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BFE – Base Flood Elevation
BPRC – Blighted Property Review
Committee (York County)
CWIA – PA Center for Workforce
Information & Analysis
EB – Eastbound
EMS – Emergency Medical Services
EV – Exceptional Value (a waterway
designation)
FEMA – Federal Emergency Management
Agency
FHWA – Federal Highway Administration
GIS – Geographical Information System
GMP – Growth Management Plan (York
County)
GPS – Geographical Positioning System
MSF – Million square feet
MTP – Metropolitan Transportation Plan
NB – Northbound
NRHP – National Register of Historic Places
NWI – National Wetland Inventory

PA DCNR – Pennsylvania Department of
Conservation and Natural Resources
PA DEP – Pennsylvania Department of
Environmental Protection
PaGEODE – Pennsylvania Geologic Data
Exploration interactive map
PAGWIS – Pennsylvania Groundwater
Information System
PEM – A wetland designation: Freshwater
emergent wetland; palustrine (inland);
including herbaceous marsh, fen, swale, or
wet meadow
PennDOT – Pennsylvania Department of
Transportation
PFBC – Pennsylvania Fish and Boat
Commission
PFO – A wetland designation: Freshwater
forested wetland; palustrine (inland)
forested; including woody wetlands;
forested swamp.
PGC – Pennsylvania Game Commission
PNDI – Pennsylvania Natural Diversity
Inventory
POA – Point of Access
POW – A wetland designation: Palustrine
(inland) open water wetland; less than 8
hectares (approximately 20 acres).
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YAMPO – York Area Metropolitan Planning
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YCWC – York County Water Company
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1. Plan Purpose
This report presents a coordinated,
compatible land use pattern for the year
2050 for lands within a five-minute drive of
the proposed I-83 Exit 26 interchange near
York and west to Bull Road. Lands in the
Exit 26 planning area encompass 8,576
acres. See Figure 1.

PROJECT BACKGROUND:
PROPOSED EXIT 26
The I-83 Master Plan for Exits 24-28 (2018)
recommended a new interchange—Exit 26
at SR 921/Canal Road—to improve area
congestion and improve traffic flow at Exit
24, the Emigsville interchange at SR
238/Church Road, and Exit 28 to the north,
the Strinestown interchange at SR
297/North Susquehanna Trail.
An interchange at Canal Road has been
discussed since the 1970s, but because it
would be an improvement to address
future traffic volumes, not existing
congestion, it ranked low among the
PennDOT and York County priorities. As
other improvement projects in York County
were completed and as congestion at Exit
24 worsened, improving Exit 24 conditions
became a more pressing priority.
I-83 Exit 26 Land Use Plan

The I-83 Master Plan concluded that an
additional interchange accompanied by
smaller-scale improvements to Exits 24 and
28 would be a more cost-effective solution
to existing and future congestion than
large-scale improvement of Exit 24.
Acting on the master plan recommendation
to design and construct a new interchange
is not, however, solely a PennDOT or York
County decision. Allowing new access to
the Interstate Highway System is a federal
decision, informed by feasibility analyses
and state support.
Because the Federal Highway
Administration (FHWA) is responsible for
the management of the Interstate Highway
System, FHWA approval is required under
Title 23, United States Code (U.S.C.) Section
111. FHWA’s decision must be supported
by analyses that conclude: 1) the proposed
change in access does not have a significant
adverse impact on the safety and operation
of the Interstate Highway System or on the
local street network per the current and
planned future traffic projections, with
substantiated information justifying and
documenting that decision; and 2) the
proposed access connects to a public road

only and will provide for all traffic
movements.
From a PennDOT perspective, a new
interchange is a large capital investment of
public transportation funding and entails a
long-term commitment to maintenance.
Thus, PennDOT support for the proposed
interchange is a prerequisite for FHWA
approval.
A Point of Access (POA) study was prepared
in 2020 to satisfy the federal feasibility
requirements. PennDOT reviewed the POA
study in 2021 and was expected to submit
it to FHWA in July 2021 for consideration. If
Exit 26 is approved by PennDOT and FHWA,
the York Area Metropolitan Planning
Organization (YAMPO) and PennDOT will
determine how the interchange design and
construction will be funded and over what
time period. The YAMPO metropolitan
transportation plan lists 2033 as the
potential first year of funding, contingent
upon approval; opening day is estimated to
be at least 10 years beyond (2043). If FHWA
denies the access request, PennDOT and
York County will revisit how best to address
congestion at Exit 24.
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Figure 1: Exit 26 Land Use Planning Area
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PROACTIVE LAND USE PLANNING
The 5-minute driveshed for the proposed
interchange spans four municipalities along
the northern edge of a growing urbanized
area in central York County. Agricultural
and other rural land uses once dominated
the planning area, but such uses have
steadily declined over the past 30 years,
and been replaced by business and
industrial parks, residential subdivisions,
and some commercial retail and services
uses particularly along major state roads
such as SR 181/North George Street, SR
297/North Susquehanna Trail, Board Road,
and more recently SR 921/Canal Road.
Though a significant portion of the planning
area is still classified as agricultural, lands to
the east of I-83, in East Manchester and
Manchester townships and Manchester
Borough, are zoned for industrial and
residential uses while lands to the west of
I-83 in Conewago and Manchester
townships are zoned primarily for
agriculture and lower density residential
uses.
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Most of these municipal land use policies
were last updated 10 years ago, when a
new interchange was a concept, not yet a
proposal. Today, these policies are under
pressure to allow more intensive uses-even with an additional interchange. Both
industrial and residential development
markets are active and have requested (and
municipalities have approved) rezoning of
select parcels to expand or intensify these
uses. Such piecemeal rezonings make
planning for public infrastructure and
services, including road improvements and
utility expansion, difficult. Approval of the
proposed Exit 26 interchange could hint at
improved access to the interstate system,
further intensifying development pressure,
especially in the immediate vicinity of the
interchange, even before the interchange is
funded, designed, or constructed.
In order to comprehensively and
compatibility address land use planning and
proactively prepare for the scenario of a
new interchange, elected officials from
Conewago, East Manchester, and
Manchester townships and Manchester
Borough agreed to cooperate in the
preparation of a multi-municipal land use
plan for the Exit 26 planning area.

The Land Use Plan will be adopted as an
amendment to each of the municipal
comprehensive plans by the respective
governing body. As adopted policy, the Exit
26 land use plan provides a ready-toimplement framework for zoning
amendments applicable to the planning or
study area if Exit 26 is approved by
PennDOT and FHWA.
Additionally, a land use policy associated
with the Exit 26 interchange scenario will
support PennDOT in its efforts to project
future travel demand at the interchange,
which is essential to ensure it is designed to
handle an appropriate volume of traffic.
Denial of the proposed interchange by
PennDOT and FHWA would mean that the
planning area’s interstate access would be
constrained to the already congested Exit
24 and Exit 28. This would require the
municipalities to evaluate land use and
development potential, as well as traffic
implications, under those constraints.
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2. Methodology
PLANNING TEAM AND PROCESS
The YAMPO engaged a consultant team
led by Gannett Fleming, Inc., in association
with Vernon Land Use, LLC and GAVIN
Advertising, to conduct the planning
process and prepare the land use plan.
The planning process had three major
phases, depicted in Figure 2.

1. Data-gathering and analysis of existing
and future conditions (provided in
Appendix A and Appendix B).
2. Development of three land use
alternatives (detailed in Appendix C).
3. Refinement of a hybrid preferred land
use alternative and assessment of
implications for public infrastructure
and services (presented in Section 3,

Land Use Plan and Implementation
Guidance).
Each phase was guided by a local steering
committee and involved public and
stakeholder outreach, highlighted in the
following section and detailed in Appendix
D.

Figure 2: Major Phases in the Planning Process

Local
Collaboration
Stakeholder
Interviews

Alternative
A

Preferred Land
Use Plan
Public
Outreach

Technical
Analysis

Gather Input & Data
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Alternative
C

Alternative
B

Develop Alternative Land
Use Patterns

Refine Preferred Alternative
and Assess Implications
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LOCAL PARTICIPATION
Local participation in the planning process
included a Steering Committee,
stakeholder interviews, and a three-part
public outreach program. A project
website and social media campaign
supported awareness of the planning
effort and the significant conclusions of
each phase as well as notice of public
meetings and surveys.

The Steering Committee identified local
issues related to land use and
transportation; characterized
development trends and local policy;
identified stakeholders for interviews;
promoted public participation in public

meetings and surveys; and provided
feedback as the plan was developed.

Figure 3: Screenshot of Project Website

Steering Committee

The I-83 Exit 24-28 Master Plan
Implementation Committee is an advisory
body to the YAMPO, the transportation
planning board for York County. The
committee includes representatives of all
local governments that participated in the
Master Plan and advises YAMPO on the
preferred prioritization of improvements
recommended in the I-83 Master Plan. A
subset of this committee, namely the four
municipalities with land use jurisdiction in
the immediate vicinity of the proposed
interchange. Conewago, East Manchester,
and Manchester townships and
Manchester Borough, as well as the two
public school districts, two regional police
departments, the York County Economic
Alliance, the York County Planning
Commission, the YAMPO, and PennDOT,
served as the Steering Committee to guide
the development of the land use plan.
I-83 Exit 26 Land Use Plan
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Stakeholders

Stakeholders representing planning-area
property owners, school districts, local
developers, and residential and industrial
real estate interests were interviewed for
their perspective on existing and future
conditions. Stakeholders were asked to
identify topics of interest and concern
related to current and future land use
conditions in the planning area. These
entities included:
• Gross Family Farms LP
• Spring Valley Mulch
• Star Rock Farms
• Julia’s Motel
• Hillwood
• Kinsley Properties
• Willow Springs Partnership, LP
• Transportation Resource Group, Inc.
• York County Economic Alliance (YCEA)
• REALTORS® Association of York &
Adams Counties, Inc. (RAYAC)
• ROCK Commercial Real Estate, LLC
(ROCK Real Estate)
Additionally, M&G Realty (The Rutter’s
Companies) and Pasch Companies were
contacted but did not participate.

I-83 Exit 26 Land Use Plan

Public Outreach

The York County Planning Commission
established a website,
www.I83Exit26.com, to provide
information on the status of the I-83 Exit
24-28 Master Plan’s implementation
(Figure 3). The website featured
information about the I-83 Exit 26 Land
Use Plan as its first content. The website
features prioritized projects and will soon
have information about the completed
Land Use Plan, programming (design and
construction schedule), and the eventual
FHWA decision on the proposed Exit 26
interchange.

Figure 4: Sample Facebook Post

The preparation of the Land Use Plan was
a regular feature of the York County
Planning Commission’s Facebook page,
which was further shared by member
municipalities. Posts promoted the
website as a source of up-to-date
information as well as participation in
public meetings and surveys (Figure 4).
Public Outreach was conducted in three
rounds. To start each round, a virtual
public meeting was held to present
milestones in the plan’s development and
to introduce a public survey. Online public
surveys were administered via
MetroQuest. Summary reports of each
round of outreach are located at the end
of Appendix D.
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DATA SOURCES
The planning team reviewed municipal
comprehensive plans and zoning
ordinances and zoning maps:
• Conewago Township Comprehensive
Plan (2008) and Zoning Ordinance
(2009)
• East Manchester Township
Comprehensive Plan (2005) and Zoning
Ordinance (2017)
• Manchester Township Comprehensive
Plan (2004) and Zoning Ordinance
(2018)
• Manchester Borough Comprehensive
Plan (2012) and Zoning Ordinance
(2006)
County and state data sources, including
published plans and reports and opensource GIS data, were then reviewed,
analyzed, and in some cases, depicted in
the map set to characterize existing and
probable future land use conditions as
well as infrastructure and the
environmental context. The most recent
data available at the time of preparation
was used.

I-83 Exit 26 Land Use Plan

County plans and reports, prepared by the
York County Planning Commission unless
otherwise noted, included:
• York County Growth Management Plan
(2017), specifically housing projections
for 2020, 2030, and 2040 and the
designated primary and future growth
areas (and resulting rural areas)
• York County Environmental Resources
Inventory (2018)
• York County Heritage Preservation Plan
(2016)
• York County Economic Development
Plan (2014)
• York County Community Facilities
(2006)
• York County Agricultural Land
Protection Plan (2008)
• York County Open Space Plan (2006)
• York County Long Range Transportation
Plan (2009)
• YCEA Business and Industrial Parks
Directory (2017)
• Building Permit Reports, 2010-2019
County GIS data included:
• Land use data (April 2020) compiled by
the York County Assessment and Tax
Claim Office
• Agricultural Security Areas (March
2020)

• Clean and Green (November 2019)
• Conservation Easements (October
2019)
State and federal data sources and reports
included:
• I-83 Master Plan for Exit 24 to Exit 28
(2018)
• Pennsylvania Crash Information Tool
• PA Center for Workforce Information &
Analysis (CWIA) for industry
employment data
• USDA Soil Survey of York County, PA
Additionally, several public agencies and
community organizations were contacted
to request local data and needs. These
agencies and organizations included:
• Northeastern Regional and Northern
York County Regional Police
Departments
• Central York and Northeastern School
Districts
• rabbittransit
• York Water Company
• Conewago Township Sewer Authority
• Dover Township Sewer Department
• Northeastern York County Sewer
Authority
• Springettsbury Township Sewer
• Dover Township Sewer Department
• Manchester Athletic Association
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3. Land Use Plan and Implementation Guidance
LAND USE POLICY FOR THE
EXIT 26 PLANNING AREA
The Exit 26 Land Use Plan and Map are
policy statements that define and
illustrate the maximum development
potential for the planning area from the
time Exit 26 is approved through 2050.
The land use pattern, a hybrid that
combines the best of the three
alternatives described in Appendix C,
supports the goal and objectives, which
were articulated during public and
stakeholder outreach.
The Future Land Use Policy and Map may
be further refined when they are enacted
as the zoning ordinance and zoning map
by the respective municipality.

Land Use Goal

Manage land use to leverage interstate
access provided by the Exit 26 interchange
for future development through 2050 that
provides jobs, services, and housing.

Land Use Objectives

1. Allow for industrial uses adjacent to
the interchange.

I-83 Exit 26 Land Use Plan

2. Allow for commercial retail and
service uses near the interchange to
serve Interstate traffic and within
mixed-use areas for local convenience.
3. Allow for a variety of residential uses,
including moderate to high density
uses in mixed-use areas.
4. Allow for agricultural and resourcebased uses throughout the planning
area.
5. Allow for the addition of public and/or
community uses.
6. Protect the floodplain from intensive
use.
7. Encourage conservation of local
character elements.

FUTURE LAND USE MAP
Figure 5 presents the Preferred Future
Land Use pattern for the Exit 26 planning
area through 2050. Quantities of future
land use acreage and change from existing
land use (April 2020) area are shown in
Figure 6.
The map generally designates future land
use by parcel, per YCPC recommendation.
However, in recognition of the potential

for large parcels (># acres) to be
subdivided into a finer scale parcel pattern
and proposed for varied uses, some large
parcels are shown with more than one
land use designations.
Land use policy changes are limited to the
interchange area and the Canal Road
corridor. Changes are shown in all three
townships and specifically along the
municipal borders within the planning
area. These changes along municipal
borders within the planning area were
intentionally coordinated for
compatibility. The only land use policy
change along the periphery of the
planning area is along Bull Road, where
residential use in Conewago Township is
shown abutting industrial zoning in Dover
Township.
Due to the need for additional housing to
accommodate county-projected
population growth, the Land Use Plan
expands the potential for residential uses.
This expansion shifts the boundary
between residential and agricultural uses
but does not create new types of conflicts.
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Figure 5: Future Land Use
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Due to the need for additional jobs for
future generations and to manage the tax
base, the land use plan expands industrial
uses in the immediate vicinity of the
interchange. Zoning updates should
include provisions for truck parking in
these interstate-accessible industrial
districts to provide safe and secure areas
for truck staging and parking during
federally required driver rest periods.
Provisions should consider driver access to
rest rooms, at a minimum.
The land use plan locates the potential for
commercial uses between the interchange
and North Susquehanna Trail, in effect
replacing the commercial zoning district
that has been developed for industrial and
utility uses in the absence of an
interchange.
Planned mixed-use development is new to
the planning area. Mixed-use patterns
exist in Manchester Borough and nearby
Dover Borough and Mount Wolf Borough
as a result of incremental and evolving
land use patterns. Modern mixed-use
developments typically combine
residential and commercial uses on a
single tract, providing the potential for
convenient neighborhood-scale retail and
services.

I-83 Exit 26 Land Use Plan

Figure 6: Preferred Land Use, 2050
Land Use
Agricultural and Natural Resource
Uses, including preserved parcels
Residential Uses
Mixed Uses
Commercial Uses
Industrial Uses
Public/Community Uses*
Road and Utility ROW*
Total

Acres,
Acres,
Change,
Distribution,
2020
2050
2020-2050 2050
4,756
1,670
-3,086
19%
2,006
0
160
1,163
236
255

3,231
979
204
1,824
280
388
8,576

1,225
979
44
661
44
133
-

38%
11%
2%
21%
3%
5%
100%

* Public/Community Uses and Road and Utility rights-of-way are not geographically designated on the
Future Land Use Map, however acreage is estimated to increase to serve a growing region.

Public and/or community uses are
anticipated to increase in proportion to
intensive uses but are not geographically
located on the land use map. Public school
facilities are anticipated to be the primary
driver of these increases as additional
residential uses are developed.
Road and utility rights-of-way are also
expected to increase proportionally.

Consistency with County Growth
Management Planning

As the land use pattern is implemented
through municipal zoning, Conewago and
Manchester townships will need to work
with YCPC to update the county’s Primary

Growth Area designations to align with
updated zoning district boundaries.
The exact boundary of municipal zoning
designations may vary from the land use
pattern as shown but will likely require:
• A northward expansion of the Primary
Growth Area in Conewago Township
from Freedom Square to Bull Road.
• Conversion from the Rural Area
between Susquehanna Trail and I-83 in
Conewago Township.
• Conversion from the Future Growth
Area between Susquehanna Trail and I83 in Manchester Township.
• A small conversion from the Rural Area
along Locust Point Road.
10
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Figure 7: Future Land Use with Revised Growth and Rural Areas
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Future Land Use and Conservation
Designations

owner participation in the ASA program is
voluntary and may be withdrawn at any
time.

their land in an undeveloped condition.
Smaller farms that generate at least
$2,000 annually are also eligible.

Two parcels in Manchester Township are
protected from future development
through the Conservation Easement
Program of the Farm & Natural Lands
Trust of York County. A municipal change
in land use policy or zoning, which guide
future use and development, has no effect
on these preserved lands. The larger
parcel is located along Lewisberry Road
and the Conewago Creek. The smaller
parcel is located on the south side of
Raintree Road. Refer to Figures 8 and 9.

If a property owner chooses to develop
land included in an ASA per the Future
Land Use map (and subsequent zoning
update), the municipality would modify
the ASA designation during its next review.
The ASA program does not involve
property tax reduction, thus no property
taxes need to be repaid.

If a property owner chooses to develop
one or more parcels enrolled in the Clean
and Green Program, property owners of
these lands would withdraw from the
program and pay the property taxes
withheld for the period of time the lands
were enrolled in the program (known as
“back taxes”) prior to land development
approval. As the program manager, York
County would collect and distribute the
tax revenue to the municipality, school
district, and county.

Preserved Farms

Agricultural Security Areas

Conewago, East Manchester, and
Manchester Township have each
designated an Agricultural Security Area
(ASA). The ASA designation represents a
municipal commitment to support
continued agricultural activity by limiting
ordinances to those necessary for public
health and safety and limiting the
municipality’s use of eminent domain for
public facilities and infrastructure. The
ASA program places no restrictions on the
property or property owner and is
renewed in seven-year cycles. Property

I-83 Exit 26 Land Use Plan

As of March 2020, 2,132 acres were
enrolled in ASAs in the planning area
(Figure 8). Comparing the ASAs to the
Future Land Use map and shows that
1,465 acres are illustrated for future
development. The municipalities should
continue their ASA designations in support
of existing agricultural operations. After
rezoning, when lands are proposed for
non-agricultural uses or development, the
ASA should be modified under an interim
review.

Clean and Green

York County administers Pennsylvania’s
Clean and Green Program which provides
a tax benefit to enrolled property owners
of 10-acres and larger parcel who maintain

As of November 2019, 4,070 acres in the
planning area were enrolled in York
County’s Clean and Green Program (Figure
9). Comparing parcels enrolled in the
Clean and Green Program with the Future
Land Use map shows at 2,657 acres are
illustrated for future development. The
municipalities should ensure that lands
proposed for development have
withdrawn from the Clean and Green
Program prior to granting plan approval.
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Figure 8: Future Land Use with Agricultural Security Areas
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Figure 9: Future Land Use with Clean & Green Parcels
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UTILITY SYSTEM IMPROVEMENTS
Utility systems will need to be expanded,
and in some cases, will need to be
improved, to support the preferred land
use pattern. Water service is available
from the York County Water Company
(YCWC). Service connections for future
residential, commercial, mixed-use, and
industrial properties would be constructed
by property developers (to YCWC
standards) and ownership transferred to
YCWC.
Sewer service capacity exists in each of the
five systems that serve the planning area:
Sewer Systems Serving
the Planning Area
Conewago Township
Sewer Authority
(post plant expansion
2023)
Dover Township Sewer
Department
Northeastern York
County Sewer
Authority
Springettsbury
Township
York City

I-83 Exit 26 Land Use Plan

Remaining
EDU Capacity
2,162 / 52%
8,380 / 37%
2,244 / 40%
1,381 / 4%
45,464 / 61%

As zoning changes are made, the
townships will need to work with each
system owner to estimate the service
demand from future land uses and to
assess if adequate treatment capacity is
available immediately or upon completion
of system upgrades. Similar to the water
utility, services connections would be
constructed by developers and dedicated
to the system owner.

PUBLIC SERVICE ENHANCEMENTS
Calls for public safety services—namely
police, fire, and EMS—will likely increase
when future land uses are constructed and
occupied. Service providers, whether
municipal, regional, or volunteer entities,
will need to assess response times and the
need for additional facilities, staff,
equipment, etc.
Both Central York and Northeastern school
districts will experience an increase in
student enrollment as a result of future
residential and mixed-use land uses.
Residential unit types and densities,
determined through municipal zoning, will
be used to estimate the number of
students and their distribution across
grade levels.

TRANSPORTATION
IMPROVEMENTS
State Roads

The I-83 Master Plan for Exits 24-28
identified state and local roads that would
be impacted by changes in traffic volumes
and the conceptual improvement needs to
support safe, reliable circulation in the
study area. Two improvement needs listed
in Figure 10 were identified in the I-83
Exits 24-28 Master Plan and advanced to
the YAMPO long-range transportation
planning process regardless of the
approval status of the Exit 26 Point of
Access Study.
If Exit 26 is approved and a funding
strategy for the interchange design and
construction is determined, then the
roadway improvement needs for future
consideration listed in Figure 11 will be
prioritized for available funds. Some
improvements will in fact need to be
completed prior to the interchange
construction.
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Figure 10: Roadway Improvements on the YAMPO MTP and on the 2021-2024 TIP
Location

Project Description

Exit 24 ‐ Church Road & I‐83 Southbound
Ramps
Church Road & Susquehanna Trail

Estimated Cost

Signal and Ramp Improvements

$ 2,200,000

Updated traffic signal and optimizing timings exclusive right-turn
lane along WB Church Road

$ 1,747,500

Figure 11: Roadway Improvements for Future Consideration
Project Need Location
Canal Road & Susquehanna Trail
Susquehanna Trail & Copenhaffer
Road

Susquehanna Trail Turnback
Susquehanna Trail Turnback
Exit 24 ‐ Church Road & I‐83 Ramps
Signal Upgrades
Exit 28 ‐ Susquehanna Trail
& I‐83 Ramps ‐ Signal Upgrades
Exit 24 ‐ Church Road & I‐83
Northbound Ramps/Board R
Exit 24 ‐ Church Road & I‐83
Northbound Ramps
I-83 Exit 26 Land Use Plan

Project Description
Updated traffic signal and optimizing timings
Widen NB, EB and WB approaches to provide exclusive turning lanes
Installation of a traffic signal at Susquehanna Trail and Copenhaffer
Road Widen NB Susquehanna Trail to provide a separate left-turn
lane
**Canal Road Betterment Group will add a SB left turn and will close
Copenhaffer Road between Susquehanna Trail and Canal Road
Evaluate the potential turnback of ownership and maintenance
responsibilities for Susquehanna Trail in Conewago Township to
PennDOT
Evaluate the potential turnback of ownership and maintenance
responsibilities for Susquehanna Trail in Manchester Township to
PennDOT
Signal optimization
Automated Traffic Signal Performance Measures Advanced
Signal Control (Adaptive)
Signal optimization
Automated Traffic Signal Performance Measures Advanced
Signal Control (Adaptive)
Additional through lane to Board Road along NB off‐ramp
SB Board Road Right turn onto WB Church Road

Estimated Cost
$ 2,630,000

$660,000
TBD
$ 252,500
$ 325,000
$ 1,100,000
$ 750,000
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Project Need Location
Exit 24 - Church Road & I-83
Northbound Ramps
Susquehanna Trail & Cloverleaf Road
Exit 28 ‐ Susquehanna Trail & I‐83 Ramp
Improvements and Locust Point Road

Extend Bartlett Drive from
Espresso to Zions View (SR 921)
Or
Zions View Road/Musser Street & York
Street, Musser Street & Main
Street
Exit 26 ‐ Canal Road
Willow Springs (local road) Closure
Upgrade to Bear Road (local road)
Upgrade to Bear Road (local road) &
Susquehanna Trail intersection to meet
future demands
Willow Springs 2nd Connection to
Espresso Way
Canal Road & Espresso Way (local road)

I-83 Exit 26 Land Use Plan

Project Description
EB Church Road Right turn onto NB Ramp

Estimated Cost
$ 750,000

Installation of a traffic signal to be in a coordination system with
the signals at the I‐83 ramp intersections
Exclusive left‐turn lanes along EB and WB Susquehanna Trail
Realignment of on/off‐ramps (update to current standards)
Exclusive right‐turn lane along SB off‐ramp
Exclusive right‐turn lane along EB Susquehanna Trail Road
closure of Locust Point Road Closer/Improvements
Completion of stub street from Espresso to Zions View Rd (SR 921) to
provide an option for trucks to turn into the industrial park instead of
using Board Road.

$ 1,000,000

Installation of a traffic signal at Zions View Road/Musser Street and
York Street Updated traffic signal and optimizing signal timings at
Musser Street and Main Street Widen Musser Street to provide an
exclusive left‐turn lane and exclusive right‐turn lane Widen NB Main
Street to provide an exclusive left‐turn lane
Point of Access Improvements
Would be connected to the interchange build
Would be connected to the interchange build
Would be connected to the interchange build

$ 2,000,000

Connect Willow Springs to Espresso Way toward its northern end to
improve connectivity within the industrial park and access to Canal
Road and the interchange, i.e., avoid use of a cul-de-sac
Optimized traffic signal timings

TBD

$ 1,000,000

$500,000

TBD
TBD
TBD
TBD

$ 30,000
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Other Road Network Concerns

In addition to the road network needs
identified in the I-83 Exits 24-28 Master
Plan, other road improvements will be
needed to support safe, efficient, and
reliable circulation throughout the
planning area. Three potential road
improvements are listed in Figure 12 for
consideration by YAMPO and the
municipalities.
In addition, future development will
create new roads and intersections.
Preferred locations and alignments can be
outlined using an official map, as
authorized by the Pennsylvania
Municipalities Planning Code.

Transit Service Expansion

Municipalities, developers, and employers
should work with rabbittransit to explore
expanded transit routes and to
incorporate convenient, transit-accessible
bus stops at business and industrial parks
as well as residential and mixed-use
developments in the planning area.

Bicycle and Pedestrian

Bicycle and pedestrian facilities provide
critical travel connections for non-drivers
of all ages. They can be integrated with
the street network in the public right-ofI-83 Exit 26 Land Use Plan

Figure 12: Other Roadway Improvements for Future Consideration
Roadway Needs
Improve the Bull Road intersection at Canal Road to reduce congestion and trip delay
(already prioritized in the YAMPO MTP)
Improve the alignment of Greenbriar Road at Canal Road
Restrict trucks from Raintree Road and Crooked Wind Lane to protect residential areas

way or accommodated by property
easements as off-road paths and trails.
Their development can be incorporated
into the land development process and
local road improvements.

ENVIRONMENTAL RESOURCE
PROTECTION
As municipal zoning is updated, provisions
should be reviewed to confirm protection
of the floodplain, wetlands, and steep
slopes along the Little Conewago Creek
and its tributaries. Broadly, York County
recommends conservation of these
environmental resources as the Little
Conewago Creek Greenway, a contiguous
protected open space, for their ecological
function and value to water resource
management and habitat management.
Restoration of riparian buffers and passive
recreational use of this open space are
recommended.

Public access to the greenway may require
the acquisition of land or right-of-way,
which can be supported through
mandatory dedication of parkland (or feein-lieu) provisions (PA MPC Article V
Section 503 (11)). Alternatively, a
municipal official map (PA MPC Article IV)
can be used to reserve specified lands for
public infrastructure and facilities as
deemed appropriate, including municipal
access for floodplain maintenance.

PRESERVATION OF RURAL AND
SMALL TOWN CHARACTER
Large, natural open spaces, such as
meadows and mature wood lots, as well
successional landscape features, including
brush and range lands and hedgerows, are
defining features of the planning area’s
rural character and agricultural heritage.
Municipal zoning and SALDO provisions
should encourage the conservation of
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these natural vegetative features, where
they exist, as open spaces within the
future land use pattern. This is particularly
appropriate for the residential lot and
street pattern, which can be fitted to the
gently rolling topography and clustered
within the already cleared land areas,
mimicking a rural hamlet.
Future mixed-use areas can be shaped as
villages with a small commercial core
surrounded by residential uses. Lots in
villages tend to be small with very modest
setbacks. Residential areas should be
connected to the core by streets and
sidewalks (or other durable pedestrian
pathways) lined with trees and
landscaping for pedestrian comfort and
visual interest.
Commercial and industrial uses can be
designed with rural character in mind as
well. Yards need not be maintained as
manicured lawns but can be managed as
seasonal meadows or replanted forest.
Similarly, stormwater management
facilities can be designed as diversely
vegetated rain gardens or naturalized
drainage basins.

I-83 Exit 26 Land Use Plan

IMPLEMENTATION GUIDANCE
When to Revise Zoning
The Exit 26 Land Use Plan was prepared
for the uncertain but assumed approval
and construction of Exit 26. In other
words, it was prepared as a scenario plan
for the condition that if there is an Exit 26,
then the land use pattern should be as
shown.

Figure 13 presents milestones in the
process of authorization, funding, and
design/construction of Exit 26 alongside
the implications of rezoning, land
development, and traffic generation
before the interchange project is certain.

Rezoning of the planning area per the
Land Use Plan should occur after the
scenario condition, i.e., the Exit 26
interchange project, is certain. This
condition will not be fully met until funds
for the design and construction of the
interchange are committed and
environmental clearance is completed.
Rezoning sooner – comprehensively or in a
piecemeal fashion – implies that current
transportation infrastructure with planned
transportation improvements (as
documented in the YAMPO MTP and TIP)
are sufficient for the total traffic that will
be generated by future development per
those zoning changes and that additional
improvements, e.g., the Exit 26
interchange and others listed as pending
interchange decision, are not necessary.
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Figure 13: Recommended Timing for Revised Zoning
Milestones

Estimated
Timing

If municipalities rezone for more intensive uses
before this milestone, then…

Implications

PennDOT/FHWA Decision
(Authorization)

(Late 2021
or) 2022

Land development proposals for more intensive
land uses may be submitted and must be
considered.
If development is approved and constructed,
traffic volumes begin to increase, existing
congestion worsens, and more traffic is exposed
to safety hazards on state roads planned but not
yet prioritized for improvement.

If the decision is no, no interchange is built and
congestion and safety risks persist. Planned
improvements may increase in scale/cost.
Additional improvements may be needed once
traffic is generated.

Funds Programmed for the
Interchange (TIP)
(Funding Commitment)

2025

Similar, though development and associated
traffic impacts are delayed, and not felt by the
community, for three fewer years.

If a feasible funding strategy cannot be reached,
no interchange is built and congestion and safety
risks persist and will worsen with additional
traffic.

Preliminary Engineering
(Design) and Environmental
Analysis
(Environmental Clearance)

2033

Again similar, though development and
associated traffic impacts are delayed, and not
felt by the community, for 11 fewer years.

PennDOT District 8 relies on the Exit 26 land use
plan for trip generation and interchange design,
resulting in optimal design of the interchange for
its initial lifecycle.
If environmental clearance is delayed, congestion
and safety risks persist and will worsen with
additional traffic.

Development and associated traffic impacts
begin to occur as the interchange is completed.

Minimal

Municipal Rezoning is recommended here
Final Design, Construction
Follows

I-83 Exit 26 Land Use Plan

TBD
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LAND USE PLAN IMPLEMENTATION MATRIX
The matrix below outlines two objectives
and various actions for the municipalities,
YAMPO, and York County to implement
the I-83 Exit 26 Land Use Plan. The first
objective emphasizes the timing of
municipal rezoning and other land use

policy actions. The second objective
emphasizes the value of continued
intermunicipal coordination regarding
consistent communication about the
status of the interchange authorization
and development process to the public if

Exit 26 is approved, and more generally,
regarding current and future development
proposals that will impact any or all
municipalities in the planning area.

Implementation
Objective 1

If Exit 26 is approved, funding is programmed, and the interchange achieves environmental clearance in
preliminary engineering, then implement the Exit 26 Land Use Plan through municipal zoning.

Implementing Actions

1. Hold meetings to explain the implementation of the Future Land Use Plan through municipal zoning, including
preliminary review of potential zoning district designations within one year of the Exit 26 Land Use Plan
adoption. Include property owners, residents, area businesses, developers, and economic and community
development stakeholders.
2. Develop a timeline and funding strategy for the transportation and infrastructure projects needed to support
the Exit 26 Land Use Plan within two years of the plan’s adoption.
3. Review the Exit 26 Land Use Plan annually and make modifications as needed to address significant changes in
development markets.
4. Implement the Exit 26 Land Use Plan through municipal zoning ordinance and request revision of the County
growth area upon environmental clearance in the preliminary engineering phase of design.
5. Incorporate truck parking provisions into industrial use regulations and commercial use regulations, as
appropriate.
6. Incorporate specific design standards in municipal zoning ordinances or SALDOs to reflect a balance between
the planning area’s natural, rural character and built environment.
7. Modify Agricultural Security Areas consistent with the Exit 26 Land Use Plan after parcels are approved for
development. Consider the protection of select agricultural parcels through municipal action/easement since
area parcels are not competitive in the county program.
8. Use a municipal official map (PA MPC Article IV) to reserve specific lands for public use and/or infrastructure
as deemed appropriate within two years of the POA decision.

I-83 Exit 26 Land Use Plan
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Implementation
Objective 2
Implementing Actions

Continue coordination through I-83 Master Plan Implementation Committee and other stakeholders.
1. Hold intermunicipal meetings, as needed, to review the status of the proposed Exit 26 interchange, other I-83
Master Plan transportation improvements, as well as other transportation needs and land use concerns within
the planning area.
2. Ensure property owners who proposed lands for development also submit a request to the York County tax
assessor to remove their land from the Clean and Green Program (7 Pa. Code 137(b)) pay rollback taxes, i.e.,
the difference between what was paid under Clean and Green versus what would have been paid, if the
property had not been enrolled, plus 6% simple interest per year.
3. Review the Exit 26 Land Use Plan with utility providers to aid in their planning for utility infrastructure
expansion, as required.
4. Review the Exit 26 Land Use Plan with public service providers to aid in their resource planning for services and
facilities.

I-83 Exit 26 Land Use Plan
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