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Chapter 1  
Executive Summary 

The Lehigh Valley Metropolitan Planning Organization (MPO), 
in cooperation with PennDOT, is developing a freight plan for 
the MPO region that includes Lehigh and Northampton coun-
ties. The MPO entered into an agreement with a planning 
consultant to develop the plan, in conjunction with current work 
on Pennsylvania’s first-ever Comprehensive Freight Movement 
Plan (CFMP). This regional freight plan includes the following 
components:

1. Regional freight profile, including:

a. Regional employment data
b. Regional attractions
c. Summary of regional freight flows and forecasts 

(tonnage, value and commodities)
d. Regional freight transportation assets
e. Regional freight transportation system performance 

and conditions

2. Freight transportation trends, needs and issues iden-
tified as part of the regional freight profile and discus-
sions with stakeholders

3. Current freight policy, the federal, state and regional 
levels that guide planning and programming activities 
for freight infrastructure

4. Regional freight transportation goals and policies, 
including a discussion of performance measures and 
options for incorporating freight issues into the MPO’s 
existing project prioritization process

5. Recommendations
Freight traffic on Route 222 Bypass 
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 • Employment – The mining, manufacturing, trans-
portation and warehousing, and wholesale and retail 
trade industries accounted for 27% of the total job 
market within the region in 2010. These are the most 
freight-dependent industries, with an increased reliance 
on an efficient goods movement system to support 
their businesses. Overall, the number of jobs across all 
sectors is expected to increase in the Lehigh Valley by 
approximately 38% through 2040.1

 • Expansive Roadway Network – The region is served 
by the availability of over 4,000 linear miles of roadway. 
Just over a quarter of this mileage is owned by the 
state or the Pennsylvania Turnpike Commission. 

 • Growing Travel Demand – Total daily travel demand 
in the region is approximately 13.6 million vehicle miles 
traveled (VMT), an increase of 4% since 2002.2

 • Growth on Local System – For the ten-year period 
ending in 2012, the region’s highway network 
expanded by 215 linear miles; however, 213 miles of 
this includes locally or municipally-owned roadways. 
Volume growth on the locally-owned network over the 
past decade was 12%.

1 Lehigh Valley Employment Forecast…2040
2 Pennsylvania Highway Statistics. 2012. PUB 600 Highway Data.

 • Representation on National Primary Freight Net-
work – The region has one facility, Interstate 78, on the 
Federal Highway Administration’s (FHWA’s) suggested 
Primary Freight Network (PFN).

 • Bethlehem Intermodal – Approximately 8% of Penn-
sylvania’s rail freight tonnage both originates and 
terminates in Bethlehem. Norfolk Southern estimates 
that 200,000 freight containers could eventually move 
through the terminal annually.

 • Aviation – The Lehigh Valley International Airport 
serves approximately 4,000 businesses annually, 
including freight carriers such as FedEx. In 2013, the 
airport facilitated the movement of over 16,000 freight 
tons, a decline of one-third from a decade ago.

REGIONAL FREIGHT PROFILE – The regional freight profile supports the importance of efficient freight movement and critical 
freight transportation assets to the regional economy. Highlights include:

Freight Movement Overview – The Lehigh Valley’s freight 
infrastructure facilitates the movement of a significant volume 
of freight traffic through the year, approximately 40.9 million 
tons. All three modes–truck, rail and air–support the movement 
of goods in the region, yet trucking far surpasses the others 
in total volume and in the value of goods being moved. This 
profile provides an overview of the role all three modes play in 
goods movement in the Lehigh Valley and offers forecasts for 
the anticipated share by mode by the year 2040. 

In 2011, 40.9 million tons of goods moved into, within and 
out of the Lehigh Valley, with a value of approximately $51.1 
billion. The majority of the tonnage (approximately 60%) was 
inbound freight, followed by freight moving outside of the re-
gion (approximately 38%). The remaining amount was freight 
moving within the region, predominantly by truck. 

As seen in Figure 1, the majority of freight is carried by truck 
(90% of the total tonnage and 86% of the total value). The 
overwhelming majority of goods (in terms of value and ton-
nage) destined to points within the Lehigh Valley currently 
arrive by truck. While rail only carries 10% of total tonnage and 
11% of total value, respectively, it does carry a considerable 
amount of inbound freight (14% of total inbound tonnage and 
17% of total inbound value). 

Freight Forecast – By 2040, total volume is expected to in-
crease by 96%, to 80.2 million tons, with an approximate value 
of $129.6 billion. The majority of the tonnage continues to be 
inbound freight. However, this share has dropped from 60% of 
total movement in 2011 to just over 50% by 2040. The share of 
outbound freight rises to 46%, an increase from the 38% share 
in 2011. The remaining amount was freight moving within the 
region, predominantly by truck.

As seen in Figure 1, the majority of freight will still be carried 
by truck (92% of the total tonnage and 89% of the total value). 
Rail is only forecasted to carry about 8% of total tonnage and 
value, respectively. It will still carry a considerable amount of 
inbound freight in 2040 (12% of total tonnage and 14% of total 
value), although a slight decrease from 2011. Rail is forecast-
ed to carry more lower value commodities, while air will carry 
the lower weight, higher value commodities.

Commodity Types/Highway – The top five commodity types 
entering the region via truck account for nearly 60% by ton-
nage and nearly 50% by value of all commodities in 2011. This 
share of the top five commodities is expected to remain rough-
ly the same in 2040. The top five commodities being shipped 
from the region in 2011 account for 58% of the total share by 
tonnage and 62% by value. By 2040, the top five commodities 
exiting the region are forecasted to account for 64% of the 
total tonnage and 71% of the total value. 

Commodity Types/Rail – The top five commodity types 
entering the region via rail account for nearly 54% by tonnage 
and 68% by value of all commodities in 2011. This share of the 
top five commodities is forecast to drop slightly in tonnage for 
2040 (49%) and increase slightly by value (73%). The top five 
commodities being shipped from the region by rail in 2011 ac-
count for 80% of the total share by tonnage and 85% by value. 
By 2040, the top five commodities exiting the region by rail are 
forecasted to account for 83% of the total tonnage and 88% of 
the total value. 
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View to Bethlehem Steel Blast Furnaces from the Artsquest Center
Figure 1

Lehigh Valley Freight
Share of Total Tonnage and Value by Mode (2011 + 2040)

Source: IHS Global Insight
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TRENDS, NEEDS AND ISSUES – Building on the analysis of the transportation system and regional freight flows, the trends, 
needs and issues highlight the importance of close public and private coordination.

 • Growth on local system: For the ten-year period end-
ing in 2012, the region’s highway network expanded by 
215 linear miles, with 213 miles of this being on locally  
or municipally-owned roadway. Volume growth on the 
locally-owned network over the past decade was 12%.

 • Need for alternate routes: Accidents, congestion and 
construction can force trucks from their intended routes 
onto other roads. If a suitable alternate does not exist, 
trucks end up on local roads not designed to handle 
such large vehicles. Therefore, in order to ensure effi-
cient freight movement, major trucking routes should 
have a designated alternate route suited to handle 
truck traffic. 

 • Road and bridge conditions: Locally-owned bridges 
in the Lehigh Valley region are in worse condition than 
the state-owned bridges. Locally-owned bridges are 
about seven times more likely to be posted than state-
owned bridges and ten times more likely to be closed. 
The locally-owned bridges are also twice as likely to be 
classified as structurally deficient as the state-owned 
bridges. This illustrates a need to improve maintenance 
and upkeep on the locally-owned bridges in the Lehigh 
Valley.

 • Rail abandonment: The region is at risk of losing 
some existing rail lines to abandonment, precluding the 
reuse of adjacent sites by rail-served businesses.

 • At-grade rail crossings: From both the rail and high-
way side, stakeholders noted that at-grade rail cross-
ings were a concern. As noted in section 7.5, there are 
33 at-grade rail crossings in the Lehigh Valley. When 
a train passes through an at-grade crossing, traffic on 
the road is forced to stop until the train has passed. 
Additionally, train speeds are reduced when traversing 
an at-grade crossing. Furthermore, at-grade rail cross-
ings can pose a safety concern as collisions can occur 
between trains and other vehicles. Eliminating these 
at-grade crossings would improve the flow of both 
trucks and trains and remove a potential safety hazard.

 • Congestion: Roadway congestion increases travel 
time and decreases travel time reliability, increasing 
the cost of doing business for companies. During 
stakeholder interviews, US 22 and I-78 were men-
tioned as being particularly congested. Sections of 
US 22 from SR 100 to SR 378 were also identified as 
among the top truck freight bottlenecks in the state. 
Unless improvements are made, the congestion is 
only projected to get worse as the region continues to 
grow. In addition to roadway congestion, there is also 
congestion on the Class I rail lines. In particular, as 
the economy has recovered, congestion along Norfolk 
Southern’s mainline in the region and in the Allentown 
Yard have increased. Additionally, approximately 8% of 
Pennsylvania’s rail freight tonnage both originates and 
terminates in Bethlehem. Norfolk Southern estimates 
that 200,000 freight containers could eventually move 

Abandoned  rail lines near Lehigh River in Bethlehem
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through the terminal annually. It is important that this 
terminal keep up with growing demand. 

 • Truck parking: One issue that was prevalent through-
out the stakeholder input was the need for more truck 
parking in the region. The updated federal hours of 
service requirements for commercial motor vehicles, 
which went into effect July 1, 2013, necessitate the 
need for more truck parking as drivers are required to 
take more breaks. A truck parking shortage can force 
drivers to pull over on the side of the road, creating 
a safety hazard. The availability of truck parking is a 
concern within the region. Independent studies by the 
state Transportation Advisory Committee (TAC) have 
determined the region qualifies as a “region with unmet 
truck parking demand.”

 • Commercial driver shortage: Commercial driver 
shortages are another concern that appeared through-
out the stakeholder input. Companies are struggling 
to hire enough drivers to keep up with their growing 
businesses. Long stretches away from home and 
family, as well as stagnant salaries, have made truck-
ing unattractive to potential drivers in recent years. The 
American Trucking Association estimated that, in 2014, 
there were between 30,000 and 35,000 unfilled com-
mercial vehicle driver jobs. As the economy continues 
to recover and demand for freight expands, this prob-
lem is only projected to get worse.

 • Data collection and accuracy: Having accurate and 
updated data is critical when planning for the future 
of freight movement. Stakeholders stated that there 
was a lack of data available, especially with regards 
to commodity movements in the region. For instance, 
the Lehigh-Northampton Airport Authority does not 
track the commodities going in and out of the airport, 
nor do they have information on trends. This lack of 
data makes it difficult to develop future projections of 
freight movement that might indicate a need to invest in 
expanding the freight capacity at the airport.

 • Coordination: In order to implement an effective plan, 
coordination among agencies, such as the LVPC and 
PennDOT, must take place. Inconsistent permitting 
issues across levels of government and cumbersome 
permitting processes for oversize/overweight trucks 
were also mentioned as an issue. It is also important 
that specific projects are looked at as part of a larger 
picture so as not to put two roads under construction at 
the same time that might act as alternative routes for 
one another. Additionally, it is equally important for the 
public and private sector to work together. During the 
stakeholder interviews, it was noted that Norfolk South-
ern does not have a liaison with the LVPC. The private 
sector can help provide valuable input and data during 
the development of plans, and efforts should be made 
to include them in the planning process whenever 
possible. Another form of coordination that should be 
explored is the expansion of public/private partnerships 
to fund projects.

Truck Parking at warehouses near Route 100
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Regional Freight Policies - The Lehigh Valley Regional 
Freight Plan (LVRFP) freight policies are aligned with national 
freight goals and are consistent with the LVPC Long Range 
Transportation Plan and PA on Track, the Pennsylvania Long 
Range Transportation Plan (PA LRTP) and Pennsylvania Com-
prehensive Freight Movement Plan (CFMP). This provides 
several benefits for the LVRFP: 

 • Ensures that the LVRFP recommendations support the 
PA LRTP goals.

 • Ensures that the LVRFP recommendations support the 
statewide and national freight plan initiative and goals.

 
 • Establishes policies that have been shared with the 

public and stakeholders and thus already have sub-
stantial buy-in.

 • Enhances the LVPC’s strategic direction and ensures 
consistency and alignment of the policies across differ-
ent transportation plans. 

These policies articulate the region’s freight investment priori-
ties, help define freight system investment needs and identify 
the desired future performance of the multimodal regional 
freight network. 

Many of these policies support multiple LVPC transportation 
goals; consequently, the LVPC can identify future transpor-
tation investments that address multiple policies and overall 
transportation goals. 

The LVRFP’s supporting freight policies are consistent with the 
Pennsylvania Comprehensive Freight Movement Plan and the 
Pennsylvania Long Range Transportation Plan, namely: Safe-
ty, System Preservation, Mobility and Stewardship. The LVPC 
freight and multimodal goal and associated policies are:

Freight and Multimodal Goal – Provide transportation choic-
es, improve system connectivity and improve safety for all 
passenger and freight modes. 

Policies

 • Safety: Identify projects that reduce rates of crashes, 
fatalities and injuries on the regional freight transporta-
tion system.

 • System Preservation: Improve the overall ratings of 
pavement and bridges on the regional freight transpor-
tation system.

 • Mobility: Improve freight corridor mobility and first/
last mile connectivity between freight modes and major 
generators and gateways. The first/last mile connectiv-
ity refers to the part of the supply chain where the good 
is either moved from its point of origin into an inter-
modal shipping center or from a shipping center to its 
final destination. 

 • Mobility: Identify the most cost-effective methods to 
improve freight system capacity (including technology 
and operations).

 • Stewardship: Lead efforts to foster greater coordina-
tion among the agencies responsible for freight system 
investment.

Fixed object marker and rumble strips on new interchange at Route 33 + Main Street near Tatamy
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RECOMMENDATIONS

The recommendations were developed in an effort to address the trends, needs and issues and meet the regional freight goal and 
accompanying policies. These high level policy recommendations are designed to ensure the safe, efficient movement of freight in 
the future. Further analysis can be undertaken to identify specific projects that can help achieve these policy recommendations. The 
recommendations are grouped under the policy they help to accomplish.

Implementation of this plan will require further action and follow-up by LVPC members, committees and staff, including potential 
adoption of additional policies and guidance.

Safety

 • Eliminate at-grade rail crossings on critical rail and 
highway freight corridors.

 • Identify and analyze potential new truck parking loca-
tions.

System Preservation

 • Develop a maintenance plan to address and priori-
tize critical bridge and roadway improvements on the 
regional freight network.

 • Develop a regional rail plan to identify regional freight 
rail corridors, including identifying those corridors at 
risk of abandonment.

Mobility

 • Develop and publicize alternative routes for heavily 
used freight corridors.

 • Reduce congestion and bottlenecks at critical first/last 
mile connectors to major freight generators and gate-
ways.

 • Identify options for reducing bottlenecks and conges-
tion along major regional freight corridors.

 • Work with the private sector and educational institu-
tions to highlight the issues related to driver shortages 
and impact of federal regulations.

Stewardship

 • Incorporate freight issues into the Long Range Trans-
portation Plan and project selection process, with 
accompanying freight-specific performance measures.

 • Develop a data collection and storage initiative in order 
to serve as a freight data clearinghouse, analyze freight 
system conditions and performance, and track system 
performance measures.

 • Continue to coordinate with PennDOT and other public 
agencies, economic development agencies and the 
private sector on regional freight mobility issues. 

View of traffic on I-78 from West Rock Road looking east 
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Freight loaded at L+M Fabrication in Bath

Chapter 2  
Introduction 
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The Lehigh Valley region, situated in eastern Pennsylvania, is comprised of 62 municipalities in Lehigh and Northampton counties. 
Historically, the transportation system within the region has played a critical role in the development of the Lehigh Valley, and a sig-
nificant section of the local economy relies on the efficient movement of freight across this system. However, the dynamic nature of 
land use periodically redefines how the transportation network is used. As the region continues to grow and evolve, it is important to 
assess the current transportation system in order to provide a better understanding of future needs. 

This document establishes an inventory of freight transportation assets within the Lehigh Valley based on a review of the following 
public documents:

 • Lehigh Valley Rail Freight Study 2007 (August 2007) 

 • Lehigh Valley Surface Transportation Plan 2011-2030 
(October 2010)

 • The National Highway System Map produced by    
PennDOT Bureau of Planning and Research (January 
14, 2013)

 • 2007 State Aviation System Plan (SASP) Update 
(2007)

 • Lehigh Valley International Airport, Airport Master Plan 
(2004)

 • PennDOT’s Pennsylvania Highway Statistics 2012 
Highway Data (September 2013)

 • Pennsylvania Intercity Passenger and Freight Rail Plan 
(February 2010)

 • The Pennsylvania STRAHNET Routes map produced 
by PennDOT Bureau of Planning and Research (Octo-
ber 24, 2012)

 • Truck Parking In Pennsylvania, produced by the Penn-
sylvania State Transportation Advisory Committee 
(December 2007)

 • Lehigh Valley International Airport (LVIA) website: 
http://flylvia.com/AboutLNAA.html

 • Lehigh Valley Planning Commission website: http://
www.lvpc.org

 • PennDOT website: http://www.dot.state.pa.us; and

 • PennDOT Maintenance Division website: http://www.
papostedroads.pa.gov.

Figure 2
Lehigh Valley Location

http://flylvia.com/AboutLNAA.html
http://www.lvpc.org
http://www.lvpc.org
http://www.dot.state.pa.us
http://www.papostedroads.pa.gov
http://www.papostedroads.pa.gov
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Further detailed information has been obtained through inter-
action with the following key freight stakeholders:

 • Becky Bradley
 Lehigh Valley Planning Commission (LVPC)

 • Brian Wall
 PennDOT Central Office

 • Ray Green
 PennDOT Central Office

 • Darren Betters
 Lehigh-Northampton Airport Authority (LNAA)

 • Charles Everett
 LNAA

 • Jesse Moose
 Norfolk Southern (NS) 

 • Owen O’Neil
 Lehigh and Northampton Transportation Authority
 (LANta)

 • Jack Pfunder
 Manufacturers Resource Center (MRC)

 • Rodney Rehnhert
 PennDOT District 5-0

 • Pat Sabatino
 Lehigh Valley Rail Management (LVRM)

 • Wendy Schlappich
 Rep. Julie Harhart’s office

 • Jarrett Witt
 Lehigh Valley Economic Development Corporation   
 (LVEDC)

 • Kerry Wrobel
 Lehigh Valley Industrial Park (LVIP)

• Michelle Young
 Greater Lehigh Valley Chamber of Commerce (GLVCC)

Train yard near Route 412 in Bethlehem viewed from Lynn Avenue Bridge
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Worker at rail yard in Bethlehem near LVIP VII/Majestic Bethlehem Center

Chapter 3  
Regional 
Employment Data 



24 25

A regional employment forecast highlights changes in eco-
nomic growth patterns, which, in turn, impact the demand for 
transportation and infrastructure within the region. The results 
of an employment forecast within the Lehigh Valley appear to 
suggest an increasing demand for infrastructure improvements 
and freight accommodation within the region. The data utilized 
for analysis were derived from a REMI PI+ model generated 
by the LVPC in June 2012. Additional details of the REMI anal-
ysis have been published in the Lehigh Valley Employment 
Forecast…2040 and on the LVPC website.

Based on LVPC data, the number of jobs has grown 8% in 
the region as compared to about 5% in the nation from 2001 
to 2010. It is important to note that between 2008 and 2010, 
there was a 2% decrease in jobs; however, nationally there 
was an 8% decrease. About 41% of manufacturing jobs were 
lost in the region from 2001 to 2010, but there was significant 
increase in other sectors such as arts, healthcare and man-
agement of companies. 

According to the Lehigh Valley Employment Forecast…2040, 
the labor force in the region is expected to increase 30% be-
tween 2010 and 2040, with a total of 436,889 workers project-
ed in 2040. Though the labor force will continue to increase, 
the REMI model projects that the growth per decade will be 
lower than the decade before due to changing demographics. 
Because of this, the regional businesses may rely more heavi-
ly on commuters from surrounding regions.

Based on an LVPC dataset entitled “History and Forecast of 
Employment, Lehigh Valley, 2001-2040”, the following trends 
are projected between the year 2010 and the year 2040:

 • Employment was projected to increase in the following 
sectors:

 – Healthcare and Social Assistance
 – Professional and Technical Services
 – Construction
 – State and Local Government
 – Administrative and Waste Services
 – Accommodation and Food Services
 – Other Services, except Public Administration
 – Transportation and Warehousing
 – Educational Services
 – Retail Trade
 – Real Estate and Rental and Leasing
 – Arts, Entertainment and Recreation
 – Finance and Insurance
 – Management of Companies and Enterprises
 – Wholesale Trade
 – Forestry, Fishing, Related Activities

 • Employment was projected to decrease in the following 
sectors:

 – Mining
 – Utilities
 – Federal Military
 – Farm

 • Employment was projected to remain relatively con-
stant in the following sectors, with only minor changes 
of less than 10% for the following:

 – Manufacturing
 – Wholesale Trade
 – Information
 – Federal Civilian

However, it should be noted that the Lehigh Valley 
Employment Forecast…2040 publication identified a 
continuing decline of employment in the manufacturing 
and goods-producing industries.

 • The greatest increase in jobs is expected to occur in 
the Healthcare, Professional and Technical Services, 
and Construction industries.

 • Overall, the number of jobs in the Lehigh Valley is 
expected to increase by approximately 38% between 
the years 2010 and 2040.

The employment totals by sector for the top sectors are shown 
in Table 1 for 2010 and 2040.

Industry Classification 2010 2040
%

Change
Healthcare and Social 

Assistance 51,631 90,448 75.2

Retail Trade 37,855 41,705 10.2
State and Local Government 31,523 44,376 40.8

Manufacturing 28,229 27,525 -2.5
Administrative and Waste 

Services 24,582 34,918 42

Accommodation and Food 
Services 22,039 29,911 35.7

Other Services, except Public 
Administration 18,357 25,677 39.9

Finance and Insurance 18,207 21,120 16
Professional and Technical 

Services 17,412 32,246 85.2

Construction 16,138 30,004 85.9
Transportation and 

Warehousing 14,057 20,572 46.3

Wholesale Trade 13,095 13,792 5.3
Other 54,993 67,238 22.3
Total 348,118 479,532 37.7

Source:  Lehigh Valley Employment Forecast…2040

Table 1
2010 and 2040 Employment Projections by Sector



26 27

Figure 3 also shows the distribution of employment by indus-
try within the region for 2040. The figure shows that Healthcare 
and Social Assistance is the largest employment sector within 
the region, followed by State and Local Government, Retail, 
and Administrative and Waste Services.

The results of this analysis show the ongoing importance of 
freight movement in the local economy. Of the classifications 
provided, it is likely that Manufacturing, Transportation and 
Warehousing, Wholesale and Retail Trade would require the 
greatest amount of freight movement to support daily oper-
ations within each industry. The employment data for these 
named sectors reveals the following:

	104,076 total jobs in these sectors by 2040, represent-
ing nearly 22% of all jobs.

	The Transportation and Warehousing industry alone is 
projected to support a total of 20,572 jobs in 2040. This 
represents 4% of the jobs within the Lehigh Valley.

	Table 2 lists the largest non-governmental employers 
in the region with employment numbers from 2013. As 
is evident from the table and supporting the information 
presented, many of the largest employers in the region 
are healthcare-related businesses.

Other employment data within the Lehigh Valley provides fur-
ther insight into the composition of the region and potential for 
growth:
	Median household income is $54,645 in Lehigh County 

and $59,551 in Northampton County. Both are higher 
than the statewide median household income of 
$52,267, but it should be noted that, in major popu-
lation centers such as Allentown and Bethlehem, the 
median income tends to be lower, which holds true 
in the Lehigh Valley region. The median household 
income in Allentown is $35,549. The median household 
income in Easton is $40,076. Figure 4 illustrates these 
median household income figures.

Figure 3
Lehigh Valley Region

Employment by Sector (2040)

	Unemployment in the Lehigh Valley has improved since 
2010 but still exceeds state and national rates by 0.6% 
and 0.4%, respectively (2012). 

	The job market is anticipated to increase at a faster 
rate than the overall population. The 2010-2040 pop-
ulation growth is projected to be approximately 35%, 
while the number of jobs is projected to increase by 
38% during this time period.

The economic forecast suggests that the region will increas-
ingly rely on freight as the economy is projected to grow. 
Therefore, it is important that investments in the freight trans-
portation system are made in order to accommodate projected 
future freight growth.

Rank Employer Local
Employment

1 Lehigh Valley Hospital and Health 
Network 11,659

2 St. Luke’s Hospital and Health 
Network 8,900

3 Air Products 3,500
4 Giant Food Stores 2,449
5 PPL 2,413
6 Sands Casino Resort Bethlehem 2,200
7 Sodexo 2,170
8 B. Braun 1,942
9 Amazon.com 1,937
10 Mack Trucks 1,900
11 Lehigh University 1,884
12 Wegmans 1,803

13 Guardian Life Insurance Company 
of America 1,574

14 Weis Markets, Inc. 1,400
15 Northampton Community College 1,355
16 HCR Manorcare 1,298
17 Easton Hospital 1,289

18 Good Shepherd Rehabilitation 
Network 1,248

19 Sacred Heart Healthcare System 1,219
20 KidsPeace 1,187
21 Lutron Electronics Co., Inc. 1,100
22 Crayola 1,100
23 Wells Fargo 1,057
24 Walmart 1,000
25 Lehigh Carbon Community College 961

Source: The Morning Call, Inc., Copyright February 3, 2013

Table 2
Lehigh Valley Largest 

Non-Governmental Employers

Source: ACS, 2008-2012, 5-year estimates.

Figure 4
Regional and Statewide

Median Household Income (000s)
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Construction of 1.8M SF warehouse at LVIP VII in Bethlehem
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Regional attractions can be defined as land uses that generate 
a significant number of trips originating from locations beyond 
the local community in which the land use is situated. Such at-
tractions typically consist of destinations with a regional inter-
est, such as shopping malls or other larger commercial areas, 
large employment centers, sports venues, institutions, large 
transportation hubs, amusement parks, casinos, etc. Region-
al freight attractions, more specifically, generate a significant 
amount of freight-related traffic. These land uses differ from 
general attractions since freight attractions typically consist of 
distribution hubs and land uses that receive large quantities of 
freight (such as warehousing, major industrial sites or concen-
trated commercial districts).

The Lehigh Valley Surface Transportation Plan 2011–2030 has 
identified a significant number of regional freight attractions 
within the Lehigh Valley. Among the primary freight attractions 
are:

 • The intermodal/transloading facilities identified in the 
LVRFP (especially the Bethlehem Intermodal site); and,

 
 • The Lehigh Valley Industrial Park (LVIP) VII, located at 

the former Bethlehem Steel Site in the City of Bethle-
hem.

In addition, at least 45 major industrial parks are located within 
the Lehigh Valley, with roughly half located in Northampton 
County and half in Lehigh County. Geographically, the major 
concentration of these industrial parks is located near I-78/ 
US 22 and PA 100. Other industrial parks and manufacturers 
are dispersed throughout the region but generally correspond 
to the population densities and major transportation corridors. 
Land in the region is available at reasonable cost. The Lehigh 
Valley is situated within an investment grade market, with 
currently approximately 52 million ft2 of industrial space and 20 
million ft2 coming online over the next several years. Figure 5 
illustrates the freight assets in the region.

Major population centers experiencing the highest densities 
include the areas surrounding Allentown, Bethlehem and 
Easton. 

The majority of traffic generators in the Lehigh Valley are gen-
erally oriented east-west along the US 22 corridor, especially 
between Airport Road west to PA 100 and along the PA 309 
corridor. Employment growth is also highly concentrated along 
the US 22 corridor, which could result in increased demand for 
freight distribution. The PA 33 corridor in Northampton County 
and the US 222/PA 100 corridor in Lehigh County have been 
identified as growing areas that will be important employment 
centers in the future.

Figure 5
Intermodal Facilities in the Lehigh Valley
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Other notable regional attractions include:

 • The Coca-Cola Park minor league baseball stadium in 
Allentown

 • Stabler Center, including the Penn State University 
Lehigh Valley Campus in Upper Saucon Township and 
Lehigh Valley Hospital Center in Salisbury Township, 
Lehigh County

 • Lehigh Valley Health Network
 • Lehigh Valley Mall
 • Dorney Park in South Whitehall Township, Lehigh 

County
 • St. Luke’s Hospital Medical Center, Allentown, Lehigh 

County
 • St. Luke’s Facilities, Bethlehem Township, Northamp-

ton County and Fountain Hill, Lehigh County
 • The PPL Center arena area in downtown Allentown, 

Lehigh County
 • Musikfest in Bethlehem
 • Various commercial generators at areas with easy 

access to the highway network
 • Nine colleges and universities

The statewide Comprehensive Freight Movement Plan used 
IHS Global Insight Freight Finder data to identify freight gen-
erators. Figure 6 illustrates the Freight Finder data for the 
Lehigh Valley region and shows that many major generators 
are located near I-78 and US 22. Chapter 12 identifies the top 
commodity types shipped via truck and rail in the region by 
tonnage and value.

An issue of growing concern for area planners includes that of 
land consumption related to warehousing and distribution cen-
ters. These facilities by nature consume enormous amounts 
of acreage, but do not employ many workers in return, and 
create additional freight demands on area transportation infra-
structure. Overall, the availability of land is at a premium for 
warehousing and distribution for sites with access to rail.

Figure 6
Lehigh Valley Freight Generators by Number of Employees, 2014
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Truck passing under I-78 on Route 412 in Hellertown
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This section details the tonnage and value of freight moved 
by mode and direction in 2011 and the projected tonnage and 
value in 2040. 

5.1 TONNAGE

In order to gain a better understanding of how freight moves 
within the Lehigh Valley, tonnage movement by mode and 
direction was analyzed for 2011 and 2040. 

 • Inbound freight is freight that originates outside the 
Valley but has a destination within the Valley.

 • Internal Freight is freight that both originates and has 
a destination within the Lehigh Valley.

 • Outbound freight originates within the Valley and has 
a destination outside the Valley.

Although through freight (freight moving across the region 
without an origin or destination in the region) plays an import-
ant role in the region, through freight is not included in this 
analysis due to data limitations. As shown in Figure 7, the 
majority of freight in the Lehigh Valley is inbound freight and 
is projected to remain that way in 2040, despite a small de-
crease in percentage terms. Outbound freight comprises the 

next highest percentage of freight, and this share is projected 
to increase by 8% to 46% in 2040. Internal freight accounts for 
a small percentage of freight movement in the Lehigh Valley, 
comprising only 2% in 2011 and 3% in 2040.

Table 3 and Table 4 break down the freight movement by 
mode for both 2011 and 2040, respectively. Trucks account for 
the largest share of freight movement regardless of direction in 
both 2011 and 2040, followed by rail, air and other modes. 

5.2. VALUE

In addition to tonnage, the value of freight movement was also 
analyzed by direction and mode for 2011 and 2040. Figure 7 
shows that, similar to tonnage, inbound freight movement ac-
counted for the most value in 2011, then outbound, followed by 
internal. In 2040, the outbound value of freight is expected to 
increase in percentage terms, while the inbound percentage of 
value is expected to decrease and the internal value remains 
relatively stable.

Table 5 shows that the 2011 trucks moved the largest value of 
freight regardless of direction, followed by rail, air and other. 
This ranking is projected to remain the same in 2040, with 
values increasing across all modes as tonnages are projected 
to increase (Table 6).

Figure 7
Lehigh Valley Percent Freight Tonnage and Value by Direction, 2011 and 2040

Source: IHS Transearch, Global Insight
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2011 % Share 2011 % Share 2011 % Share 2011 % Share
Truck 20,850.10 86% 882.16 98% 14,917.29 95% 36,649.55 90%
Rail 3,425.02 14% 14.44 2% 768.91 5% 4,208.38 10%
Air 8.51 <1% - - 1.67 <1% 10.18 <1%

Other* 0.01 <1% - - 0.08 <1% 0.09 <1%
Total 24,283.64 100% 896.61 100% 15,687.95 100% 40,868.20 100%

2040 % Share 2040 % Share 2040 % Share 2040 % Share
Truck 36,015.95 88% 2,490.58 99% 35,384.75 96% 73,891.28 92%
Rail 4,758.13 12% 18.84 1% 1,504.56 4% 6,281.53 8%
Air 17.19 <1% - - 2.98 <1% 20.17 0%

Other* 0.04 <1% - - 0.27 <1% 0.31 0%
Total 40,791.31 100% 2,509.41 36,892.57 100% 80,193.29 100%

2011 % Share 2011 % Share 2011 % Share 2011 % Share
Truck $21,708 78% $2,640 100% $19,329 94% $43,679 85%
Rail $4,806 17% $7 0% $930 5% $5,743 11%
Air $1,426 5% - - $242 1% $1,668 3%

Other** - - - - - - - -
Total $27,940 100% $2,647 100% $20,501 100% $51,090 100%

2040 % Share 2040 % Share 2040 % Share 2040 % Share
Truck $48,984 81% $7,644 100% $58,764 96% $115,394 89%
Rail $8,380 14% $8 0% $1,954 3% $10,342 8%
Air $3,408 6% - - $437 1% $3,845 3%

Other** - - - - $1 0% $1 0%
Total $60,773 100% $7,652 100% $61,156 100% $129,583 100%

**Not categorized, or pipelines

Inbound Within Outbound Total

Source: IHS Transearch, Global Insight *Not indexed for inflation

**Not categorized, or pipelines

Table 6
Lehigh Valley Total Freight Value by Mode (millions), 2040*

Inbound Within Outbound Total

Source: IHS Transearch, Global Insight *Not indexed for inflation

* Not categorized, or pipelines

Table 4
Lehigh Valley Total Freight Tonnage by Mode (thousands), 2040

Table 5
Lehigh Valley Total Freight Value by Mode (millions), 2011*

Inbound Within Outbound Total

Source: IHS Transearch, Global Insight

* Not categorized, or pipelines

Table 3
Lehigh Valley Total Freight Tonnage by Mode (thousands), 2011
Inbound Within Outbound Total

Source: IHS Transearch, Global Insight

Freight awaiting shipment at L+M Fabrication in Bath
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5.3 COMMODITIES

This section analyzes the top five commodities moved by 
mode and direction for 2011 and the projected commodities in 
2040. This provides an overview of the types of goods moving, 
and projected to move, in the Lehigh Valley.

5.3.1 Highway Commodity Movement  

As previously discussed, truck was the predominant mode 
for moving freight, both in terms of tonnage and value, and is 
projected to remain so. The top five inbound truck commod-
ities by tonnage and by value are illustrated in Figure 9 and 
Figure 10 for 2011 and 2040, respectively. Chapter 12 pro-
vides the Transearch Analysis for the region, providing more 
detail regarding the data and analysis methodology. The top 
five inbound commodities by truck account for 59% of the 
total commodities by tonnage in 2011 and 58% in 2040. The 
top five commodities remain relatively the same from 2011 to 
2040 with the exception of rail intermodal drayage from ramp, 
replacing gravel or sand. The top five commodities by value 
are similar to the top five by tonnage.

Figure 11 and Figure 12 illustrate the top five outbound truck 
commodities by tonnage and value for 2011 and 2040, respec-
tively. The top five commodities leaving the Lehigh Valley via 
truck account for 58% by tonnage and 62% by value in 2011. 

Warehousing and rail intermodal drayage represent a large 
percentage, both by tonnage and value, of the commodities 
moving out of the region. This reflects the significant presence 
of warehousing industries in the region as well as the impor-
tance of intermodal movements. 

5.3.2 Rail Commodity Movement

In 2011, rail contributed 10% of the total tons of freight move-
ment into, out of and within the Lehigh Valley. This is expected 
to decrease to 8% by 2040. The top five inbound rail commod-
ities by tonnage and by value are illustrated in Figure 13 and 
Figure 14 for 2011 and 2040, respectively.

Figure 15 and Figure 16 illustrate the top five outbound rail 
commodities by tonnage and value for 2011 and 2040, respec-
tively. In 2011, the top five commodities account for more than 
53% by tonnage and 68% by value.
  

Figure 8
Lehigh Valley Top Commodities, 2011 and 2040

Source: IHS Transearch, Global Insight
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Source: IHS Transearch, Global Insight Source: IHS Transearch, Global Insight

      

Figure 1: Top Five Lehigh Valley Inbound Truck Commodities by Tonnage and Value, 2040 

   
. 

Figure 1: Top Five Lehigh Valley Inbound Truck Commodities by Tonnage and Value, 2040 

   
. 

Broken Stone or Riprap
Warehouse + Distribution Center
Petroleum Refining Products
Processed Milk
Rail Intermodal Drayage from Ramp
All Other Commodities

Broken Stone or Riprap
Warehouse + Distribution Center
Petroleum Refining Products
Processed Milk
Gravel or Sand
All Other Commodities

6,286
30%

$2,881
13%

$7,336
15%

$2,331
11%

$6,881
14%

$1,859
9%

$4,511
9%

$1,810
8%

$3,040
6%

$1,058
5%

$2,065
4%

$11,768
54%

$25,151
52%

8,566
41%

15,235
42%

8,696
24%

6,147
17%

2,261
6%

1,942
6%

1,735
5%

2,082
10%686

3% 2,036
10%

1,195
6%

Rail Intermodal Drayage from Ramp
Warehouse + Distribution Center
Rail Intermodal Drayage to Ramp
Solid State Semiconductors
Petroleum Refining Products
All Other Commodities

Rail Intermodal Drayage from Ramp
Warehouse + Distribution Center
Petroleum Refining Products
Rail Intermodal Drayage to Ramp
Processed Milk
All Other Commodities

To
ns

 (1
00

0s
)

2011 2011

2040 2040

Va
lu

e 
(M

ill
io

ns
)

Top Five Lehigh 
Valley Inbound Truck 

Commodities by 
Tonnage and Value

Figure 9

Figure 10

Figure 1: Top Five Lehigh Valley Outbound Truck Products by Tonnage and Value, 2011 

   

 

$4,473
23%

$4,407
23%

$528
3% $1,976

10%
$632
3%

$7,312
38%

Figure 1: Top Five Lehigh Valley Outbound Truck Products by Tonnage and Value, 2011 

   

 

Figure 1: Top Five Lehigh Valley Outbound Truck Products  
by Tonnage and Value, 2040 

   
  

Figure 1: Top Five Lehigh Valley Outbound Truck Products  
by Tonnage and Value, 2040 

   
  

To
ns

 (1
00

0s
)

2011 2011

2040 2040

Va
lu

e 
(M

ill
io

ns
)

Warehouse + Distribution Center
Rail Intermodal Drayage from Ramp
Soft Drinks or Mineral Water
Portland Cement
Broken Stone or Riprap
All Other Commodities

Warehouse + Distribution Center
Portland Cement
Rail Intermodal Drayage from Ramp
Soft Drinks or Mineral Water
Broken Stone or Riprap
All Other Commodities

Rail Intermodal Drayage from Ramp
Warehouse + Distribution Center
Rail Intermodal Drayage to Ramp
Current Carrying Wiring Equipment
Soft Drinks or Mineral Water
All Other Commodities

Rail Intermodal Drayage from Ramp
Warehouse + Distribution Center
Rail Intermodal Drayage to Ramp
Current Carrying Wiring Equipment
Soft Drinks or Mineral Water
All Other Commodities

3,937
27%

10,701
30%

6,300
42%

12,668
36%

1,683
11%

4,584
13%

894
6%

1,778
5%

1,057
7%

3,159
9%

1,046
7%

2,494
7%

$19,390
33%

$11,980
20%

$1,910
3%

$6,211
11%

$2,254
4%

$17,018
29%

Top Five Lehigh Valley 
Outbound Truck 
Commodities by 

Tonnage and Value

Figure 11

Figure 12



44 45
Source: IHS Transearch, Global Insight Source: IHS Transearch, Global Insight

Figure 1: Top Five Lehigh Valley Inbound Rail Commodities by Tonnage and Value, 2011 
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View of I-78 Delaware crossing from Route 611 near Easton

Chapter 6  
Transportation Assets 
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Knowledge of the freight transportation assets within the Le-
high Valley is important when planning for the future of freight 
movement. Freight transportation assets include roadways 
and bridges, traffic management systems, at-grade crossings, 
truck parking, rail infrastructure and airports.

6.1 ROADWAY/BRIDGE

6.1.1 Existing Roadway Network

Within the Lehigh Valley, the roadway network consists of 
approximately 4,106 linear miles of roadway (2013) and sup-
ports approximately 13,694,000 daily vehicle miles of travel 
(DVMT). This represents 5% of the daily vehicle miles traveled 
in the Commonwealth, occurring on approximately 3% of the 
Pennsylvania roadways. Table 7 details this roadway inven-
tory within the Lehigh Valley. Local roadways account for the 
majority of roadway mileage, while the State/Turnpike/Federal-
ly-owned roadways carry the majority of the traffic. 

For the ten-year period ending in 2012, total daily travel de-
mand in the region increased by 4%, from 13.1 million to 13.7 

million vehicle miles traveled (VMT). Moreover, the region’s 
roadway network expanded by 215 linear miles, although the 
overwhelming majority of this network increase (213 miles) 
consisted of locally-owned roadway. Growth in VMT on the lo-
cal/municipal-owned roadway network increased by over 12% 
over the same period.

The U.S. Congress passed the National Highway Designation 
Act of 1995 to establish an inventory of routes in the National 
Highway System (NHS). The NHS network includes the Inter-
state System, the Strategic Highway Network (STRAHNET) 
and important connectors to intermodal facilities, ports, air-
ports and other strategic locations. These roadways often re-
ceive priority for federal funding. Due to the higher mobility and 
design standards commonly offered by NHS roadways, these 
routes are essential for the strategic movement of freight. In 
2012, Section 1104 of MAP-21 added roadways classified as 
principal arterials, but not yet part of the system, to the NHS, 
resulting in the enhanced NHS.

As part of the NHS, the STRAHNET routes consist of a high-
way network necessary for the continuity of the transportation 

Lehigh 560.12 1,525.54 2,085.66 6,380,280 1,650,635 8,030,915
Northampton 499.53 1,520.48 2,020.01 4,434,648 1,197,731 5,662,970

Total 1,059.65 3,046.02 4,105.67 10,814,928 2,848,366 13,693,885

Total
DVMT

Source:  Pennsylvania Highway Statistics 2013 PUB 600 Highway Data

DVMT
(State / Turnpike 

Federal
Roadways)

DVMT
(Local

Roadways)

Table 7
Lehigh Valley Roadway Mileage and Daily Vehicle Miles Traveled (DVMT)

County

State / Turnpike 
/ Federal 
Roadway
Mileage

Local
Roadway
Mileage

Total
Mileage



50 51

system and those that are essential for emergency access 
and transportation of military personnel and equipment during 
times of peace and war. The STRAHNET defines the total min-
imum network required to support the rapid mobilization and 
deployment of the armed forces within the United States.
 

 • Several major routes within the Lehigh Valley have 
been designated as part of the STRAHNET network 
including: Interstate 78 (in Lehigh and Northampton 
counties)

 • Interstate 476 (in Lehigh County only)

MAP-21 requires the U.S. Department of Transportation to 
establish a Primary Freight Network (PFN) across the nation. 
This network shall consist of a maximum of 27,000 miles with 
potential to add an additional 3,000 miles. The intention of this 
legislation is to assist states in strategically allocating resourc-
es to improve the movement of freight across the system. To 
help delineate this system, each state has been required to 
designate critical freight corridors.

Within the Lehigh Valley, the Federal Highway Administration 
(FHWA) has preliminarily identified Interstate 78 as being part 
of the PFN. MAP-21’s statutory language limits the designation 
to highways only, thus, the PFN is not multimodal in nature. 
FHWA provided the states until February 15, 2014 to provide 
comments on the draft PFN. 

The following NHS and enhanced NHS roadways serve the 
Lehigh Valley and can be seen in Figure 17:

In addition to the PFN, the states will be required to identify a 
network of Critical Rural Freight Corridors (CRFC). The CRFC 
will be designated by PennDOT in partnership with its plan-
ning partners (such as the Lehigh Valley MPO) and is uncon-
strained (i.e., unlimited miles). From preliminary guidance, 
factors associated with the CRFC will include Rural Principal 
Arterials that carry a minimum of 25% truck traffic, or those 
roadways that provide access to energy exploration, devel-
opment or production areas. A candidate for the CRFC might 
also connect the PFN to facilities that accommodate more than 
500,000 tons per year of bulk commodities or 50,000 20-foot 
equivalents (TEUs) annually.

Planning for the freight system should be on a multimodal 
scale, even as some commodities may lend themselves for 
shipping by one mode over another. MAP-21 unfortunately did 
not provide a stated application for the PFN, although Penn-
DOT for its part has been mobilizing to use the newly-defined 
network for future transportation planning purposes. 

 • Interstate 78
 • Interstate 476
 • US Route 22
 • US Route 222
 • SR 0029
 • SR 0033
 • SR 0100 (partial)
 • SR 0145
 • SR 0222
 • SR 0248
 • SR 0309
 • SR 0329 (partial)

 • SR 0378
 • SR 0412 (partial)
 • SR 0611
 • SR 0873
 • SR 0987 (partial)
 • SR 1002 (partial)
 • SR 1003
 • SR 1019
 • SR 2002
 • SR 2005 (partial)
 • SR 2020
 • SR 3015 (partial)

Figure 17
National Highway System in Lehigh Valley, 2014
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6.1.2 Truck Freight Flows

Figure 18 shows how truck tonnage moved in the Lehigh Val-
ley in 2011. I-78 carried the most freight at over 40 million tons, 
with the western portion of I-78 after the merge with US 22 
carrying over 60 million tons. US 22 and Route 33 also moved 
a significant amount of freight, both carrying over 20 million 
tons of freight. Figure 19 shows the projected truck tonnage 
movement in the Lehigh Valley in 2040. It is projected that I-78 
and US 22 will carry the most freight at over 60 million tons. 
Route 33 and the southern part of I-476 both carry over 40 
million tons. Overall, most of the major roads within the Lehigh 
Valley are expected to see an increase in the amount of freight 
they handle from 2011 to 2040.

There are a total of 912 bridges in the region, 72% of which 
are maintained by the state and 28% that are maintained lo-
cally. Figure 20 shows the location of the bridges in the Lehigh 
Valley.

6.1.3 Intelligent Transportation Systems

Intelligent Transportation Systems (ITS) involve a broad range 
of technologies used in the transportation environment. ITS 
encompasses wireless and wireline communications, informa-
tion processing, control, and electronic technologies integrat-

ed into the transportation system and vehicles. ITS improves 
safety, maximizes mobility, helps to fulfill traveler information 
needs and supports enhanced security for our transportation 
system. Promoting and advancing ITS programs helps to 
provide safe and efficient transportation. Some specific tech-
nologies include:

 • Smart work zones
 • On-board navigation systems
 • Collision avoidance systems
 • Crash notification systems
 • Electronic payment systems
 • Traffic detection
 • Roadway weather information systems
 • Advanced traffic signal systems
 • Variable message and dynamic message signs (DMS)
 • Commercial vehicle tracking, permitting and weigh-in 

motion systems

ITS has been widely accepted and is being used as a valuable 
means of solving transportation issues. To capture the benefits 
of ITS, federal, state and local government agencies invest 
millions of dollars yearly into ITS.

Figure 18
Lehigh Valley Truck Commodity Flows, 2011

NOTE:  Transearch Network Database used in the creation of this map does not cover the entire statewide network. Consequently, commodity 
truck flows are excluded from those network segments.
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Figure 19
Lehigh Valley Truck Commodity Flows, 2040

NOTE:  Transearch Network Database used in the creation of this map does not cover the entire statewide network. Consequently, commodity 
truck flows are excluded from those network segments.

Figure 20
Bridges in Lehigh Valley, 2014
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Examples of ITS initiatives underway in the state include:

• 511
The 511Pennsylvania website is part of a statewide 
travel information service that provides reliable traffic, 
weather and transit information to travelers to reduce 
congestion and improve safety and mobility in Pennsyl-
vania. Using real-time traffic data from various sources 
throughout the state, current information is provided to 
commuters, travelers and commercial carriers so they 
can make informed decisions regarding their next drive 
to work, trip or delivery. 

In addition to this website, the 511 telephone service  
provides travelers with real-time traffic conditions any-
where they have access to a phone. This free service 
can be accessed from most locations in the state. 

• All Electronic Tolling (AET)
The Pennsylvania Turnpike Commission will begin its 
phased implementation to a cashless, nonstop AET 
tolling system in early 2016 with the opening of an 
AET tolling point at the Delaware River Bridge and 
the conversion of the Mon/Fayette and Beaver Valley 
Expressways and the Greensburg Bypass. The next 
step is to upgrade the existing toll plazas and express 
lanes to allow AET at all tolling points. Once that phase 
is complete, mainline tolling equipment will be installed 
between exits over time beginning with the loca-
tions that experience the highest traffic volumes and 
E-ZPass usage.

• Traffic Management Centers
PennDOT’s Highway Administration operates Traffic 
Management Centers (TMCs) throughout Pennsyl-
vania, including the District 5-0 traffic control center 
based in Allentown. These TMCs provide situation-
al awareness and system responsive traffic control. 
The TMCs enable the safe and efficient mobility of all 
Pennsylvania travelers through statewide transporta-
tion operations management and the use of innovative 
technology. 
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6.2 RAIL FREIGHT

The railroad network in the Lehigh Valley has been used exclu-
sively to haul freight since 1981. This network has been a key 
element in the movement of freight throughout the region. 
Currently, nine rail companies in the Lehigh Valley own or op-
erate lines, two of which are Class I railroads:

 • Norfolk Southern – Class I
 • Canadian Pacific Railway – Class I
 • Lehigh Valley Rail Management
 • R.J. Corman Company
 • East Penn Railroad
 • N.D.C. Railroad
 • Belvidere & Delaware River Railroad
 • Delaware-Lackawanna (PA Northeastern Regional Rail 

Authority)
 • Southeastern Pennsylvania Transportation Authority 

(SEPTA)

As noted above, Norfolk Southern and Canadian Pacific Rail-
way provide Class I service within the region. Norfolk Southern 
operates two main lines, three secondary tracks and two yards 
within the Lehigh Valley. Canadian Pacific does not own track 
in the Lehigh Valley but has trackage rights on Norfolk South-
ern’s system. It should also be noted that, although SEPTA 

also has trackage rights within the region, it does not currently 
operate trains in Lehigh or Northampton counties.

Norfolk Southern (Class I)
Norfolk Southern is the preeminent rail carrier within the Le-
high Valley, operating two main lines, three secondary tracks 
and two yards. The two main lines are further discussed in the 
Freight Corridors section. A description of the three secondary 
tracks and two rail yards is listed as follows:

C & F Secondary
 • Consists of 11.6 miles from the Reading Line in Albur-

tis, Lehigh County to Seiple in South Whitehall Town-
ship, Lehigh County.

 • The line is posted at 25 miles per hour.
 • Major areas served by this line include industrial parks 

and distribution centers near the I-78 interchange with 
PA Route 100 and the PA Turnpike interchange with PA 
Route 22 in Upper Macungie Township, Lehigh County.

Cement Secondary
 • Consists of 22.6 miles from the Lehigh Line in Bethle-

hem, Northampton County to Uhlers in Forks Township, 
Northampton County.

 • The line is posted between ten and 25 miles per hour.
 • Major areas served by this line include Bath, Nazareth 

and Stockertown boroughs.

Portland Secondary and Associated Lines
 • Consists of 22 miles from the Lehigh Line at Easton, 

Northampton County to Phillipsburg, New Jersey. 
 • The line is posted between ten and 30 miles per hour.
 • The Hudson Yard in Phillipsburg, New Jersey serves 

as the base of operations for this line. Major sites within 
the Lehigh Valley served by this line include Reliant 

Detail of train tracks

Energy’s Portland Generating Plant, PPL’s Martins 
Creek Generating Station and a ConAgra Grain Mill.

Allentown Classification Yard
 • This major regional classification yard extends along 

the north side of the Lehigh River from the City of 
Allentown, Lehigh County to the City of Bethlehem in 
Northampton County.

 • The yard connects the Lehigh Line to the Reading Line.
 • The yard contains 29 classification tracks, six hump 

tracks and a seven track departure yard. Rail cars are 
classified with a gravity hump, and the capacity is 800 
rail cars.

 • The yard operates 24 hours per day, seven days per 
week.

Chapman Yard
 • This classification yard is located in Ruppsville, Upper 

Macungie Township, Lehigh County.
 • The yard consists of four classification tracks and has a 

capacity of 90 rail cars.
 • The yard serves as the center for operations on the C 

& F Secondary Line.

Canadian Pacific (Class I)
Canadian Pacific does not own any track in the Lehigh Valley 
but has trackage rights to use the Norfolk Southern tracks.

Lehigh Valley Rail Management (LVRM)
This company owns and operates railroad assets in Beth-
lehem and Johnstown, including one short line railroad in 
Bethlehem and certain railroad assets formerly owned by 
Bethlehem Steel. Accordingly, the company provides service 
for the use and redevelopment of the former Bethlehem Steel 
Site in Northampton County, including Lehigh Valley Industrial 
Park (LVIP VII) and a 450-acre site being developed by Ma-

jestic Realty Company. Facilities operated by LVRM include 
switching, transloading and rail car storage capabilities, a con-
ventional intermodal terminal and a Triple Crown Railroader 
intermodal terminal. Several additional facts are noted below:

 • The LVRM line interchanges with two Class I railroads, 
Norfolk Southern (NS) and Canadian Pacific (CP) at 
their Bethlehem mainline interchange facilities.

 • Lines operated by LVRM are capable of accommodat-
ing 286,000 lb. freight cars and are cleared for dou-
ble-stacking of intermodal containers.

 • Service is provided seven days per week.
 • Bethlehem site provides 1,000 rail car spots for stor-

age and 300+ rail car spots for transload. 1,200 trailer 
parking spaces are also provided.

 • On-site scales (truck and rail) are provided at the Beth-
lehem Intermodal terminal.

 • The Bethlehem Intermodal facility is located less than 
one mile away from Interstate 78.

 • In the year 2013, approximately 150,000 traditional/
conventional and Triple Crown Railroader intermodal 
lifts were recorded, and approximately 5,000 carload 
shipments were handled, with an approximate split of 
85% NS and 15% CP.

Rail line near the Linden Street Bridge in Allentown
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R. J. Corman Company
The R.J. Corman Company provides service on an “as need-
ed” basis. One of their lines previously serviced the former 
Lehigh Structural Steel Company site. This line has since been 
acquired by private interest and is being developed for reuse 
in the City of Allentown, Lehigh County. Another one mile line 
provides access to an R.J. Corman transloading facility. The 
majority of the R.J. Corman Company’s business consists of 
use of the transloading facilities and newsprint freight associ-
ated with The Morning Call newspaper. However, R.J. Corman 
Company emphasizes that the capability exists to transport 
any commodity safely and effectively, and a lost time accident 
has not been experienced since acquisition of the lines in 
1995. Several additional facts are noted below:

 • Lines operated by the R.J. Corman Company are 
capable of accommodating 286,000 lb. freight cars and 
Plate F cars.

 • Operating speeds are limited to ten miles per hour 
along the active lines.

 • Service is typically provided four or five days per week.
 • R.J. Corman Company has indicated that approxi-

mately 500 car loads were handled in the year 2013.

East Penn Railroad
East Penn Railroad (operating as a division of Regional Rail, 
LLC) operates one line in the Lehigh Valley, the Perkiomen 
Division in Lehigh County. This line extends for 15.5 miles from 
the interchange with Norfolk Southern in Emmaus Borough to 
Pennsburg in Montgomery County, PA. Currently all custom-
ers are located within Montgomery County, but a tract of land 
is currently offered for development along the rail line within 
Lehigh County, near the Montgomery County border. Com-
modities commonly handled on the line include paper, food 
products and some petroleum products. Several additional 
facts are noted below:

 • The line is capable of accommodating 286,000 lb. 
freight cars and Plate F cars.

 • Operating speeds are limited to ten miles per hour 
along the line.

 • Service is typically provided five days per week.
 • Rail traffic increased from 2006 to approximately 900 

rail cars for a total of approximately 144,000 gross tons 
of freight in the year 2013.

N.D.C. Railroad
This company operates a terminal railroad that provides 
transloading facilities in Northampton Borough, Northampton 
County. This facility connects the Norfolk Southern line along 
the west side of the borough to the former Atlas Cement plant, 
which has been redeveloped. The length of the line is approxi-
mately one mile; however, a total of two and a half miles of rail 
are involved with the operation. Major commodities typically 
handled include hazardous waste, deicing salt, petroleum oil, 
ammonium nitrate, clay products and grain. Several additional 
facts are noted below:

 • The facility is capable of accommodating 286,000 lb. 
freight cars.

 • Service is typically provided five days per week.
 • Representatives of N.D.C. rail indicate that a large 

volume of hazardous waste was transloaded at the rail 
site from the year 2004 through the year 2009.

 • In the year 2013, 578 rail cars were handled, a 
decrease of over 2,600 cars from 2006.

Belvidere and Delaware River 
Railroad (B&DRR)
This railroad owns and operates the 1.5 mile long Odenwelder 
Branch line in Easton and West Easton, Northampton County. 
Operations involving this branch line use trackage rights on 

Norfolk Southern’s Portland Secondary Track. Several addi-
tional facts are noted below:

 • The line is capable of accommodating 286,000 lb. 
freight cars.

 • Operating speeds are limited to ten miles per hour 
along the line.

 • The major commodity shipped within the last year 
(2013) was Lecithin (soybean paste).

 • The B&DRR has indicated three carloads were handled 
in the year 2013. However, volumes are anticipated to 
increase later in 2014, with the opening of a truss plant 
along the line.

Delaware – Lackawanna Railroad
This company is a contract operator of track owned by the 
Pennsylvania Northeastern Regional Rail Authority, which 
owns 88 miles of track in Lackawanna, Wayne, Monroe and 
Northampton counties. This track includes an interchange with 
Norfolk Southern at Slateford in Upper Mount Bethel Township, 
Northampton County. Per the Pennsylvania Northeastern Re-
gional Rail Authority, 6,886 rail cars were handled in the year 
2006. Since that time, the company handled a peak of 7,831 
car loads in 2008 and handled approximately 7,086 car loads 
in 2013.

SEPTA
It should be noted that SEPTA also owns trackage rights 
within the region, but no trains currently operate in Lehigh or 
Northampton counties.

Overall, the rail system in the Lehigh Valley is healthy. Main-
lines and most short lines support enough rail traffic to remain 
viable. However, the Lehigh Valley Rail Freight Study 2007 
has identified several lines that could be at risk of losing rail 
service, depending on future development conditions. The 

study notes that if these lines are abandoned, it could preclude 
reuse of adjacent sites by rail-served businesses. These lines 
are listed as follows:

 • Allentown Industrial Track
 • Roxburg Industrial Track
 • Lehighton Industrial Track
 • Odenwelder Branch

6.2.1 Freight Corridors
The rail network within the Lehigh Valley consists of several 
main lines and interconnecting short lines that serve local and 
regional land uses. In addition, the Pennsylvania Intercity Pas-
senger and Freight Rail Plan dated February 2010 identified 
two priority corridors through the Lehigh Valley. A discussion of 
these main lines and priority corridors is provided as follows:

Lehigh Line
The Lehigh Line is operated by Norfolk Southern and extends 
from Port Reading Junction, NJ to Allentown and on to points 
west. The majority of rail traffic occurs to the east of Allentown. 
This section is a core mainline within the Norfolk Southern sys-
tem and is part of a network linking metropolitan New York with 
the rest of the country. Multiple interchange points with short 
line railroads are present on the Lehigh Line. The maximum 
speed is 40 miles per hour for the majority of the line.

Reading Line
The Reading Line serves as a bridge between the Lehigh 
Line in Allentown/Bethlehem and the Harrisburg Line in the 
Reading area. Like the Lehigh Line, the Reading Line is part 
of a corridor linking metropolitan New York with the rest of the 
country. The line is double tracked, with a typical speed limit of 
40 miles per hour to 50 miles per hour, and can accommodate 
double-stacking. Two short line railroads connect to the 
Reading Line.
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Priority Corridors
In order to meet the goals for the statewide rail network estab-
lished in the Pennsylvania Intercity Passenger and Freight Rail 
Plan dated February 2010, priority corridors have been iden-
tified to “solidify a core rail network, strategically focus limited 
funding and strengthen rail relationships in Pennsylvania”. Two 
priority corridors have been identified in the Lehigh Valley. One 
is the Lehigh Valley Corridor, a potential passenger corridor 
running from Harrisburg-Reading-Allentown-Bethlehem-New 
York. The other is the Central Corridor, the largest freight cor-
ridor in the state, extending from the western border of Penn-
sylvania (near Midland) to Reading, where it splits northeast to 
Easton along the Interstate 78 corridor and southeast to Phil-
adelphia. This corridor extends 581 miles and accommodates 
one-third of the statewide car loads and 54% of the statewide 
freight ton miles.

6.2.2 Rail Freight Flows

Figure 21 and Figure 22 show the rail freight commodity 
movements in the Lehigh Valley in 2011 and projected to 2040, 
respectively. The Reading Line carried the most freight in 2011 
and is projected to continue to do so in 2040, carrying over 
350 thousand tons in 2011 and over 500 thousand in 2040. 
The Lehigh Line carried the next highest volumes of freight in 
2011 and projected in 2040. This is to be expected as these 
are Norfolk Southern’s major rail lines within the region and 
help carry freight to New York and the rest of the country.

Figure 21
Lehigh Valley Rail Commodity Flows, 2011
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6.2.3 Major Facilities

Many commodities moved via railroad are shipped in contain-
ers as part of an intermodal logistics chain. These containers 
are often carried by multiple modes of transportation, includ-
ing container ships, trucking and rail, which allow goods to be 
quickly distributed to multiple locations. Commodities can be 
shipped overseas, distributed to different terminal locations via 
rail traffic and trucked to a warehouse or final destination. 

Several intermodal and transloading facilities currently serve 
the Lehigh Valley. These facilities provide access to Class I 
railroads and several short line carriers. The majority of facili-
ties are located in Northampton County. The intermodal/trans-
loading facilities are listed as follows: 

 • Bethlehem Intermodal (includes Triple Crown Road-
railer)

 • Bethlehem Intermodal Transloading
 • East Penn Sanitation
 • N.D.C. Railroad
 • R.J. Corman Company

Products handled at these facilities include intermodal contain-
ers, minerals, food products, building products, waste mate-
rials and manufacturing products. Indoor storage is available 
at four of the five facilities, and outdoor storage is available at 
three of the facilities. 

The Pennsylvania Intercity Passenger and Freight Rail Plan 
dated February 2010 identifies seven major intermodal termi-
nals in the state. The Bethlehem Intermodal facility is one of 
these facilities. Approximately 8% of the statewide rail units 
both originate and terminate in Bethlehem. The Lehigh Valley 
Surface Transportation Plan 2011-2030 notes that Norfolk 

Southern estimates 200,000 freight containers could eventual-
ly move through the terminal annually.

Railroad carriers that have direct access to Lehigh Valley inter-
modal and transloading facilities include:

 • Norfolk Southern
 • Canadian Pacific Railway
 • Lehigh Valley Rail Management
 • R.J. Corman Company
 • N.D.C. Railroad

It should be noted that the Triple Crown Roadrailer uses spe-
cialized truck trailers fitted with wheel sets placed under them 
so that they are able to be moved by rail and truck. PA 412 to 
Interstate 78 provides a key corridor to support the movement 
of this freight. 

Additionally, discussions have occurred concerning the es-
tablishment of an “inland port” within the Lehigh Valley. This 
facility would primarily consist of a Norfolk Southern Terminal 
with access to the mainline and a connection to the highway to 
accommodate truck freight. It is anticipated that if developed, 
the site would lie within a free trade zone and provide available 
real estate for future development. It encompasses all of the 
former Bethlehem Steel landholdings with the ability to ex-
pand. The project is being considered as a strategy to reduce 
congestion at the Port of NY/NJ.

Figure 22
Lehigh Valley Rail Commodity Flows, 2040
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6.3 INLAND PORT CONSIDERATIONS WITHIN 
      THE LEHIGH VALLEY

6.3.1 Introduction

As an increasing reliance on globalism and international trade 
continues to influence American markets, a need exists to 
streamline supply chain efficiency and logistics planning to re-
main competitive with domestic and foreign demands. This de-
mand for efficiency has led to a targeted reduction in transpor-
tation costs through the application of various strategies, such 
as multimodal freight transportation or modernized logistics 
protocols. As primary ports of entry become congested due 
to constrained capacity, increased freight flows and increased 
vessel sizes, the establishment of “inland port” terminals are 
increasingly considered as options supporting the evolution of 
modern trends in containerization and intermodal transpora-
tion.

The Lehigh Valley Planning Commission (LVPC) developed 
this Regional Freight Plan for Lehigh and Northampton coun-
ties in partnership with the Pennsylvania Department of Trans-
portation. The Lehigh Valley region is in the initial stages of in-
vestigating the region’s potential for an inland port to facilitate 
freight flows in order to promote economic development and 
to potentially ease congestion at several ports situated in the 
New York/New Jersey/Philadelphia market areas. Interviews 
with various stakeholders involved in the Regional Freight Plan 
have noted that adequate land is available within the region, 
as well as access to air, rail and highway transportation facili-
ties.   

As the LVPC and its partners consider strategies to improve 
the freight efficiencies of the region’s transportation infrastruc-

ture, it will be important to further explore the potential feasibil-
ity of an inland port facility within the region. While a feasibility 
study of a regional inland port is beyond the scope of this plan, 
this document does provide a brief overview of the inland port 
concept, discussion of selected case studies, and recommen-
dations regarding the next steps that should be considered re-
lated to the potential for an inland port. The information in this 
plan was based on a review of publicly available documents, 
including the following:

 • The Geography of Transport Systems. Third Ed. 
(2013).

 • The Identification and Classification of Inland Ports, 
August 2001.

 • The Port of Virginia website, http://www.portofvirginia.com 
retrieved on 11/06/14. 

 • South Carolina Inland Port website, http://www.port-
of-charleston.com/cargo/readytogrow/sc_inland_port.asp 
retrieved on 11/06/14.

 • Ports and Waterways Needs Assessment, September 
2013.

 • Port of Albany website, http://www.portofalbany.us 
retrieved on 11/6/2014.

 • Port of San Antonio website, http://www.portsanantonio.us 
retrieved on 11/06/14.

 • Port Des Moines website, http://www.portdesmoines.org 
retrieved on 11/06/2014.

 • U.S. Customs and Border Protection website, http://
www.cbp.gov/border-security/ports-entry/cargo-security/
cargo-control/foreign-trade-zones/about retrieved on 
11/06/2014.

 • Regional Export Network website, http://www.newpa.
com/business/exporting/contact-our-trade-experts/region-
al-export-network Retrieved on 11/06/2014.

 • Lehigh University Small Business Development Cen-
ter website, http://www.lehigh.edu/~insbdc/ retrieved on 
11/06/2014.

 • Inland Port Feasibility Study, August 2008.
 • Western North Carolina Inland Port Feasibility Study.

6.3.2 Definitions and Background

Generally, an inland port can be defined as a site that is ac-
cessory to a traditional port of entry that allows freight to be 
handled and processed at a remote location to relieve conges-
tion and increase the capacity of current operations. A techni-
cal report prepared by the Center for Transportation Research, 
entitled The Identification and Classification of Inland Ports, 
provides a concise definition as follows:

A site located away from traditional land, air 
and coastal borders containing a set of trans-
portation assets (normally multimodal) and 
with the ability to allow international trade to be 
processed and altered by value-added services 
at the site as goods move through the supply 
chain.1

In an inland port, large goods flows can shift from road to more 
energy efficient traffic modes. Furthermore, an inland port can 
provide services such as storage, consolidation, depot, cus-
tom regulation and service, maintenance of containers, and 
customs clearance, so it can relieve seaport cities from some 
of the congestion, make goods handling more efficient, and 
facilitate improved logistics solutions for shippers in the port’s 
hinterland. 

1 The Identification and Classification of Inland Ports, August 2001

Inland ports are beginning to attract attention because they 
can provide the means to optimize transportation-related costs 
associated with supply chains. By providing multimodal combi-
nations at inland ports, new opportunities to control efficiency 
are introduced. Additional opportunities occur when “value–
added services” are located at an inland port.

6.3.2.1 Types of Inland Ports

An inland port typically provides a high capacity corridor (often 
via rail) feeding a primary port of entry that is situated along 
a coastal or border location. This corridor allows freight to be 
easily relocated to the inland port, thus transferring certain 
services that otherwise would have been performed at the port 
(such as transloading, deconsolidation, storage, assembly, in-
spections, customs clearance, etc.). This results in a reduction 
of congestion at the port and a potential reduction of delays 
associated with this congestion. The relocation of this freight 
to inland locations also allows shippers to extend further into 
potential markets as their goods are received or distributed in 
the surrounding service areas.2 

Due to the varying needs specific to a particular geographic 
region, no two inland port facilities operate exactly the same. 
As a result, a variety of terminology has arisen to define the 
concept. Terms such as “dry port,” “inland terminals,” “inland 
hubs” or “logistic centers” have also been used to characterize 
sites that operate in a similar fashion. In general, however, an 
inland port includes one or more of the following services:

	Intermodal terminal.
	Connection with a port terminal typically via a high 

capacity corridor (such as rail or truck).

2 Ibid

http://www.portofvirginia.com
http://www.port-of-charleston.com/cargo/readytogrow/sc_inland_port.asp
http://www.port-of-charleston.com/cargo/readytogrow/sc_inland_port.asp
http://www.portofalbany.us
http://www.portsanantonio.us
http://www.portdesmoines.org
http://www.cbp.gov/border-security/ports-entry/cargo-security/cargo-control/foreign-trade-zones/about
http://www.cbp.gov/border-security/ports-entry/cargo-security/cargo-control/foreign-trade-zones/about
http://www.cbp.gov/border-security/ports-entry/cargo-security/cargo-control/foreign-trade-zones/about
http://www.newpa.com/business/exporting/contact-our-trade-experts/regional-export-network%20Retrieved%20on%2011/06/2014
http://www.newpa.com/business/exporting/contact-our-trade-experts/regional-export-network%20Retrieved%20on%2011/06/2014
http://www.newpa.com/business/exporting/contact-our-trade-experts/regional-export-network%20Retrieved%20on%2011/06/2014
http://www.lehigh.edu/~insbdc/
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	Support for various logistical activities that support and 
organize the freight transited, often co-located with the 
intermodal terminal.3

	Consistent with these services, inland port locations 
serve one or all of the following functions: 

 – Satellite Terminal – Provides an extension of func-
tions performed at the associated port of entry.

 – Freight Distribution Clusters – Operates as a major 
intermodal facility, commonly within a logistics park 
or foreign trade zone.

 – Transshipment Facility – Provides a linkage between 
freight systems.4

Successful examples of different models of inland ports in 
the U.S. range from traditional port facilities located hundreds 
of miles from a seaport to networks of small freight transfer 
and consolidation facilities to virtual ports aimed at increasing 
regional trade and developing partnerships among manufac-
turers and shippers. Furthermore, to effectively integrate with 
the transportation network, an inland port should provide a 
diverse array of modal capabilities that support the ability to 
consolidate/deconsolidate cargo, efficiently reposition empty 
containers, and promote international trade.5 

6.3.2.2 Key Attributes of Inland Ports

While the concepts, models and reasons for inland ports that 
exist around the U.S. are as varied as their locations, the basic 
attributes of a successful inland port or logistics center are 
common to all. To be an inland port, a place must fulfill some 
conditions such as:6

3 The Geography of Transport Systems. Third Ed. (2013).
4 Ibid
5 Ibid
6 The International Maritime Transport and Logistics Conference. Retrieved 

February 2015 from http://marlog-aast.org/2011/docs/papers/S.6.2.pdf

 • It should be located near a developed city.
 • Have direct connection to a seaport either by river, by 

rail or by road.
 • Have a high capacity traffic mode.
 • Have abundant human resources.

Trade Point USA further described the functional and physical 
assets necessary for an inland port to operate successfully. 
Defined as “a combination of assets which make a region an 
attractive distribution hub, consolidation point, or destination 
for imported and exported goods,” these assets may include 
the following:7

 • Transportation infrastructure: air cargo capacity, rail 
links with intermodal ramps and an accessible highway 
system.

 • Demographic advantage in the form of proximity to a 
significant percentage of the nation’s manufacturing 
capacity and/or to the buying public. 

 • Geographic advantage in the form of accessibility to 
coastal ports and a lack of barriers to efficient transpor-
tation.

 • Presence of large shippers seeking to leverage the 
benefits of an inland port community.

 • Presence of an information technology infrastructure 
that supports leading-edge information technologies 
required to facilitate the efficient movement of goods 
into and out of the area.

 • Cooperation among public and private entities, focused 
on the improvement of transportation and logistics ser-
vices, for the benefit of the whole community.

 • The creation of councils to expand public and private 
involvement through groups of related participants that 
meet to address concerns shared by various entities in 

7 City of San Antonio. Retrieved February 2015 from http://www.salsa.net/
metronet/market999.html 

the international trade community: shippers, transporta-
tion providers and service providers.

 • The willingness to aggressively market the inland port 
concept locally, nationally and internationally, to gain 
community support, and attract potential relocation 
prospects.

6.3.2.3 Driving Forces for Inland Ports

Based upon their regional setting, inland ports assume a 
variety of functions with logistics zones. While the interest in 
inland ports has increased, no two inland ports are the same. 
Each inland port is confronted with a local/regional econom-
ic, geographical and regulatory setting that not only defines 
the functions taken up by the inland port, but its relation to 
seaports and other major freight gateways.8 Best practices 
can only be applied successfully if one takes into account the 
relative uniqueness of each inland port setting.

The viability of each inland port depends on a number of con-
siderations, including modal availability and efficiency, market 
function and intensity, as well as the regulatory framework and 
governance.9 The success of an inland port is closely linked to 
specific geographic characteristics unique to a region. A high 
degree of mobility is critical in serving the full spectrum of the 
market, but each market area has a different potential. 

The Geography Of Transport Systems identified some of the 
driving forces associated with the placement and success of 
an inland port, including:10

8 The Geography of Transport Systems. Third Ed. (2013).
9 The Van Horne Institute. Retrieved February 2015 from http://people.

hofstra.edu/jean-paul_rodrigue/downloads/VH_Containerization_Commodi-
ties_Report.pdf

10  The Geography of Transport Systems. Third Ed. (2013).

	Land and Labor Costs: Many deep sea terminal 
facilities have limited land available for expansion. This 
favors the intensification of activities at the main termi-
nal and the search of lower value locations supporting 
less intensive freight activities, such as transloading. 
Inland ports are dominantly developed in suburban set-
tings a good distance from central areas, which confers 
the availability of a sufficient land base at a lower cost. 
Many port areas are also facing higher labor costs 
since they are located within large metropolitan areas.

	Capacity/Congestion: Capacity issues appear to be 
the main driver of inland port development since a 
system of inland terminals increases the intermodal 
capacity of inland freight distribution. While trucking 
may be sufficient in the initial phase of the develop-
ment of inland freight distribution systems, at some 
level of activity, diminishing returns such as congestion 
(e.g. terminal gate access), energy (fuel consumption) 
and empty movements become strong incentives to 
consider the setting of inland ports as the next step in 
regional freight planning. This is particularly the case 
for locations that are within a day or two by truck from a 
port facility.

	Hinterland Access: Inland locations tend to be less 
serviced by intermodal transportation than coastal 
regions. Through long distance transport corridors, 
inland ports confer a higher level of accessibility 
because of lower distribution costs and improved 
capacity. These high capacity inland transport corridors 
allow ports to penetrate the local hinterland of compet-
ing ports and thus to extend their cargo base. In such a 
setting, the inland port becomes a tool for commercial 
and trade development that jointly increase imports, 
exports and intermodal terminal use.

http://www.salsa.net/metronet/market999.html
http://www.salsa.net/metronet/market999.html
http://people.hofstra.edu/jean-paul_rodrigue/downloads/VH_Containerization_Commodities_Report.pdf
http://people.hofstra.edu/jean-paul_rodrigue/downloads/VH_Containerization_Commodities_Report.pdf
http://people.hofstra.edu/jean-paul_rodrigue/downloads/VH_Containerization_Commodities_Report.pdf
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	Supply Chain Management: In addition to standard 
capacity and accessibility issues in the hinterland, an 
inland port is a location actively integrated within sup-
ply chain management practices, particularly in view of 
containerization. This takes many forms, such as the 
agglomeration of freight distribution centers, custom 
clearance, container depots and logistical capabilities. 
The inland port can also become a buffer in supply 
chains, acting as a temporary warehousing facility often 
closely connected to the warehouse planning systems 
of nearby distribution centers.

	Policy and Regulations: Economic development 
strategies, land use policy and financial incentives 
by port authorities and economic development agen-
cies can lead to the development of inland ports. This 
can be supported by policies related to foreign trade 
zones and customs procedures, enabling a transfer of 
functions that were previously taking place at the port 
to an inland location. A similar trend applies to cargo 
safety and security procedures where the inland port 
becomes a component of a chain of cargo integrity.

The Lehigh Valley region appears to have the capacity to 
provide available rail land in proximity to an array of ancil-
lary services that can support these needs. This includes the 
potential to handle a portion of the freight traffic at surrounding 
ports of entry in New York, New Jersey and Philadelphia, thus 
easing congestion and reducing delays for shippers. These 
benefits could extend to both air freight and rail freight and 
could improve processing times at the primary ports of entry. 
Further, the Lehigh Valley International Airport has the capac-
ity to operate as a port of entry located immediately within the 
Lehigh Valley. If successful, an inland port within the Lehigh 
Valley also has the potential to promote additional ancillary 
services and spur economic development, as new businesses 
locate in the region and jobs are created.

6.3.3 Factors to Consider

An operational inland port becomes an integral part of the 
economic supply chain and a major node within the transpor-
tation network. As such, an inland port can significantly impact 
all transportation within a region and may involve many unique 
facets. A general background summary of inland port opera-
tions is provided below to help further clarify the role an inland 
port may play within a region.  

6.3.3.1 Time and Processing Savings

Factors such as congestion, delay, energy consumption and 
empty movements can drive up the cost of transportation with-
out providing a return on the investment. In certain situations, 
the implementation of an inland port may help reduce these 
expenses.11 Accordingly, trends indicate a growing quantity 
of freight is being processed at inland locations. In addition 
to lowering costs, inland port locations can offer attractive 
attributes to shippers and improve service levels within the 
distribution network. For a geographic region, an inland port 
can offer a source of competitive advantage in attracting large 
businesses and employers to the region.12 

Since inland ports provide the means to move the processing 
of international trade away from traditional ports of entry, they 
have the potential to help relieve congested ports and consol-
idate a complete range of services in a location that may be 
better suited for multimodal transportation or have more avail-
able land area. This consolidation can make a site more attrac-
tive to shippers and logistics managers by promoting more 
efficient supply chains. Likewise, the consolidation of freight 
along established high capacity corridors can reduce the unit 

11  The Geography of Transport Systems. Third Ed. (2013).
12  The Identification and Classification of Inland Ports, August 2001

cost of freight transportation, reduce the vehicle miles traveled 
within a region and improve fossil fuel emissions.13

6.3.3.2 Economics

Recent trends for the reduction of commercial inventory have 
created a demand for more frequent deliveries and precise 
scheduling of freight arrival times. This has increased the cost 
of freight transportation in certain sectors of the economy. 
Since the provision of a high quality transportation system can 
help to offset these additional transportation costs (through 
a reduction in delay, streamlined operations or high capacity 
freight movements, for example), the implementation of an 
inland port can provide the means to eliminate some waste 
associated with inefficient supply chains.14

In addition, an inland port can provide a desirable shared loca-
tion for business partners and create a competitive advantage 
for businesses seeking to locate in an area that would extend 
their market area or reduce their transportation costs.15 This 
“economy of scale” is an important tool for a jurisdiction wish-
ing to attract large companies to improve the local tax base 
and provide large scale employment opportunities. As primary 
companies populate a region, the need for ancillary services 
typically arises to support the major companies or transporta-
tion of freight generated by these companies. 

6.3.3.3 Regional Impacts

Inland port locations are often incorporated into a port region-
alization strategy to support a more extensive market area for 
international trade flowing through the primary ports of entry. 
In conjunction with this strategy, inland ports may operate as 

13  Ibid
14  The Identification and Classification of Inland Ports, August 2001
15  Ibid

an extension of a primary port of entry (such as a maritime 
terminal), or may be focused on trade facilitated by the North 
American Free Trade Agreement (NAFTA).16 It should be noted 
that in some instances, inland ports have been established to 
intercept freight traffic from competing port locations and trans-
fer the cargo via high capacity corridor to a partnering maritime 
port.17

Since the establishment of an inland port has such broad 
reaching influence, planning for the implementation of these 
transportation nodes should occur on a broad scale and 
include partners from other facilities included in the transporta-
tion system. In addition to spawning economic advantages, a 
well-planned facility should satisfy an identified need within a 
regional transportation system. 

6.3.4 Additional Considerations

6.3.4.1 Foreign Trade Zones

Many inland port locations lie within, or include sectors within, 
foreign trade zones. These zones are secure areas under the 
supervision of U.S. Customs and Border Protection (CBP) that 
are effectively regulated as areas outside of the CBP jurisdic-
tion. These zones are typically located within or near ports of 
entry. These zones allow foreign and domestic merchandise to 
be moved onto American soil for the purpose of storage, exhi-
bition, assembly, manufacturing and processing without being 
subject to certain customs laws and duties. The foreign trade 
zones are, however, subject to the laws and regulations of the 
United States, as well as the states and communities in which 
they are located.

16  The Geography of Transport Systems. Third Ed. (2013).
17  The Identification and Classification of Inland Ports, August 2001
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Once a product that has been stored, manufactured or assem-
bled in a foreign trade zone enters CBP territory for domestic 
consumption, all applicable regulations, duties and taxes ap-
ply. 18 Since goods located within a foreign trade zone are not 
subject to certain taxes and may be stored indefinitely, the uti-
lization of foreign trade zones can provide a logistical advan-
tage, reduce tax liabilities and allow products to be finalized in 
a central location prior to import, saving on various transporta-
tion costs. Thus, a foreign trade zone can be an essential tool 
in facilitating international trade within a region. It should be 
noted that the Lehigh Valley Industrial Park VII site includes a 
foreign trade zone.

6.3.4.2 Virtual Inland Port

As discussed in the Port of Des Moines case study, a virtual 
inland port can act as a clearinghouse for trade-related infor-
mation relevant to a particular area. It can bring together trade 
partners and direct interested parties to valuable resources 
and information necessary to conduct business within the 
region. In the example of the Port of Des Moines, the Virtual 
Inland Port site was also used as a pilot program to assess the 
need for additional physical improvements.

It should be noted that the Regional Export Network (REN) 
currently in place within the Lehigh Valley appears to perform 
many of these functions already. As noted by the PA Depart-
ment of Community and Economic Development, the REN 
network “provides manufacturers and service firms with export 
development services, including market research, market 
entry strategy development, technical support and access to 
grants and financing programs”. The REN network provider 

18  U.S. Customs and Border Protection website. Retrieved November 2014 
from http://www.cbp.gov/border-security/ports-entry/cargo-security/car-
go-control/foreign-trade-zones/about  

for the Lehigh Valley is the Lehigh University Small Business 
Development Center.19 This provider offers consulting and 
educational programs to entrepreneurs seeking to develop a 
small business. Services include the testing of a new business 
proposition, shaping a business plan or investigating funding 
issues. Established companies can work with consultants to 
receive help with projects ranging from financing to govern-
ment contracting and international trade.20

6.3.4.3 Incentives

When managed as an economic development enterprise, in-
land ports can offer a variety of incentives to attract significant 
businesses to the region, thus stimulating the local economy 
through an expanded tax base and the creation of employment 
opportunities. Attracting critical businesses can also help to 
facilitate trade and efficiency by creating an economy of scale 
at the proposed facilities. Typical incentive packages could 
include offerings such as grants, tax abatements, foreign trade 
zones, loans, technical assistance and other opportunities.

The Lehigh Valley Industrial Park VII, an economic devel-
opment endeavor located within the Lehigh Valley, currently 
offers an array of these incentives. It is anticipated that this site 
would be among those considered for the location of a poten-
tial inland port within the Lehigh Valley region. 

19  Regional Export Network. Retrieved November 2014 from http://www.new-
pa.com/business/exporting/contact-our-trade-experts/regional-export-net-
work 

20  Lehigh University Small Business Development Center. Retrieved Novem-
ber 2014 from http://www.lehigh.edu/~insbdc/  

6.3.5 Selected Case Studies

The following case studies have been selected to provide a 
sampling of inland port facilities that have been established in 
other regions of the country:

 • Virginia Inland Port
 • South Carolina Inland Port
 • Port of Albany
 • Port of San Antonio
 • Port of Des Moines

6.3.5.1 Virginia Inland Port (VIP)

Summary Information:
Size of Facility in Acres: 161 Acres
Modes of Transportation: Rail (Norfolk Southern), Highway, 

Deep water harbor at port of Virginia
Major Operators/Users: Home Depot, Kohl’s, Rite-Aid, Red 

Bull, U.S. Customs
Owners/Partners/Agency: Virginia Port Authority
Date Operation Began: March 1, 1989
Distance to Open Water Port: 220 miles
Foreign Trade Zone: Yes (FTZ #20)
Major Commodities: Local Cargo
Trade Area/Jurisdiction: Northern Shenandoah Valley, West 

Virginia, Southern Ohio Valley
Estimated Employment Totals: N/A
Public Investment to Date: N/A

Narrative:
The Virginia Inland Port (VIP) was initially established by the 
Virginia Port Authority (VPA) as a market initiative to take 
business from the Port of Baltimore. VPA was trying to attract 

Western Pennsylvania and Eastern Ohio container cargo to 
Front Royal for movement by Norfolk Southern rail shuttle to 
Norfolk. While this initiative had little success in diverting cargo 
from Baltimore, it eventually attracted a significant amount of 
industrial and distribution warehouse development that could 
utilize the rail shuttle.21

VIP is an intermodal container transfer facility located approx-
imately 220 miles inland from the Port of Virginia in Norfolk. 
The facility is located in Front Royal, Virginia, approximately 
60 miles west of Washington D.C.22 The inland port is owned 
and operated by the Virginia Port Authority and is positioned to 
intercept freight that would otherwise be trucked to competing 
East Coast ports.

The VIP consists of 161 acres, which is used to consolidate, 
containerize and transfer local cargo. The facility contains 
17,820 feet of rail that runs adjacent to the Norfolk Southern 
Crescent Corridor, which connects the port with Harrisburg, PA 
and the NY/NJ region. Rail service is provided five days per 
week. Interstate I-66 and I-81 lie within five miles of the VIP lo-
cation. Additionally, a U.S. Customs-designated port of entry is 
provided at the VIP, with a full range of associated functions.23

The inland port is located within a foreign trade zone and has 
attracted large distribution facilities for major companies such 
as Home Depot, Kohl’s, Rite-Aid and Red Bull. Currently, 129 
acres remain available for lease.24

21  Western Carolina University. Retrieved February 2015 from http://www.
wcu.edu/WebFiles/WNC_Inland_Port_Feasibility_Study.pdf

22  The Port of Virginia. Retrieved November 2014 from, http://www.portofvir-
ginia.com Retrieved on 11/06/14.

23  Ibid
24  Ibid

http://www.cbp.gov/border-security/ports-entry/cargo-security/cargo-control/foreign-trade-zones/about
http://www.cbp.gov/border-security/ports-entry/cargo-security/cargo-control/foreign-trade-zones/about
http://www.newpa.com/business/exporting/contact-our-trade-experts/regional-export-network
http://www.newpa.com/business/exporting/contact-our-trade-experts/regional-export-network
http://www.newpa.com/business/exporting/contact-our-trade-experts/regional-export-network
http://www.lehigh.edu/~insbdc/
http://www.wcu.edu/WebFiles/WNC_Inland_Port_Feasibility_Study.pdf
http://www.wcu.edu/WebFiles/WNC_Inland_Port_Feasibility_Study.pdf
http://www.portofvirginia.com
http://www.portofvirginia.com
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Originally, this port was intended to be a one-stop service 
providing freight pick-up from partner companies, but currently 
only 10% of shippers use this service; most transport freight 
directly to the terminal.25 

This facility is often cited as a prototypical example of an 
inland port and the benefits that can accrue from the devel-
opment of such a facility. However, the port was only viable 
because of capital from other operations during the first ten 
years of operations. True viability from the perspective of being 
self-sustaining only occurred when industrial development 
brought value-adding activities to the area surrounding the 
inland port facilities. The history of VIP clearly illustrates that 
benefits from inland ports can be a long range proposition. 
Further, the VIP case serves to reinforce the importance of 
considering economic development as a central concern in 
determinations of the feasibility of inland port development on 
a regional basis. Officials associated with VIP operations have 
repeatedly told groups examining the inland port concept that 
VIP became a success when they started to focus on econom-
ic development as its purpose, instead of focusing on process-
ing freight.26

6.3.5.2 South Carolina Inland Port

Summary Information:
Size of Facility in Acres: 70 Acres
Modes of Transportation: Rail (Norfolk Southern), Highway, 

Adjacent Air Cargo Services
Major Operators/Users: BMW, Michelin, Other International 

Manufacturers
Owners/Partners/Agency: South Carolina Ports Authority
Date Operation Began: Fall 2013

25  The Identification and Classification of Inland Ports, August 2001
26  Western Carolina University. Retrieved February 2015 from http://www.

wcu.edu/WebFiles/WNC_Inland_Port_Feasibility_Study.pdf 

Distance to Open Water Port: 212 miles
Foreign Trade Zone: Yes (FTZ #38)
Major Commodities: N/A
Trade Area/Jurisdiction: I-85 corridor between Charlotte, NC 

and Atlanta, GA
Estimated Employment Totals: N/A
Public Investment to Date: N/A

Narrative:
Opened in the fall of 2013, the South Carolina Inland Port 
in Greer, SC extended the reach of the port more than 200 
miles into the interior. Connected to the Port of Charleston via 
overnight rail offered by Norfolk Southern, the inland port will 
handle containerized goods to and from the fastest-growing 
part of the Southeast–the I-85 corridor.

Due to a harbor-deepening project and increased freight 
demands at the port, this inland port was established by the 
South Carolina Ports Authority (SCPA) to support operations 
at the Port of Charleston. The South Carolina Inland Port is lo-
cated approximately 212 miles inland from the Port of Charles-
ton near Greer, South Carolina. This facility is positioned to 
provide shippers access to more than 95 million consumers 
within a one-day drive. The facility offers additional transload 
capabilities to the Port of Charleston and improves efficien-
cy for companies throughout the southeast, since the facility 
provides a direct connection to the Port of Charleston and the 
global markets accessible from that point.27

The inland port is positioned along the I-85 corridor between 
Charlotte, NC and Atlanta, GA and provides access to Norfolk 
Southern rail lines. Additionally, the inland port offers shippers 
access to empty shipping containers.

27 South Carolina Inland Port. Retrieved November 2014 from website, http://
www.port-of-charleston.com/cargo/readytogrow/sc_inland_port.asp 

The facility is expected to create additional economic invest-
ment in the South Carolina Upstate region, which currently 
hosts companies such as BMW, Michelin and other interna-
tional manufacturers.28 

6.3.5.3 Port of Albany

Summary Information:
Size of Facility in Acres: 300 Acres
Modes of Transportation: Rail (Canadian Pacific, CSX, Nor-

folk Southern, Port of Albany Railroad), Highway, Barge, 
Albany International Airport approximately 15 minutes 
from the port.

Major Operators/Users: N/A
Owners/Partners/Agency: Albany Port District Commission
Date Operation Began: 1932
Distance to Open Water Port: River Port. 124 Miles to New 

York Harbor.
Foreign Trade Zone: Yes (FTZ #121)
Major Commodities: Heavy Lift Cargo, Oil, Wind Energy 

Products, Steel, Cocoa Beans, Forest Products, Salt, 
Grain

Trade Area/Jurisdiction: Northeastern United States and 
Canada

Estimated Employment Totals: N/A
Public Investment to Date: N/A

Narrative:
The Port of Albany has been an historic transportation hub for 
over 300 years. Located on the Upper Hudson River in New 
York State, the port offers access to a navigable, year-round 
waterway, a crossroads of nearby Interstate Highways, Class 
I rail service, and proximity to the Albany International Airport. 

28  South Carolina Inland Port. Retrieved November 2014 from website, http://
www.port-of-charleston.com/cargo/readytogrow/sc_inland_port.asp

The site is located at the confluence of major trade routes and 
is connected with the Great Lakes via the Erie Canal. 

Specific features offered include access to Canadian Pacific 
(CP), CSX and Norfolk Southern railroads, a local switching 
service to CSX and CP, modern food grade storage facilities 
with fire suppressant and automatic fogging for insect control, 
on-site Customs and U.S. Department of Agriculture, and on-
site Department of Homeland Security.

The Port of Albany serves as a primary port of entry and typi-
cally handles freight such as:

 • Heavy lift cargo
 • Dimensional cargo
 • Cocoa beans
 • Forest products
 • Salt
 • Grain
 • Steel
 • Millscale and gypsum
 • Wind energy products29

6.3.5.4 Port of San Antonio

Summary Information:
Size of Facility in Acres: 1,900 Acres
Modes of Transportation: Rail (Union Pacific, BNSF Railway, 

San Antonio Central Railroad), Highway, Air
Major Operators/Users: Boeing, Chromalloy, Lockheed Mar-

tin, RLI Logistics Solutions, Kelly Air Force Base, various 
logistics/manufacturing sectors, etc.

Owners/Partners/Agency: Port San Antonio

29  Port of Albany. Retrieved November 2014 from http://www.portofalbany.us 

http://www.wcu.edu/WebFiles/WNC_Inland_Port_Feasibility_Study.pdf
http://www.wcu.edu/WebFiles/WNC_Inland_Port_Feasibility_Study.pdf
http://www.port-of-charleston.com/cargo/readytogrow/sc_inland_port.asp
http://www.port-of-charleston.com/cargo/readytogrow/sc_inland_port.asp
http://www.port-of-charleston.com/cargo/readytogrow/sc_inland_port.asp
http://www.port-of-charleston.com/cargo/readytogrow/sc_inland_port.asp
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Date Operation Began: Incorporated as separate political 
jurisdiction in 1997.

Distance to Open Water Port: N/A
Foreign Trade Zone: Yes (FTZ #80-10)
Major Commodities: N/A
Trade Area/Jurisdiction: NAFTA Corridor, Centrally located 

between U.S. East and West Coasts
Estimated Employment Totals: Over 12,000 jobs
Public Investment to Date: $80 Million Public Funds, $179 

Million Port Funds, $244 Million Private Funds

Narrative:
The Port of San Antonio is a 1,900-acre industrial complex 
located on the former Kelly Air Force Base near San Antonio, 
Texas. The facility is a tax exempt, self-sustaining enterprise 
that was incorporated in 1997 by the City of San Antonio as a 
separate political jurisdiction of the State of Texas. An 11-mem-
ber board of directors appointed by the Mayor and City Council 
governs the port. 

Currently, the Port of San Antonio hosts over 80 private and 
public organizations and 12,000 workers employed in aero-
space, logistics, manufacturing, etc. The port offers immediate 
access to rail and highway facilities and includes an 11,000-
foot runway, which is shared with Lackland Air Force Base. 
The site also provides transloading and distribution services 
for customers in 16 states and hosts two rail-served warehous-
es totaling 600,000 square feet for logistics and manufacturing 
operations. An additional 150 acres are available for develop-
ment. 

Rail service is provided by Union Pacific and BNSF Railway 
through the San Antonio Central Railroad (a short line Class A 
railroad). The capacity of the short line is 20,000 cars per year. 
Transload services have been increasing over the past several 

years, from 2,600 rail cars handled in the year 2010 to 12,000 
projected rail cars handled in 2014. 

The Port of San Antonio was established to provide an ef-
fective reuse of the site following closure of the Kelly Air 
Force Base. In order to facilitate this development, a variety 
of financing options and investment has been committed for 
the site. To date, $503 million dollars have been invested for 
improvements to the site. Of this total, 

 • 35% was port funds. 
 • 16% was public investment from local, state and fed-

eral sources for road and other infrastructure improve-
ments.

 • 45% ($244 million) was invested by private customers.

It was noted that the annual impact of the former Kelly Air 
Force Base was approximately $2.5 billion per year (in 1995), 
while the current economic impact of the site on the local 
economy is $4.4 billion. It was also noted that the “backbone” 
of the port is the air field and associated aerospace industry.30

6.3.5.5 Port of Des Moines

Summary Information:
Size of Facility in Acres: Proposed Rail Facility – 30 Acres
Modes of Transportation: Virtual Port (Potential for Rail, 

Highway and Air)
Major Operators/Users: N/A
Owners/Partners/Agency: N/A
Date Operation Began: Recommended 2001
Distance to Open Water Port: N/A
Foreign Trade Zone: Foreign Trade Zone #107 Available

30  Port of San Antonio. Retrieved November 2014 from http://www.portsanan-
tonio.us

Major Commodities: Chemicals and Allied Products, Rubber 
and Plastics, Food, Industrial Products

Trade Area/Jurisdiction: NAFTA Corridor, Central Iowa
Estimated Employment Totals: N/A
Public Investment to Date: N/A

Narrative:
The Des Moines Area Metropolitan Planning Organization 
(DMAMPO) and its member governments, in cooperation with 
the Greater Des Moines Partnership, the region’s economic 
development organization, partnered together to promote the 
Des Moines Inland Port as an economic development opportu-
nity to greater Des Moines businesses. 

Driven by potential opportunity from the “NAFTA Superhigh-
way”, which passes through Des Moines on I-35, regional 
organizations developed a renewed interest in looking at the 
role of central Iowa in international trade. One result of this 
interest was the development of a feasibility assessment of the 
Port Des Moines Concept. A research team was formed as a 
joint effort of the College of Business, Iowa State University, 
the Iowa DOT, the DMAMPO and the Greater Des Moines 
Partnership to conduct the study. The research report, entitled 
The Port Des Moines Concept: A Feasibility Assessment, was 
completed in 2001. This report presents a study of transporta-
tion and international trade practices of business firms in the 
eight counties surrounding Des Moines in order to determine 
the feasibility of the “Port Des Moines Concept”.

The Port of Des Moines provides insight into the planning pro-
cess for a major intermodal terminal. The concept of an inland 
port in central Iowa has been studied for nearly a decade. As 
part of this process, a concept report recommended the port 
first be implemented as a “virtual port” or “e-port”. If success-
ful, the virtual port would ultimately be integrated with physical 
assets.

Currently, the site is in the “Virtual Inland Port” phase of the 
planning process. The site offers informational assistance for 
transporting goods through central Iowa by acting as a “one-
stop shop” for freight-related inquiries. The site further fulfills 
its mission of facilitating commerce and enhancing opportu-
nities by providing a single virtual location for services relat-
ed to trade and transportation. For example, the site offers 
assistance to businesses seeking resources to engage in 
international trade or locate into the area. The site also offers 
specific information about local markets and what resources 
are available.

In 2013, the DMAMPO worked with the Iowa DOT to secure 
a grant for further study of a port facility that could potentially 
enter the market, maximizing opportunities for the movement 
of goods and mitigating the goods movement issues and 
expenses identified in earlier studies.31 Consolidating activities 
at a single source, ideally one that had superior transportation 
connectivity and access to multiple rail lines, was seen as a 
pathway to increase the movement of goods, and therefore, 
minimize costs and advance further investment and economic 
growth.

In June 2014, the DMAMPO released the Des Moines Rail 
Transload Feasibility Study. The study concluded that the 
DMAMPO can design and build the rail transload facility (“Rail-
port”). The DMAMPO has submitted an application to the Iowa 
DOT for a Rail Revolving Loan Grant (RRLG) in the amount 
of $1.7 million for development of the Railport transloading 
facility. Iowa DOT approval of the application would result in a 
proposed loan or grant agreement between Iowa DOT, DMAM-
PO, the City and the selected transload facility developer and 
operator. The grant application is still pending. 

31  City of Des Moines. Retrieved February 2015 from http://www.dmgov.org/
Government/CityCouncil/Communications/2014/14-512.pdf

http://www.portsanantonio.us
http://www.portsanantonio.us
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The proposed Railport is on property owned by the City of Des 
Moines. The property is approximately 30 acres and can be 
served by two railroads, BNSF and NS. In addition, the Iowa 
Interstate railroad and the Union Pacific railroad will be able to 
access the site through a reciprocal switch via NS.

Other potential sites for the physical manifestation of the port 
would: be located within a short distance of Des Moines Inter-
national Airport, lie within the vicinity of I-80 and I-35, include a 
foreign trade zone and provide Class I and Class II rail access 
via the Union Pacific, Burlington Northern Santa Fe, Norfolk 
Southern and Iowa Interstate Railroads.32

6.3.6 Planning for an Inland Port

Inland port initiatives can take many forms, spanning the 
range from satellite marine terminals and rail intermodal parks. 
However, to begin with, it is important to understand the key 
objectives of the inland port development. What is the purpose 
of this initiative? Examples of key objectives that can be con-
sidered for the Lehigh Valley, obtained from the case studies, 
could include:

 • Grow the Lehigh Valley’s transportation and logistics 
capability;

 • Make it lower cost, faster, more efficient and secure 
for companies to move goods from, to and through the 
Lehigh Valley; and

 • Promote the economic development of the Lehigh 
Valley.

32  Port Des Moines. Retrieved November 2014 fromhttp://www.portdes-
moines.org 

An example of a phased development of an inland port can 
be found in the Western North Carolina Inland Port Feasibility 
Study.33 This study recommended a three-tiered inland devel-
opment approach, which may also be a model for the Lehigh 
Valley region, with each tier increasing in complexity and facili-
ty requirements.

 • Tier 1. A regional logistics organization or alliance of 
the region’s shippers. Such an organization minimizes 
staffing and facility capital requirements.

 • Tier 2. Regional inland port freight consolidation or 
transload and container yard facilities. This tier requires 
relatively small facilities and operational capability.

 • Tier 3. Rail intermodal and inland port facility. This tier 
requires significant capital investment and operational 
capability.

Critical to the success of an inland port is proper support and 
champion(s). The Western North Carolina Inland Port Fea-
sibility Study stated that, “Ideally a single organization could 
be utilized to champion and implement all three tiers of devel-
opment. This structure would provide continuity and enable 
a long term perspective that would be needed to advance 
through to the Tier 3 intermodal terminal, which will be the 
most difficult and complex to implement. It would also create 
an organization that understands the issues and needs of the 
region and could create services to meet these needs.”34 Case 
studies indicate that those inland ports with strong leadership, 
support and a clear implementation plan were more likely to 
succeed over time. 

33  Western Carolina University. Retrieved February 2015 from http://www.
wcu.edu/WebFiles/WNC_Inland_Port_Feasibility_Study.pdf

34  Ibid

A number of existing organizations in the Lehigh Valley region 
have been identified as potential champions of this inland port 
development process. Alternatively, it may be desirable to 
create a new independent authority whose primary mission is 
to drive the inland port development process and deal with the 
region’s transportation and logistics issues. 

Following are a number of the key capabilities that should be 
incorporated into the recommended implementing organiza-
tion:

 • Develop and implement operational plans;
 • Hire and manage employees;
 • Receive and manage public funding;
 • Acquire property;
 • Operate facilities and provide services; and
 • Enter into contractual agreements.

In order for an inland port to succeed, diligent planning is 
required to assure the feasibility of the site. A research doc-
ument prepared by the Center for Transportation Research, 
entitled The Identification and Classification of Inland Ports, 
has identified several critical functions that should be present 
at an inland port to ensure long term viability of the site. These 
functions include:

 • Modal capabilities.
 • Existing demand.
 • Locational advantages (including geographic advan-

tages and proximity to accessory facilities).
 • Facilitation of international trade.
 • Implementation of an effective management plan at the 

facility.

6.3.7 Conclusions and Next Steps

The case studies show that a local and regional regulatory 
framework is important for enhancing the existing industrial 
base, while attracting complimentary businesses and indus-
tries. These policy-oriented actions include infrastructure 
development, land development regulations, and, potentially, 
tax incentives. The geographical characteristics linked with 
modal availability and the capacity of regional inland access 
have an important role to play in shaping the emergence and 
development of inland ports.35 Each inland market has its own 
potential requiring different transport services. Thus, there is 
no single strategy for an inland port in terms of modal prefer-
ences as the regional effect remains fundamental.36

Once a perceived need and desire for an inland port has been 
established and vetted through at least some level of commu-
nity input, an inland port feasibility study should be conducted 
to thoroughly evaluate the demand for an inland port and iden-
tify optimal locations for the location of the facility. Factors to 
consider as part of the feasibility could include, but should not 
be limited to, the following:

 • Study whether the concept is sound and whether the 
inland port would benefit the region.

 • Evaluate public support for the implementation of an 
inland port.

 • A review of relevant literature.
 • An analysis of existing freight data.
 • An analysis of regional profiles.

35  Rodrigue, P. Dry Ports in European and North American Intermodal Rail 
Systems: Two of a Kind? Retrieved February 2015 from http://people.
hofstra.edu/jean-paul_rodrigue/downloads/RTBM%20Dry%20Ports%20
Rodrigue%20Notteboom.pdf

36  The International Maritime Transport and Logistics Conference: “A Vision 
For Future Integration” 18 - 20 December 2011

http://www.wcu.edu/WebFiles/WNC_Inland_Port_Feasibility_Study.pdf
http://www.wcu.edu/WebFiles/WNC_Inland_Port_Feasibility_Study.pdf
http://people.hofstra.edu/jean-paul_rodrigue/downloads/RTBM%20Dry%20Ports%20Rodrigue%20Notteboom.pdf
http://people.hofstra.edu/jean-paul_rodrigue/downloads/RTBM%20Dry%20Ports%20Rodrigue%20Notteboom.pdf
http://people.hofstra.edu/jean-paul_rodrigue/downloads/RTBM%20Dry%20Ports%20Rodrigue%20Notteboom.pdf
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 • Identify the region’s needs and public demands.
 • Identify target markets.
 • Who would organize/develop/manage the facility?
 • Evaluate coordination with transportation providers 

(rail/air/trucking companies).
 • Evaluate existing capacity for handling additional 

freight.
 • Available development alternatives.
 • Locate optimal site placement.
 • Identify costs and funding opportunities.

In addition, the following considerations provide a sampling 
of other factors that should also be evaluated as part of the 
inland port planning process:

 • A local supply of competitive motor carrier services.
 • A practical basis for successful community relation-

ships.
 • Adequate public/private sector capital investment.
 • Proximity to suppliers and customers.
 • Physical infrastructure.
 • Political considerations.
 • Available land area.
 • Employment base.
 • Telecommunications Infrastructure.
 • Foreign Trade Zones.
 • Tax and local incentives.
 • Marketing strategies.37

It should be noted that representatives from the Lehigh Valley 
International Airport and Lehigh Valley Industrial Park VII have 
both indicated that additional land or capacity could be made 
available for the implementation of an inland port within the 
Lehigh Valley.

37  The Identification and Classification of Inland Ports, August 2001

The ultimate success of an inland port facility is best measured 
by assessing its net economic contribution from both a private 
and public standpoint.  A realistic market assessment takes 
on additional significance when one goal of the project is to 
encourage new customer behavior. A thorough and realistic 
market assessment is the foundation for a reliable business 
plan. As noted by the Southern California Association of Gov-
ernments in the Inland Port Feasibility Study38 such a market 
assessment should cover at least these basic points:

 • Identification of the customer base for the services 
to be offered. In a complex field such as intermodal 
freight transportation, it is particularly important to 
establish exactly who would buy the services or use the 
facilities, how many such customers exist and where 
they are located.

 • Estimation of total market size. If every potential 
customer took every opportunity to use the services 
offered, what would be the total volume?

 • Documentation of customer decision factors and 
priorities. How do customers make their choices, and 
what is important to them? How do they balance cost, 
speed, reliability, convenience, simplicity, etc.?

 • Analysis of competition and competitive response. 
What other choices does the customer have? What are 
the competition’s strengths and weaknesses? How will 
the competition respond to the project?

 • Estimation of market share and volume growth. Any 
new service or facility must progress from startup to 
maturity, gradually fulfilling its market potential. Implic-
itly assuming that the new service or facility will serve 
the entire potential market is a common mistake. 

 • Identification of outside influences and risk fac-
tors. Exogenous factors affecting the success of an 

38  Tioga Group. Retrieved February 2015 from http://tiogagroup.com/docs/
Tioga_Grp_SCAGInlandPortReport.pdf

“inland port” project could include fuel prices, ocean 
carrier routing practices, shipper relocation, competing 
projects, etc. Sensitivity analysis is the most common 
technique for this task.

These, and other case studies, result in the following key criti-
cal components of a successful inland port development:

 • A realistic market assessment is critical.
 • Reality checks should be made early in the project 

development process.
 • Project “champions” are needed to implement an inland 

port initiative.
 • Successful inland ports require willing carrier participa-

tion.
 • Long development times should be anticipated.
 • The project should have a clear, valid, value proposi-

tion (for the region, businesses and customers).

The study team’s review of case studies, LVPC long range 
goals and objectives, and the regional context indicates that 
there are different, but overlapping, inland port concepts that 
could serve the region and can be carried forward into a more 
detailed inland port feasibility and market analysis.

http://tiogagroup.com/docs/Tioga_Grp_SCAGInlandPortReport.pdf
http://tiogagroup.com/docs/Tioga_Grp_SCAGInlandPortReport.pdf
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6.4 AVIATION 

Although several private and municipal airports exist within 
the Lehigh Valley, only the Lehigh Valley International Airport 
(LVIA) offers commercial aviation service. The airport also 
supports air cargo and small package handling. The airport’s 
port of entry serves approximately 4,000 businesses per year, 
which can include freight carriers such as FedEx. The airport 
has available capacity and uncongested airspace. The Nation-
al Plan of Integrated Airport Systems (NPIAS) classifies LVIA 
as a long haul, primary commercial service airport. Airports of 
this nature have the capability to provide nonstop commercial 
passenger airline service to destinations over 1,500 miles 
away. 

Presently, the Lehigh Valley metropolitan area is classified 
as a small hub air passenger market. However, the potential 

does exist for this passenger market to greatly expand in the 
future. In addition to its role in providing commercial passenger 
service, LVIA also has substantial cargo activity and is used 
by a wide variety of corporate and small general aviation (GA) 
aircraft. Major cargo operators include FedEx and Airborne 
Express, both of which have scheduled service.

Currently, landside access to the airport is acceptable, but with 
potential future development, Airport Road and Schoenersville 
Road can become congested. These roadways are already 
currently congested during select periods of the day.

The airport facilitated the movement of over 16,000 freight 
tons in 2013. Cargo activity at the airport has decreased 30% 
over the past decade as shown in Figure 23.
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In addition to understanding what freight assets exist in the 
region, it is important to know the conditions and performance 
of the assets as this will affect freight movement. For instance, 
if roads or bridges are in poor condition, they will not be able 
to handle heavy truck traffic. The following sections describe 
the conditions and performance that could potentially impact 
freight movement in the Lehigh Valley.

7.1 ROADWAY WEIGHT RESTRICTIONS

As traffic volumes increase and the overall infrastructure 
system ages, pavements and bridges will begin to deteriorate 
under normal use. Often this deterioration does not preclude 
use of the facility, but does require measures such as the 
posting of weight restrictions to minimize further damage. The 
weight restriction must be determined through a traffic engi-
neering study that evaluates existing conditions and pavement 
condition. These posted weight restrictions can have a signifi-
cant impact on the movement of freight through a region, since 
alternate logistics strategies must be implemented, such as 
detouring any vehicle exceeding the posted limit or increasing 
the number of vehicles in a fleet to ensure loads do not exceed 
the posted limit. In Pennsylvania, an alternative is available 
for haulers to enter into an Excess Maintenance Agreement 
(EMA), with the relevant municipalities to complete any road-
way improvements required beyond routine maintenance. An 
EMA ensures that the hauler completes any maintenance be-
yond the normal routine work. If the hauler does not complete 
the required maintenance, then their permit will be suspended. 
As part of the EMA and bonding process, an on-site inspection 
is completed by PennDOT to document the pre-existing condi-
tion of the roadway.1 A bond is required in conjunction with the 
EMA. 

1 http://www.papostedroads.pa.gov/Internet/PostBond.nsf/infoMDMP-
Tools?OpenForm

Based on data provided on PennDOT’s Posted/Bonded Viewer 
website, no roadways are currently bonded in the Lehigh Val-
ley. However, the following roadways have been posted with a 
weight restriction:

• Lehigh County:
 – SR 2004 Segment/Offset 0050/0000 to Segment/

Offset 0050/0106
 – SR 2004 Segment/Offset 0060/0000 to Segment/

Offset 0060/2866
• (i.e., Seidersville Road in Salisbury Township)

• Northampton County:
 – SR 3004 Segment/Offset 0010/0000 to Segment/

Offset 0010/2218
• (i.e., Seidersville Road in Lower Saucon Town-

ship)

Although these roadways may be used by freight traffic, none 
of the posted segments are included in the NHS.

7.2 PAVEMENT CONDITIONS

The Pennsylvania Department of Transportation provides 
information regarding the International Roughness Index (IRI) 
and Overall Pavement Index (OPI) of roadways by Business 
Plan Network classification. These valuations provide a meth-
od of performance measures and asset management on the 
Commonwealth’s roadways. PennDOT also provides goals for 
the Commonwealth’s planning regions related to the pavement 
conditions.

In the Lehigh Valley region, the largest percentage of roadway 
segment miles (39%) are non-NHS roadways with greater than 
2,000 average daily trips (ADT). Only 5% of segment miles are 
interstate. The other components of the network (NHS, non-in-

terstate and non-NHS, <2,000 ADT) account for 25% and 31% 
of segment miles, respectively. Figure 24 illustrates the per-
centage poor IRI and OPI for each Business Plan Network in 
the region in 2013.

The goals related to IRI and OPI outlined in the 2012 Per-
formance Measures Annual Report for each Business Plan 
Network are as follows:

 • Interstate 
 – Reduce poor IRI to 5.7% by 2013 and 1.5% long 

term
 – Maintain percent good and excellent OPI with target 

of 85.5% by 2013 and maintained long term
 • NHS, non-Interstate

 – Reduce poor IRI to 6.7% by 2013 and 5.0% long 
term

 – Maintain Percent good and excellent OPI with target 
of 80.9% by 2013 and maintained long term

 • Non-NHS, >= 2,000 ADT
 – Maintain poor IRI with target of 11.2% by 2013 and 

maintained long term
 – Maintain percent good and excellent OPI with target 

of 59.2% by 2013 and maintained long term
 • Non-NHS, < 2,000 ADT

 – Maintain poor IRI with target of 35.9% by 2013 and 
maintained long term

 – Maintain percent good and excellent OPI with target 
of 3.1% and maintained long term
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http://www.papostedroads.pa.gov/Internet/PostBond.nsf/infoMDMPTools?OpenForm
http://www.papostedroads.pa.gov/Internet/PostBond.nsf/infoMDMPTools?OpenForm
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7.3 TRUCK PARKING

The demand for truck parking along major haul routes is in-
creasing in Pennsylvania. Growth in the volume of truck traffic, 
a growing demand for consumer commodities, such as those 
carried by intermodal containers, and federal hours-of-service 
regulations all contribute to an increased need for drivers to 
seek legal parking areas to rest and fulfill mandatory off-duty 
requirements. This demand for truck parking most greatly af-
fects long haul trucking, since off-duty requirements are more 
stringent and drivers are typically further from their home base 
of operations.

Facilities that provide truck parking include rest stops, such 
as those found along the turnpike and interstate system, 
interstate welcome centers, and truck stops and other private 
businesses that have accommodations for large trucks. The 
hours of permitted parking vary at each of these locations, and 
some offer additional conveniences such as food, retail and 
comfort facilities. Due to Pennsylvania policy regulating the 
time a diesel vehicle weighing more than 10,001 pounds is 
permitted to idle, some parking facilities also include amenities 
such as electrified parking stalls to power heat, air conditioning 
and equipment within the cab while the engine is off. Trucks 
may also be equipped with auxiliary power units (APU), which 
consist of a small diesel generator to power the systems within 
the truck’s cab without the need for truck engine idling.

A freight advisory committee meeting held on November 18, 
2013 for the Lehigh Valley Regional Freight Plan revealed that 
many stakeholders believe truck parking is a concern within 
the region. A lack of available truck parking, electrified parking 
areas and other amenities for long haul vehicles was cited. 

Similarly, the report Truck Parking in Pennsylvania, prepared 
in 2007 by the Pennsylvania State Transportation Advisory 
Committee (TAC), analyzed truck parking conditions on Penn-
sylvania Core Highway System corridors throughout the state. 
Of the two corridors located within the Lehigh Valley, both were 
identified as experiencing unmet truck parking demand. Both 
directions of Interstate 78 experienced unmet parking demand 
between Interstate 81 and the New Jersey border, and both di-
rections of the PA Turnpike (Northeast Extension) experienced 
unmet parking demand between Scranton and Philadelphia. 
Since these two corridors intersect within the Lehigh Valley, 
the entire area was identified within the study as a “Region 
With Unmet Truck Parking Demand”. The TAC identified a total 
of eight such regions statewide as areas where the opportuni-
ty exists to satisfy the parking demands of carriers in several 
corridors. 

The study also determined that of all corridors analyzed, the 
Pennsylvania Turnpike (both the mainline and the Northeast 
Extension) exhibits the greatest unmet parking demand. Un-
met parking demands can be the result of actual occupation of 
a parking area, driver experience that a facility is usually full or 
a perception that a facility is either full or too difficult to access 
(if located off of the main route).

The parking of vehicles on a limited access highway is prohib-
ited under PA Title 75 and could present a safety hazard since 
the parked vehicle presents a large unprotected fixed object in 
the clear zone. As truck freight volumes continue to increase 
throughout the Lehigh Valley, the need for additional truck 
parking will increasingly become a critical issue.

7.4 BRIDGE CONDITIONS

Similar to roadways, weight restrictions are posted on bridges 
to avoid subjecting the structure to maximum loads greater 
than the diminished capacity of the bridge (within a factor of 
safety). This does not indicate that a bridge is unsafe; rather 
it minimizes further deterioration until the structure can be 
improved. If the bridge is unsafe or cannot accommodate 
the required loads, the bridge is closed. Bridges classified as 
Structurally Deficient (SD) exhibit deterioration to one or more 
of its major components. 

Details of the bridge classification statistics in Lehigh and 
Northampton counties can be found in Table 8. The informa-
tion summarizes the regional bridge inventory (state and local-
ly-owned), status (open, closed, posted and under construc-
tion), and bridge condition (good, structurally deficient and 
functionally obsolete). A posted state or locally-owned roadway 
has a weight restriction established under Section 4902(a) of 
the State of Pennsylvania Vehicle Code.

Of the 912 bridges in the region, 88.4% are open and 10.7% 
are posted. Of the 656 state-owned bridges, 95.7% are open, 
with no posted restrictions. However, 28.1% of the 256 lo-
cally-owned bridges have posted restrictions. There are six 
closed bridges in the region (one state-owned and five local-
ly-owned).

Regarding bridge condition, 59.6% of the bridges in the region 
are in good condition, while 18.5% are structurally deficient 
and 21.8% are functionally obsolete. Locally-owned bridges 
have a larger share of bridges that are structurally deficient 
(28.5% of total bridges, compared to 14.6% of state-owned 
bridges). A map of the bridge conditions can be seen in Figure 
25.
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# % # % # % # %
Northampton County 309 291 94.20% 1 0.30% 17 5.50% 0 0.00%
Lehigh County 347 337 97.10% 0 0.00% 9 2.60% 1 0.30%
Total 656 628 95.70% 1 0.20% 26 4.00% 1 0.20%

# % # % # % # %
Northampton County 137 95 69.30% 3 2.20% 39 28.50% 0 0.00%
Lehigh County 119 83 69.70% 2 1.70% 33 27.70% 1 0.80%
Total 256 178 69.50% 5 2.00% 72 28.10% 1 0.40%

# % # % # % # %
Northampton County 446 386 86.50% 4 0.90% 56 12.60% 0 0.00%
Lehigh County 466 420 90.10% 2 0.40% 42 9.00% 2 0.40%
Total 912 806 88.40% 6 0.70% 98 10.70% 2 0.20%

Table 8
Lehigh Valley Bridge Conditions

Under Construction

Locally-owned Total Open Closed Posted Under Construction

Summary Total Open Closed Posted

Bridge Status
State-owned Total Open Closed Posted Under Construction

# % # % # %
Northampton County 309 188 60.80% 52 16.80% 69 22.30%
Lehigh County 347 215 62.00% 44 12.70% 88 25.40%
Total 656 403 61.40% 96 14.60% 157 23.90%

# % # % # %
Northampton County 137 76 55.50% 36 26.30% 25 18.20%
Lehigh County 119 65 54.60% 37 31.10% 17 14.30%
Total 256 141 55.10% 73 28.50% 42 16.40%

# % # % # %
Northampton County 446 264 59.20% 88 19.70% 94 21.10%
Lehigh County 466 280 60.10% 81 17.40% 105 22.50%
Total 912 544 59.60% 169 18.50% 199 21.80%

Source: PennDOT Bridge Sufficiency/Condition Ratings (December 2014)

Locally-owned Total Good Condition Structurally Deficient Functionally Obsolete

Summary Total Good Condition Structurally Deficient Functionally Obsolete

Bridge Condition
State-owned Total Good Condition Structurally Deficient Functionally Obsolete

Figure 25
Lehigh Valley Bridge Conditions
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7.5 AT-GRADE RAIL CROSSINGS

At-grade rail crossings occur when a railroad track crosses a 
road at the same level. These crossings disrupt roadway traffic 
and can cause issues for oversize/overweight trucks when 
attempting to go over the rail line. Additionally, trains usually 
must slow down through at-grade crossings, creating ineffi-
ciencies. There are 33 at-grade rail crossings located in the 
Lehigh Valley, as shown in Figure 26.

At-grade rail crossing on Route 100 near Schantz Road

Figure 26
Lehigh Valley At-Grade Rail Crossings
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7.6 MAJOR CORRIDOR CONGESTION

In order to further address congestion within the region, the 
Lehigh Valley Planning Commission has identified 13 potential 
corridors for inclusion in the regional Congestion Manage-
ment Process (CMP). Criteria used to select these corridors 
included a minimum length of at least one mile, average Level 
of Service (LOS) “D” or worse, a functional classification of at 
least a minor arterial and a location in areas recommended 
for urban development in the regional Comprehensive Plan. 
Eligible corridors are listed below in order of priority:

 • US 22 (I-78 to Route 33)
 • Cedar Crest Blvd. (US 22 to Chestnut St.)
 • I-78 (US 22 to PA 100)
 • I-78 (SR 309 to SR 33)
 • Route 309 (Shankweiler Rd. to Walbert Ave.)
 • Lehigh St./E. Harrison St. (31st St. to 5th St.)
 • 25th St. (Newburg Rd. to Freemansburg Ave.)
 • SR 191 (US 22 to Newburg Rd.)
 • SR 378 (Seidersville Rd. to Center Valley Parkway)
 • SR 100 (Lowhill Township line to Schantz Rd.)
 • American Parkway/S. 4th St./Basin St. (Gordon St. to 

I-78)
 • Broadway/E. 4th St. (Susquehanna St. to Fillmore St.)
 • Morgan Hill Rd./Phila Rd./Saint John St./SR 611 (I-78 

to vicinity of Paxinosa Ave.)

A map of the congested corridors can be seen in Figure 27.

Congestion can be problematic on the interstate as well, as 
it is not uncommon for traffic to queue from the Berks County 
line as far east as the US 22/I-78 interchange. 

The MPO prioritized the corridors based on a rating system 
approved by the Lehigh Valley Transportation Study, which 

considers projected levels of service, current crash rates, facil-
ity characteristics and other factors. A general trend identified 
for the selected corridors is that the corridors generally consist 
of roads extending from an urban core to employment areas in 
the suburbs.

Several planning/signal studies have previously been complet-
ed to further evaluate and analyze the operation of corridors 
identified as congested or having operational deficiencies. 
These studies include the following reports:

 • 22/Tomorrow: A Corridor Planning Study – U.S. Route 
22 – Lehigh Valley (November 2001)

 • Lehigh Street Corridor Signal Study (October 2011)
 • Northampton Street Corridor Signal Study (October 

2011)
 • Schoenersville Road Corridor Signal Study (August 

2013)

Each of these studies has been prepared by the Lehigh Valley 
Planning Commission.

In the case of US 22, the MPO currently does not have ca-
pacity within its Transportation Improvement Program (TIP) 
to improve the roadway to address needs. With additional trip 
generators locating adjacent to the corridor, the problem is 
expected to grow worse. Despite its classification as a princi-
pal arterial, US 22 serves both local and long distance trips, 
including a mix of freight-related and passenger vehicle traffic. 
The roadway’s initial mobility benefits are being choked out by 
congestion. As such, the roadway is becoming a corridor to 
avoid, as businesses are moving to locations within the region 
that provide better access to Interstate 78. 

Figure 27
Congested Corridors in the Lehigh Valley, 2030
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Other significant projects include:

 • Northeastern Extension, Total Reconstruction and 
Widening and Quakertown Interchange Reconstruction 
Project from Mileposts (MP) A38 to A44. Preliminary 
design began in 2012 for the total reconstruction and 
widening of the Northeastern Extension of the Penn-
sylvania Turnpike (I-476) north of Clump Road to north 
of Steinsburg Road between Mileposts A38-A44. The 
roadway and bridges will be improved and widened to 
three lanes in each direction on this section of the Turn-
pike. The project corridor traverses Salford Township 
in Montgomery County and West Rockhill and Milford 
townships in Bucks County.

 • Northeastern Extension, Total Reconstruction and 
Widening Project, MP A31 - MP A38. Final design 
began in 2013 on the future reconstruction and widen-
ing of the Northeastern Extension of the Pennsylvania 
Turnpike (I-476) north of the Lansdale Interchange to 
north of Clump Road between Mileposts A31 and A38. 
The seven-mile project corridor traverses Lower Sal-
ford, Franconia and Salford townships in Montgomery 
County. This section of the Turnpike will be completely 
reconstructed from the ground up and widened from 
two lanes in each direction with limited shoulders to 
three lanes in each direction, with 12-foot right and left 
shoulders. The overhead bridges along the project cor-
ridor are only wide enough to accommodate the current 
roadway width, so they need to be replaced before the 
mainline Turnpike widening can occur. Construction on 
the overhead bridges began in the spring of 2013, and 
construction on the mainline Turnpike is expected to 
begin in fall 2016.

 • Mileposts A20-A31 Reconstruction. This project 
includes the full depth total roadway reconstruction of 
10.5 miles of the Pennsylvania Turnpike’s Northeast-

ern Extension, from the Mid-County Interchange to the 
Lansdale Interchange, Montgomery County. Upon com-
pletion of this project, the existing four-lane facility with 
a four-foot median and eight to ten-foot shoulders will 
be converted into a six-lane facility, with three 12-foot 
travel lanes north and southbound, a 26-foot median, 
and 12-foot shoulders.

 • This Pennsylvania Turnpike project will be constructed 
in two parts: the southern section, which includes the 
area between the Mid-County Interchange (Milepost 
A20) and Berks Road (Milepost A26) in Plymouth, 
Whitpain and Worcester townships; and the northern 
section, which includes the area between Berks Road 
(Milepost A26) and the Lansdale Interchange (Milepost 
A31) in Worcester, Upper Gwynedd and Towamencin 
townships.

7.6.1 Future Capacity Improvements

The Lehigh Valley Surface Transportation Plan 2011-2030 
notes that congestion within the region is becoming wide-
spread, although generally short in duration. This congestion is 
typically associated with intersection delay, especially in sub-
urban areas. These delays directly impact the flow of freight 
and can reduce the efficiency of freight movement across the 
system.

As part of ongoing efforts to mitigate the impacts of congestion 
within the region, various capacity improvement projects have 
been programmed in the 2015-2018 Transportation Improve-
ment Program (TIP) prepared by the Lehigh Valley Transporta-
tion Study in June 2014. Each of these projects are projected 
to result in increased capacity, either through the addition of 
new or expanded infrastructure, or through the reduction in 
per vehicle travel delay, such as through optimization of traffic 
signal timings.

7.7 FREIGHT BOTTLENECKS

According to the American Transportation Research Institute 
(ATRI), as part of the Pennsylvania Long Range Transporta-
tion Plan and Pennsylvania Comprehensive Freight Movement 
Plan, the top 100 truck freight bottleneck locations have been 
identified for Pennsylvania. Using an index to compare peak 
and off-peak travel speeds, sections of US 22 from SR 100 to 

SR 378 were identified as among the top truck freight bottle-
necks in the state. Figure 28 illustrates the top truck freight 
bottlenecks in the state, including the Allentown region, and 
Figure 29 provides a zoomed-in look at the bottleneck in the 
Lehigh Valley region.

Congestion on Route 22 at Airport Road
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Figure 28
Top 100 Truck Freight Bottlenecks in Pennsylvania

Source: ATRI

Figure 29
Lehigh Valley Freight Bottlenecks
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7.8 SAFETY

Safety across the transportation system is a top priority for all 
stakeholders. Accordingly, the Commonwealth has adopted a 
vision to strive for an aspirational goal of “zero deaths and in-
juries on Pennsylvania roadways”. The Commonwealth strives 
to achieve this objective, as outlined in a mission statement, 
to: “Improve highway safety by developing and implementing 
education, enforcement, engineering and emergency service 
strategies”. In order to work toward these outcomes, a goal 
has been established to reduce average fatalities and major in-
juries by half over the next 20 years. These efforts are shared 
by PennDOT, the Lehigh Valley Planning Commission, local 
governing bodies and other operators such as rail authorities. 

In compliance with the State Highway Safety Improvement 
Program (HSIP), the Lehigh Valley MPO has developed a 
list of the 25 priority locations at which safety improvements 
should be incorporated into the TIP. The current list, based on 
year 2007-11 crash data, shows 20 priority locations in Lehigh 
County and five locations in Northampton County. Eighteen 
of the 25 locations are also listed on the Pennsylvania 2012 
Statewide High Crash Location List. It should also be noted 
that one location in Lehigh County is on a local roadway. Table 

9 provides a brief summary of reported crash data at these 
locations.

The Lehigh Valley Planning Commission is currently finalizing 
the Lehigh Valley MPO Highway Safety Guidance Report to 
identify trends and statistics associated with highway fatalities 
within the Lehigh Valley. The document will also serve as a link 
to available resources for assessing, analyzing and alleviat-
ing highway safety concerns, as well as recommend potential 
countermeasures to help mitigate specific trends. It is antici-
pated that this document will be available for use following a 
final review by PennDOT.

A significant portion of safety funding utilized within the Lehigh 
Valley is anticipated to originate from the HSIP program. Thus, 
it will be important to maintain coordination between the MPO 
and PennDOT to ensure that all established protocols and 
requirements are satisfied. The allocation of this funding would 
be accomplished through the selection of a variety of projects 
identified as valuable in advancing the Commonwealth and 
MPO’s ultimate fatality reduction goals. These projects could 
range from targeted enhancements to the implementation of 
systematic improvements.

Fatal / Injury Crashes Fatalities Injuries

Lehigh 4,148 2,384 15 3,565
Northampton 727 439 4 599

Total 4,875 2,823 19 4,164

County Total Crashes

Severity

Source:  PennDOT data report Lehigh Valley MPO Crash Locations (2007 – 2011 Data)

Crash Summary at Locations on the Top 25 MPO Crash Location List
Table 9

Safety markers and guards on bridge overpass
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Fixed object damage on Adams Road near I-78

Chapter 8  
Trends, Needs + Issues 
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In planning for the safe and efficient movement of freight in the 
future, it is important to understand the future freight growth 
and development trends, as well as the needs and issues of 
the current system. Identifying these trends, needs and is-
sues assists in the development of recommendations. Trends, 
needs and issues along the freight system were identified 
by analyzing the data and conducting stakeholder outreach, 
which consisted of stakeholder interviews and freight advisory 
committee meetings. The trends, needs and issues can be 
broken down into ten categories:

 • Growth on local system
 • Need for alternate routes
 • Road and bridge conditions
 • Rail abandonment 
 • At-grade rail crossings
 • Congestion
 • Truck parking
 • Commercial driver shortage
 • Data collection and accuracy
 • Coordination

The trends, needs and issues highlight the importance of close 
public and private coordination.

8.1 GROWTH ON LOCAL SYSTEM

For the ten-year period ending in 2012, the region’s highway 
network expanded by 215 linear miles; however, 213 miles of 
this includes locally- or municipally-owned roadway. Volume 
growth on the locally-owned network over the past decade 
was 12%.

8.2 NEED FOR ALTERNATE ROUTES

Accidents, congestion and construction can force trucks from 
their intended routes onto other roads. If a suitable alternate 
does not exist, trucks end up on local roads not designed to 
handle such large vehicles. Therefore, in order to ensure effi-
cient freight movement, major trucking routes should have a 
designated alternate route suited to handle truck traffic.

8.3 ROAD AND BRIDGE CONDITIONS

Locally-owned bridges in the Lehigh Valley region are in 
worse condition than the state-owned bridges. Locally-owned 
bridges are about seven times more likely to be posted than 
state-owned bridges and ten times more likely to be closed. 
The locally-owned bridges are also twice as likely to be classi-
fied as structurally deficient as the state-owned bridges. This 
illustrates a need to improve maintenance and upkeep on the 
locally-owned bridges in the Lehigh Valley.

8.4 RAIL ABANDONMENT 

The region is at risk of losing some existing rail lines to aban-
donment, precluding the reuse of adjacent sites by rail-served 
businesses.

8.5 AT-GRADE RAIL CROSSINGS

From both the rail and highway side, stakeholders noted that 
at-grade rail crossings were a concern. As noted in Section 
7.5, there are 33 at-grade rail crossings in the Lehigh Valley. 
When a train passes through an at-grade crossing, traffic on 
the road is forced to stop until the train has passed. Addition-
ally, train speeds are reduced when traversing an at-grade 
crossing. Furthermore, at-grade rail crossings can pose a safe-
ty concern as collisions can occur between trains and other 
vehicles. Eliminating these at-grade crossings would improve 
the flow of both trucks and trains and remove a potential safety 
hazard.

8.6 CONGESTION

Roadway congestion increases travel time and decreases 
travel time reliability, increasing the cost of doing business for 
companies. Total daily travel demand in the region is approxi-
mately 13.6 million vehicle miles traveled (VMT), an increase 
of 4% since 2002, which has contributed to the congestion in 
the area.1 During stakeholder interviews, US 22 and I-78 were 
mentioned as being particularly congested. Sections of US 22 
from SR 100 to SR 378 were also identified as among the top 
truck freight bottlenecks in the state. Unless improvements are 
made, the congestion is only projected to get worse as the re-
gion continues to grow. In addition to US 22 and I-78, Section 
7.6 lists other congested corridors and future capacity im-
provement projects to help relieve the congestion. In addition 
to roadway congestion, there is also congestion on the Class 
I rail lines. In particular, as the economy has recovered, con-
gestion along Norfolk Southern’s mainline in the region and in 
the Allentown Yard have increased. Additionally, approximately 
8% of Pennsylvania’s rail freight tonnage both originates and 
terminates in Bethlehem. Norfolk Southern estimates that 
200,000 freight containers could eventually move through the 
terminal annually. It is important that this terminal keep up with 
growing demand.

1 Pennsylvania Highway Statistics. 2012. PUB 500 Highway Data.
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8.7 TRUCK PARKING

One issue that was prevalent throughout the stakeholder input 
was the need for more truck parking in the region. The updat-
ed federal hours of service requirements for commercial motor 
vehicles, which went into effect July 1, 2013, necessitate the 
need for more truck parking as drivers are required to take 
more breaks. A truck parking shortage can force drivers to pull 
over on the side of the road, creating a safety hazard. The 
availability of truck parking is a concern within the region. Inde-
pendent studies by the state Transportation Advisory Commit-
tee (TAC) have determined the region qualifies as a “Region 
With Unmet Truck Parking Demand.”

8.8 COMMERCIAL DRIVER SHORTAGE

Commercial driver shortages are another concern that ap-
peared throughout the stakeholder input. Companies are 
struggling to hire enough drivers to keep up with their growing 
businesses. Long stretches away from home and family, as 
well as stagnant salaries, have made trucking unattractive to 
potential drivers in recent years.2 The American Trucking Asso-
ciation estimated that in 2014 there were between 30,000 and 
35,000 unfilled commercial vehicle driver jobs. As the econo-
my continues to recover and demand for freight expands, this 
problem is only projected to get worse.
2 Bloomberg Business (2013). Why no one wants to drive a truck anymore. 

Retrieved on April 2, 2015 from: http://www.bloomberg.com/bw/arti-
cles/2013-11-14/2014-outlook-truck-driver-shortage

Truck parking near Adams Road/I-78

8.9 DATA COLLECTION AND ACCURACY

Having accurate and updated data is critical when planning 
for the future of freight movement. Stakeholders stated that 
there was a lack of data available, especially with regards to 
commodity movements in the region. For instance, the Le-
high-Northampton Airport Authority does not track the com-
modities going in and out of the airport, nor do they have 
information on trends. This lack of data makes it difficult to 
develop future projections of freight movement that might 
indicate a necessity to invest in expanding the freight capacity 
at the airport.

8.10 COORDINATION

In order to implement an effective plan, coordination among 
agencies, such as LVPC and PennDOT, must take place. 
Inconsistent permitting issues across levels of government 
and cumbersome permitting processes for oversize/overweight 
trucks were also mentioned as an issue. It is also important 
that specific projects are looked at as part of a larger picture 
so as not to put two roads under construction at the same time 
that might act as alternative routes for one another. 

Additionally, it is equally important for the public and private 
sector to work together. During the stakeholder interviews it 
was noted that Norfolk Southern does not have a liaison with 
the LVPC. The private sector can help provide valuable input 
and data during the development of plans, and efforts should 
be made to include them in the planning process whenever 
possible. Another form of coordination that should be explored 
is the expansion of public/private partnerships to fund projects.

http://www.bloomberg.com/bw/articles/2013-11-14/2014-outlook-truck-driver-shortage
http://www.bloomberg.com/bw/articles/2013-11-14/2014-outlook-truck-driver-shortage
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Freight traffic passing through Bangor

Chapter 9  
Existing Freight Policy
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The future growth of a region and investment in infrastruc-
ture is not only controlled by demographic and market forces, 
but also by government policy instituted to control and guide 
growth, direct funding or maintain order through various safety 
or improvement measures. Thus, a literature review of various 
documents was performed to provide additional insight into the 
existing policies that impact freight transportation within the 
Lehigh Valley. Information referenced during this review includ-
ed the following sources:

 • Federal Highway Administration (FHWA): http://www.
fhwa.dot.gov/map21/summaryinfo.cfm

 • Lehigh Valley Rail Freight Study 2007 (August 2007) 
 • Lehigh Valley Surface Transportation Plan 2011-2030 

(October 2010)
 • Pennsylvania Intercity Passenger and Freight Rail Plan 

(February 2010)
 • Pennsylvania Department of Environmental Protection 

(DEP): http://www.dep.state.pa.us/dep/deputate/airwaste/
aq/cars/idling.htm

 • Truck Parking In Pennsylvania, produced by the Penn-
sylvania State Transportation Advisory Committee 
(December 2007).

 • United States Environmental Protection Agency (EPA): 
http://www.epa.gov/cleandiesel/basicinfo.htm

Although not comprehensive, the following samples provide 
an overview of policies that have a significant impact on the 
movement of freight or compliance and regulatory practices.

Moving Ahead for Progress in the 21st Century Act                        
(MAP-21) 
On July 6, 2012 this federal law was enacted to provide a lon-
ger term highway authorization, providing funding and policy 
and programmatic framework for investments to direct future 

growth of surface transportation infrastructure. Many of the 
funding programs enabled by this legislation mandate policies 
that impact freight movement on the statewide and local levels. 
Examples of this include the following:

 • National Highway Performance Program (NHPP) – 
requires states to develop a risk and performance-based 
asset management plan for the NHS to ensure adequate 
system performance. The program also requires min-
imum standards for bridges and pavement conditions 
within the NHS. If the criteria are not met, a portion of 
the funding provided in the program must be used to 
rectify the issue.

 • Highway Safety Improvement Program (HSIP) – empha-
sizes a data-driven, strategic approach to improving 
highway safety. Each state is required to identify key 
safety problems, establish the severity and adopt perfor-
mance-based goals to maximize safety. This process is 
carried out through a required Strategic Highway Safety 
Plan (SHSP). The Lehigh Valley MPO is a partner in the 
production of this document.

 • Surface Transportation Program (STP) – provides 
flexible funding to improve conditions and performance 
on Federal-Aid highways, bridge projects on any public 
road or facilities for non-motorized transportation and 
transit. The breadth of this funding includes numerous 
transportation enhancement projects, such as truck 
parking, electric vehicle charging infrastructure, conges-
tion pricing and travel demand strategies. Policies imple-
mented to address needs in these areas would have a 
direct impact on local freight movement. 

Truck Freight Regulations
Several important regulations have a direct impact on truck 
transport within the Lehigh Valley. One of the most significant 

are federal hours of service regulations provided in 49 CFR, 
Parts 385, 386 390 and 395. These regulations imposed max-
imum hours of operation and minimum required rest periods 
to help prevent safety incidents related to driver fatigue. The 
implications of this policy result in a need for additional truck 
parking so that drivers can comply with the established crite-
ria. As previously noted, the demand for truck parking along 
several major routes within the Lehigh Valley is already over 
capacity. 

As a result of unmet demand for truck parking, as well as 
a driver perception that adequate facilities are not readily 
available, many truckers have been observed parking on the 
shoulder of highway exit/entrance ramps or along emergency 
pull off areas. However, the PA vehicle code, Title 75, prohibits 
parking on limited access highways. This presents an enforce-
ment dilemma for law enforcement officers, since the lack of 
legal parking areas and federal hours of service requirements 
may necessitate the parking of vehicles in these areas. Addi-
tionally, waking a fatigued driver and requiring them to contin-
ue driving may present a greater safety hazard than the truck 
parked on the shoulder of the roadway.

In addition to the above regulations, Pennsylvania’s Die-
sel-Powered Motor Vehicle Idling Act (Act 124 of 2008) limits 
the amount of time a parked diesel vehicle may allow the 
primary engine to idle. The Act does not include any acces-
sory generators that may be installed on a truck. Generally, 
Act 124 prohibits a vehicle in excess of 10,001 pounds to idle 
for more than five minutes in any 60-minute period. Since not 
all trucks are equipped with accessory generators, this policy 
underscores the importance of providing adequate parking 
facilities with amenities, such as electrification to provide heat, 
air conditioning, electricity, internet and other comforts to cabs 
during the required rest periods.

Similar to PA Act 124, the National Clean Diesel Campaign, 
established by the EPA, includes regulatory programs to estab-
lish standards for new diesel engines. It also provides provi-
sions for the reduction of emissions in existing diesel engines, 
including maintenance repair and retrofit strategies. This could 
ultimately impact operating costs for shippers.

Weight Limits on Bridges and Roads
As noted previously, pavements and bridges can begin to dete-
riorate under normal use. PA Title 75 C.S. § 4902(a) estab-
lishes a restriction on vehicles in excess of maximum size or 
weight limits on posted roads and bridges. These restrictions 
are established through an engineering study to help extend 
the functional life of a facility, or to eliminate potential safety 
concerns related to the use of any vehicle exceeding the cur-
rent rating of a facility. Posted weight restrictions can have a 
significant impact on the movement of freight through a region, 
since any vehicle exceeding the limit must follow an alternate 
detour. 

Rail Safety Improvement Act of 2008 (RSIA)
This policy, administered by the Federal Railroad Administra-
tion (FRA), established safety regulations related to railroad 
safety, such as hours of service requirements, positive train 
control implementation, safety at highway rail grade crossings, 
etc. The Act requires states to maintain a state rail plan that 
establishes priorities and strategies to enhance rail service. 
Certain requirements of this Act, such as a requirement for 
positive train control (PTC) on all passenger lines and freight 
lines that carry toxic-by-inhalation (TIH) materials, could repre-
sent a significant cost for rail carriers and intermodal facilities 
as new wireless communications and track side devices are 
installed to establish the network of safety controls comprising 
the PTC system.

http://www.fhwa.dot.gov/map21/summaryinfo.cfm
http://www.fhwa.dot.gov/map21/summaryinfo.cfm
http://www.dep.state.pa.us/dep/deputate/airwaste/aq/cars/idling.htm
http://www.dep.state.pa.us/dep/deputate/airwaste/aq/cars/idling.htm
http://www.epa.gov/cleandiesel/basicinfo.htm
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Rail Freight Assistance Program (RFAP)
This program, administered by the PennDOT Bureau of Rail 
Freight, Ports and Waterways, provides 28 grants totaling $8.5 
million for freight rehabilitation and construction. The program 
is intended to help reduce the number of annual truck trips on 
the Commonwealth’s highway system.

Lehigh Valley MPO Policies
The Lehigh Valley Surface Transportation Plan 2011–2030 
notes that MPO projects must pass through a screening 
process to determine how the specific projects address var-
ious transportation issues. The desirability and priority of a 
project can be based on how well the project advances these 
goals and policies established by the MPO. Although a listing 
of these goals and policies can be found in the region’s Long 
Range Transportation Plan, a sample of MPO policies that 
could directly impact freight transportation is listed below:

 • General
 – Projects must be on the Federal-Aid System or a 

state road to be eligible for federal or state funds 
unless federal safety funds are used, in which case 
all public roads are eligible. Projects other than 
transportation enhancements must have a cost 
greater than $100,000 due to the cost of procuring 
funding.

 – Highest priority shall be assigned to those projects 
that are essential for safety, maintenance of the 
transportation system and/or relief of congestion.

 • Highway
 – Give high priority to projects that upgrade unsafe 

roads and intersections, rehabilitate or replace defi-
cient bridges and upgrade existing highways that are 
deficient.

 – Upgrade unsafe roads and intersections to current 
design standards.

 – Conduct planning studies on high priority conges-
tion and safety corridors and program appropriate 
improvements.

 – Safety projects shall be identified based on the high 
priority safety corridors.

 – Maintenance priorities will be determined through 
a combination of life cycle considerations and road 
condition (IRI values). Priority will be given to roads 
that have high traffic volumes and a high level of 
regional importance. Priorities will be revisited at 
least every two years.

 – Bridges with a sufficiency rating of 0 to 50 are eligi-
ble for replacement. Bridges with a sufficiency rating 
of 50 to 80 are eligible for rehabilitation. Bridges 
posted or judged to be structurally deficient will also 
receive priority treatment. All other bridges are eligi-
ble for preventive maintenance improvements only.

 – Access management practices should be initiated 
in accord with recommendations of the LVPC report 
entitled Access Management on Arterial Roads.

 – Support highway capacity improvements only in 
areas designated for urban development in the 
Comprehensive Plan for the Lehigh Valley…2030.

 – Projects with a congestion relief (mobility) justifica-
tion must have documented evidence of existing 
congestion or forecasts of future congestion. They 
must be identified in the LVTS Congestion Manage-
ment Process.

 – Congestion relief and access improvement projects 
shall address intermodal connections where such 
connections are appropriate.

 – Preserve arterial roads for their through traffic carry-
ing function by reducing on-street parking and curb 
cuts for driveways through access management 
techniques.

 – Highway improvements should be scaled to needs 
that result from reliable and documented travel fore-
cast procedures.

 – Improvements to existing highways at current loca-
tions are generally preferred over relocations and 
bypasses.

 – Improvement of existing interchanges on Route 
22, I-78, the Pennsylvania Turnpike and Route 33 
to resolve major safety and capacity problems will 
be supported if sufficient funds are available. Inter-
changes at new locations are not recommended 
unless there is a compelling and well-documented 
need that cannot be met by upgrading an existing 
interchange.

 – This plan supports strategies for transportation sys-
tem management, intelligent transportation systems, 
access management practices and context sensitive 
design in appropriate situations.

 – Travel demand on existing facilities should be met 
to the greatest degree possible by programming low 
cost safety and mobility improvements.

 – Support development of park and ride lots where 
there is documented demand for such facilities.

 – Improve sidewalk, trail and local street connectivity 
to reduce the number of vehicle trips taken on the 
major highway network.

 – Municipalities should adopt impact fee ordinances to 
help finance highway improvements.

 • Transit
 – When feasible, transit should be used to mitigate 

short term, high volume traffic destinations, such 
as special events, rather than building permanent 
capacity improvements.

 – Fixed route transit service should be provided only in 
those areas where there is a market for such service 

and it is financially feasible through operating reve-
nues and necessary subsidies.

 – The use of private contractors for the provision of 
transit service should be considered when such 
service is provided at equivalent service levels with 
lesser public subsidies.

 – Replace buses on a regular basis based upon 
life-cycle costs and LANta’s financial capacity.

 – Rail rights-of-way should be preserved for future rail 
reuse if analysis shows that the reestablishment of 
future passenger service is warranted and financially 
feasible.

 • Rail Freight
 – Provide competitive rail freight service through pri-

vate capital investment in rail facilities.
 – Public investment in acquiring, upgrading or oper-

ating lines proposed for abandonment should be 
limited to those instances where the investment is 
cost-effective relative to employment opportunities 
and tax revenues and/or is a cost-effective way of 
reducing highway travel.

 – Land near rail lines that meets the Comprehensive 
Plan’s criteria for industrial siting should be desig-
nated for industrial uses.

 – Support increasing rail clearances in the Lehigh Val-
ley to accommodate double-stack rail cars and wide 
loads.

 – Plan, program and build intermodal transportation 
improvements to accommodate current and future 
travel demand.

 – Support access to facilities and freight terminals that 
are otherwise compatible with the regional Compre-
hensive Plan.

 – Provide safe at-grade crossings by upgrading to 
current safety standards.
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Warehouse on Nestle Way near I-78

Chapter 10  
Goals, Objectives
+ Policies 
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The Lehigh Valley’s freight transportation investment decisions 
require an approach with clear policies to develop an efficient 
and safe multimodal transportation system—a system that 
improves mobility and enhances the region’s economic com-
petitiveness. 

Developing these policies was a key focus of crafting the Le-
high Valley Regional Freight Plan (LVRFP). The plan’s policies 
have been aligned with the Lehigh Valley’s other regional mod-
al planning efforts to ensure continuity and a strategic direction 
for the future. 

10.1 ESTABLISHMENT OF CONSISTENT GOALS

Development of the LVRFP overall freight transportation goal 
and supporting policies was influenced by a range of both 
freight-specific and broader transportation considerations. 
With a focus on safety, asset management, mobility and 
stewardship, the policies of the LVRFP are informed by the 
current surface transportation act (MAP-21) and PA on Track, 
the Pennsylvania Long Range Transportation Plan (PA LRTP) 
and Pennsylvania Comprehensive Freight Movement Plan 
(CFMP). These documents provided guidance to ensure that 
the LVRFP has consistent goals and policies.

The LVPC developed this plan based on its understanding of 
the critical economic and freight mobility linkages identified 
through the region’s Long Range Transportation Plan and 
stakeholder outreach. The LVRFP is intended to:

 • Identify policies to improve freight access, interconnec-
tivity and mobility on the region’s multimodal transpor-
tation system in order to improve its competitive posi-
tion in attracting, retaining and expanding industries 
and jobs throughout the region.

 • Help guide the region’s investment decisions regarding 
the infrastructure that supports freight movements.

10.2 NATIONAL FREIGHT GOALS

MAP-21 established seven national freight goal areas: 

1. Safety, Security, Resiliency: Improve the safety, secu-
rity and resilience of freight transportation.

2. State of Good Repair: Improve the state of good 
repair of the national freight network.

3. Economic Competitiveness: Invest in infrastructure 
improvements and implement operational improve-
ments that strengthen the contribution of the national 
freight network to the economic competitiveness of the 
U.S. and reduce congestion and increase productivity, 
particularly for domestic industries and businesses that 
create high value jobs.

4. Economic Efficiency: Improve the economic effi-
ciency of the national freight network.

5. Advanced Technology: Use advanced technology to 
improve the safety and efficiency of the national freight 
network.

6. Environmental: Reduce the environmental impacts of 
freight movement on the national freight network.

7. Performance and Accountability: Incorporate con-
cepts of performance, innovation, competition and 
accountability into the operation and maintenance of 
the national freight network.

Consistency with these goals ensures that the LVRFP sup-
ports MAP-21 guidance and is consistent with statewide goals.
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10.3 PENNSYLVANIA’S TRANSPORTATION 
GOALS, OBJECTIVES AND PERFORMANCE 
MEASURES

PennDOT developed the CFMP in conjunction with its long 
range transportation plan. The plans are integrated and con-
sistent. As recommended by the statewide Technical Advi-
sory Committee (TAC),1 the PA LRTP and CFMP are perfor-
mance-based plans intended to establish a strategic vision 
and set the direction for Pennsylvania’s future multimodal and 
intermodal transportation system by informing PennDOT’s 
Strategic and Business Plans. (Figure 30 and Table 10) The 

1  Pennsylvania State Transportation Advisory Committee, Future Directions 
for Transportation in Pennsylvania, Final Report, January, 2011

goals, objectives and performance measures were devel-
oped based on the comments and recommendations solicited 
from the diverse priorities of transportation owners, opera-
tors, stakeholders and the general public. The performance 
measures will be used to monitor and communicate progress 
towards goals, evaluate investment scenarios, comply with 
national performance requirements and track plan implemen-
tation over time. Performance targets will define acceptable 
levels of performance from the perspective of the decision 
maker and will be adjusted over time to reflect reasonable per-
formance expectations in light of budget constraints. 

Figure 30
Pennsylvania Long Range Transportation Plan/Comprehensive Freight Movement Plan

GOALS

Source: PA LRTP; Goals, Objectives + Performance Measures
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Table 10
Pennsylvania Long Range Transportation Plan/Comprehensive Freight Movement Plan

Goals, Objectives and Performance Measures
Goal:  Preserve transportation assets using sound asset management practices within the limitations of available 
resources.
Objectives
Optimize pavement conditions.
Reduce the number of structurally deficient bridges.
Encourage state-of-good-repair initiatives for all modes.
Limit the number of load-restricted bridges.
Performance Measures
Percent of pavements in excellent, good, fair and poor condition (International Roughness Index (IRI)).
Pavement structure index (Overall Pavement Index (OPI)).
Percent of structurally deficient bridges (by deck area).
Number of “weak bridges” and load-restricted bridges.
Average age of bus fleet (as a % of design life).
Goal:  Improve statewide safety for all modes and all users.
Objectives
Reduce statewide transportation system fatalities.
Reduce serious injury crashes statewide.
Invest in cost-beneficial approaches and technologies that enhance the safety of the transportation system and improve public 
understanding of high risk traveling behaviors. 
Reduce crashes, injuries and fatalities in work zone areas.
Promote, develop and sustain multijurisdictional traffic incident management programs to achieve enhanced responder safety 
and safe and quick traffic incident clearance.
Performance Measures
Number of fatalities and serious injuries.
Rates of crashes with fatalities and serious injuries per VMT.
Number of fatalities and serious injuries in work zones.
Number of roadway-related bicycle and pedestrian fatalities and serious injuries.
Number of rail crossing fatalities, serious injuries and incidents.

LRTP/CFMP Goals, Objectives, and Performance Measures
Table 10
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Goal:  Expand and improve system mobility and integrate modal connections.
Objectives
Provide multimodal infrastructure and technology advancements to improve system efficiency and trip predictability and to 
eliminate bottlenecks.
Increase access to jobs/labor/transportation choices in urban, suburban and rural communities.
Support local communities through appropriate and equitable transportation modal options and investments.
Enhance multimodal access, with a focus on seniors, persons with disabilities and other disadvantaged populations.
Improve first and last mile intermodal access and connections.
Support pedestrian and bicycle facility development.
Improve bridge under-clearances and intersection geometry.
Performance Measures
Annual hours of truck/auto delays (cost of delays).
Annual transit ridership (e.g. fixed route, shared ride service, etc.).
Percent/number of freight bottlenecks eliminated.
Goal:  Increase efficiency through modernization of assets and streamlining of processes.
Objectives
Ensure a high standard of quality and maximize effectiveness of agency and user investments.
Enhance the performance of the transportation system while protecting the state’s natural, cultural and historic resources.
Encourage the development and use of innovative technologies.
Support transportation investments to reflect the diversity of Pennsylvanians and their needs.
Support coordination of land use and transportation planning.
Support economic development.
Support technical assistance/training courses offered to municipalities.
Support the creation of safe and attractive walking/cycling environments in destination centers.
Support clean air initiatives.
Promote initiatives aimed at improving system operations and energy efficiency.
Performance Measures
Annual savings through PennDOT Next Generation implementation .
Timely delivery of approved local projects.
Timely delivery of highway occupancy permits (issued for occupancy of highway right-of-way, opening the surface of highway, 
placing a facility or structure or opening access to the highway).
Number of municipal officials trained through the Local Technical Assistance Program (LTAP) on the coordination of land use 
and transportation planning.
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10.4 REGIONAL FREIGHT POLICIES

The LVRFP freight policies are aligned with national freight 
goals and are consistent with the LVPC Long Range Trans-
portation Plan and PA on Track, the Pennsylvania Long Range 
Transportation Plan (PA LRTP) and Pennsylvania Comprehen-
sive Freight Movement Plan (CFMP). This provides several 
benefits for the LVRFP: 

 • Ensures that the LVRFP recommendations support the 
PA LRTP goals.

 • Ensures that the LVRFP recommendations support the 
statewide and national freight plan initiatives and goals. 

 • Establishes policies that have been shared with the 
public and stakeholders, and thus, already have sub-
stantial buy-in.

 • Enhances the LVPC’s strategic direction and ensures 
consistency and alignment of the policies across differ-
ent transportation plans. 

These policies articulate the region’s freight investment priori-
ties, help define freight system investment needs and identify 
the desired future performance of the multimodal regional 
freight network. Many of these policies support multiple LVPC 
transportation goals; consequently, the LVPC can identify 
future transportation investments that address multiple policies 
and overall transportation goals. 

The LVRFP’s supporting freight policies are consistent with the 
Pennsylvania Comprehensive Freight Movement Plan and the 
Pennsylvania Long Range Transportation Plan, namely:

 • Safety
 • System Preservation

 • Mobility
 • Stewardship

The LVPC freight and multimodal goal and associated policies 
are:

Freight and Multimodal Goal
Provide transportation choices, improve system connectivity 
and improve safety for all passenger and freight modes. 

Policies
 • Safety: Identify projects that reduce rates of crashes, 

fatalities and injuries on the regional freight transporta-
tion system.

 • System Preservation: Improve the overall ratings of 
pavement and bridges on the regional freight transpor-
tation system.

 • Mobility: Improve freight corridor mobility and first/last 
mile connectivity between freight modes and major 
generators and gateways.

 • Mobility: Identify the most cost-effective methods to 
improve freight system capacity (including technology 
and operations).

 • Stewardship: Lead efforts to foster greater coordina-
tion among the agencies responsible for freight system 
investment.

Truck parking along Nestle Way
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10.5 IDENTIFYING PERFORMANCE MEASURES
 
Transportation performance measures provide a framework 
to assess how a transportation system and/or a transportation 
agency is functioning and operating. Targeted performance 
measures established during LVRFP development support the 
identification of freight deficiencies and provide the LVPC with 
a framework to conduct performance-based planning and to 
monitor freight system performance. Performance measures 
will enable the LVPC to track trends, focus on problem areas 
and improve public communication and education related to 
freight.

The performance measures serve three key functions:

1. Plan Development: Provide a method to quantify 
baseline system performance and the impacts of the 
LVRFP’s options to support trade-off decisions and 
to communicate the anticipated impacts of different 
investment strategies.

2. Plan Implementation: Support LVRFP implementation 
by emphasizing agency goals/objectives and integrat-
ing those into budgeting, program structure, project 
selection and project/program implementation policies.

3. Accountability: Facilitate tracking and reporting on 
system performance relative to the LVRFP’s goals and 
objectives to support accountability for implementation 
and results.

The identified performance measures outlined are based on 
stakeholder input and best practices from around the U.S, as 
well as guidance from the statewide LRTP and CFMP. They 
are closely integrated with the LVRFP’s goals and objectives 
to monitor system performance and implementation progress. 
Table 11 also identifies which performance measure(s) apply 
to each policy. 

10.6 INCORPORATING FREIGHT IN THE 
        PROJECT PRIORITIZATION PROCESS 

Understanding the condition and performance of the regional 
freight transportation assets helps identify regional freight net-
work needs and issues, highlights the strengths and problems 
of the freight system, and aids in developing the LVRFP rec-
ommendations. This information also provides a baseline for 
tracking progress toward meeting the LVPC’s strategic goals. 
The complexity of the regional freight network and the inter-
connection of modes requires close coordination of all stake-
holders to ensure strong performance across the network.

The LVPC can score projects based on the LVRFP and LV 
LRTP policies using quantitative measures for each of the four 
policies. 

It is understood that candidate projects would be eligible for 
prioritization by first appearing in the regional Long Range 
Transportation Plan.

 Reduce truck-related crashes and fatalities.
 Reduce rail-related incidents/accidents.
 Reduce at-grade rail crossing incidents.

 Reduce percent of pavements in poor condition 
(International Roughness Index (IRI)).

 Increase percentage of pavements with good to excellent 
pavement structure index (Overall Pavement Index (OPI)).

 Reduce the number of structurally deficient bridges.
 Limit the number of load-restricted bridges.

 Improve freight corridor mobility and first/last mile  Percent/number of freight bottlenecks eliminated.
connectivity between freight modes and major  Level of Service on regional freight network.
generators and gateways. 



 Lead efforts to foster greater coordination among the  Number of workshops/meetings held with agencies.
agencies responsible for freight system investment.  Number of formal partnerships developed with private 

sector industries, communities, agencies and other 
transportation stakeholders.

 Number of educational materials distributed and 
workshops/meetings held with regional agencies and 
elected officials.

Identify the most cost-effective methods to improve freight 
system capacity (including technology and operations).

Stewardship

Percent of regional highway freight network covered by 
targeted technologies.

System Preservation
Improve the overall ratings of pavement and bridges on 
the regional freight transportation system.



Mobility

Performance Measures
Policy Performance Measure

Table 11

Reduce rates of crashes, fatalities and injuries on the 
regional freight transportation system.


Safety
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Southbound traffic on Route 33 south of Stockertown

Chapter 11  
Recommendations 
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The recommendations were 
developed in an effort to ad-
dress the trends, needs and 
issues identified and meet 
the regional freight goal and 
accompanying policies. These 
high level policy recommenda-
tions are designed to ensure 
the safe, efficient movement 
of freight in the future. Further 
analysis can be undertaken to 
identify specific projects that 
can help achieve these policy 
recommendations. The rec-
ommendations are grouped 
under the policy they help to 
accomplish.

Implementation of this plan 
will require further action and 
follow-up by LVPC members, 
committees and staff, includ-
ing potential adoption of addi-
tional policies and guidance.

Marking on traffic safety signage at Traffic Services in Allentown

SAFETY

 • Eliminate at-grade rail crossings at critical rail and high-
way freight corridors.

 • Identify and analyze potential new truck parking loca-
tions.

SYSTEM PRESERVATION

 • Develop a maintenance plan to address and priori-
tize critical bridge and roadway improvements on the 
regional freight network.

 • Develop a regional rail plan to identify regional freight 
rail corridors, including those corridors at risk of aban-
donment.

MOBILITY

 • Develop and publicize alternative routes for heavily 
used freight corridors.

 • Reduce congestion and bottlenecks at critical first/last 
mile connectors to major freight generators and gate-
ways.

 • Identify options for reducing bottlenecks and conges-
tion along major regional freight corridors.

 • Work with the private sector and educational institu-
tions to highlight the issues related to driver shortages 
and impact of federal regulations.

STEWARDSHIP

 • Incorporate freight issues into the Long Range Trans-
portation Plan and project selection process, with 
accompanying freight-specific performance measures.

 • Develop a data collection and storage initiative in order 
to serve as a freight data clearinghouse, analyze freight 
system conditions and performance, and track system 
performance measures.

 • Continue to coordinate with PennDOT and other public 
agencies, economic development agencies and the 
private sector on regional freight mobility issues. 
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Nestle Way warehouses near I-78

Chapter 12  
Appendix 
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The Lehigh Valley’s freight infrastructure facilitates the move-
ment of a significant volume of freight traffic through the year. 
The total volume is approximately 40.9 million tons. All three 
modes—truck, rail, and air—support the movement of goods in 
the region, yet trucking far surpasses the others in total volume 
and in the value of goods being moved. This plan provides an 
overview of the role all three modes play in goods movement 
in the Lehigh Valley and offers forecasts for anticipated share 
by the year 2040. Highlights of the data include: 

Freight Overview – In 2011, 40.9 million tons of goods moved 
into, within and out of the Lehigh Valley. By 2040, this volume 
is expected to increase by 96%, to 80.2 tons. Much of this in-
crease will be in goods being moved into and out of the region. 
The value of these goods being moved is approximately $51.1 

billion in 2011 and is expected to grow to $129.6 billion in 
2040—a growth of 154%.

Mode Split – The overwhelming majority (78%) of goods (in 
terms of value) destined to points within the Lehigh Valley 
currently arrive by truck. This is expected to continue through 
2040. For goods being shipped out of the region, the reliance 
on motor carriers is even stronger, at 94% (Figure 1). Mode 
share by tonnage for inbound and outbound goods is similar 
(Figure 2). Figures 3 and 4 show the 2040 inbound and out-
bound trips by value and tonnage, respectively. While the over-
all share of rail is forecasted to decrease from 2011 to 2040, 
the share of inbound rail is expected to increase from 2011 to 
2040 in terms of tonnage, but decrease in terms of value.

94.3%

4.5% 1.2%

77.7%

17.2%

5.1%

0%

20%

40%

60%

80%

100%

Truck Rail Air

Outbound Value Inbound Value

Figure 1
Lehigh Valley Freight —

Inbound and Outbound Trips by Value (2011)

Figure 2
Lehigh Valley Freight —

Inbound and Outbound Trips by Tonnage (2011)
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Figure 3
Lehigh Valley Freight —

Inbound and Outbound Trips by Value (2040)
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Figure 4
Lehigh Valley Freight —

Inbound and Outbound Trips by Tonnage (2040)
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Source: IHS Global Insight
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Commodity Types/Highway – The top five commodity types 
entering the region via truck account for nearly two-fifths by 
weight and half by value of all commodities in both 2011 and 

projected to 2040. For the top five commodities being shipped 
from the region in 2011, the rates are 57% and 62%, respec-
tively. These commodities include:

Commodity Types/Rail – The top five commodity types 
entering the region via rail account for nearly half by weight 
and two-thirds by value of all commodities in both 2011 and 

projected to 2040.  For the top five commodities being shipped 
from the region by rail in 2011, the rates are 80% and 84%, by 
tonnage and value, respectively. These commodities include:

Tonnage Value
1 Petroleum Refining Products Warehouse and Distribution Center
2 Warehouse and Distribution Center Petroleum Refining Products
3 Processed Milk Processed Milk
4 Liquefied Gases, Coal or Petroleum Motor Vehicles
5 Soft Drinks or Mineral Water Rail Intermodal Drayage to Ramp

1 Broken Stone or Riprap Warehouse and Distribution Center
2 Warehouse and Distribution Center Rail Intermodal Drayage from Ramp
3 Portland Cement Soft Drinks or Mineral Water
4 Soft Drinks or Mineral Water Current Carrying Wire Equipment
5 Dog, Cat or Other Pet Food, N.E.C.1 Rail Intermodal Drayage to Ramp

1 Not Elsewhere Classified

TRUCK
OUTBOUND

2011

TRUCK
INBOUND

2011

Source: IHS Global Insight

Tonnage Value
1 Miscellaneous Shipments, N.E.C.1 Miscellaneous Shipments, N.E.C.1

2 Grain Plastic Matter or Synthetic Fibers
3 Misc. Industrial Organic Chemicals Paper
4 Plastic Matter or Synthetic Fibers Misc. Industrial Organic Chemicals
5 Wet Corn Milling or Milo Inorganic Pigments

1 Semi-trailers Returned Empty
Miscellaneous Shipments, N.E.C.1

excluding Freight Forwarders and 
Shippers

2 Portland Cement Industrial Pumps

3
Miscellaneous Shipments, N.E.C.1

excluding Freight Forwarders and 
Shippers

Plastic Matter or Synthetic Fibers

4 Plastic Matter or Synthetic Fibers Liquefied Gases, Coal or Petroleum

5 Freight Forwarder Traffic
Miscellaneous Food Preparations, 
N.E.C.1

1 Not Elsewhere Classified

RAIL
INBOUND

2011

RAIL
OUTBOUND

2011

Source: IHS Global Insight
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INTRODUCTION

This plan details the commodity flows into, out of and within 
the Lehigh Valley. Understanding the movement of goods in 
the region is critical for the development of a comprehensive 
freight plan that is responsive to current and future infrastruc-
ture needs and helps improve economic and social conditions 
in the Lehigh Valley. In order to understand these needs, this 
plan first provides an overview of the data used for this analy-
sis, then details the freight profile of the region by mode. Un-
less otherwise noted, all results are based on the CDM Smith 
analysis of Transearch data.

12.1 IHS GLOBAL INSIGHT TRANSEARCH DATA 
        OVERVIEW

IHS Global Insight’s Transearch data is the source of this 
analysis. Transearch is a privately-maintained comprehen-
sive market research database for intercity freight traffic flows 
compiled by IHS Global Insight. The development of the Tran-
search database involves the fusion of various freight traffic 
data sources into a common framework for planning and anal-
ysis. The database provides detailed U.S. and cross-border 
origin-destination freight shipment data at the state, Business 
Economic Area (BEA), county, metropolitan area and zip-code 
level detail by commodity type (by Standard Transportation 
Commodity Classification (STCC) code) and major modes of 
transportation. Forecasts of commodity flows up to 30 years 
are available for the following four modes: air, truck, water and 
rail. The data is compiled from the following sources:

 • Commodity Flow Survey (CFS)
 • Carload Waybill Sample
 • USACE Waterborne Commerce Statistics

 • Federal Aviation Authority (FAA) Airport Activity Statis-
tics

 • Bureau of Census FTD
 • American Association of Railroads (AAR) Freight Com-

modity Statistics
 • Inter-industry trade patterns

Transearch has some limitations to how this data should be 
used and interpreted:

	 Mode Limitations – The Rail Waybill data used in Tran-
search is based on data collected by Class I railroads. 
The waybill data contains some information for regional 
and short line railroads, but only in regards to interline 
service associated with a Class I railroad. The rail ton-
nage movements provided by the Transearch database, 
therefore, are conservative estimates.

	 Use of Multiple Data Sources – Transearch consists 
of a national database built from company-specific data 
and other available databases. To customize the data-
set for a given region and project, local and regional 
data sources are often incorporated. This incorporation 
requires the development of assumptions that some-
times compromise the accuracy of the resulting data-
base.

	 Data Collection and Reporting – The level of detail 
provided from some specific companies when reporting 
their freight shipment activities limits the accuracy of 
Transearch. If a shipper moves a shipment intermodally, 
for example, one mode must be identified as the pri-
mary method of movement. Suppose three companies 
make shipments from the midwest U.S. to Europe using 
rail to New York then water to Europe. One company 
may report the shipment as simply a rail move from the 
midwest to New York; another may report it as a water 
move from New York to Europe; the third may report the 

shipment as an intermodal move from the midwest to 
Europe, with rail as the primary mode. The various ways 
in which companies report their freight shipments can 
limit the accuracy of Transearch.

	 Limitations of International Movements – Transearch 
does not report international air shipments through the 
regional gateways. Additionally, specific origin and des-
tination information is not available for overseas water-
borne traffic through marine ports. Overseas ports are 
not identified, and Transearch estimates the domestic 
distribution of maritime imports and exports. Transearch 
data also does not completely report international petro-
leum and oil imports through marine ports.

Transearch’s county-to-county market detail is developed 
through the use of Global Insight’s Motor Carrier Data Ex-
change inputs and Global Insight’s Freight Locator database of 
shipping establishments. Freight Locator provides information 
about the specific location of manufacturing facilities, along 
with measures of facility size (both in terms of employment 
and annual sales) and a description of the products produced. 
This information is aggregated to the county level and used in 
allocating production among counties.

Much of the Motor Carrier Data Exchange inputs from the 
trucking industry are provided by zip code. The zip code infor-
mation is translated to counties and used to further refine pro-
duction patterns. A compilation of county-to-county flows and 
a summary of terminating freight activity are used to develop 
destination assignments.

12.1.1 Why use Transearch Data

Despite the limitations listed above, Transearch is used for the 
purposes of this analysis because of the following reasons:

	 Transearch is updated on a more regular basis than the 
Freight Analysis Framework (FAF) data, compiled by the 
Federal Highway Administration;

	 Transearch has the ability to provide commodity informa-
tion at smaller geographies, such as counties and Traffic 
Analysis Zones (TAZs), as opposed to the FAF, which 
provides information only at the Bureau of Economic 
Analysis (BEA) zones; and

	 Transearch has access to economic information via 
other IHS companies that allows IHS Global Insight to 
ensure the freight information obtained is more accurate.

12.2 FREIGHT OVERVIEW

Table 1 shows the total freight movements within, into and 
out of the Lehigh Valley for 2011 and 2040 by mode. Truck 
and rail are the dominant modes of transportation, with truck 
accounting for more than 85% of commodity movements in 
2011 and 2040. However, in 2040, the share of rail is projected 
to decrease from 10% to 8% in terms of tons, and 11% to 8% 
in terms of value. Overall, freight traffic in the Lehigh Valley 
grows by 96% from 2011 to 2040 in terms of tons, and 154% 
from 2011 to 2040 in terms of value. The compounded annual 
growth rate for tons and value is 2.4% and 3.3%, respectively. 
 
In 2011, the top commodity originating in the Lehigh Valley 
in terms of tonnage is warehousing and distribution centers 
(these are goods moving through retail and wholesale distri-
bution channels). The top commodity coming into the Valley in 
terms of tonnage in 2011 is broken stone or riprap. 

In 2011 and 2040, the top commodity coming into and leaving 
from the Lehigh Valley in terms of value is rail intermodal dray-
age. Table 2 illustrates the top ten commodities to, from and 
within the Lehigh Valley. 
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Mode Inbound Within Outbound Inbound Within Outbound
Truck 20,850,097 882,163 14,917,293 36,015,952 2,490,577 35,384,751

Rail 3,425,024 14,444 768,909 4,758,132 18,836 1,504,563

Air 8,513 1,667 17,187 2,978

Other1 9 82 36 274

Grand Total 24,283,643 896,607 15,687,950 40,791,308 2,509,413 36,892,566

Mode Inbound Within Outbound Inbound Within Outbound
Truck $21,708 $2,640 $19,329 $48,984 $7,644 $58,764

Rail $4,806 $7 $930 $8,380 $8 $1,954

Air $1,426 $0 $242 $3,408 $0 $437

Other $0 $0 $0 $0 $0 $1

Grand Total $27,939 $2,647 $20,501 $60,773 $7,652 $61,156

Table 1
Lehigh Valley Total Freight Traffic (2011 and 2040)

Note: All 2040 values are in 2011 dollars and not inflated to 2040
1 “Other” is classified as: Other + Mail + Foreign Trade Zones

2011 (Tons) 2040 (Tons)

2011 (Value) (Millions) 2040 (Value) (Millions)

Commodity Tons Percent Commodity Value (Millions) Percent

Warehouse & Distribution Center 3,936,956.79 25.10% Rail Intermodal Drayage from Ramp $4,472.62 21.82%
Portland Cement 1,833,492.23 11.69% Warehouse & Distribution Center $4,407.44 21.50%
Rail Intermodal Drayage from Ramp 1,057,437.43 6.74% Rail Intermodal Drayage to Ramp $1,976.42 9.64%
Soft Drinks or Mineral Water 1,047,825.74 6.68% Soft Drinks or Mineral Water $633.40 3.09%
Broken Stone or Riprap 893,932.07 5.70% Current Carrying Wiring Equipment $528.09 2.58%

Asphalt Paving Blocks or Mix 646,259.00 4.12%
Miscellaneous Shipments N.E.C.1

excluding Freight Forwarders and 
Shippers

$501.10 2.44%

Concrete Products 493,228.41 3.14% Miscellaneous Plastic Products $340.67 1.66%
Dog, Cat or Other Pet Food,N.E.C.1 479,864.69 3.06% Primary Iron or Steel Products $316.40 1.54%
Rail Intermodal Drayage to Ramp 467,273.63 2.98% Valves or Pipe Fittings $302.11 1.47%
Ready-mix Concrete, Wet 339,165.31 2.16% Candy or Other Confectionery $286.00 1.40%
All Other Commodities 4,492,515.05 28.64% All Other Commodities $6,736.99 32.86%

Broken Stone or Riprap 6,369,182.67 26.23% Rail Intermodal Drayage from Ramp $2,880.62 10.31%
Warehouse & Distribution Center 2,081,925.79 8.57% Warehouse & Distribution Center $2,330.73 8.34%

Petroleum Refining Products 2,049,639.34 8.44%
Miscellaneous Shipments, N.E.C.1

excluding Freight Forwarders and 
Shippers

$2,022.41 7.24%

Processed Milk 1,194,684.01 4.92% Petroleum Refining Products $1,874.92 6.71%
Bituminous Coal 820,674.12 3.38% Rail Intermodal Drayage to Ramp $1,810.43 6.48%
Gravel or Sand 685,777.01 2.82% Processed Milk $1,058.42 3.79%
Rail Intermodal Drayage from Ramp 681,049.19 2.80% Pharmaceuticals $731.86 2.62%
Grain 567,454.88 2.34% Miscellaneous Manufacturing Products $549.84 1.97%
Rail Intermodal Drayage to Ramp 428,030.12 1.76% Plastic Matter or Synthetic Fibers $535.18 1.92%
Liquefied Gases, Coal or Petroleum 423,872.15 1.75% Motor Vehicles $513.08 1.84%
All Other Commodities 8,981,353.54 36.99% All Other Commodities $13,631.86 48.79%
1 Not Elsewhere Classified

Table 2
Lehigh Valley Top Commodities (2011 and 2040)

2011 Origin

2011 Destination`
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Commodity Tons Percent Commodity Value (Millions) Percent

Rail Intermodal Drayage from Ramp 396,599.55 44.23% Rail Intermodal Drayage from Ramp $1,677.49 63.38%
Rail Intermodal Drayage to Ramp 202,948.87 22.64% Rail Intermodal Drayage to Ramp $858.41 32.43%
Broken Stone or Riprap 109,020.25 12.16% Warehouse & Distribution Center $77.17 2.92%
Warehouse & Distribution Center 68,929.13 7.69% Soft Drinks or Mineral Water $6.15 0.23%
Portland Cement 30,800.43 3.44% Liquefied Gases, Coal or Petroleum $3.10 0.12%
Miscellaneous Nonmetallic Minerals, 
N.E.C.1

18,837.21 2.10% Portland Cement $2.72 0.10%

Soft Drinks or Mineral Water 10,192.41 1.14% Plywood or Veneer $2.71 0.10%
Asphalt Paving Blocks or Mix 9,587.82 1.07% Air Freight Drayage from Airport $2.12 0.08%
Grain 8,045.52 0.90% Textile Scrap or Sweepings $1.37 0.05%
Textile Scrap or Sweepings 6,344.20 0.71% Candy or Other Confectionery $1.33 0.05%
All Other Commodities 35,301.82 3.94% All Other Commodities $14.19 0.54%

Warehouse & Distribution Center 10,701,206.26 29.01% Rail Intermodal Drayage from Ramp $19,390.16 31.71%
Rail Intermodal Drayage from Ramp 4,584,307.17 12.43% Warehouse & Distribution Center $11,980.05 19.59%
Soft Drinks or Mineral Water 3,161,628.81 8.57% Rail Intermodal Drayage to Ramp $6,211.03 10.16%
Portland Cement 2,776,442.76 7.53% Current Carrying Wiring Equipment $2,254.46 3.69%
Broken Stone or Riprap 1,778,396.03 4.82% Soft Drinks or Mineral Water $1,912.19 3.13%
Rail Intermodal Drayage to Ramp 1,468,439.01 3.98% Solid State Semiconducts $1,469.07 2.40%

Concrete Products 946,898.46 2.57%
Miscellaneous Shipments, N.E.C.1

excluding Freight Forwarders and 
Shippers

$968.02 1.58%

Asphalt Paving Blocks or Mix 899,858.39 2.44% Valves or Pipe Fittings $862.75 1.41%
Ready-mix Concrete, Wet 833,005.39 2.26% Miscellaneous Plastic Products $703.03 1.15%
Semi-trailers Returned Empty 697,762.37 1.89% Pens or Parts $602.96 0.99%
All Other Commodities 9,044,620.86 24.52% All Other Commodities $14,802.48 24.20%
1 Not Elsewhere Classified

Lehigh Valley Top Commodities (2011 and 2040)

2011 Intra

2040 Origin

Table 2 (cont.)

Commodity Tons Percent Commodity Value (Millions) Percent

Broken Stone or Riprap 8,825,350.97 21.64% Rail Intermodal Drayage from Ramp $5,210.36 68.09%
Warehouse & Distribution Center 6,146,812.22 15.07% Rail Intermodal Drayage to Ramp $2,057.46 26.89%
Petroleum Refining Products 2,271,406.31 5.57% Warehouse & Distribution Center $308.02 4.03%
Processed Milk 1,941,875.59 4.76% Soft Drinks or Mineral Water $25.79 0.34%
Rail Intermodal Drayage from Ramp 1,734,508.83 4.25% Portland Cement $5.06 0.07%
Rail Intermodal Drayage to Ramp 1,066,567.95 2.61% Plywood or Veneer $4.88 0.06%
Grain 860,980.35 2.11% Malt Liquors $4.05 0.05%
Clay Ceramic or Refrac Minerals 838,196.19 2.05% Shipping Containers $3.49 0.05%
Gravel or Sand 799,927.40 1.96% Air Freight Drayage from Airport $2.20 0.03%

Miscellaneous Shipments, N.E.C.1

excluding Freight Forwarders and Shippers
787,033.73 1.93% Broken Stone or Riprap $2.18 0.03%

All Other Commodities 15,518,648.22 38.04% All Other Commodities $28.60 0.37%

Rail Intermodal Drayage from Ramp 1,231,855.49 49.09% Rail Intermodal Drayage from Ramp $5,210.36 68.09%
Rail Intermodal Drayage to Ramp 486,433.26 19.38% Rail Intermodal Drayage to Ramp $2,057.46 26.89%
Warehouse & Distribution Center 275,139.32 10.96% Warehouse & Distribution Center $308.02 4.03%
Broken Stone or Riprap 242,923.68 9.68% Soft Drinks or Mineral Water $25.79 0.34%
Portland Cement 57,259.27 2.28% Portland Cement $5.06 0.07%
Miscellaneous Nonmetallic Minerals, 
N.E.C.1

56,062.72 2.23% Plywood or Veneer $4.88 0.06%

Soft Drinks or Mineral Water 42,755.61 1.70% Malt Liquors $4.05 0.05%
Ready-mix Concrete, Wet 16,096.33 0.64% Shipping Containers $3.49 0.05%
Asphalt Paving Blocks or Mix 12,312.58 0.49% Air Freight Drayage from Airport $2.20 0.03%
Concrete Products 11,792.42 0.47% Broken Stone or Riprap $2.18 0.03%
All Other Commodities 76,782.79 3.06% All Other Commodities $28.60 0.37%
1 Not Elsewhere Classified

2040 Destination

2040 Intra

Lehigh Valley Top Commodities (2011 and 2040)
Table 2 (cont.)
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12.3 FREIGHT PROFILE

In order to understand freight movements within the Lehigh 
Valley, it is critical to understand how goods are moving within 
the region by different modes.

12.3.1 Truck Movements
Truck is the predominate mode of freight transportation in 
the Lehigh Valley in terms of both tonnage and value. Table 

3 shows truck movements by direction in the MPO region. 
As shown in the table, the goods transported to and from the 
Lehigh Valley by truck are of low value when measured by 
average value/ton and high weight in both 2011 and 2040. In 
terms of the average value per ton, freight moving within the 
Valley has a higher value per ton on average compared to 
freight leaving or entering the region in both 2011 and 2040.

12.3.1.1 Inbound Commodities to the Lehigh Valley by 
   Truck

With regards to the commodities coming into the region via 
truck, the top five commodities account for 49% by weight and 
46% by value of commodities (Table 4). In 2040, the share of 

the top five commodities does not change much in terms of 
weight but increases to 49% in terms of value. Broken stone 
and riprap is the top commodity coming into the Valley in 2011 
and 2040 in terms of weight. In terms of value, rail intermodal 
is the top commodity in both 2011 and 2040. 

Direction Amount Percent Amount Percent Average Value/Ton
Inbound 20,850,097 57% $21,708 50% $1,041
Within 882,163 2% $2,640 6% $2,992
Outbound 14,917,293 41% $19,329 44% $1,296

Direction Amount Percent Amount Percent Average Value/Ton
Inbound 36,015,952 49% $48,984 42% $1,360
Within 2,490,577 3% $7,644 7% $3,069
Outbound 35,384,751 48% $58,764 51% $1,661

Tons – 2011 Value (Millions) – 2011

Tons – 2040 Value (Millions) – 2040

Table 3
Lehigh Valley Truck Freight Traffic (2011 and 2040)

Source: IHS Global Insight

Commodity Tons Percent Commodity
Value

(Millions) Percent
Broken Stone or Riprap 6,285,623 30% Rail Intermodal Drayage from Ramp $2,881 13%
Warehouse & Distribution Center 2,081,926 10% Warehouse & Distribution Center $2,331 11%
Petroleum Refining Products 2,035,701 10% Petroleum Refining Products $1,859 9%
Processed Milk 1,194,684 6% Rail Intermodal Drayage to Ramp $1,810 8%
Gravel or Sand 685,777 3% Processed Milk $1,058 5%
All Other Commodities 8,566,386 41% All Other Commodities $11,768 54%
Total 20,850,097 100%  Total $21,708 100%

Commodity Tons Percent Commodity
Value

(Millions) Percent
Broken Stone or Riprap 8,696,069 24% Rail Intermodal Drayage from Ramp $7,336 15%
Warehouse & Distribution Center 6,146,812 17% Warehouse & Distribution Center $6,881 14%
Petroleum Refining Products 2,261,336 6% Rail Intermodal Drayage to Ramp $4,511 9%
Processed Milk 1,941,876 5% Solid State Semiconducts $3,040 6%
Rail Intermodal Drayage from Ramp 1,734,509 5% Petroleum Refining Products $2,065 4%
All Other Commodities 15,235,351 42% All Other Commodities $25,151 51%
Total 36,015,952 100% Total $48,984 100%

2011

2040

Table 4
Top Five Lehigh Valley Inbound Truck Commodities by Tonnage and Value (2011 and 2040)

Source: IHS Global Insight
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12.3.1.2 Outbound Commodities from the Lehigh Valley by 
   Truck 

With regards to the commodities leaving the Valley via truck, 
the top five commodities account for 58% by tonnage and 62% 
by value of commodities from the Lehigh Valley (Table 5). In 
2040, this increases to 64% and 71%, respectively. In both 

2011 and 2040, warehouse and distribution center is the top 
commodity by tonnage, while rail intermodal drayage contin-
ues to be the top commodity by value.

12.3.1.3 Intraregion Truck Commodity Movements in the 
   Lehigh Valley

In contrast to movements into and out of the Valley, the top 
five commodities by tonnage and value account for more than 
90% of the freight movements within the Valley (Table 6). 
Warehouse and distribution center, rail intermodal drayage and 

Portland Cement are among the top five commodities being 
moved within the Lehigh Valley by both tonnage and value in 
2011 and 2040. 

Commodity Tons Percent Commodity
Value

(Millions) Percent
Warehouse & Distribution Center 3,936,957 26% Rail Intermodal Drayage from Ramp $4,473 23%
Portland Cement 1,683,384 11% Warehouse & Distribution Center $4,407 23%
Rail Intermodal Drayage from Ramp 1,057,437 7% Rail Intermodal Drayage to Ramp $1,976 10%
Soft Drinks or Mineral Water 1,046,082 7% Soft Drinks or Mineral Water $632 3%
Broken Stone or Riprap 893,932 6% Current Carrying Wiring Equipment $528 3%
All Other Commodities 6,299,501 42% All Other Commodities $7,312 38%
Total 14,917,293 100% Total $19,329 100%

Commodity Tons Percent Commodity
Value

(Millions) Percent
Warehouse & Distribution Center 10,701,206 30% Rail Intermodal Drayage from Ramp $19,390 33%
Rail Intermodal Drayage from Ramp 4,584,307 13% Warehouse & Distribution Center $11,980 20%
Soft Drinks or Mineral Water 3,158,881 9% Rail Intermodal Drayage to Ramp $6,211 11%
Portland Cement 2,493,768 7% Current Carrying Wiring Equipment $2,254 4%
Broken Stone or Riprap 1,778,395 5% Soft Drinks or Mineral Water $1,910 3%
All Other Commodities 12,668,194 36% All Other Commodities $17,018 29%
Total 35,384,751 100% Total $58,764 100%

2011

2040

Table 5
Top Five Lehigh Valley Outbound Truck Commodities by Tonnage and Value (2011 and 2040)

Source: IHS Global Insight

Commodity Tons Percent Commodity
Value

(Millions) Percent
Rail Intermodal Drayage from Ramp 396,600 45% Rail Intermodal Drayage from Ramp $1,677 64%
Rail Intermodal Drayage to Ramp 202,949 23% Rail Intermodal Drayage to Ramp $858 33%
Broken Stone or Riprap 109,020 12% Warehouse & Distribution Center $77 3%
Warehouse & Distribution Center 68,929 8% Soft Drinks or Mineral Water $6 0%
Portland Cement 30,800 3% Portland Cement $3 0%
All Other Commodities 73,865 8% All Other Commodities $18 1%
Total 882,163 100% Total $2,640 100%

Commodity Tons Percent Commodity
Value

(Millions) Percent
Rail Intermodal Drayage from Ramp 1,231,855 49% Rail Intermodal Drayage from Ramp $5,210 68%
Rail Intermodal Drayage to Ramp 486,433 20% Rail Intermodal Drayage to Ramp $2,057 27%
Warehouse & Distribution Center 275,139 11% Warehouse & Distribution Center $308 4%
Broken Stone or Riprap 242,924 10% Soft Drinks or Mineral Water $26 0%
Portland Cement 57,259 2% Portland Cement $5 0%
All Other Commodities 196,966 8% All Other Commodities $37 0%
Total 2,490,577 100% Total $7,644 100%

2040

Table 6
Top Five Lehigh Valley Internal Truck Commodities by Tonnage and Value (2011 and 2040)

2011

Source: IHS Global Insight
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12.3.2 Rail Movements

As shown in Table 1, rail contributes between 8% to 10% of 
the total freight movement into, out of and within the Valley. 
Table 7 shows rail movements by direction in the Valley. As 
shown in the table, more than 80% of rail freight traffic is in-
bound to the Valley as opposed to 18% that leaves the Valley. 
The goods transported by rail are much lower in value than 
those moved by trucks. 

12.3.2.1 Inbound Commodities to the Lehigh Valley by Rail 

With regards to the commodities coming into the region via 
rail, the top five commodities account for 53% by tonnage and 
68% by value of commodities to the Lehigh Valley (Table 8). 
While coal is the top commodity by tonnage shipped by rail in 
2011, it slips to second position in 2040. 

Direction Amount Percent Amount Percent
Average

Value/Ton
Inbound 3,425,024 81% $4,806 84% $1,403
Within 14,444 0.30% $7 0.10% $485
Outbound 768,909 18% $930 16% $1,210

Direction Amount Percent Amount Percent
Average

Value/Ton
Inbound 4,758,132 76% $8,380 81% $1,761
Within 18,836 0.30% $8 0.10% $425
Outbound 1,504,563 24% $1,954 19% $1,299

Table 7

Tons - 2011 Value (Millions) - 
2011

Tons - 2040 Value (Millions) - 
2040

Lehigh Valley Rail Freight Traffic (2011 and 2040)

Source: IHS Global Insight

Commodity Tons Percent Commodity
Value

(Millions)

Bituminous Coal 660,971 19% Miscellaneous Shipments, N.E.C.1 excluding 
Freight Forwarders and Shippers

$1,994

Miscellaneous Shipments, N.E.C.1 excluding 
Freight Forwarders and Shippers

394,544 12% Plastic Matter or Synthetic Fibers $443 

Grain 345,588 10% Paper $354 
Miscellaneous Industrial Organic Chemicals 226,376 7% Miscellaneous Industrial Organic Chemicals $279 
Plastic Matter or Synthetic Fibers 204,700 6% Pharmaceuticals $220 
All Other Commodities 1,592,845 47% All Other Commodities $1,516 
Total 3,425,024 100% Total $4,806 

Commodity Tons Percent Commodity
Value

(Millions)
Miscellaneous Shipments, N.E.C.1 excluding 
Freight Forwarders and Shippers

760,928 16% Miscellaneous Shipments, N.E.C.1 excluding 
Freight Forwarders and Shippers

$3,835

Bituminous Coal 506,010 11% Pharmaceuticals $798
Grain 451,823 9% Plastic Matter or Synthetic Fibers $602
Miscellaneous Industrial Organic Chemicals 327,563 7% Paper $503
Wet Corn Milling or Milo 281,226 6% Miscellaneous Industrial Organic Chemicals $396
All Other Commodities 2,430,581 51% All Other Commodities $2,247
Total 4,758,132 100% Total $8,380 

1 Not Elsewhere Classified

2011

2040

Table 8
Top Five Lehigh Valley Inbound Rail Commodities by Tonnage and Value (2011 and 2040)

Source: IHS Global Insight
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12.3.2.2 Outbound Commodities from the Lehigh Valley by
   Rail 

With regards to the commodities leaving the Valley via rail, 
the top five commodities account for more than 80% by ton-
nage and 84% by value of commodities from the Valley (Table 

9). There is no change in the top commodity by tonnage and 
value shipped outside of the region by rail between 2011 and 
2040. 

Commodity Tons Percent Commodity
Value

(Millions) Percent

Semi-trailers Returned Empty 311,800 41% Miscellaneous Shipments, N.E.C.1 excluding 
Freight Forwarders and Shippers

$498 54%

Portland Cement 150,108 20% Industrial Pumps $97 10%
Miscellaneous Shipments, N.E.C.1 excluding 
Freight Forwarders and Shippers

98,360 13% Pharmaceuticals $80 9%

Plastic Matter or Synthetic Fibers 31,400 4% Plastic Matter or Synthetic Fibers $68 7%
Freight Forwarder Traffic 24,200 3% Miscellaneous Fabricated Textile Products $43 5%
All Other Commodities 153,041 20% All Other Commodities $144 16%
Total 768,909 100% Total $930 100%

Commodity Tons Percent Commodity
Value

(Millions) Percent

Semi-trailers Returned Empty 697,762 46% Miscellaneous Shipments, N.E.C.1 excluding 
Freight Forwarders and Shippers

$956 49%

Portland Cement 282,672 19% Industrial Pumps $348 18%
Miscellaneous Shipments, N.E.C.1 excluding 
Freight Forwarders and Shippers

188,923 13% Pharmaceuticals $289 15%

Plastic Matter or Synthetic Fibers 42,674 3% Plastic Matter or Synthetic Fibers $92 5%
Freight Forwarder Traffic 34,813 2% Copper or Alloy Basic Shapes $32 2%
All Other Commodities 257,718 17% All Other Commodities $236 12%
Total 1,504,563 100% Total $1,954 100%

1 Not Elsewhere Classified

2011

2040

Top Five Lehigh Valley Outbound Rail Commodities by Tonnage and Value (2011 and 2040)
Table 9

Source: IHS Global Insight
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