east/west more so than north/south.



Distribution center growth is causing traffic problems within the region. Rail freight is beginning to take trucks off the highway.

Corridor G

Corridor Specific

Regional Short Term/Long
Term Trends

Meeting #1, Dunmore 2

Regional meeting summary (Meeting #1 – Dunmore, Region 4)
Corridor/Issues

Driving Forces

Intercity Rail Potential

Long Range Plan

Assets/Liabilities

Funding/ Statewide Policy

Comments/Findings


Monroe and Pike Counties have the two highest growth rates in the state.



The main generators are the low cost of living that allows these areas to be bedroom communities to the greater NY/northern NJ metro area.



Monroe commuters – approx. 17,000 outgoing per day



Scranton to NYC is the most crowded passenger corridor in the region



Growing higher education population is drawing New Jersey residents into the Scranton region.



A growing number of satellite offices for companies from the NYC metro area are locating in the region.



Tourism and pubic money for tourism are being sought and its success will result in the need for greater mobility.



Scranton to Stroudsburg route segment is likely to happen



Already has broad based support regionally and public investment and public organization



Existing commuting patterns lend themselves to intercity passenger rail, and other public transportation, because these patterns are linear
with definitive origins and destinations.



A line from Williamsport to Scranton will pick up growing university areas.



There has already been public investment and the Scranton to East Stroudsburg corridor is in MPO and LDD Long Range Transportation
Plans.



Public ownership of ROW makes the segment available for public transportation.



Public investment made for entire MIS and rail infrastructure.



More commuters, growth, is quickly decreasing mobility and increasing congestion.



Ready to attract development and market to rail dependent industries regardless of decreasing mobility.



Public authority is in place.



What is needed is the connections from rail – Corporate investment is needed.



Team Pennsylvania is an information source for recent and prospective development trends (Penny).



Preservation of ROW and rail lines is necessary for intercity rail



Increase funding levels are needed for ROW and service implementation



Utilization of rail corridor as part of regional economic strategy



The Scranton to Stroudsburg project will become an important building block for the region’s mobility



Identification of a priority list of corridors for the state



Preliminary engineering for corridor and remaining environmental review in relation to station location must be done



Legislative support is needed for any project to occur



Continue to build on bi-state support between PA and NJ

Meeting #1, Dunmore 3

Regional meeting summary (Meeting #1 – Dunmore, Region 4)
Corridor/Issues
Other

Comments/Findings


Factors that should be considered in the evaluation - Public investment to date as an expression of public support; Ridership, use, and
congestion; The adverse impact of lack of action;



Barriers - Inadequate level of funding; The need for connections to/from rail; Noise from rail may be objected to by residents; Grade
crossings/safety – there are a few in the area

Meeting #1, Dunmore 4

Regional meeting summary (Meeting #2 – Montoursville, Region 3)
Corridor/Issues

General

Comments/Findings


A Williamsport to Buffalo corridor should be included in this evaluation process.



PennDOT also invests in small airports that may speak to opportunities for policy coordination across all modes.



Population densities are not high enough to support intercity rail and representatives never thought there was any possibility of having
service in the area. A passenger rail network should not be pursued unless it’s feasible and can tie into the Amtrak system.



“Healthy freight rail keeps the infrastructure in place in case we want to provide passenger service later.”



The shortlines in the region connect where the people are, which may be the best infrastructure choice.



Communities are starting to talk more about regional issues to come up with regional consensus of which local transportation is a key
issue.



Advanced education is also a driving force several trade schools in the area, such as the PA College of Technology, have a growing
number of students enrolled.



Lack of work force is a problem for areas to attract new employers.



Attractions to the area include the Little League World Series, Penn State, natural attractiveness and recreation, and “Events”.



If there were a route in the region that was determined to be high priority, a CBD redevelopment project with airport connections would be
envisioned.



Cumulative deficiencies are the determining factor of whether or not passenger rail is feasible within the area, because of other
infrastructure projects also requiring attention. The amount of time and money needed to make up these deficiencies is also an important
determining factor.



State needs to market rail. Few people have taken an intercity train and tools to bring about the attitude change are needed



Public transportation is a local priority. Transit systems are doing well for work trips.



Lack of concentration of population hurts the rural sections of the state. Sprawl is not a priority. Growth is less than 5% although
population is scattered.



Barriers to intercity passenger rail include local zoning practices, which perpetuate low densities. Natural barriers (Mountains) also limit
rail feasibility.



The Central Susquehanna Valley Transportation Study (CSVT) should be reviewed.

Corridor K – Pittsburgh – Altoona – State College
Corridor specific



There is already an exiting rail line from Altoona to Williamsport and this should be added to the evaluation.



High-speed rail study included State College (Corridor H and K). Identify in description.



Completion of I-99 to Corning, NY is the most important transportation issue currently in the region.

Corridor T – Williamsport – Scranton
Corridor Specific



Bridge in Bloomsburg can provide access by train to Bloomsburg and Berwick. But, it may be inducing flooding and could be torn down.



In this area the municipalities own the shortlines, NS is on the south side of the river and SEDA-COG from Muncy to Williamsport.



Meeting participants identified priority connections as Williamsport to Harrisburg and Williamsport to Scranton.



Northern Tier Regional Planning and Development Commission has limited involvement in passenger rail and mostly deals with rail

Meeting #2 – Montoursville 1

Regional meeting summary (Meeting #2 – Montoursville, Region 3)
Corridor/Issues

Comments/Findings
freight.


A passenger rail system needs to have excellent service in order compete with the highway system.



Meeting participants were concerned with the potential number of stops if any and where.



In the short run, private operators appear to be the best alternative if an intercity passenger rail corridor is established in the region.

Corridor G – Harrisburg – Scranton – New York
Corridor Specific

Regional Short Term/Long
Term Trends



Existing Canadian Pacific (CP) route from Harrisburg to Scranton bypasses communities.



The Harrisburg – Scranton – New York corridor will follow the Williamsport – Scranton corridor at some locations. The map needs to
reflect where existing infrastructure is.



Meeting participants were excited about potential service between Scranton and New York.



There has been a resurgence of rail freight in the region, with which the representatives are pleased. An upgrade in facilities is planned,
and there is an intermodal facility feasibility study to be conducted.

Corridor I – Harrisburg – Williamsport

Corridor Specific

March 26, 2002



Many people commute to Harrisburg.



Many people/industries want to see rail service to major cities. Their focus is on passenger rail for employees/executives.



Connections to Philadelphia to Baltimore to Washington would provide access to outside attractions..



PennDOT needs to find funds to upgrade rail infrastructure otherwise passenger service is not feasible.



Labor force mobility is a big issue. Currently the a large number of commuters have 45 minute commute times (e.g. Selinsgrove to
Harrisburg).



There are limitations with the Williamsport Airport. There is one carrier where high fares and limited schedules. Rail connections to other
airports to access other carriers would provide for air competition.



Highway improvement may lessen the need for passenger rail. It would “delay” the need for passenger rail.
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Regional meeting summary (Meeting #3 – Bridgeville, Region 11)
Corridor/Issues

Comments/Findings


Ridership formula should include NPTS, Intercity Bus, and Intercity Air ridership in order to come up with ranges of potential ridership by
corridor.



Rail service has to be at appropriate times. When scheduling service there should be a convenience factor. A statewide intercity passenger
rail service will not work if it’s not convenient.



Different technologies will create more ridership due to their different characteristics.



Need to look at the intermodal connections (e.g. Maglev to/from bus) to get the impacts of ridership when the two modes are connected.
California has a good model that represents this and should be looked at.



Intercity passenger rail has to be promoted to supplement existing transportation. There is increasing frustration with air and highway
travel for intercity trips in the region.



The goal is to streamline the intermodal process and enable convenient transportation. There has to be an intermodal focus on connections
to different modes.



The institutional/political culture toward public rail transportation has to be changed. The fact that there are highway subsidies needs to be
grasped by the public at large.



There is a need in the area to talk and think regionally. There are too many projects being done piecemeal.



There is increasing interest in the heritage of the region, historic and water related activities that generate traffic.



Because of the extensive rail freight in the region, sharing rail with freight may be difficult. Infrastructure for the discontinued regional
rail service may be available for local intercity passenger rail routes but competing with freight will remain a problem if running on their
rails.



Regional choices can affect intercity rail availability and viability. These include freight rail and the construction of a byway to the
Pittsburgh International Airport. Funding these different modes adds mobility but how much and at what cost.



There is a need to justify how money is spent and a good argument has to be made for intercity rail transportation.



A range of intercity ground transportation technologies must be evaluated from various steel wheel to Maglev technologies in order to
provide a range of benefits and costs. Both can be built on dedicated right of way.



Canadian Pacific may be more accommodating to shared right of way than American railroads because of corporate culture and political
will.

General
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Regional meeting summary (Meeting #3 – Bridgeville, Region 11)
Corridor/Issues

Regional assets and driving
forces

Comments/Findings


The region has a large amount of electric power, major trip generators in east-west to make service viable, low cost of living, rail banking
(preserved ROW), international airport is well positions for intermodal connections (enables modes to interact easily).



Higher education facilities have a large impact on intercity passenger rail and there needs to be a data gathering effort at this level for
student travel patterns. These patterns can affect the viability of a corridor.



In the short term, gas prices will play a large role in modal choice. If this trend continues then usage of public transportation will
dramatically increase.



It is expected that Maglev (being a new and different mode) will get people out of their cars to try other modes because it is different and
does not come with the stigma of “bad” rail service.



“Growing Smarter”/“Growing Greener” initiatives will impact transportation in the future because of transportation’s relationship with
development. The next TEA-21 funding bill will most likely build on these practices.



Mobility to and from Pittsburgh is problematic because of signage and a relatively primitive highway system. There is a need for intercity
passenger rail.



Long term – growth of freight rail will be increasing and compete with passenger service for capacity. Participants think this is a good
case for Maglev with its dedicated right-of-way.



There is a high transit mode share in the region and people are used to using public transit. This makes it easier to implement another
public transportation mode.

Corridor L – Pittsburgh – Baltimore/Washington, DC


The I-68 corridor may be useful for rail along this corridor.

Corridor M – Pittsburgh – Cleveland
Corridor Specific



Washington County has been marketing to Cleveland and passenger rail would help in that effort.

Corridor N – Pittsburgh – Erie


Corridor should be continued to Buffalo and then to Toronto. This corridor is growing with a number of travelers making weekend trips to
Toronto, Canada. This also includes corridor “C” from Erie to Buffalo and then on to Toronto.



This route, if established, should go through Butler County since it is the fastest growing county in Western PA.

Corridor specific

Corridor O – Pittsburgh – Harrisburg

Corridor specific



Maglev, Inc. has ridership information for the proposed initial route from Greensburg to the Pittsburgh International Airport but the
figures are in the process of being reworked.



There will be great demand from enrollment in Penn State. This corridor should be: Pittsburgh – Johnstown – Altoona – State College –
Harrisburg.



Connections are extremely important – example: 150 – 200 Steelers fans a day travel from Pittsburgh to Latrobe for training camp. There
are no connections to get them from the train station to the destination. Stations need serious planning.



Greyhound is interested in intermodal planning. They have talked to representatives about the Pittsburgh Maglev project and should be
able to help mobility if they are consulted.



There needs to be improved service between Harrisburg and Pittsburgh. Existing service is extremely slow and is not at all competitive

Meeting #3, Bridgeville 2

Regional meeting summary (Meeting #3 – Bridgeville, Region 11)
Corridor/Issues

Comments/Findings
with the automobile in this corridor.

Corridor P – Pittsburgh – Morgantown
Corridor Specific



This corridor may have good potential and should be part of the Erie – Buffalo – Toronto line.



Morgantown is looking into getting an airport and access by rail may be good. There is one Greyhound trip per day along this route.



Should include Clarksburg on route to the south to increase ridership. This is a growing area outside of Morgantown.

Corridor Q – Pittsburgh – Wheeling
Corridor specific
March 26, 2002



This corridor should be extended to Columbus to increase ridership.



Washington County is currently trying to get Amtrak service from Pittsburgh to points in the county. This route may be able to satisfy
some of the County’s needs.
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Regional meeting summary (Meeting #4 – Oil City, Region 1)
Corridor/Issues

General

Regional assets and driving
forces

Comments/Findings


This study should include connections with other modes as part of the evaluation criteria. The aging population within the region will
make transit a more desirable transportation mode.



Warren and McKean Counties are in competition for a connector to the interstate. They are less than 20 miles from the interstate but there
is no four-lane access to attract businesses.



Infrastructure has not played a large factor in the growth of the region. The small local businesses grow but this is not due to the
infrastructure.



The region will need support from New York State as far as coordination of transportation infrastructure. Coordination with surrounding
states will be necessary for this type of study.



According to recent census information the population is not growing in the region. A transportation system of this type would be used
not only for mobility of people within the region but to also promote economic development.



Transportation and telecommunications infrastructure needs to go in at the same time. Much of the region’s transportation infrastructure is
already in place. The region needs to improve its telecommunications infrastructure to retain existing businesses and compete with other
regions to attract new businesses.



Intercity rail could help with mobility to areas that don’t have sufficient workforce. The regional participants believe that there is more
need for a regional commuter rail system than an intercity rail system.



Regional airports need to be considered in ongoing passenger rail studies because they would compete with intercity passenger rail service.
The characteristics of both modes would have to be weighed and then a determination made as to the best use of resources. Currently
airport traffic is growing in the region. There has been recent investment in the regional airports. In PA a more detailed study would be
necessary to determining potential impacts to regional air service from intercity rail.



At grade crossings do not have to be an issue with the amount of rail traffic and population in the region. There is not enough traffic at
intersections to warrant a great deal of money or debate on the subject.



Intercity passenger rail issues are not in regional long-term transportation plans however freight lines are. Freight lines are the big
concern. Currently used and abandoned freight rail lines need to be saved for possible use in the future.



Multiple use tracks in the area may help with right-of-way issues. Participants feel that it is not necessary for there to be a dedicated rightof-way because of the sparse traffic at crossings. The regional mass transit systems should grow first. Shortline commuter service
between regional centers (e.g. Franklin – Oil City) is a larger priority for the region than intercity rail.



For this type of new infrastructure project it is necessary to have private investment. There is a related need for government to remove the
obstacles that will allow private companies to provide transportation services using profit as a motive. Federal and state regulations make
it difficult for private companies to provide passenger services.



Quality of life is good in the region (small town character), low land prices, nature tourism are growing in the region, and have the water
resources needed for recreation and growth.



A driving factor for this study will be rising fuel costs. If fuel costs go up what will happen to auto/truck usage? If fuel prices remain high
there will be a greater need for public transportation



There is a declining tax base because of population decreases and the loss of businesses including a decline in timber harvesting.

Meeting #4, Oil City 1

Regional meeting summary (Meeting #4 – Oil City, Region 1)
Corridor/Issues

Comments/Findings


There is a higher level of poverty in the rural areas elevating the need for more public transportation.



Rail may have a significant impact on potential economic stimulus for some communities and may hurt those communities where there is
no rail stop. Those passing through the region in automobiles that would otherwise stop and spend time and money in the region would
not if intercity passenger rail were to play a large transportation role in the region.



Due to the rural character of the region population density will probably not support an intercity passenger rail system in the region.



Smaller colleges in the area are expected to continue to grow and may be a large factor in the regional transportation system.

Corridor N – Pittsburgh – Erie


The rail connection between Erie and Pittsburgh should use the existing I-79 highway ROW to make it easier to finance, plan and make
necessary connections to currently developing communities.



There is a potential for good ridership along this line if it were linked to Canada to the north and Florida to the south. Canadians travel
south regularly in the winter (north in the summer) and most of the traffic travels along this corridor. A passenger rail system may help
alleviate some of the current congestion.



Establishing an intercity passenger rail corridor from Pittsburgh to Toronto through Erie may not benefit the region directly and may even
be a detriment. This service may service travelers who currently stop in towns in Northwest PA while driving along corridor. Providing a
more efficient mode of transportation would allow them to more easily bypass the area. Participants agree that if intercity passenger rail
service is established along this corridor then there is a need for interim stops in order to make it economically beneficial to the region.



Current popular intercity passenger transportation in the area includes two buses per week that take passengers to Niagara from the region
as well as two that travel to Atlantic City from the region.



Historically this railroad corridor passes through Clearfield and Jefferson counties along creek and river valleys. This used to be the
Dubois – Erie – Pittsburgh line. This route is currently being used by freight carriers.

Corridor specific

Corridor O – Pittsburgh – Harrisburg

Corridor specific



The I-99 connection to I-80 is going to be big for the trucking industry connecting I-80 to the PA Turnpike. This connection will allow for
better regional accessibility and will increase truck and distribution facilities in the region.



If there were at least one rail line from the region connecting to the Pittsburgh to Harrisburg line then enough needed access to cross state
system would be available to the region. The preferential service would be Pittsburgh to Erie.



The Keystone Corridor has gotten the most effort from the state in the recent past and will most likely be one of the high priority corridors
and could be an important piece to bringing good intercity passenger rail service back to PA.

Corridor V – Williamsport – Erie


Participants feel that this corridor is unlikely to see intercity passenger rail service. Geography such as the mountains and parks in the
region may preclude service. Population densities are also thought not to be high enough to support intercity passenger rail.



There is currently freight service from Warren to Erie that may be able to carry passenger service in a shared rail capacity.

Corridor specific
March 26, 2002
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Regional meeting summary (Meeting #5 – Hollidaysburg, Region 9)
Corridor/Issues

Comments/Findings


The number one priority in the region is the I-99 Corridor completion. Another high ranking priority the PA453 improvements which is a
major connector from US22 to I-99.



There is a need for airport access. Corporate aviation traffic is expected to increase with more improvements and increased regional
activities. Bedford County is increasing their runway length and Blair and Cambria Counties are making improvements to their airports.



Passenger air traffic may be limited. Centre County is currently developing a master plan for their airport. The expected trend is for more
passenger flights with the same type of aircraft and not improvements to allow for larger commercial aircraft. This master planning is
important because of the effect on the land use surrounding the airport.



There is currently a Huntingdon County Airport study going on which was initiated from the county’s comprehensive planning process. In
initial findings, officials are expecting more corporate and freight flights to serve nearby industrial parks.



Highway expansion in smaller communities has become almost nonexistent and therefore these communities need mobility in another
form. An increase in passenger rail may be the best alternative.



Intercity passenger rail has not been incorporated into the long-range plans of the regional MPOs except for Blair County which does have
a rail component. Highways, bridges, and freight rail have been the primary transportation focuses. Cambria County will be making it a
priority in 2002 update to plan.



Cambria County is currently working on several studies within the region including US219 North (Carrolltown to Dubois), US219 4 lane
expansion from Meyersdale to I-68, and US22 west to Monroeville. They are also currently working on a downtown entertainment district
project. Improvements to the highway infrastructure will reduce the need for intercity passenger rail. A successful downtown resurgence
would create land uses conducive to intercity passenger rail and a major urban center that would need to be connected to a statewide
system.



There is a need for a more diversified economy within the region. Currently manufacturing and education are the major industries in the
area. Participants stated that economic development is not necessarily just jobs but also diversifying into retail and service industries.



Participants believe that if there is going to be intercity passenger rail service then that service has to be good in order for it to be
regionally advantageous and gain enough ridership that would assist in alleviating congestion of other modes. “We don’t need bad rail”.
It has to be dependable and on time at regular times.



Participants felt that the different modes of transportation are not treated easily in terms of funding. They don’t understand why transit and
other public transportation has to generate enough operating revenue and in some cases be entirely self-sufficient. Participants believe
there should be a level playing field with regard to transportation funding.



Regional cooperation and government representative support is paramount in the success for a statewide intercity passenger rail system. In
the past there has been a trend of regions not reaching out to other regions and focusing only on their own project. These regions have to
understand that for statewide and even regional connectivity it will be necessary for them to work with others. Similarly, government
representatives have to shake the status quo and step up to the plate and trying and drum up support and funding for an intercity passenger
rail system.



Amtrak may not be the best way to go about operating this type of service. They have shown problems with not being able to operate
efficiently and are continuously requiring more public funds for poor service and poor intermodal connections. Airlines may be the better
operators and may be better at connecting major urban centers because this is their business.

General
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Regional meeting summary (Meeting #5 – Hollidaysburg, Region 9)
Corridor/Issues

Regional assets and driving
forces

Comments/Findings


There has been a slow and steady increase in traffic at Penn State. A region-wide focus on the movement of people via alternative modes
is beginning to take place to address the issues of increasing congestion and modal options. There is a large amount of traffic from student
movements to and from State College before and after a semester and at holidays. Other schools are also generators (Juniata, Allegheny,
UPJ)



The region is changing in demographics due to an aging population and is becoming a more “retirement focused” community. This trend
will be a major factor in transportation in the next 10 – 20 years.



There is a regional push for special events and activities including professional bowling tournaments, fall foliage driving tours, winter
recreation, Tour de Toona, and an increase in hiking.



Economic development is a major regional force. Centre County has a mix of growth areas causing problems and other areas where
economic growth is needed. Job creation and retention is a big issue in all parts of the region.



Existing ROW in the region is a major asset. Not having to purchase right-of-way is very important for relatively quicker institution of
intercity passenger rail service.



Participants explained that roads are currently adequate in the region for the most part. What participants had problems with is the sewer
and water infrastructure. These systems were described to be a conduit for regional growth and to add, rehab or upgrade existing
infrastructure will be extremely expensive because they have been largely ignored since their initial installation. Other infrastructure in
need of improvement includes fiber optic infrastructure for new high tech business. This type of infrastructure has not kept up to pace
with most of the country. It is possible to lay fiber optic cable along existing rights-of-way.



There is a possibility that the downtown bus station in State College will be moved. There is a movement to save it and use it in its
current capacity.



Generators in the area include Penn State University, Altoona Baseball Park include the large ones.



This traffic is getting heavier and there is limited expansion potential for existing highways.

Corridor H – Harrisburg – State College


Representatives are looking at possible connection from Lewistown to State College to assist in the welfare to work activities within the
region. Right now Lewistown is one of the poorest municipalities in the region and better mobility to State College is needed for potential
employees in Lewistown.



Currently, 30% of workers from Huntingdon County commute out of the county daily to State College or Altoona. There is a need for
better regular mobility and connection from the City of Huntingdon to State College and Altoona.

Corridor Specific
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Regional meeting summary (Meeting #5 – Hollidaysburg, Region 9)
Corridor/Issues
Corridor K – Pittsburgh – Altoona – State College

Corridor specific

Comments/Findings



Traffic within Altoona and State College is getting heavier and traffic delays are on the rise. The impact of an increase in jobs in Centre
County has been on the commuting patterns of the entire region. Currently regular daily shuttle service assists individuals commuting
from Altoona to State College.



This corridor is very heavy with daily traffic. The Centre Area Transit Authority (CATA) has established a ride share program that is
successful because of a large ridership.



There have been ridership studies by transit authorities in both Johnstown and Altoona. These studies should be reviewed for background
information on these major city pairs within the region.



This corridor should be combined with corridor “O” to provide the needed cross state connections. The corridor should be evaluated as a
whole from Pittsburgh to Harrisburg while connecting Johnstown, Altoona, and State College along the mainline.



The right of way needs to be owned or with exclusive rights to passenger train operators. There is a lot of freight traffic along this line and
shared ROW will result in poor passenger service as it is now. Needs to be a dedicated line for passenger trains.

Corridor L – Pittsburgh – Baltimore/Washington, DC


Somerset County has been trying to get an Amtrak stop for some time and wish to have it in Rockwood. This location is close to ski areas
and Seven Springs Resort, the largest employer in the county, has expressed interest by providing shuttle service if a stop was granted.
Somerset County has indicated that it would do most of the work to get funding and would probably be able to build a station.

Corridor O – Pittsburgh – Harrisburg

Corridor specific



A resolution was passed by the Blair County Chamber of Commerce to support the development of a statewide maglev system and
participants asked that maglev be specifically referenced within the study. Within the resolution was specific reference to stops in
Johnstown and Altoona.



Representatives from the town of Huntingdon believe that the city should be mentioned as one of the communities along the corridor
because any intercity passenger rail network in the region will most definitely affect it. They also believe that there should be a train stop
there because 30% of workers from Huntingdon County commute out of the county daily to State College or Altoona.



State correctional facilities in Smithfield and Huntingdon rely on passenger rail for 95% of inmates released (Approx. 75 a month) for
them to return to their home area.



Corridor O, E, H, and K should be combined for statewide connectivity. Johnstown should be a major city pair on the map and in the
corridor descriptions. They currently have an Amtrak stop. As a result of this the corridor should read Pittsburgh – Johnstown – Altoona
– State College – Harrisburg – Philadelphia. Since this is the corridor that has been designated by the FRA as a high-speed rail corridor it
may be advantageous in terms of funding sources. This corridor is a priority and the participants would like to see service by 2020.



There were omissions of communities along the existing Amtrak corridor and these communities should be included in the corridor
descriptions.



There are a number of industrial parks in the area and the participants would like to see a connection to these parks Altoona, State College,
the City of Huntingdon and Raystown Lake. Another industrial park is being planned in Blair County.



Connections to a mainline and towns and smaller centers are possible in the area due to several Rail spurs giving access to towns and
industrial centers including: the town of Huntingdon, and Jubileer Park.
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Regional meeting summary (Meeting #5 – Hollidaysburg, Region 9)
Corridor/Issues
Corridor U – Harrisburg – Baltimore/Washington, DC
Corridor specific
March 26, 2002



Comments/Findings

This corridor should be analyzed with corridor “H” – Harrisburg to State College. There is a great amount of traffic from Penn State to
research facilities in the DC area.
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Regional meeting summary (Meeting #6 – Harrisburg, Region 8)
Corridor/Issues

General

Comments/Findings


When evaluating corridors, cost should be the most weighted factor because cost will enable or prohibit any potential corridor. The
cost/benefit of the corridors have to be looked into as part of a policy review.



It is extremely important to look at other states’ policies with regard to an intercity passenger rail system. Other states will have a large
impact on a PA system (OH, MD, NY and NJ). The urban fringe from other states is bleeding into PA especially that of northern NJ and
the Baltimore/DC area.



It is important to look at places that should be connected and not at places that used to be connected. Population and employment shifts
make some areas better suited for this type of transportation than they have been in the past. The areas have different characteristics that
need to be addressed such as: Blair County is the fast growing county in PA with regard to wholesale/retail. There is a huge resurgence of
downtowns for different reasons than they used to be.



In the report there should be some discussion about network connectivity with places that may and should grow. The general population
trend is that major population centers are outside the historical urban center. This needs to be taken into consideration when doing a needs
assessment like this.



There is a large emphasis on enhancements to preserve right of way. Participants believe that as much right of way as possible should be
banked.



The services that go along with passenger rail service are just as important to the viability of that service. For example parking at the
Harrisburg Transportation Center doesn’t open until 7am. This is a problem for the operation of the passenger rail system because the
interaction of car to train only works at certain times of the day. These are transportation items that need to be coordinated so that it is not
a hassle to take the train. Corridors have to be user friendly.



There is recognition that good transit intermodal interface and good information is crucial at train stops or any transportation interface.
Without these items, passenger rail becomes more of a hassle and less people will use it.



When evaluating the corridors be cautious with potential ridership figures. Conditions may not be bad enough to get people out of their
vehicle. The questions that need to be answered are: What are the actions that are needed to make intercity passenger rail feasible? How
much would gas have to be? Parking fees? Corridor congestion data could be gathered from BTS freight data.



The population as a whole in PA is getting older and retirement areas are popping up. This creates a large factor in the need for public
transportation.



The old system of hub spoke doesn’t really work anymore with most of the traffic going from suburb to suburb creating a linear pattern of
streets and satellite cities. Business services around turnpike interchanges have connections with companies in different locations and
even in different cities. Need to think inter-regionally and not intercity.



Communities need to work together to make connections between rural and urban areas.



There is a need to have a long-term focus with an associated commitment and long term vision.



There is a need for all to realize the funding issues for transit. There are false expectations that rail can be self-sufficient. There needs to
be a level playing field with reference to rail transportation and should complement and not compete with highways.



This whole study is about economic competitiveness with the rest of the world. Mobility and connectivity is important for the
competitiveness of the country as a whole. The European system needs to be the benchmark.



It is necessary to identify the ROW, the number of lines, existing track and its condition for the corridor evaluations in this study. This
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Regional meeting summary (Meeting #6 – Harrisburg, Region 8)
Corridor/Issues

Comments/Findings
must be done for a proper evaluation. Along with existing infrastructure, the study need to consider connections with all other modes of
transportation, the impact of improved ticketing and improved luggage systems so that all modes connect.

Regional assets and driving
forces



Passenger systems need to partner with freight rail. There needs to be a cooperative effort in order for a passenger rail system to happen in
the short-term. And unless there is major acquisition of right of way then this cooperation will need to continue. There needs to be a
national policy and considerations of shared rail initiatives.



This study needs to identify projects specifically in the mid-term, short –term, and long-term. This way there will be definitive priorities
for the inception of a statewide system.



There is a need for general education of the public. They have to accept all modes of public transportation and the movement between
modes has to be transparent with easy to understand information at all interfaces.



Participants were concerned with this needs assessment being put aside after complete. It was explained by the Penn DOT team that the
results of this study are pursuant to Penn Plan and will therefore be taken seriously. There needs to be political will to carry out the
recommendations in the study. The report distribution has to be maximized so that it doesn’t sit on the shelf.



Assets of the region include: existing rail infrastructure, connections to major centers, land use of regional significance, proximity to major
metropolitan areas, colleges and universities. The biggest assets in the area are historic/tourism sites. These include: Lancaster County
Sight and Sound, Gettysburg Battlefield, Hershey, Carlisle Auto Show, Renaissance Fair, Farm Show, York Rail Trail, Appalachian Trail,
Capitol area, local festivals, Amish community, Harley Davidson, Heritage parks and corridors, Penn National Raceway, Reading Outlet
Malls.



Harrisburg will continue to be a transportation hub for east coast and west coast because of interactions and connection among modes and
highways because of its good transportation resources.



There is a surge in heritage/cultural tourism (small towns) and transportation. These go hand in hand but have direct conflicts.



There is relative economic prosperity and stability within the region (from manufacturing to tourism) which makes it an attractive place to
live and with the relatively low cost of housing makes it attractive for retirees. This area also has stability because of the large state
government presence and related organizations and companies.



Juniata County has the lowest property taxes in the state. Individuals are choosing to live there and commute to Harrisburg where they
work. This creates congestion during commuting hours between the two regions.



Trail to rail conversion will be extremely difficult so these ROW should be looked at carefully when determining whether or not they are
legitimate ROW options for intercity passenger rail.



Noise and safety issues as well as federal and state funding levels pose problems for the initiation of new intercity passenger rail service.

Corridor E – Harrisburg – Philadelphia

Corridor Specific



Improvement of the Keystone Corridor has been the main priority for Penn DOT’s Bureau of Public Transit. The bureau feels that we
need a blueprint for intercity passenger rail and this will be the best example in the state once the last three grade crossings are eliminated.
This will be an example of “good” passenger rail.



HIA should promote themselves as the connection into cultural area tourism and there should be more connectivity between tourist
destinations (Lancaster, Hershey, Gettysburg as well as Harley Davidson, antiques, raves). The new station at HIA will be significant
because of the connectivity: rail to air; connection to Corridor One; connections at the Harrisburg Transportation Center. Extending to
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Corridor/Issues

Comments/Findings
Carlisle will increase the region’s mobility. This is a perfect example of incremental corridor development.


The Keystone Corridor is highly underutilized. It could service a great deal more traffic and current service is not responsive to present
demand.



There are considerations for intercity passenger rail in Lancaster’s long-range transportation plan where the plan references stations and
land use considerations surrounding those stations.

Corridor F – Allentown – New York


This route should be viable if connections are made directly to operating NJ Transit lines which are only about 20 miles from the PA state
line.



This is an excellent line to connect NJ and NYC to the cultural attractions of Pennsylvania within this region..

Corridor Specific

Corridor G – Harrisburg – Scranton – New York

Corridor specific



The commuting population from Scranton to NYC/Northern NJ is growing at a large rate. Connecting with NJ Transit may help to
alleviate some of the daily congestion.



The Lackawanna Rail Authority is moving forward on this route, buying ROW and talking with New Jersey about a possible connection to
their system. This route should be linked directly to NJ Transit line for viability. This corridor is a “no brianer”.



There is a growing fear of driving to New York or New Jersey because of the number of trucks. (this applies especially to the elderly)
Therefore, intercity passenger rail may be the best option.



This could possibly serve as an alternate corridor between Washington, DC and New York City. This corridor would capture Lehigh
Valley and Frederick, MD and would connect the emerging cities such as Chambersburg.



Multi-state cooperation is very important.

Corridor H – Harrisburg – State College


Lewistown service has deteriorated both east and west. The competition with rail freight makes trains run behind schedule which makes it
necessary for bus or some other linkage to improve service. People would use it if the service would improve. There is little information
to assist passengers and no place in Lewistown to buy bus or train tickets making the use of these modes difficult. The ROW and station
are still there but Amtrak going through isn’t a benefit anymore.



This is an important link from Baltimore companies that have a strong tie to Penn State. There is a large amount of traffic between these
two routes. I-270 has the largest concentration of biotech companies and need to have strong links to Penn State and other universities.

Corridor Specific

Corridor O – Pittsburgh – Harrisburg

Corridor specific



There is a need for a better connection between these two cities. Increased speeds and level of service will help the line’s competitiveness
with the turnpike. Currently it is not competitive.



This is a heavy freight corridor and there are complications with freight and passenger trains running on the same track at different speeds.
This line is important for PA as a whole in terms of freight movements and trade offs need to be taken into consideration when making the
connection. New technologies may be the answer.
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Regional meeting summary (Meeting #6 – Harrisburg, Region 8)
Corridor/Issues

Comments/Findings


This line should be considered with the corridor from Altoona to State College and from State College to Harrisburg where it would link
up with the Keystone Corridor. A line from Pittsburgh to Harrisburg should not bypass these communities.

Corridor U – Harrisburg – York – Baltimore/Washington, DC

Corridor specific

March 26, 2002



There is no scheduled public transit into Gettysburg from Harrisburg. The only way anyone can get there is by car.



There needs to be coordination among the different modes involved. If intercity passenger rail is established from Harrisburg to Lancaster
or York then there needs to be a connection of the attractions with bus. If there is not then an express bus to where the majority of the
people are going should be provided.



The growth of the region is going toward Baltimore/Washington, DC and this may result in continuous development between the two
metropolitan areas blurring the line between commuter and intercity rail.



Commuter rail from DC to Fredrick MD may be within 20 minutes of Hanover, Dillsburg, Mechanicsburg or York.



Harrisburg to Baltimore is the top priority line for the region. There is a lot of traffic between the two points and some commuters in south
central PA commute to Baltimore.
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Regional meeting summary (Meeting #7 – King of Prussia, Region 6)
Corridor/Issues

Comments/Findings
 When identifying stakeholders there should also be an identification of partnerships. These partnerships are crucial for the advancements
of new infrastructure projects such as intercity passenger rail and have to transverse political and jurisdictional boundaries for the
betterment of the system.
 Although this is not a “full-blown” study, there are significant environmental considerations for new transportation (or any) construction.
Air quality may need to be a factor with all cities and not just the large ones.

General



Currently there are a large amount of transportation related needs and a small amount of funds to go around. Transportation officials
receive suggestions every month for new projects but there is not enough money even to maintain existing infrastructure. A new statewide
system will be a funding challenge.



Recently all transportation entities have “stopped” building new highways. New infrastructure is something that needs to be looked at for
mobility, feasibility and cost. For this the State needs to fund capital improvements at a larger level and needs to partner with the federal
government to determine what is the proper funding level for the amount of infrastructure needed.



If funding is not increased across the board for new projects then the public will have to reduce their expectations in terms of level of
service. It will be necessary to live within a constrained budget, make due with the present infrastructure and deal with increasing
congestion.



In the future there will be more encouragement of Transit Oriented Development by local municipalities and a greater focus on higher
density and infill developments. In the future there will be a change in housing patterns. There will be more housing near the large
employment centers and less use of personal vehicles. Individuals will want to be closer to transportation alternatives but unfortunately
the current funding levels are not sufficient enough for new infrastructure.



Highway improvements add more congestion to corridors. Rail corridors may be more land use friendly because historically there tends
to be more growth at rail stations. These stations are more infrequent than interchanges and therefore development is less disperse when
rail dominates the area rather than the automobile. Improvement of service along the Keystone Corridor has not spurred that kind of
development because of the road network. Connections are important with rail. Funding has to include secondary modes from the stops
to allow people to easily access their final destination.



In the future there will be more effort in anticipating land use trends and there will be more dependence on federal and state money for
transit. It is unlikely that local money will suffice for increased transit operations.



New projects cannot compete with existing projects for funds. The projects that are already on the books should remain in place and
should be completed before any new projects are taken on.



There is a need for coordination between modes. There are no overall policy considerations for connecting transportation modes. There is
competition between modes. Adding additional services dilutes other modes and funding levels have to be adjusted accordingly.



People are reluctant to use a mode they are not familiar with and will fight the funding of such modes especially if it takes funds from a
mode they are familiar with and needs improvement. The service has to be good. There has to be good parking, the train is there when
you want to travel, and so on.



A good modern rail service will draw in ridership. Does it go where, when, as fast as I want to go (at a good cost)? These are the
important questions when establishing service. The system should not be built just to be built.



The viability of rail corridors depends on the funding from the state and federal governments. Intercity passenger rail should be funded by
both federal and state governments. The funding should not go directly to the MPOs, but should be more centralized at the state level.
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Regional meeting summary (Meeting #7 – King of Prussia, Region 6)
Corridor/Issues

Comments/Findings
The federal and state governments should work together (50%-50%) so that problems with competing for rail stops is eliminated. There
should be limited involvement from the local and county officials to formulate a truly statewide system for the benefit of the
commonwealth as a whole. PennDOT needs to take the lead in order to coordinate the projects correctly.


Local transit and intercity passenger rail is not the same and they should not compete for funds. There has to be a separate pot of money
because the two will go hand in hand in the future and will gain ridership simultaneously and therefore have to be improved at the same
time on a limited budget. It may be more cost effective to use existing transit and other existing modes (such as intercity bus) than
establish intercity passenger rail.



There will probably be funding challenges with the implementation of intercity passenger rail because the service will run through
different planning regions. The routes may fit with some regional plans and may conflict with others.



How does intercity passenger rail service match market demand? It’s important to see how these market forces work. If there is not a
market then service will not work and important transportation money will be misspent.



Rail is an important component in the SEPTA LRTP but the plan focuses on commuter rail service and not intercity. Lehigh Valley does
not have intercity passenger rail in their LRTP. They agree that the state should show a commitment before incorporating this mode into
their plans. They stated that no MPO will be able to provide a great deal of money for an intercity passenger rail project when there is no
state support.



The difference between intercity rail and commuter rail is blurred and they are becoming the same service. It is difficult to define intercity
passenger rail without connecting it with commuter rail. The 60 – 100 mile service serves as both commuter and intercity rail.



Linking cities with intermittent stops is intercity rail. It may serve commuters but the main link is that between the two population
centers.



In evaluating the corridors for this study there has to be a cost benefit analysis. The mode has to be beneficial and cost effective in order
to compete for increasingly scarce public funds. There needs to be a fair comparison made based on subsidy per passenger taking into
consideration capital and operating costs. In addition, the potential of transit to remove cars from the road needs to be considered. This is
hard to get your arms around but important for an evaluation.



The next steps that should be taken to advance intercity passenger rail include: Identification of funding sources, corridor studies for those
deemed as potential corridors, better coordination between regions, funding commitments, another consultant study for direct costs
between two cities.



Non-quantifiable criteria needs to be considered somehow such as: Intercity passenger rail is important for the Philadelphia area but is less
important for the Lehigh Valley. Items such as this are just as (if not more) important than the quantifiable ones.



There is a need to focus on longer corridors that will connect key points across the state and serve more people. Typically small corridors
are chosen for study to determine if a corridor is viable. This type of service is more likely to fail than a larger, more connected service.



Outreach and networking with the freight railroads is extremely important to determine if there are any potential conflicts between
passenger and freight service on a certain ROW.



The study needs to take into consideration the commuter portion of the corridors. The corridors identified in this study, if established, will
likely serve both intercity and commuter passengers.
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Regional meeting summary (Meeting #7 – King of Prussia, Region 6)
Corridor/Issues

Regional assets and driving
forces

Comments/Findings


Despite a slow growing population in the state as a whole, this region has shown a greater an increase in population than the state average.



In the future there will be an increase in the popularity and number of transit oriented developments while at the same time a continuous
dispersal of people and jobs within the region will continue.



Because of the dominance of the automobile there will be an increase in traffic congestion before there is any decrease (if there is any).



The population of the region as a whole is growing older. This segment is increasingly unable or not willing to drive to their destinations.
Therefore, there will be an increasing role in public transportation for the elderly.

 Not exclusively in this region, the price of fuel and energy is increasing leading to more consideration to alternative modes of
transportation. This may be the boost transit (or intercity rail) needs to get new funding sources. Fallout from the recent California energy
problems has spurred the thought of land use and transit planning more and more


Each of the various modes has its own supporters that promote the particular mode they represent. There doesn’t seem to be any real
effort to integrate or connect modes. This has to be a priority with a new intercity passenger rail service.

Corridor F – Allentown – New York

Corridor Specific



This corridor is currently served by intercity bus. There have been studies to establish rail service but the costs do not justify the level of
service that will be provided or the projected ridership.



It doesn’t make sense to spend money for rail along this corridor because there is adequate service from a less expensive mode (intercity
bus). If the overall cost and benefit of an existing system is good then an alternative mode or replacement is a bad idea.



This corridor should be considered with the Corridor “R”

Corridor G – Harrisburg – Scranton – New York

Corridor specific

There should not be a route from Scranton to Port Jervis. This is not the most efficient route and the Lackawanna County Rail Authority
already owns right of way to East Stroudsburg. If New York State wants to put in a line from Binghamton to New York then that would
go into Port Jervis. This route would not involve PennDOT.

Corridor H – Harrisburg – State College


This is a very important corridor for the connection of the western Pennsylvania cities with the eastern. There is existing right of way and
passenger rail service. Service must be improved significantly so that it will be viable and something to build on.



This should be the next step to a cross state system with the Keystone Corridor being the first priority.

Corridor Specific

Corridor R – Philadelphia – Allentown – Scranton
Corridor Specific



There is existing right of way from Philadelphia to Allentown



This should be considered with Corridor “F”

Corridor T – Williamsport – Scranton
Corridor specific



There is existing right of way from State College to Williamsport and this should be included in the evaluation. The entire corridor that
should be evaluated is the State College – Williamsport – Scranton – New York corridor.
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Regional meeting summary (Meeting #7 – King of Prussia, Region 6)
Corridor/Issues
Corridor U –York – Lancaster
Corridor specific
March 26, 2002

Comments/Findings



There should be a connection (corridor) between Lancaster and Reading, it is a heavily traveled route and should be part of this corridor.



There should also be connections to Hanover and on to Gettysburg so that the tourist areas are connected. The corridor should be
evaluated as: Gettysburg – Hanover – York – Lancaster – Reading – Allentown – New York.
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PENNSYLVANIA
STATE TRANSPORTATION
ADVISORY COMMITTEE

Appendix I
Corridor Ranking Rationale

Work Order #1

PENNSYLVANIA
STATE TRANSPORTATION
ADVISORY COMMITTEE

Map
Code

A

Corridor

Baltimore/Washington –
Philadelphia – New York
City

Infrastructure/
ROW Availability

Major
Destinations/
Trip Generators

Market Size
Pop/Empl.
Trends

Transportation
Patterns/
Conditions

System
Continuity/
Connectivity

HIGH

HIGH

HIGH

HIGH

HIGH

• Rail right of way is in
place and owned by
Amtrak.
• Infrastructure is in
excellent condition.
• High patronage.

MEDIUM

B

Binghamton – New York
City

• Existing right of way is
very circuitous.
• Good between Port
Jervis and NYC.
• ROW is of secondary
importance to NS.

HIGH

C

Cleveland – Erie – Buffalo

• Existing ROW and
Amtrak service.
• Good infrastructure and
room for more track.

• Serves the most
densely populated
corridor in the
country.
• Connects major east
coast business
centers.
MEDIUM
• Fast growing counties
but not major
population centers.
• Smaller communities
along the corridor.

MEDIUM
• Major east-west
connection from
Chicago to NYC or
Boston.
• No current major
connections to other
PA cities.

• Major
employment and
population centers
along corridor.

• Large traffic
volumes.
• Many alternative
modes.
• Heavy congestion.

MEDIUM
• Binghamton area
is growing.
• Rest of corridor
population is
steady.

MEDIUM
• Major route
currently is I-84.
• Much of the corridor
is outside PA.

MEDIUM
• Erie is the only
stop in PA.
• Connects major
markets.
• Erie population
and employment
steady.

MEDIUM
• Parallels I-90 in PA.
• Medium level of
traffic.

Work Order #1

• Existing rail service.
• Many connections to
other modes.

Priority

High

MEDIUM
• No existing intercity
passenger service.
• There is little
connectivity to a
possible route except
in NYC.

Medium

MEDIUM
• Connects Midwest
through Erie to NYC.
• One stop in Erie and
no other connecting
service..

Medium –
High

PENNSYLVANIA
STATE TRANSPORTATION
ADVISORY COMMITTEE

Map
Code

D

E

Corridor

Harrisburg – King of
Prussia – Trenton – New
York

Harrisburg – Philadelphia

Infrastructure/
ROW Availability

Major
Destinations/
Trip Generators

Market Size
Pop/Empl.
Trends

Transportation
Patterns/
Conditions

System
Continuity/
Connectivity

HIGH

HIGH

HIGH

HIGH

HIGH

• Part of the Keystone
Corridor and the
Northeast Corridor.
• Both corridors in
excellent condition.
• Potential alternate
routing plan for other
key destinations.
• Freight rail has
encouraged
consideration of this
infrastructure for
passenger service.
HIGH

• Dense corridor with
major historical and
business destinations.

• High growth
market area.
• Philadelphia
growth is moving
Northwest of the
city which the line
runs through.

• ROW owned by Amtrak
with three at-grade
crossings. Plans to seal
corridor completely.
• Infrastructure is in
excellent condition.
• Little current freight use.

• Major interaction
between the two
centers.
• Service traditional
city centers.

MEDIUM

F-1

Harrisburg – Reading

• Norfolk Southern ROW
in place.
• Very important line for
NS

HIGH

• May provide express
or alternate route for
the Keystone Corridor.
• Connects traditional
and new population
centers.
• Connects to Chicago to
west – North to NYC –
South to Balt./Wash.

HIGH

HIGH

HIGH

• Population and
employment is
growing along the
entire corridor.
• Dramatic growth
in eastern PA –
NYC ridership.

• Major current route
is I-76 & Schuylkill
Expressway.
• Congestion heavy
into Philadelphia.
• Intercity bus service.

• Connects communities
along the corridor that
have growing
populations.
• Increase in current
service being used for
work trips.

HIGH

MEDIUM

MEDIUM

Steady growing
areas in
population and
employment.

• Turnpike and US
422 to Reading.
• Fairly heavy traffic.

• No rail service.
• Transit connections in
Harrisburg and
Reading.

MEDIUM
• Moderate level of •
interaction
between
the two centers.
• Reading has more of a

• Congestion heavy
into Philadelphia.

connection to
Philadelphia.

Work Order #1

Priority

High

High

Medium –
High

PENNSYLVANIA
STATE TRANSPORTATION
ADVISORY COMMITTEE

Map
Code

F-2

Corridor

Allentown – New York

Infrastructure/
ROW Availability

Major
Destinations/
Trip Generators

Market Size
Pop/Empl.
Trends

Transportation
Patterns/
Conditions

System
Continuity/
Connectivity

MEDIUM

HIGH

HIGH

HIGH

MEDIUM

• Norfolk Southern ROW
in place.
• Very important line for
NS

MEDIUM

G-1

Harrisburg – Scranton

• NS and CP own
Harrisburg to Scranton
ROW.
• It is of secondary
importance to NS.
• Doesn’t pass through
major communities.
MEDIUM

• Right of way is available

G-2

Scranton – New York City

for the entire corridor
from Scranton to NYC.
• No infrastructure from
the Delaware River to
Port Morris.

• Heavy connection
between Allentown
and NYC

MEDIUM
• Attractions at
Harrisburg and
Scranton with few in
between

HIGH

• Scranton and NYC
regions are heavily
tied together in terms
of daily work trips to
Northern NJ.

• Large increases in
employment and
population along
corridor.

• I-78 to Allentown
and on to NYC
heavily congested.
• Extensive intercity
bus service
available.

• No rail service.
• Good transit
connections.

MEDIUM

MEDIUM

MEDIUM

• Two larger
population centers.
• Growing
population in
Harrisburg and
steady or declining
in Scranton area.

• I-81 is the main
route with
moderately heavy
traffic.
• Heavy freight route.
• Intercity bus service.

• Good transit
connections in
Harrisburg.
• Combining G-1 and G2 could compete with
Keystone service for
Harrisburg to NYC
trips.

HIGH

HIGH

MEDIUM

• Monroe County is
one of the fastest
growing areas in
Pennsylvania.

• Heavy daily work
trip volume along I80 and I-84.
• Level of service on
I-80 in NJ is “F”.
• There is a Major
Investment Study
being reviewed by
FTA for segment
from Scranton to
Hoboken NJ.
• Current intercity bus
service daily (30
each way).

Work Order #1

Priority

High

Medium

• Many connections in
New Jersey and NYC
but few in Scranton.

High

PENNSYLVANIA
STATE TRANSPORTATION
ADVISORY COMMITTEE

Map
Code

H

Corridor

Harrisburg – State College

Infrastructure/
ROW Availability

Major
Destinations/
Trip Generators

Market Size
Pop/Empl.
Trends

Transportation
Patterns/
Conditions

System
Continuity/
Connectivity

MEDIUM

MEDIUM

HIGH

MEDIUM

MEDIUM

• Existing ROW and
Amtrak service from
Harrisburg to Tyrone.
• No rail connection from
Tyrone to State College
• Core NS freight corridor.

• More special event
oriented travel
including events at
Penn State.
• Several communities
along corridor have
employment
connections to State
College and
Harrisburg.

• Heavy volumes at
times during special
events putting strain
on US 22/322.
• Greyhound bus
service.

HIGH

MEDIUM

• Slow growing
population and
employment in
most counties
along the corridor,
with fast growing
end points in
Harrisburg and
State College.
• Substantial student
market for
weekend travel.
MEDIUM

• Generators include
employment in
Harrisburg for
residents along the
corridor.
• Special events in
Williamsport and
Harrisburg.
• Major tourist
attractions in
Harrisburg.
HIGH

• Relatively small
population in
Williamsport
region.
• Employment in
Union and
Dauphin Counties
increasing.
• Steady elsewhere

• Highway relatively
trouble free with
congestion at times
along US 11/15.
• Intercity bus service.

HIGH

HIGH

MEDIUM

• Areas are increasingly
becoming more tied
together from work
trips.
• Commuting patterns
are in both directions,
north and south.

• Growth from
Baltimore is
moving north
along I-83 toward
York and
Harrisburg.

• Few alternatives.
• Fairly good
movement along I83 with some
congestion.
• Intercity bus service.

• No existing rail
passenger service.
• Transit connections in
Baltimore,
Washington, and
Harrisburg are good.

• Existing ROW of
secondary importance to
NS.
• Good infrastructure.

I

Harrisburg – Williamsport

MEDIUM

J

Harrisburg – York –
Baltimore/Washington, DC

• Current ROW is of
primary importance to
NS.
• Part of track missing in
Maryland.

MEDIUM

Work Order #1

• Existing service is
slow with few transit
connections.
• Current service does
not service State
College directly but
stops in Tyrone.

Priority

Medium –
High

LOW
• Few transit
connections in
Williamsport, with
more in Harrisburg.
• No existing service.

Medium

High

PENNSYLVANIA
STATE TRANSPORTATION
ADVISORY COMMITTEE

Map
Code

K

L

M

Corridor

Pittsburgh – Altoona –
State College

Pittsburgh –
Baltimore/Washington, DC

Pittsburgh – Cleveland

Infrastructure/
ROW Availability

Major
Destinations/
Trip Generators

Market Size
Pop/Empl.
Trends

Transportation
Patterns/
Conditions

System
Continuity/
Connectivity

MEDIUM

HIGH

MEDIUM

MEDIUM

MEDIUM

• ROW available and
existing Amtrak service.
• Core NS freight corridor.
• Link from Tyrone to
State College is slow.

• Professional sports
and other larger
special events in
Pittsburgh.
• Penn State events.
• State College growing
in population and
employment.

• Population along
corridor is
decreasing.
• Fairly large
population centers
in Pittsburgh and
State College.
• Significant student
market.

• Slow existing service.
• Option for Harrisburg
– Pittsburgh service.

MEDIUM

MEDIUM

MEDIUM

• Heavy travel
corridors are the PA
Turnpike and US 22.
• The turnpike is
positioned far to the
south of Altoona and
State College and
US22 is not a
limited access
highway.
• Intercity bus service.
HIGH

• Decreasing
population in
western PA.
• Connects large
population centers.

• Heavy traffic
volumes between
areas.
• Delays closer to city
centers and at
interchange of the
turnpike and I-70 at
Breezewood.

• Existing rail service
with lower ridership
and few stops at large
metro areas in
between.
• Good transit
connections at either
end.

MEDIUM

HIGH

MEDIUM

• Heavy interstate
traffic.
• Passenger volume is
steady.

• Existing passenger rail
service is not used
heavily – Service is
unreliable..
• Fairly good transit
connections at ends.
• Rail service connects
to areas outside the
corridor such as
Chicago, Philadelphia,
and Washington, DC.

• Existing Amtrak service
along CSX line.
• Is a heavily used CSX
freight line.
• Improvements being
made that should speed
service.
• Single track in some
places.
MEDIUM

• Special events draw
people from
Pittsburgh to
Balt/Wash area.

• Existing passenger rail
service and ROW.
• Core NS route.

• Heavily traveled
corridor for people
and goods.
• Heavy trade corridor
and travel for
individuals going to
Detroit or Chicago.

HIGH

• Both areas have
relatively large
populations but
are decreasing.

Work Order #1

Priority

Medium –
High

MEDIUM

Medium
– High

High

PENNSYLVANIA
STATE TRANSPORTATION
ADVISORY COMMITTEE

Map
Code

N

Corridor

Pittsburgh – Erie

Infrastructure/
ROW Availability

Major
Destinations/
Trip Generators

Market Size
Pop/Empl.
Trends

Transportation
Patterns/
Conditions

System
Continuity/
Connectivity

MEDIUM

MEDIUM

MEDIUM

MEDIUM

MEDIUM

• Main connection is
I-79.
• Intercity bus service.

• Could connect to
existing service in Erie
and Pittsburgh.

MEDIUM

HIGH

HIGH

• Two larger
population centers
with 9 stops along
the way.
• Population
increasing in
Harrisburg area.

• Heavy traffic along
the turnpike.
• Congestion is a
factor near cities.
• Existing rail service
experiences delays
due to freight traffic.
• Intercity bus service.
• Increased intercity
air service.
MEDIUM

• Pittsburgh and
Harrisburg are intercity
rail hubs.
• Good connections to
transit at Pittsburgh,
Greensburg,
Johnstown, Altoona
and Harrisburg.

• I-79 is the main
route and has minor
traffic problems
except near
Pittsburgh.

• No existing passenger
rail service.
• Would connect to other
corridors in Pittsburgh.

• Good infrastructure and
ROW.
• Doesn’t hit major
population centers
between Pittsburgh and
Erie.
• No rail service.
HIGH

O

Pittsburgh – Harrisburg

• Existing freight and
Amtrak rail service.
• Good rail infrastructure.
• Core NS corridor.

MEDIUM
• Existing ROW is a
priority for NS.

P

Pittsburgh – Morgantown,
WV

• Several colleges
along the corridor
could be served.
• Several other possible
stops at smaller towns
between Erie and
Pittsburgh.

• Large areas with
slow growing
population.

MEDIUM
• Pittsburgh and
Harrisburg major
attractions.

MEDIUM
• Medium sized cities
with some historical
interaction.
• West Virginia
University and
Pittsburgh events are
major destinations.

LOW
•

Little population
and employment
growth.

Work Order #1

Priority

Medium

High

LOW

Low

PENNSYLVANIA
STATE TRANSPORTATION
ADVISORY COMMITTEE

Map
Code

Q

R

S

Corridor

Pittsburgh – Wheeling, WV

Philadelphia – Allentown –
Scranton

Scranton – Binghamton

Infrastructure/
ROW Availability

Major
Destinations/
Trip Generators

Market Size
Pop/Empl.
Trends

Transportation
Patterns/
Conditions

System
Continuity/
Connectivity

MEDIUM

MEDIUM

LOW

LOW

LOW

• CSX and NS ROW in
place and available.
• ROW is not direct.

• Professional sports
and cultural events in
Pittsburgh
• Gambling in
Wheeling.

MEDIUM

HIGH

• Right of way is available
• Class II railroad
infrastructure with low
speeds

• Corridor includes
heavy concentrations
of people.

HIGH

MEDIUM

• Existing Canadian
Pacific ROW with no
passenger rail service.
• Good infrastructure with
the ability to double
track.

• Binghamton and
Scranton areas are
growing.
• More rural between
cities.

•

Little population
and employment
growth.

• I-70 is the main
route.
• Heavy truck traffic.

MEDIUM

MEDIUM

• Moderate traffic on
I-476 (Northeast
Extension of the
Turnpike).
• Patterns are more
east-west than northsouth.

• No existing service but
good possible transit
connections.
• Connects to other
intercity lines in
Philadelphia.

MEDIUM

LOW

MEDIUM
•

Population and
employment is
holding steady or
increasing in
communities
along the
corridor.
LOW

•

Little growth in
population and
employment
between Scranton
and Binghamton.

• No existing rail
service.
• Would connect to other
corridors in Pittsburgh.

• Moderate level of
traffic on I-81.
• Intercity bus service.

Work Order #1

• No existing rail
service.
• Small transit
connections to other
transportation modes.

Priority

Low

Medium
– High

Medium

PENNSYLVANIA
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Map
Code

Corridor

Infrastructure/
ROW Availability

Major
Destinations/
Trip Generators

Market Size
Pop/Empl.
Trends

Transportation
Patterns/
Conditions

System
Continuity/
Connectivity

MEDIUM

MEDIUM

LOW

MEDIUM

LOW

• Good access from
Williamsport east on
I-80 but then
becomes congested
at I-81.
• Intercity bus service.

• No existing passenger
rail service.
• Little connectivity
probable in the near
future at Williamsport.
• Better connectivity at
Scranton.
• Local transit
connections at both
ends.
MEDIUM

• Available ROW is not
direct and is rural.

T

V

•

Williamsport – Scranton

LOW

U

• Some special events
in Williamsport.

Gettysburg – York –
Lancaster – Reading

Williamsport – Erie

• ROW is not complete
between Lancaster and
Reading.
• Low quality of
infrastructure.

HIGH
• The cities are tourist
destinations and
bedroom communities
for Harrisburg and
Philadelphia, as well
as industrial centers.

MEDIUM

LOW

• Available NS and
Allegheny RR ROW
with slow freight traffic.

• Some special events
but not major/ regular
trip generators.

•

•

Small stable
population in
areas between
Williamsport and
Scranton.

HIGH

MEDIUM

Population and
employment is
on the rise in
these areas.

• The main routes, US
30 and Rt. 222,
experiences
congestion.

LOW

LOW

Slow or no
population
growth along
corridor.

• Little traffic between
these two points.

Work Order #1

• Few communities
between the two.
• May not be considered
intercity passenger rail
by itself but commuter
or tourist service, but
an extension or
connection to
Keystone service may
have potential.
LOW
•

Little potential for
passenger stops due to
sparse and dispersed
population.

Priority

Medium

Medium
– High

Low
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MEDIUM

MEDIUM

LOW

LOW

LOW

Slow or no
population
growth along
corridor.

• Little traffic between
these two points.

• Available ROW with
slow freight traffic.
• Secondary freight line.

• Some special events
but not major/ regular
trip generators.
• Buffalo is a gateway
to Canada.

•

Work Order #1

•

Little potential for
passenger stops due to
sparse and dispersed
population.

Priority

Low

