SHEEPFORD ROAD BRIDGE
CLOSURE AND REMOVAL STUDY
SHEEPFORD ROAD (T-968) OVER YELLOW BREECHES CREEK
YORK COUNTY BRIDGE #257 CUMBERLAND COUNTY BRIDGE # Y-6
BMS# 66 7208 0968 3257
DATE PREPARED: SEPTEMBER 1, 2020

Cumberland County Planning Commission | York County Planning Commission

TABLE OF CONTENTS
1.
2.
3.
4.
5.

Introduction
Background
Closure and Removal Study Findings
Summary of Options
Recommended Implementation Strategy

APPENDIX
6. Process to Evaluate Bridge Closure and Removal (PennDOT
Process)
7. Growth Potential
8. Emergency Response
9. Travel Time Evaluation
10. Municipal Response
11. Funding Source Evaluation
12. Public Comment

CUMBERLAND COUNTY PLANNING COMMISSION | YORK COUNTY PLANNING COMMISSION

1

Introduction
Section 2634 of the County Code, Act of August 9, 1955 (P.L. 323, No. 13) authorizes a county to close,
vacate, abandon and remove a county bridge if it is, “no longer necessary for the accommodation of
public travel”. Appendix AD of PennDOT’s Design Manual, Publication 10X, outlines a study process to
evaluate bridges for closure and removal. The purpose of this process is to identify bridges for removal
that are operationally redundant and no longer required to support mobility needs. Removing
operationally redundant bridges provides a long-term cost savings without negatively impacting traffic.
PennDOT recommends its planning partners, including counties and Metropolitan Planning
Organizations (MPOs), use this process to identify operationally redundant bridges that are candidates
for closure and removal. This report follows the PennDOT established process to analyze the mobility
need of Sheepford Road Bridge to determine if it could be closed without negatively impacting traffic.

Background
Cumberland and York Counties jointly
Sheepford Road Bridge Overview
Location
Lower Allen Township, Cumberland County
own nine bridges that cross the Yellow
Fairview Township, York County
Breeches Creek. In their joint ownership
Feature Carried Sheepford Road over Yellow Breeches
role, the counties coordinate the repair
Year Built
1887
and replacement of the jointly-owned
Length
114’
bridges. Any bridge repairs or
Spans
1
replacements must be approved by the
Bridge Type
Thru Truss
Weight Limit
3 tons in 2016 – Currently Closed
Board of Commissioners in each county
Design
Status
Structurally deficient, functionally obsolete
and the costs of said improvements must
Width
14’
be split equally. Annually the engineering
AADT
101 Northbound, 100 southbound
and planning staff of both counties meet
Total = 201
to discuss the maintenance and
replacement projects that should be completed in the upcoming years. The needs of the jointly owned
bridges must be balanced with the needs of the other bridges owned by the counties. Aside from the
jointly-owned bridges, York County owns 85 bridges and Cumberland County owns 19. Cumberland
County and York County co-own Sheepford Road Bridge on Sheepford Road in Lower Allen Township
and Fairview Township.

Closure and Removal Study Findings
Cumberland and York Counties jointly prepared a Closure and Removal Study for Sheepford Bridge
following the process established by PennDOT (Refer to the Appendix for Mobility Need Evaluation).
The study examined twenty-three (23) closure and removal evaluation factors and finds that:





Bridge is not needed for vehicle or pedestrian mobility
Bridges is not needed for public safety
Bridge is not needed to support future growth
Bridge disposition options are consistent with other competing co-owned historic bridges

Given the lack of mobility, public safety, and future development need for this redundant bridge, per
Section 2634 of the County Code, Act of August 9, 1955 (P.L. 323, No. 13), this bridge is “no longer
CUMBERLAND COUNTY PLANNING COMMISSION | YORK COUNTY PLANNING COMMISSION

2

necessary for the accommodation of public travel”. Therefore, the recommendation from this study is
to permanently close the bridge.

Summary of Potential Options
Accordingly, the following are the options for the disposition of the Sheepford Rd Bridge:

SECURE NEW OWNER
POSSIBLE OPTIONS

COUNTIES RETAIN OWNERSHIP
POSSIBLE OPTIONS

Transfer ownership and
disassemble and store
Transfer ownership
at new owners
Transfer ownership and
and new owner to designated location for
transport bridge to
Immediate closure and
determine future use.
future reuse.
Yellow Breeches Park
removal
• Counties transfer
• Counties transfer
• Counties transfer
• Document Historic
ownership.
ownership.
ownership.
Metal Truss as
• Bridge remains
• Document Historic
• Document Historic
required by
closed until new
Metal Truss as
Metal Truss as required permitting. (I.e.
owner determines
Historic Recordation,
required by
by permitting.
future use.
Historic Plaque at
permitting. (I.e.
• Lift, transport, and
Park, salvage historic
Historic Recordation, place bridge on
components for
prepared surface in
Historic Plaque at
display, etc.)
Yellow Breeches Park
Park, salvage historic
• Demolish and scrap
as a permanent
components for
old bridge.
monument or
display, etc.)
•
rehabilitation for future Remove abutments
• Bridge dismantled
and restore stream
reuse.
and stored for future
banks to natural
• Remove abutments
reuse.
and restore stream
condition.
• Remove abutments
banks to natural
and restore stream
condition.
banks to natural
condition.
If open to pedestrians,
$1.1 million* plus
minimal ongoing
$ 900,000* plus
<$150,000* plus
<$200,000* plus
maintenance cost for
Historic
Historic
Historic Documentation/
annual flushing, spot
Documentation/
Documentation/
Mitigation
painting, and
Mitigation
Mitigation
abutment
maintenance/ debris
removal
*Planning Level Estimates in 2020 Dollars; actual cost may differ.
Funding Sources-See Appendix for Funding Source Evaluation
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Leave in place and
permanently close
with permanent
barricades and
pedestrian Security
Fence
• Bridge remains in
place.
• Install permanent
Barricades and
advanced “Dead
End Road” signing.
• Install chain link
security fence and
warning signs to
inhibit pedestrian
access and illegal
activities on bridge.

<$10,000*
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Potential Next Steps
Given the lack of mobility, public safety, and future development need for this bridge the following
is the potential next steps:
1. Find new owner for Sheepford Rd Bridge
a. In anticipation that the bridge would not be able to meet the future needs of the crossing
or a lack of a mobility need, the Sheepford Rd Bridge has been “passively” marketed since
February 2018. “Passively” marketed means the counties were not ready to remove the
bridge at that time, but it maximizes the time possible to find an adaptive reuse with the
understanding that if an owner is found, there may have to wait to acquire the bridge,
until a determination is made. No qualified buyers have been identified in over 2 ½
year of using this technique.
b. Counties offer the bridge to the local municipalities for ownership (Fairview Township
and/or Lower Allen Township).
c. Counties offer the bridge to interested Non-Profit organizations.
d. Counties will assist new owner with technical assistance in securing funding sources.
2. If No new owner is located, Counties permanently barricade or permanently remove.
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APPENDIX

CUMBERLAND COUNTY PLANNING COMMISSION | YORK COUNTY PLANNING COMMISSION

6

THIS PAGE INTENTIONALLY BLANK.

CUMBERLAND COUNTY PLANNING COMMISSION | YORK COUNTY PLANNING COMMISSION

Process to Evaluate Bridge Closure and Removal (PennDOT Process)
The following table summarizes all elements of the Closure and Removal Study components as outlined in the PennDOT Design Manual.
Sheepford Bridge Mobility Need Evaluation
York County Bridge #257
Cumberland County Bridge # Y-6
PENNDOT PUBLICATION 10X DESIGN MANUAL PART 1X APPENDIX AD
STUDY PROCESS TO EVALUATE BRIDGE CLOSURE AND REMOVAL
Closure and Removal Evaluation Factors
Category

AADT

Data
201* including
evidence of
overweight vehicles.
Legal traffic <201.

Assessment

Reason to
close
and/or to
remove?

PennDOT DM-1 states that AADT<200 and Detour Length<5 Miles are
candidates for Closure and Removal evaluation.

Yes

Local traffic (< 201 AADT) has options for traversing the transporting
network. Some nearby trips experiencing increased travel times (3 to 7 min.)

Yes

Roadway
Owner Classification
Width
Sheepford Rd
LAT
Local Street*
18 feet
Thompson Lane
LAT
Local Street*
18 feet
Lisburn Road (SR 2017)
PennDOT
Major Collector
Old Forge Road (SR 4020)
PennDOT
Major Collector
* Per LAT Ordinance Local street primarily is designed for local traffic, to
collect traffic from individual lots and minor Township streets and to carry

Yes

* Measured on
Wednesday
12/4/2019
Function of Road: Is
traffic local or regional
per access points?

Can traffic be handled
on another road?

Local

Yes, Length of
reroute is <4 miles.

Category

Data

LAT-3,500 ft.
Length of Dead End
Street

FT- 550 ft.
Environmental Impact
resulting from
construction required

Closure

Assessment
it to collector streets. A local street typically is designed to ultimately serve
between 400 and 1,500 vehicles per day.
 No detour or flood restrictions on alternative route. LAT has no records of
flooding on the alternative route.
 Mariner 1 & 2 Pipeline located 100’ north of Thompson/Sheepford
Intersection. Mariner 1 in place since 1930’s and crosses through multiple
urban areas through Cumberland County.
 Old Forge Road (SR 4020) bridge over Yellow Breeches is load posted at 28
tons except combinations 32 tons. (Only precludes Triaxle Dump Truck;
Concrete Trucks and Semi-tractor trailer trucks)
 Per PennDOT Preservation Assessment Final Report dated December 2017
for Sheepford Road (T-968) over Yellow Breeches Creek… “This is a very
low volume local crossing, and there are satisfactory alternate routes to
access properties on either side of the bridge”
LAT Ordinance is 850 feet max and 20 max dwelling units.
 No feasible opportunities exist for rerouting. Loop to west would need to
cross through LAT’s Yellow Breeches park and Yellow Breeches flood
plain and then steep terrain; not feasible. Loop to east does not cross
through future development land.
 The 18 affected dwelling units is less than the 20 permitted by LAT
ordinance and with the exception of Friends of Sheepford Bridge
spokespersons no complaints since bridge was closed.
 Any street access disruptions such as downed trees or utility lines has the
same impact as any other similarly populated cul-de-sac street.
LAT Ordinance is 25 max dwelling units; not more than 500 ADT; Minimum
Length 250 ft. (No maximum length). There are 0 affected dwelling units and
the land has ample access to Forge Road.
No Cul-de-sacs would be required. In LAT road would be blocked at the
Yellow Breeches Park parking lot. Parking lot would be used for turnaround.
In FT, road would be blocked at Old Forge Road.

Reason to
close
and/or to
remove?

Yes

Yes

See below

Category
by bridge closure or
removal

Data

Removal

Assessment

Reason to
close
and/or to
remove?

Both Truss and Substructure would be removed and stream banks restored
to natural condition.

Closure-None

Yes

Removal-Temporary impact to Yellow Breeches to facilitate stream bank restoration

Yes

Closure-Left in place is essentially the same as replacement as undetermined ownership and
maintenance might not be conducive to long-term preservation*.
* Per December 2017 PennDOT Preservation Assessment Report

Yes

Natural Resources

Cultural Resources

Socioeconomic
Resources
Right-of-Way
Acquisition Foot Print
from construction
required by bridge
closure or removal
Residential Impact
Economic Impact
Residential Dwelling
Units

Removal Removal; relocation; and rehabilitation to Secretary of Interiors Standards-No Adverse
Yes to
Effect*
CloseExplore
 Dismantling and Storage for future use w/ no assurance that would ever be reassembledPreservation
Adverse Effect (With assurance for future use… No Adverse Effect)
* Per December 2017 PennDOT Preservation Assessment Report
Closure/Removal- Detour results in a 6-minute increase in travel time to New Cumberland Business
Yes
District for 18 dwelling units. 0-minute to Capital City Mall.
No R/W for Cul-de-sacs would be required. In LAT road would be blocked at
Closure
the Yellow Breeches Park parking lot. Parking lot would be used for
turnaround. In FT, road would be blocked at Old Forge Road.
See below
Temporary R/W required for both Truss and Substructure removal and
Removal
stream banks restoration to natural condition.
None
Yes
Minimal Temporary Construction Area Easement
Yes
Measured legal AADT is < 201. AADT is within PennDOT DM-1 Criterion for
closure candidates. An ITE trip generation and distribution projection for
18 residential
Sheepford Road between Thompson Lane and the Creek estimates that
Yes
dwelling units
approximately 46% of houses along Sheepford Road would cross the bridge
towards/from Old Forge Road, while 54% would go to/from Lisburn Road (not

Category

Data

Assessment

Reason to
close
and/or to
remove?

cross bridge). ITE Trip Generation using the bridge from the 18 Single Family
Homes is = 215 x 46% = 99 trips on bridge or about half the measured AADT.
Need for crossing from
Future Development

LAT

Open space for
potential 54 lots

FT

Open space for
potential 10 lots

Lane Count of Bridge

1 Lane

Future development is unlikely due to:
 The LAT 2018 Comp Plan is focusing on open space preservation
south of the turnpike
 Zoning changes in the R-2 district to maximize open space
preservation
 No water and Sewer (Ultra low future probability).
Future development is unlikely due to:
 No water and Sewer
 Sheepford Road access is not feasible or needed (Access of Old
Forge Road)
Existing bridge is single lane, which is considered operationally obsolete. Per
PennDOT DM-1, it may be more favorable to close single lane bridge than
to close 2-lane bridge in the local network. (Note a Replacement bridge will
be a 2-lane bridge open to all legal loads.

Yes

Yes

Yes

Time Studies

Percent change in Travel
Time

Emergency Response
Time

See attached table
and travel time maps

No Impact

For trips to and from normal destinations, there is no change in travel time
for trips originating from the south in York County. For trips originating from
Cumberland County, 0 to 7 minutes is added to travel time to and from
normal destinations. This affects less than 200 trips per day and less than 100
trips per day from the 18 residential dwellings near the bridge. This is not
considered unreasonable.
 Any first responder vehicle larger than a police cruiser or fire brush truck
does not used the bridge as it has been load posted at 5 tons or less since
1975. LAT has no Mutual Aid concerns, as the bridge cannot accommodate
heavy apparatus.

Yes

Yes

Category

School Bus
Roadway Width
Sidewalks leading to
bridge
Utilities carried by
bridge
Railroad Presence
Flooding/Road Closure

Data

No Impact
18 feet
No
No

Assessment
 Based on EMS station locations; LAT & FT fire/ambulance first responders
do not need the bridge to respond to their assigned areas. Additionally LAT
reports that response time delay from other locations, other than stations,
would be “negligible”.
 LAT PD- In terms of impact to actual police responses; the bridge has been
a negligible factor. We’d get to where we need to…the field to the West of
Sheepford at Thompson would be the likely route to go cross-country
through if we needed to in a true emergency and the intersection at
Thompson and Sheepford was blocked.
 FT PD- Does not require the bridge for Emergency Response
School buses have long been restricted due to load limits of the bridge.
Per PennDOT DM-1, if the approach roadway is less than 20 feet bridge
could be candidate for closure.
Bridge is not conducive/safe for pedestrian movements due to lack of
approach sidewalks, lack of bridge sidewalks/pedestrian railing; and single
lane width.
Closure and Removal will not create any utility impacts

Reason to
close
and/or to
remove?

Yes
Yes

Yes
Yes

No

Closure and Removal will not create any RR impacts

Yes
Yes

On Bridge Approach?

Yes

The Sheepford Bridge has only an 8 foot under clearance and is impassable
somewhere between the 10-year and 50-year storm event of the Yellow
Breeches Creek as the LAT Approach roadway approach are inundated by
stream flows. Per PennDOT DM-1, If the approach roadway floods the
bridge could be candidate for closure.

On Detour Route?

No

Yes

Criteria when evaluating competing Bridges
Criteria

Sheepford

Green Lane Farm

Slate Hill

Bishop

Reason to
close
and/or to
remove?

Lane Count: PennDOT DM-1
states it is preferred to keep 2lane bridge open versus a1-lane
bridge.

1

1

1

1

Yes

Listed on National
Register
(Preserved)

Eligible for National
Register
(Preserved)

Eligible for National
Register
(Closure and Removal)

Yes

Historic Status: PennDOT DM-1
states between two similar
bridges, the historic status may
be used to determine which
one remains in-service.
Metal Truss Preservation
Priority
Age
Size (Square Foot)
AADT
Bridge Replacement Cost per
Vehicle
Used to compare bridges on a
proportional cost/benefit.
Bridge Rehabilitation Cost per
Vehicle.
Used to compare bridges on a
proportional cost/benefit.

Eligible for
National
Register
(Evaluate for
Closure and
Removal)

Exceptional

Exceptional

N/

Moderate

133 years
1,470 SF
201
$3.7M

132 years
2,981 SF
2,808
$4.9M

121 years
2,500 SF
1,581
$4.7M

122 years
2,595 SF
171
$3.7M

$ 18.4k/ Per
Vehicle

$1.7k/ Per Vehicle

$3.0k/ Per Vehicle

$21.6k/ Per Vehicle

$641k

$3.5M

$900k

$1.3M (10 Tons)
($1.1 ped only)
$ 6.5k/Per
Vehicle

Yes to close;
Explore
Preservation
Yes
Yes
Yes

Yes

Yes
$228/ Per Vehicle

$2.2k/ Per Vehicle

$5.3k/ Per Vehicle
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Growth Potential
The study area shows growth potential for Cumberland and York Counties. While Lower Allen
Township’s current zoning for the area is R-2 (Single Family Rural Residential) in Cumberland County,
Fairview Township’s zoning in York County is Residential Mixed Use, which allows a higher density than
R-2 if public sewer and water are available. However, currently public sewer and water are not available
for York County and water availability is limited for Cumberland County.
The biggest discrepancy between the counties’ land use is found in the respective Comprehensive Plans.
Future land use maps for both Cumberland County and Lower Allen Township demarcate the area as
Conservation and Residential. Across the stream, the study area is in a Primary Growth Area in the York
County Comprehensive Plan and future land use maps in Fairview Township’s Comprehensive Plan show
the area as Community Mixed Use. The growth potential for each municipality surrounding the bridge is
summarized below.
Growth Factor
Current land use
Current sewer and water
Current zoning
Gross buildout potential of
current zoning1

Municipal future land use
County future land use

Lower Allen Township
Low Density Residential, Agricultural,
Public (Lower Allen Township)
No sewer, no water
R-2 (Single Family Rural Residential )
Approximately 54 acres of land are
available for development between
Sheepford Road Bridge and Thompson
Lane (excluding land owned by Lower
Allen Township) = 54 lots.
Conservation and Rural Residential
Conservation and Residential

Fairview Township
Agricultural, and Forest
No sewer, no water
Residential Mixed Use
Approximately 10 acres of land are
available for development between
the bridge and Old Forge Road. No
sewer or water =10 lots. With sewer
and water=60 lots.
Community Mixed Use
Primary Growth Area

1

Gross buildout assumes that lots would be subdivided to the maximum allowed by ordinance. It does not account for
driveways, stormwater, on-lot sewage disposal, water supply, and sensitive environmental features that cannot be built upon.
The actual number of lots that could be developed will likely be less than the gross buildout.
CUMBERLAND COUNTY PLANNING COMMISSION | YORK COUNTY PLANNING COMMISSION
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Emergency Response
The emergency response providers are summarized in the table below and shown on the map on the
proceeding page. They are the first responders for addresses on either side of the bridge.
Responder
Police
Fire
EMS

Cumberland County
Lower Allen Township
Lower Allen Fire Station
Lower Allen Township EMS

York County
Fairview Township
Fairview Township Fire Department
Fairview Township EMS
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Municipal Response

Heather,
I reviewed our records management system going back to January 2010 for calls for service on Sheepford
Road. As you know, the bridge cannot be used by the fire department or ambulance due to the weight
restrictions, so the police are the only entity who can use it to respond to an emergency. This roadway in
Fairview Twp is only about a 1/10 of a mile, has no houses on it, and we can see it from Old Forge Road, so
it is not a roadway or bridge we routinely use. Below are the results of my records search:
-

8 flooding related incidents closing the bridge.
1 incident of a Fairview Twp traffic cone being stolen that was used to help shut down the bridge.
7 incidents with trees down blocking the roadway or trees on wires.
1 incident for a person who fell out of a tree on the Fairview Twp side of the bridge.
1 vehicle crash on the Fairview Twp side.
1 vehicle crash on the Lower Allen side. Call was dispatched to us, but when it wasn’t found on
our side the officer continued across and found it in Lower Allen.
2 incidents with a loose cow. The calls were dispatched to us, but when not found on our side, the
officers continued across and found the cows in Lower Allen.

In my 26 years here, I went across it one time for a call in the mid-late 1990’s for a report of an injured
deer. When I didn’t find it on the York county side, I crossed the bridge and found it in Lower Allen and
euthanized the animal.
Most of the calls that were dispatched to us instead of Lower Allen are very likely due to a person on their
cell phone crossing the bridge into Fairview and calling 911. Those calls then go to the York County
dispatch center instead of Cumberland County. If this is the case, it is worth nothing that true emergency
incidents that go to the York County 911 Center instead of Cumberland County actually delay the response
time of the appropriate agency. If the bridge remains closed, the improper dispatching should no longer
happen or at least be reduced.
I wanted to be thorough in my response to you and didn’t want to solely rely on a records search for
incidents on Sheepford Road. I sent an email to my officers asking how often they used the bridge to
respond to a call in Cumberland County, regardless of the address they went to. Aside from the officers
who responded to the loose cows on the Cumberland County side of the bridge, no other responses were
received.
The bottom line is statistically this bridge is absolutely not used for emergency response by police. Should
the bridge remain closed and we are called to assist Lower Allen PD, it takes approximately 6 minutes to
get from the Fairview side of the bridge to the Lower Allen side. With emergency lights and siren that
time would be much faster. Realistically though, an officer would likely be responding from a different
area of the Township and would be utilizing one of the other 9 bridges that connect us to Cumberland
county (not including I-83 or the Turnpike). It is worth noting we use those other bridges on a regular
basis, but we very rarely utilize Sheepford.
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It is also worth noting that when reviewing the past calls on Sheepford Road from the past 10 years, it
became apparent that almost all of them would not have been dispatched to police if the bridge was
closed. The vast majority were due to trees down or flooding issues that become a moot point if the road
is closed, and the traffic accident we had from a driver speeding across the bridge certainly would not
have occurred. Sheepford Road does not have a high volume of calls- it averages two a year- so it being
open is not a drain on our resources, but I felt it worth mentioning.
Understand I am not addressing the historical aspect of the bridge or even giving an opinion on whether to
close the bridge permanently or open it. I am simply addressing whether the bridge is used for emergency
response by the police department, which it is not.
Please let me know if you have any questions or require additional information.
Respectfully,
Jason C. Loper, Chief of Police
Fairview Township Police Department
599 Lewisberry Road
New Cumberland, PA 17070
(717) 901-5204
www.fairviewpolice.org
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Travel Time Evaluation
Travel Time Evaluation
Travel Time (minutes)
Route
Cumberland: Sheepford Drive Residents
2036 Sheepford Road to Pa 114/I-83 Interchange
2036 Sheepford Road to 300 Bridge Street, New
Cumberland
2036 Sheepford Road to Capital City Mall
2036 Sheepford Road to Harrisburg
2036 Sheepford Road To York
2036 Sheepford Road to Carlisle
2036 Sheepford Road to Hershey
York-Lewisberry Residents
Lewisberry to Pa 114/I-83 Interchange
Lewisberry to Capital City Mall
Lewisberry to 300 Bridge Street, New Cumberland
Lewisberry to Harrisburg
Lewisberry to York
Lewisberry to Carlisle
Lewisberry to Hershey

PreClosure

PostClosure

% Change
in Travel
Additional
Time

5

12

7

140%

9

15

6

67%

9
15
29
27
29

9
18
35
27
35

0
3
6
0
6

0%
20%
21%
0%
21%

9
16
14
20
22
34
36

9
16
14
20
22
34
36

0
0
0
0
0
0
0

0%
0%
0%
0%
0%
0%
0%
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Post Closure Alternate Route: 2036 Sheepford Road to 300 Bridge Street, New Cumberland

Pre-Closure Route: 2036 Sheepford Road to 300 Bridge Street, New Cumberland
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Pre-Closure Route: 2036 Sheepford Road to Pa 114/I-83 Interchange

Post-Closure Alternate Route: 2036 Sheepford Road to Pa 114/I-83 Interchange
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Municipal Response
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Funding Source Evaluation
Sheepford Bridge Funding Source Evaluation
Source
Rehabilitation Investment Tax
Credits (PHMC)
Keystone Historic Preservation
Grants (PHMC)

PennDOT Steel Truss Bridge
Program

DCNR
Statewide Transportation
Improvement Plan




















Long Range Transportation Plan
(LRTP).




Recycled Asphalt Paving Program 
Rural Commercial Routes
Program
Restore PA Programs



PennDOT/FHWA Federal Aid
Program (see STIP)
PA Scenic Waterways System



PennDOT Transportation
Alternatives Program including
Statewide set aside








Requirements
Privately owned income producing property
On historic register
On or eligible for historic register
Max award of $100K
50/50 match
$2.5M statewide in FY 18/19 for planning and construction
Used for Slate Hill Road Bridge in past
Statewide competitive program
$1M in 2023, $1M in 2024, and $2M for next 8 years after
that
Must be open to traffic
Case by case basis for funding
Bridge rehabbed to connect established trail system
Not a funding source on its own.
Roll up of the Transportation Improvement Plans (TIP) of
MPOs/RPOs in the state
Federal and state funds used for facilities open to traffic
Highly competitive as it includes all transportation facilities
Funds allocated through 2021; new funds to be spent on
high priority projects as identified in the LRTP.
Low volume bridge with no emergency service issues will
not be a priority
Not a funding source
Planning document required to show transportation needs
in MPOs/RPOs
PennDOT pilot program to use recycled asphalt to maintain
state roadways
Program cancelled in 2018 and 2019 with funds diverted to
emergency repairs
Program funding proposed to come from natural gas taxes
that have not been approved by legislature
See STIP; typical federal funds through TIP process.
No funding for bridge rehab or replacement
Projects on scenic waterways include aesthetic design
enhancements (i.e. form liners that look like native stone).
$465K total allocated to HATS in 2018 spent on other
projects in Cumberland, Dauphin, and Perry Counties
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Statewide set aside of $55M for entire state, but capped at
$1M per application
Bike/ped bridge projects and bridge rehab eligible
$486K is available in 2023 & 2024 through YAMPO – Please
note that the Program is NOT a grant program to fund all
phases of the project. It is a cost reimbursement
agreement between the project sponsor and PennDOT for
the construction phase of the project only. The project
sponsor must finance all pre-construction phases of the
project

CUMBERLAND COUNTY PLANNING COMMISSION | YORK COUNTY PLANNING COMMISSION
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Public Comment
On November 15, 2016 the public had the opportunity to give feedback on the future of the Sheepford
and Slate Hill/Limeklin Road bridges during an open house at Fairview Township Fire Station from 7:00 PM
– 8:30 PM. Display boards provided the location of the bridge, current and future land use in the
surrounding area, emergency service locations, and costs associated with the available options for the
future of the bridge.
The public was notified of the open house by the following: Fairview Township and Lower Allen Township
used the robocall system to inform township residents, PennDOT provided a sign at the bridge advertising
the open house, Fairview Township and Lower Allen announced the open house on their respective
websites, and the York County Planning Commission posted the open house information on their
Facebook page.
Approximately 100 people attended the open house. Attendees were asked to complete a survey about
which option they would choose, how they use the bridge, and to provide additional comments. Below are
the survey results:

Sheepford Rd Bridge Options
0

10

20

30

40

50

48

Total

20

9

Rehab bridge

Replace bridge

Remove bridge
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Sheepford Rd Bridge Options
0

5

Errands/social

10

5

Multiple uses
2

x

2
2

(blank)

1

Kayaking

1

20

25

21
6

19

11

Commute

Do not use bridge

15

3

3

1
Rehab bridge

Replace bridge

Remove bridge

Public Written Comment
1.
2.
3.
4.
5.
6.
7.
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11.

12.

Would be nice if it stayed, but it is hard to justify spending money on it.
Bridge is emergency access for residents in event of high water.
Emergency access in case of flooding.
Keep the bridges!
Don’t increase weight capacity to increase traffic and work with GPS providers to remove routing
through these areas. Preserve the bridges.
Please consider at least continuing to allow foot traffic if you close the bridges.
My concern is not emergency response – but emergency access to cross bridge by nearby residents
needing to quickly get out (example 3 Mile Island), needing to just drive quickly for emergency care.
Most affordable of the options.
Most economical solution of the two options.
Reach out for historical and federal funding. Preserve our history of bridges. Limit to one-way traffic.
Build new bridge but preserve old bridge. Lower posting to 3 tons.
My concern is if you close Sheepford bridge the 20 homes between Thompson and bridge will be
forced to use Thompson lane. Thompson Lane is already very narrow add more traffic you’ll create
another more expensive issue in future. Widening Thompson Lane to accommodate the heavier
traffic. I and my neighbors don’t want our yards taken or our quiet street busier. Fix or replace bridge
please! Also I just learned that the turnpike bridge on Sheepford is on the chopping block. We cannot
rely on just Thompson Lane for entry and exit for everyone from TP bridge and Iron bridge to utilize
Thompson!
As someone in the bridge industry (31 yrs with 3 different local engineering firms) I have much
experience with exact scenarios. I have personally inspected and done CADD plans for a bridge
replacement of a bridge identical to Sheepford Rd bridge (Gilbert Rd bridge near Messiah). While the
upfront costs of a new bridge are higher, maintenance of old bridges never stops. The community as
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13.

14.
15.
16.

17.

18.

19.

20.

a whole benefit more from a total bridge replacement. These size bridges can be replaced by a variety
of different ways, some lower cost than others. Slate Hill bridge can be replaced with a pre-fabricated
con-span bridge for lower costs than traditional bridges, and it would have the same look as the
current bridge.
I live between the two bridges and closing them would be a very big disturbance. You would not only
cause a complication with my commute to work but with the historical value to the community.
Please keep them open & fix them.
I appreciate ease of access provided by these bridges. I also appreciate the historic value of these
bridges.
This bridge is vital to my everyday life. Thank you for the opportunity to share.
Many communities are able to use their historical heritage resources as infrastructure for natural
resource/recreation and cultural tourism. These bridges should be considered part of York County’s
cultural resource infrastructure. You can make tourism money by keeping them!
York County now has a Heritage Preservation plan. These bridges should be preserved and
maintained as referenced in the Heritage Preservation Plan (part of Comprehensive Plan). Both are
eligible for the National Register (page 163 of Heritage Preservation Plan).
This is a quality of life issue for the surrounding neighborhoods. Keeping the bridges will prevent
increased traffic and help stabilize, or even increase, property values. Keeping the bridges keeps kids,
bikers, bicyclists, and pedestrians safer as well.
Adds to the historic beauty and scenery of the community, and adds attractive value for tourists,
potential residents, and current residents. York County recently adopted an award winning
(Preservation Pennsylvania) Cultural Heritage Plan. These bridges add to the “sense of place” in
Northern York, and make the area unique. There are also numerous examples nationwide of historic
bridges that have been rehabbed, and have remained viable, safe, and maintainable. Example Green
Lane Bridge. One lane, low speed traffic should not be feared. It adds to safety quality of life issues,
and can positively improve property values.
It would be both illogical and a poor use of limited county bridge funds to either significantly repair
or replace a bridge with 300 AADT. This statement is compounded by the fact that the Fairview
Township portion of Sheepford Road is narrow, steep and has a poorly aligned intersection with Old
Forge Road. In addition, the Lower Allen Township portion of Sheepford Road is also narrow, has
poor SB sight distance at its intersection with Thompson Lane, a poorly aligned intersection at Valley
Road, and a steep hill approaching Valley Road. Sheepford Road floods at slightly above flood stage
(just over 7’ at the “Camp Hill” gauge near the Green Lane Drive bridge) in the 1700 block, and at a
slightly higher level at the bridge approach on the LAT side. These events are relatively frequent. In
addition, there are stream bank erosion issues in the 1700 block where the road is in close proximity
to the stream, and structural road failures have occurred.
If this bridge were replaced, or the weight limit significantly improved by restoration, it is very likely
that FT and/or LAT could and should load-limit the road. The conditions noted above indicate that
Sheepford Road is not capable of handling significantly higher traffic volume, and a significant
increase in large, heavy vehicles that an unrestricted or significantly improved bridge would allow to
pass through this route.
Although not extremely rare, this old iron truss bridge is an attractive historical structure that fits in
nicely with the rural character of Sheepford Road and the adjacent Yellow Breeches Park, which is
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essentially a nature preserve and creek access point, including an official Yellow Breeches Water Trail
location. I presume the bridge could “rust in peace” with little or no maintenance so it could be
utilized by pedestrians and bicyclists.
21. My opinion would be to close both bridges for good. As one of many retires persons, the tax
implications to replace these bridges would prove harmful to anyone on low or fixed incomes. This
is a hard thing to deal with, but the citizens cannot afford what it would cost to replace these bridges.
We must start being better stewards of the people’s tax dollars and not put this enormous strain on
the tax payers, least you tax the citizens out of their homes and revenue declines for the township.
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To: York and Cumberland County Commissioners, Heather Bitner, Kirk Stoner, Brian
Emberg
From: Friends of Sheepford Road Bridge
Date:7/17/2020
Re: Draft of Closure & Removal Study for Sheepford Road Bridge
On July 2, 2020 representatives of the Friends of Sheepford Road Bridge were
presented with a draft plan and options as to the future of the bridge. The options
presented did not meet our expectations. Though we are extremely grateful for the
opportunity to attend this meeting, we are not sure of your expectation as to the final
outcome. How is input of our findings and recommendations to be incorporated into the
final document for the Commissioners review and approval? Is there to be a voice from
the community in the ultimate decision and, if so, how seriously will that be weighed
when decisions are made?
Here’s why we ask:
In a public meeting in December of 2016 the majority of those residents surveyed were
in favor of the restoration of the bridge. Following that meeting the bridge was put on
PennDOTs Bridge Marketing website ignoring the community input. As far as we are
aware, no steps were taken toward restoration of the bridge.The community was never
alerted to the possible sale of a public property.
On October 28, 2019, a Closure and Removal Plan for the bridge was presented to
Lower Allen Township Board of Commissioner’s. At that time, the public spoke in favor
of the restoration of the bridge. They also alerted county planners of the overweight
vehicles that were crossing the bridge, in large numbers, due to the Arcona roundabout
construction detour. We were instructed to take pictures of the overweight vehicles and
send them to the county planners and townships. No action was taken by either the
counties or townships to stop this, until a video was released showing a school bus
crossing the bridge. That was the only time in which any action was taken. It is
unfortunate that only by sharing what proved to be an embarrassing incident, would the
public be listened to.
At that same meeting, as part of the proposed plan, a recommendation was made to list
the bridge for sale on PennDOTs Bridge Marketing website. However, this solicitation
had been done in February of 2018. As citizens, it seemed the wool was being pulled
over our eyes. This does not reflect a collaborative project effort to follow through and
incorporate the citizens input.
In 2019-2020, we collected approximately 1200 signatures on a petition that clearly
states the opinion of those 1200 people - restoration of the Sheepford Road Bridge for
transportation in the community that it has served. To date, you now have even more
citizens, businesses and media coverage highlighting the transportation needs and
preservation requests. How will the 1200 signatures be incorporated into the decision
making?

CUMBERLAND COUNTY PLANNING COMMISSION | YORK COUNTY PLANNING COMMISSION

31

As of July 2nd meeting, the draft that was submitted stated “ no complaints have been
made since the closure of the bridge.” We are the very people who issued the
complaints and can send documentation of emails. The feeling is once again we were
ignored.
Throughout the last few months we attended many county and township meetings.
Initially, we were shrugged off. However, through perseverance and media coverage
our professional messages are now given acknowledgment. We are respectfully
requesting continued community involvement as the decision making process
continues.

Let us start with a title change: Sheepford Road Bridge Closure, Removal and
Preservation Study.
How was the scope of this study determined previously? Can we shift the study to a
project, with the emphasis and primary goal on “preservation”, instead of closure and
removal? How can we restart with a new emphasis on “preservation”, and include
active community and business partnerships throughout the project? Originally, this
study was not all inclusive.
There are new dedicated programs for the preservation of locally-owned historic metal
truss bridges. This bridge needs to be reevaluated considering the current trends and
program initiatives.
The 2016 reported findings and recommendations are obsolete. Much has changed
in the state and public interest for our local historic bridges.
New criteria factors
should be considered, i.e. RestorePA, RoadMaP Program, Multimodal Transportation
Fund, and Statewide Transportation Improvement Program (STIP), just as a few
examples.
The bridge is rated “exceptional and high historic preservation priority.” It is not
currently funded but there are various avenues of financial resources available to be
pursued. How can the York Tourism Grant Program be applied as an example? With
Covid-19, local recreation is now in demand. The “Historic Bridges on the Yellow
Breeches” can attract tourism in both counties. The public interest for the need,
safety and preservation is extremely stronger now than in 2016.
The local
media coverage highlights: “There’s still hope for threatened 1887 bridge” and
“threatened 1887 truss bridge continues to connect people during coronavirus.”
They are waiting for the next chapter of this story.
How can the York and Cumberland County Heritage Preservation Program be
incorporated in this new project? How did they play a role in the planning of the 2016
study? Since iron and steel companies have mostly disappeared, the County bridges
can serve as PA’s heritage and industrial legacy. Instead of “rusting away,” allow
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them to be “restored” for a destination day to travel to the country roads and explore
both counties for a history lesson.
The primary goal is to determine the needs of this crossing and whether this historic
bridge is capable or could be capable, through rehabilitation and/or on-going
maintenance. It does meet the future infrastructure needs especially with the growth
from Arcona Development. The bridge serves as a vital secondary infrastructure rural
route and is used as a daily work commute at prime time. How is it “operationally
redundant”?
PennDOT has realized that the most “preservable” are locally-owned truss bridges that
carry the least amount of traffic. There are traffic flow “exceptions” granted in criteria
evaluation, especially when a bridge is rated in a high preservation category as
“exceptional.” How can exceptions be granted?
The public safety is critical for all citizens and all potential hazardous scenarios need
further in-depth consideration with community involvement. A bridge with “no
accidents” is a safety asset, but it must be restored and utilized.
It is time to shift the dynamics of this bridge and start fresh with a new perspective and
new information. We would like to meet again to outline our concept for a new
direction for this bridge. New findings and recommendations are in order and we
hope you will agree to facilitate another discussion to Save Our Bridge.
We are awaiting information from you regarding the secondary emergency response
study, actual emergency response times, and flooding issues on Sheepford Road.
We look forward to meeting again.
Friends of Sheepford Road Bridge
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