
HATS Public Comment and Review Summary 
2011-2014 Transportation Improvement Program (TIP) 
2030 Regional Transportation Plan (RTP) – 2007 Update Amendment  
Air Quality Conformity Determination 
 
The Harrisburg Area Transportation Study (HATS) held a public review and comment period 
for the HATS 2011-2014 Transportation Improvement Program (TIP), 2030 Regional 
Transportation Plan (RTP) – 2007 Update Amendment and associated Air Quality Conformity 
Determination beginning on Friday, May 7, 2010 and ending on Monday, June 7, 2010. A public 
meeting for review and comment of the same materials was held May 26, 2010 in the 
Strawberry Square Atrium, downtown Harrisburg, from 11:30 to 1:00. The public review period 
and public meeting were advertised through: 

1. Announcement at a televised HATS Coordinating Committee meeting, April 23, 2010 
2. Announcement on the HATS website 
3. Legal notice in the Patriot-News, ad #0002063544 run May 6, 2010  
4. Announcement and summary sent electronically to the HATS local government email 

list 
 
The public review materials were available at the Tri-County Regional Planning Commission 
office in Harrisburg, the Cumberland County planning office in Carlisle, and the Perry County 
planning office in New Bloomfield. News articles containing information about where to find 
the public review materials and contact information for comment were run by the Patriot-News 
and the York Daily Record. 
 
Most of the comments and questions received were all sent through email. The majority of the 
emails dealt this the York Split project. There was overall support for the project. The York Split 
project prompted comments on the need for a connection from Lemoyne and New Cumberland 
to the west. There were also comments requesting roadways be added to the maintenance list, 
and comments in support of other projects. A list of comments received and responses is 
attached. 
 
 The public meeting was scheduled for Strawberry Square in Harrisburg because of the high 
lunchtime traffic and because it is ADA accessible as well as transit and pedestrian accessible. 
The display was attended by two members of HATS staff, a representative of PennDOT’s office 
of planning, and the PennDOT manager for the York Split project. There were no formal 
comments received at the public meeting. According to the tally kept, about 25 people stopped 
to look at the materials on display.  
 
 
 
 
 



Public Comments 
 
From: Tom and Angie [mailto:twbakm@comcast.net]  
Sent: Tuesday, May 18, 2010 7:50 PM 
To: HATS 
Subject: Public Comment on 2011-14 transportation plan 
 
To:          Mr. Szymborski 
                HATS Technical Committee Chairman 
 
From:    Thomas Bechtel 
                Public Opinion 
 
Hello and good day. I recently read an article in the York Dispatch describing the Department 
of Transportation plans to reconstruct the 83 and 581 split. As an unfortunate traveler through 
this area the answer to this problem looks straight forward to me, the average driver. 
 
My suggestion to the congestion problem is easy and very inexpensive to test. Simply close the 
on ramp that is right before the split from the New Cumberland intersection ( as seen from 
traveling on 83N) temporary for a couple of weeks and use the lighted signs a mile or so before 
this split to notify drivers that the left lane is for 581  and the right lane is for 83. This on ramp 
from the Cumberland interchange is causing the traffic on 83 to slow to a stop to avoid 
accidents with the merging traffic from the Cumberland interchange. 
 
As a result of the slowing traffic many drivers approaching this split from 83N use the left lane 
to travel as close as they can to the split, then suddenly merge into the slowing right lane to get 
onto 83N, usually after the on ramp of New Cumberland. This causes the drivers in the right 
lane to slow even more. Thus backing up traffic even farther on 83N in the right lane thus 
inviting more drivers to use the left lane as a merging lane as I describe earlier. So we have 
traffic merging from the left lane and the on ramp at the same time into the lane for 83N that 
already has traffic in it traveling to 83N. 
 
The problem here is the slowing traffic on 83 due to the on ramp from New Cumberland. It will 
cost very little money and time to test out my idea. This ramp will probably be closed anyway 
during construction, if the new bridge is built. So try it out you have nothing to lose. 
If it works it will be a huge cost and time savings. 
 
Thanks for listening 
Tom Bechtel 
 
 
 
 



Tue 6/1/2010 2:31 PM 
Mr. Bechtel, 
We have received your email dated May 18, 2010 regarding the York Split Interim project. Your 
comment has been forwarded to the PennDOT project manager. Thank you for your interest. 
 
 
From: Paul Ressler [mailto:resslerp124@comcast.net]  
Sent: Monday, May 17, 2010 10:43 AM 
To: HATS 
Cc: resslerp124@comcast.net 
Subject: the worst spot in hburg 
 
81 hits the hbg beltway in Cumberland county is the worst spot…the two bridges that the 
beltway goes over need to be widened for the beltway and 83..so traffic can go over and under 
them more effectively! 
 
Tue 6/1/2010 2:36 PM 
Mr. Ressler, 
We are in receipt of your email dated May 17, 2010 regarding the your concerns about traffic congestion 
on I-81. Thank you for bringing that problem area to our attention. Unfortunately tight funding limits 
the interstate work able to be done, and currently congestion on I-83 is the regional priority. We continue 
to monitor congestion in that area for future consideration. 
 
 
From: tammy [mailto:tmyers67@ptd.net]  
Sent: Monday, May 17, 2010 8:40 AM 
To: HATS 
Subject: roadwork 
 
What about Paradise Road, off Rte 849, in Perry County. It is a state road and there are six 
businesses on a 2 mile stretch. I have lived on it for 9 and a half years and have been told that it 
was on the plan to be repaved but nothing ever happens. It is a very bad raod and to keep 
filling pot holes that just keep breaking up is not working any more. PLEASE come visit our 
road and put it on the list SOON. It is hell on our vehicles. 
  
Sincerely. 
Tammy Myers 
64 Paradise Rd 
Duncannon, PA 17020  
 
 
 
 



Tue 6/1/2010 2:37 PM 
Ms. Myers, 
We are in receipt of your email dated May 17, 2010 regarding your request to add Paradise Road in Perry 
County for maintenance. The Harrisburg Area Transportation Study (HATS) is responsible for 
programming projects that receive federal funding, and because Paradise Road is not eligible for federal 
funding maintenance decisions for that road fall under the Perry County PennDOT office. Your concerns 
about the state of that road were forwarded to Rick Weller at the Perry County PennDOT office on May 
27, 2010. The response from that office is that they are aware of the need for resurfacing on Paradise Road 
but there is no schedule for the project because of a lack of funding 
 
 
From: Britton, Jerry R [mailto:jebritton@state.pa.us]  
Sent: Monday, May 17, 2010 12:31 PM 
To: HATS 
Subject: York Split Proposal 
 
Please make the I-83/581 junction (aka The York Split) the priority project. 
  
Traffic is horrible now and will be unbearable during construction. 
  
But delaying the inevitable will be crippling. 
  
Thank you. 
 
Tue 6/1/2010 2:37 PM 
Mr. Britton, 
Your email concerning support for the York Split project has been received. Public feedback on the project 
has been very positive and the project will be a priority. Thank you for your interest. 
 
 
From: Brian Sanker [mailto:SANKERB@pfm.com]  
Sent: Monday, May 17, 2010 4:48 PM 
To: HATS 
Subject: Question regarding proposed I-83/rt 581 improvements 
 
To James W. Szymborski, Chairman: 
 
My name is Brian Sanker and I live in Lemoyne Borough.  I have read the improvements 
outlined on the TCRPC website for the 83/581 bottleneckthe Lowther street overpass 
replacement and closing of Highland Park exits.  My question is in regard to accessing 581 
westbound from that area.  Basically, how can you access 581 westbound from 3rd St/Bridge St 
or Lowther St?  581 heading west would be the easiest and quickest way for residents of 
Lemoyne and New Cumberland to access the rest of the west shore, including rt 15 south, the 



commercial area of the Carlisle Pike, and then 81 South.  There seems to be no way to access 581 
west from Front St in Harrisburg until the rt 11/15 interchange. 
 
Has an on-ramp been considered from 3rd St/Bridge St, or Lowther Sts/10th St, or even up at the 
581 overpass of Hummel Ave/Gettysburg Rd to address this, or is there a reason to think that 
people would not want to head west from there?  Or did I just miss it in the proposal? 
 
Thank you for taking the time to respond, 
Brian Sanker 
 
Tue 6/1/2010 2:38 PM 
Mr. Sanker, 
Your email regarding the York Split project has been received. This interim plan does not include access 
to 581 westbound from Lemoyne. A new interchange is not a part of the I-83 Master Plan and 
improvements on 581 are not a part of this project. We have received several public comments about 
access from Lemoyne and are aware of the need for better access from Lemoyne/New Cumberland to the 
west. It is a problem that can be considered in future planning. 
 
 
From: Raymond L. Spencer [mailto:ray@tchdc.net]  
Sent: Monday, May 17, 2010 10:27 AM 
To: HATS 
Subject: Road repairs 
 
I’m not sure if this road is eligible for inclusion.  However, the improvements scheduled for the 
Mulberry Street Bridge should be expanded to include the resurfacing of Derry Street from 19th 
to the Mulberry Street Bridge.  This key corridor is a heavily traveled route leading the Center 
City.  Substantial revitalization efforts are underway to improve the neighborhood, commercial 
district and surrounding area. 
 
Thank you. 
 
Ray Spencer, Executive Director 
Tri-County Housing Development Corp 
717-231-3604 
e-mail ray@tchdc.net     
 
 
 
 
 
 
 



Tue 6/1/2010 2:39 PM 
Mr. Spencer, 
Your email regarding programmed transportation improvements has been received. According to 
PennDOT District 8 staff, Derry St. from Mulberry St. to 29th St. is scheduled for repaving this summer. 
Preparatory work should begin at the end of June, and should be completed around Labor Day. Thank you 
for your interest, and if you have any other questions or concerns about transportation projects please 
contact us. 
 
 
From: tommy zink [mailto:zink704@msn.com]  
Sent: Tuesday, May 18, 2010 8:31 AM 
To: HATS 
Subject: Lemoyne access to 581W 
 
I agree the 83 split needs major work. Two lanes through and closing Highland exit sounds like 
a good start. But living in Lemoyne I would also like to have an access to 581 West, without 
driving south thru New Cumberland, east to Harrisburg, or west to 11/15 in Camp Hill. Will 
this plan take care of that?  Thank you 

Tue 6/1/2010 2:40 PM 
Mr. Zink, 
Your email regarding the York Split project has been received. This interim plan does not include access 
to 581 westbound from Lemoyne. A new interchange is not a part of the I-83 Master Plan and 
improvements on 581 are not a part of this project. We have received several public comments about 
access from Lemoyne and are aware of the need for better access from Lemoyne/New Cumberland to the 
west. It is a problem that can be considered in future planning. 
 
 
From: Bob Norris [mailto:brox19@verizon.net]  
Sent: Monday, May 17, 2010 8:11 AM 
To: HATS 
Subject: York Split Makeover 
 
I live in Allendale and am obviously interested in the reconstruction of this area.  Is there a 
website where additional details can be found?  How long will this project take and what is the 
tentative start date?  Is there likely to be increased road noise following construction?  Will 
noise barriers be part of the project?  Will the traffic pattern on Carlisle Rd. be altered or 
disrupted during construction? 
Thanks, 
Bob Norris 
424 Deerfield Rd. 
Camp Hill 
 



Wed 6/2/2010 1:16 PM 
Mr. Norris. 
We are in receipt of your email dated May 17, 2010 regarding the York Split Interim project. 
Unfortunately I don’t have very specific answers to your questions because the project hasn’t moved into 
the engineering phase yet, but here is the information I can share: 
 
website where additional details can be found 
Information about this project will be added to the I-83 Master Plan website as the it progresses. The site 
is http://www.i-83beltway.com/mp/index.html.  
 
How long will this project take and what is the tentative start date 
The is scheduled for three years for all phases. The construction phase is programmed for federal fiscal 
year 2013, which runs from summer 2013 to summer 2014.  
 
increased road noise following construction 
Noise will be modeled as a part of the preliminary engineering, which hasn’t begun yet. 
 
noise barriers 
If the modeling shows noise barriers are warranted, they will most likely be added to the project. 
 
the traffic pattern on Carlisle Rd. 
The effect on local traffic will be modeled as a part of preliminary engineering and final design phases, 
which haven’t begun yet.  
 
If any more questions come up, please let me know. 
 
 
From: Miller, Jayson [mailto:jayson.miller@psiusa.com]  
Sent: Monday, May 17, 2010 3:07 PM 
To: HATS 
Subject: York Split Comments 
 
I have reviewed the I-83/PA581 Bottleneck “York Split” Interim Improvement Project 
information with much interest.  I am a daily commuter of the York Split on I-83 from York (NB 
AM and SB PM).   
 
The plan appears to be a viable improvement option providing significant improvement at a 
cost that is potentially obtainable.  I realize the $28 mil cost has a much better likelihood of 
occurring than the $138 mil master plan concept.   
 
The proposed auxiliary lane for PA-581 EB to I-83 SB including the 10th St exit would appear to 
have significant improvement potential.  Also the I-83 NB two lanes at the split merging (or exit 
only) by Third Street should significantly improve NB traffic flow.   



 
Note the closure of the Brandt Ave on ramp (now emergency access) did appear to have some 
limited improvement to peak traffic flow.  Thank you for this small but noticeable 
improvement.  I am sure it was unpopular locally.   
 
One concern I have is the proposed new Lowther Street bridge over I-83.  The bridge as shown 
on the Interim Improvement project aerial photo does not appear to be designed for the long 
term Master Plan project that would realign the entire interchange.  Consideration of the master 
plan design should be considered for this bridge, however only if it can be accommodated 
within the proposed budget concept.  If the Interim project was completed the Lowther Street 
Bridge would again be a Cost challenge for future projects.  Ultimately the Master Plan project 
needs completed to provide a safe curve radius for both NB and SB I-83 traffic at the split as 
well as improved access to 581 WB from I-83 NB.   
 
As needed please remind York County state politicians that this project impacts many York 
County constituents/commuters and should be supported as any I-83 improvements, provides 
improvements to York County as well. 
 
Overall I support the project as proposed.  It appears to provide significant improvement for a 
project that has a budget that is obtainable.  Thanks to those on the planning team who assisted 
on bringing this project forward for consideration.  I look forward to seeing this project 
materialize.   
 
Thanks, Jayson 
 
Jayson W. Miller, PE 
Red Lion, PA 
(717) 230-8622 (office) 
(717) 608-5699 (mobile) 
jayson.miller@psiusa.com 
 
Wed 6/2/2010 1:22 PM 
Mr. Miller, 
Thank you for your comments regarding the York Split Interim project. On the issue of compatibility 
with the master plan, that will be a consideration through the preliminary engineering and final design 
phases of the project. The intent is to build a bridge that will be consistent with the master plan so it can 
be added on to and not replaced in the future. 
 
 
 
 
 



From: Walt Bennett [mailto:wbennettjr@yahoo.com]  
Sent: Monday, May 17, 2010 10:20 AM 
To: HATS 
Subject: I-83 
 
Comment on proposed changes to I-83 at the York split: 
 
First, I agree with closing the Highland Park interchange to create room for two lanes all the 
way through, with an eventual merge from four lanes to three before reaching the Lemoyne 
exit. 
 
But I am also thinking of something much more radical: A complete bypass. Not to replace this 
interchange but to divert through traffic around it. 
 
If Iʹm not mistaken, the old turnpike bridge over the river is still in place. What would be 
needed would be an access road to that bridge and then a method of routing traffic to the end of 
I-283 on the other side, near the Hbg-East turnpike interchange. This would create a bypass 
which would route traffic across the river well south of the city, and hook up with I-283 (which 
would become I-83/283) east of the city, allowing through traffic to continue on to points north. 
 
Radical, possibly very expensive, but in the long run probably necessary. We canʹt keep sending 
ever-increasing northbound traffic through such a tight, heavily populated area as we do today, 
with no room for further growth other than these painful and difficult tweaks. 
 
Walt Bennett 
Harrisburg 
 
Tue 6/1/2010 2:42 PM 
Mr. Bennett, 
Your email regarding congestion on I-83 has been received. I agree with you that a large project could do 
more to handle long term traffic that these small fixes will. Unfortunately the old turnpike bridge is not 
still standing and there is little funding at the state or federal level for large interstate expansions. The 
York Split project is consistent with the I-83 Master Plan, which, when complete, is projected to handle 
potential traffic.  
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 



From: Phillies1949@aol.com [mailto:Phillies1949@aol.com]  
Sent: Monday, May 17, 2010 9:23 AM 
To: HATS 
Subject: York Split Makeover 
 
 Are you going to have a display for the York Split Makeover on the West Shore at all ? Since 
this will affect more people on the West Shore than on the East Shore.....Going to Strawberry 
Square in the middle of the afternoon would be difficult for some people..... 
  
                                                         Thank You 
                                                               Bruce Stoner 
 
 
 
Wed 6/2/2010 1:33 PM 
Mr. Stoner, 
The public display held in Strawberry Square was for the entire transportation program, not for the York 
Split specifically. All of the information on the project currently available can be found at 
http://www.tcrpc-pa.org/HATS.htm. The maps and project description are at the end of the list of public 
review materials. Additionally, PennDOT will be updating the I-83 master plan website (http://www.i-
83beltway.com/) with information about the project as it develops. There will be a public meeting specific 
to this project held at some point before the construction phase begins. If you have any other question or 
comments please let me know. 
 
 
From: E Sour [mailto:ejmk2010@gmail.com]  
Sent: Wednesday, May 26, 2010 2:45 PM 
To: HATS 
Subject: road project 
 
Good Afternoon, I was wondering if you knew anything about a proposed intersection 
improvement at the intersection of Progress Ave and Rt 22 in Susquehanna Township Dauphin 
County. I live down there and was curious on how soon this might go into action. My house is 
in need of alot of improvements, and just am not too sure if it is a waste of money on my part to 
fix anything. Thank you so much and best regards, Joe 
 
Thu 6/3/2010 10:25 AM 
We have received your email dated May 26, 2010 regarding the Progress Avenue/Walnut Street 
intersection improvement. That project remains on the Harrisburg area long range transportation plan 
but it is not included on the program of projects funded through 2014. We cannot say when or if funding 
will be indentified for that project.  
 



From: Kennedy, Roscarol (REV) [mailto:rkennedy@state.pa.us]  
Sent: Monday, May 17, 2010 1:13 PM 
To: HATS 
Cc: ʹJohn P Kennedyʹ 
Subject: York split makeover  
 
This is good news especially since I work her in Strawberry Sq...   My husband and I would like 
to know how close all of this will be in relation to our home.  We are located at 811 Carol Street; 
our property butts up against the 83 north bound lane just before you hit the newly installed 
electronic gate at the road closure coming off the north end of Brandt Avenue (we are just 
before you make the bend on Brandt).   
  
We would like to know how much of our property if any will be taken, especially since our only 
protection is from the tree line and will all those trees that provide our protection be removed?   
  
Are the plans available to look at and see our physical location?  Any detailed information you 
can provide will be appreciated.  Thank You. 
  
  
Rose Kennedy 
Cell:576-5260  
  
Roscarol Kennedy| Collections Supervisor  
PA Department of Revenue 
10TH FLOOR STRAWBERRY SQUARE 
Harrisburg PA 17128-1041 
Phone:717.772.9231| Fax:717.772.5118 
E-mail:rkennedy@state.pa.us 
www.revenue.state.pa.us   
 
 
 
Wed 6/2/2010 1:27 PM 
Ms. Kennedy, 
 
It is projected that some right of way acquisition will take place as a part of this project. Currently there is 
no information on which properties will be affected. Plans will be made public as they are developed 
through the engineering and design phases.  
 
 
 
 
 



From: AG [mailto:goldmine848@yahoo.com]  
Sent: Monday, May 17, 2010 9:08 PM 
To: HATS 
Subject: Comment re: Proposed Projects for 4-year Plan 
 
I strongly support the proposed resurfacing of Lingelstown Road from Route 22 to Mountain 
Road. The road surface is in poor shape, especially between the I-81 interchange and 
Linglestown Square. The shoulders are unuseable or non-existent. It is a very unsafe situation, 
especially for cyclists. 
andrew 
 
Thu 6/3/2010 10:25 AM 
We are in receipt of your email dated May 18, 2010 in support of the Linglestown Road resurfacing. Your 
comments will be forwarded to the HATS committees for consideration. Thank you for your interest. 
 
 
From: Daniel McGlone [mailto:daniel.mcglone@gmail.com]  
Sent: Friday, June 04, 2010 2:19 PM 
To: HATS 
Subject: HATS 2011-2014 TIP Public Comment 
 
To Whom It May Concern: 
 
Our metropolitan area is facing many challenges over the next several years, however they are 
not unique. We have increased population growth, traffic and air pollution. I think it is of the 
utmost importance that alternative modes of transport are given more support in any future 
plans. By alternative modes of transportation I mean pedestrian, bicycling and public transit. 
 
First, it is important that pedestrian access and pedestrian friendliness be an aspect of EVERY 
new project, excluding interstate enhancements. New roadway projects and enhancements 
should all include sidewalks. It is important not just to provide access for those who canʹt drive 
-- but also because we have a major health problems in our country. Making it easier for people 
to walk places means a healthier, vibrant society. 
 
In terms of cycling, there needs to be a concerted effort to create a regional plan for bike lanes 
and bike-friendly corridors. I would like to see HATS move towards encouraging bike lanes 
along major routes throughout the area, first concentrating on connectivity to the capital area 
greenbelt and moving out from there. For example, Harrisburg city is prime for bike lanes. The 
7th street widening should include them and if not 6th street (which is certainly plenty wide for 
north and south bike lanes), along with State street and possibly another cross town bike lane 
on Derry or Market street. Those who bike should be given consideration in any new road 
project with either wider shoulders or actual bike lanes. 
 



Increased support must be given to Capital Area Transit. CAT should be focusing in increased 
service on its most heavily used lines as well as building an infrastructure for their network. 
This includes building actual bus shelters, bus stops and much better signage at those bus stops 
-- complete with route and timing information thatwill make it much easier to ride. Increased 
frequency on the heavily used lines is important. Rather than focusing on expanding new 
routes, first several lines should be identified to provide high-frequency and fast service. But 
this has to be comprehensive. Isolated bus shelters that provide no connectivity will not do any 
good, thus they must connect to nearby shopping centers and neighborhoods with sidewalks. 
Buses should be given priority over automobiles. This includes BRT corridors and priority 
signaling at key intersections along the route. Express BRT lanes through the west shore, east 
shore and possibly north and east through the city of Harrisburg should be explored. 
Commuter rail is a great idea but I disagree with the Capital Red Rose Corridor. Amtrak 
sufficiently covers this route at this time. Perhaps credence should be given to providing 
Amtrak support to supply additional frequencies or creating a partnership with Amtrak to 
provide better service between Harrisburg and Lancaster. Instead, commuter rail would be 
much better to service the Harrisburg-Hershey-Lebanon corridor. Instead of BRT, CAT officials 
should actively pursue commuter rail along this corridor. Commuter rail should also be 
pursued where it is, perhaps ironically, most needed. That is to the west shore. Cumberland 
county officials will have to realize we are not in the auto-age anymore and it is time to move 
on. 
 
Unfortunately, not much if this is possible without better land use decisions. Local officials 
should be actively updating zoning, planning and land use ordinances to encourage urban, 
pedestrian and transit friendly development while discouraging auto-centric sprawl. I implore 
officials, especially in Cumberland county, to consider better land use policies when moving 
forward. New development should be clustered along existing CAT transit routes in 
coordination with transit officials. Finally, I encourage the HATS to continue to pursue transit 
and pedestrian/bicycle friendliness in every project. As most of you probably already know, 
new/expanded roads and highways just equals more sprawl and less taxable land for local 
municipalities. Transit is going to need be more important moving forward. 
 
Thank you for taking the time to read this. 
 
Daniel McGlone 
University of Pennsylvania School of Design ʹ11 
 

Mon 6/7/2010 10:40 AM 
Mr. McGlone, 
 
Thank you for your support of bikes, pedestrians, and transit in the Harrisburg area transporation 
program. Public support for these types of projects is important to help them compete with the more high 



profile auto-centric projects in the program. Your comments will be considered with the others received 
for this program and for future planning. 
 
 
From: The M T Johnson Group [mailto:MTJohnsonGroup@pa.net]  
Sent: Monday, June 07, 2010 3:46 PM 
To: HATS 
Subject: Public Comment on HATS IMprovement Study 
 

Mr. James W. Szymborski, HATS Technical Committee Chairman 
Tri-County Regional Planning Commission‘s Office 
112 Market Street 2nd Floor 
Harrisburg Pa. 17101-2015 
 
 
Dear Mr. Szymborski; 
 
Re: Federal Executive Order 11246 
                                                                                                                                                                          
                                                                   
                                                                                                                                              June 7, 2010  
 
I am responding to the Regional Transportation Plan Update and Conformity Determination’s 
30 day comment period.  Listed in your documents is the statement that HATS is committed to 
the applicable nondiscrimination and civil rights statutes, executive orders, regulations and 
policies.   However there is little evidence that there is any promoting or consideration of these 
regulations in the award of transportation contracts in the central Pennsylvania area.  
 
The Federal Executive Order 11246 as amended is encompassed in all of the contract documents 
however not considered in the award of the contracts.  The order last revised was in 1980 
however in 2010 most if not all of the contractors do not regard the mandates as in any way 
viable. It has bee thirty years (30) and the responsible part of the mandate to award to the 
“lowest, qualified, responsible, bidder” is virtually ignored when awarding public contracts.  
No verification, no prequalification, no monitoring and no penalties for those who do not 
comply.  In many if not most cases relatives and friends are hired and women and minorities 
are left out.  
 
 The US Labor Department issued the enclosed mandates in 1980 for equal employment for 
women and minorities as a vehicle for ameliorating past practices of exclusion mainly in the 
construction industry.  The fact is that women and minorities are still being passed over by the 
ruse of “we can’t find anyone who have the skills” or other factors prevalent in the market 
place.  
 



It is very frustrating that a federal regulation is so far from being implemented after 30 years. 
I am asking that the Central Pennsylvania contracting community and the US Department of 
Labor enforce the laws and directives that are applicable.  If government and government 
contracted organizations do not enforce the current EEO directives the people who have 
historically been left out will still be in the same position. Low pay, no pay, and no job. Enforce 
the rules and do not become complicit in a system that historically has discriminated against 
women and minorities.  
 

 Melvin T. Johnson 

The M. T. Johnson Group, LLC  

(717) 652-3851 

(717) 574-6900 cell 

 

Tue 6/8/2010 1:28 PM 
Dear Mr. Johnson, 
 
Your email dated June 7, 2010 in regard to Executive Order 11246 is received. The Harrisburg Area 
Transportation Study (HATS) is committed to the application of nondiscrimination and civil rights 
statutes. On these issues HATS follows guidance established by the US DOT and PennDOT. The 
guidance had been to ensure on applicable contracts at least 10% of the total awarded be received by a 
Disadvantaged Business Enterprise (DBE). The most recent certification review in 2009 found that goal 
met on all projects (Certification Review of the Harrisburg Metropolitan Area Planning Process, 2009 
page 11). Recent guidance is to require a “good faith effort” on the part of grantees to include DBE’s. All 
grantees of applicable contracts are required to document the involvement of DBE subcontractors or the 
good faith effort made to include. HATS believes that in its own awarding of contracts, DBE directives 
are being met. If it were demonstrated they were not, HATS would move as quickly as possible to remedy 
the problem.  Construction contracts, specifically mentioned in excerpts from the guidelines you included 
in your email, are not awarded by HATS.  
 








