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Introduction

Study Purpose

The South Central Transit Authority (SCTA) manages Red Rose Transit Authority
(RRTA), which operates Red Rose Transitfixed-route and Red Rose Accessshared-ride
services in Lancaster County. SCTA is evaluating public transportation alternatives to
best serve the community through increasing mobility and connection opportunities.
Microtransit has become an increasingly popular solution for transit providers looking to
supplement underperforming fixed -route service or expand accessible transit in their
current service area. SCTA conducted this microtransit feasibility study to identify and
analyze areas that could support this type of additional transit service. The study
evaluated a variety of service models, associated costs, and key considerations for
implementing on-demand microtransit service within the serviceable area.

This study®s evhlyate the feasilslity ana develop recommendations for
microtransit in Lancaster County.

Microtransit Overview

Microtransit, al s o k n-demandtaamsit® ,oni' s a form oftlizgsubl i ¢ t1
dynamic routing to create a flexible scheduling of vehicles based on real-time demand.

This method of transit connects riders to the service vehicle via a mobile app or by

phone to efficiently group passenger trips. Microtransit typically uses smaller vehicles,

such as transit vans, to serve connect riders to key destinations within a service zone or

to a bus stop to transfer for travel beyond the zone (see Figure 1). A zone is a set

boundary area where trips must start and finish. The current RRTAfixed-route system

resembles a hub-and-spoke model, leaving numerous communities unserved by public

transit. The benefits of microtransit service include opportunities to improve

connectivity, reduce rider waiting times compared to infrequent fixed -route service, and

expand service to underserved areas. The typical microtransit zone spans five- to 25-

square miles,basedon t he zone®s | evel of deécetransy and r
leverages technology to meet transit needs while prioritizing the rider experience.

Microtransit can provide enhanced flexibility to customers who qualify for ADA

paratransit services, provided they can safely use microtransit services.

[> [> [> D D SCTA MicrotransitFeasibilityStudy
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Figure 1: Steps of a Typical Microtransit Trip
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Background

The 2023 SCTA Transit Development Plan (TDP), finalized in March 2024, provided a

strong foundation for exploring microtransit as a mobility solution in Lancaster County.

The findings identified key themes for implementing more efficient and effective transit

service. The TDP primarily recommended service alignment changes to promote

simplified, bi-directional operations while creating consistency across allroutes® s er vi c e
hours and frequencies. This included reallocating services to be less concentrated

during peak periods and providing additional service during off-peak periods and

weekends. The TDP recommended strategically align services to focus on denser areas,

aiming to capture more transit trips while simultaneously eliminating low-productivity

stops from fixed-route service with the option to substitute microtransit service.

The TDP identified preliminary areas to consider for future microtransit. This included
Columbia/Marietta, along the Route 722 corridor providing connections from Mount Joy,
Manheim, and Lititz, and along the Route 322 corridor connecting Ephrata and New
Holland. The TDP identified the next steps as pursuing a more in-depth microtransit
study, followed by launching a pilot program contingent on available funding.

Steering Committee

Throughout the feasibility study, the Steering Committee, consisting of representatives

from various organizations within the greater Lancaster County communities, was

actively engaged to ensure that the study®s o
addressed transit service needs. The committee members, including those from

government, chambers of commerce, and key community organizations, provided

feedback on technical task deliverables, offering insights into challenges such as current
transportation barriers. They also supported outreach efforts to boost public

participation.

[> [> [> D D SCTAMicrotransitFeasibilityStudyn
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Serving in an advisory role, the Steering Committee provided continuous guidance on
key aspects of the project, including outreach strategies, service priorities, and potential
microtransit concepts. Their involvement was crucial in shaping a service design that is
practical, equitable, and responsive to community needs, ensuring a diverse range of
perspectives were considered throughout the study.

The Steering Committee included representatives from:

SCTA

SCTA Board Members (Joy Ashley, Sandy Burke, Bonnie Glover)
VisionCorps (George Tobler)

REAL Life Community Services (Rod Redcay)

Elizabethtown Community Housing and Outreach Services (ECHOS) (Ashley
Bulley)

Mainspring of Ephrata (Joy Ashley)

Lancaster Chamber of Commerce (Kat DeSantis, Heather Valudes)
Northern Lancaster Chamber of Commerce (Liz Ackerman)
Southern Lancaster Chamber of Commerce (Kristen Phipps)

Denver Borough (Mike Hession)

Quarryville Borough (Scott Peiffer)

Providence Township (Vicki Eldridge)

Warwick Township (Brian Harris)

City of Lancaster (Milzy Carrasco, Bryant Heng)

Lancaster County Commissioners( Ray D®Agosti no)
Lancaster County Workforce Development Board (Anna Ramos)
Lancaster County Office of Aging (Tom Martin)

Lancaster County Planning Department (Will Clark)

=2 =4 4 -8
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Goals and Obijectives

This feasibility study was guided by relevant goals of the 2023 TDP, incorporating input
from SCTA and the Steering Committee to establish objectives specific to microtransit.
Key themes from the Steering Committee input included the limitations of the existing
fixed-route system, which currently acts as a barrier to rural areas and cross-county
connections. Certain populations have greater transit needs as they are currently
unserved, including the elderly, workers without vehicles, and people with disabilities.
More frequent and flexible transit options are needed in areas where existing fixed-route
service is insufficient and inaccessible to 2nd- and 3rd-shift workers. To measure the
effectiveness of implementing microtransit solutions, a sustainable plan with
performance metrics such as cost-efficiency and positive community feedback is vital to
addressingthe communi ti es® needs.

[> [> [> D D SCTA MicrotransitFeasibilityStudyn
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Figure 2 summarizes the goals and objectives that guided the study.
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Figure 2: Microtransit Feasibility Study Goals & Objectives
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Public Participation

A clear understanding of local needs is critical to developing microtransit
recommendations that are equitable, accessible, and community driven. The Public
Participation Plan defined the outreach strategy for this study® outlining engagement
tools, priority audiences, and partner roles and responsibilities.

The plan included three phases of engagement across Lancaster County, designed to
inform, involve, and collaborate with local communities (see Figure 3). Through
proactive, transparent communication, the study team aimed to build trust, respond to
public concerns, and elevate the benefits of microtransit. Project updates were shared
across public-facing platforms to reach key audiences?® including seniors,
Mennonite/Amish populations, non-transit users, and historically underserved
communities.

Figure 3: Public Engagement Process Phases

SCTA Microtransit Feasibility Study

Public Engagement Process

© 6
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i Traditional : digital and paper surveys, comment cards
i Digital : social media posts, email blasts, and a communications toolkit
1 Grassroots : in-person pop-up events and meetings

Phase 1 Engagement

Phase 1 engagement focused on educating the public about microtransit, gauging
awareness and understanding of the service concept, and assessing willingness or
intent to use it. The team gathered input through a community survey and a series of
pop-up events, with feedback centered on local mobility needs and desired travel
connections within microtransit opportunity zones. Outreach efforts employed a mix of
strategies® including digital platforms, social media, printed posters, and partnerships
with trusted local organizations® to maximize reach and participation.

Spread ing the Word

A digital communication toolkit was developed and shared with Steering Committee
members and their partners to promote consistent messaging across networks and
encourage study participation. This toolkit featured materials such as a fact sheet, a web
banner, newsletter content, social media, and a survey.Phase 1 prioritized creating
accessible information to maximize public reach.

Study webpages on the SCTA and RRTAwebsites served as a primary source of
information for communicating with the public. The web site provided many valuable
resources and subpages, including:

1 Overview, Study Timeline, Get Involved with the Microtransit Study, Steering
Committee, Join the conversation, SCTA and Consultant meetings.

1 Promotional items to engage and educate the community were created, such as
Rack cards, Social Media campaigns, Digital Banners, and a Digital
communications toolkit.

The toolkit in its entirety can be found in the Appendix .

The project team also used the RRTAsocial media accounts to maintain the study®
momentum by sharing content and engaging with users.

[> [> [> D D SCTA MicrotransitFeasibilityStudy
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Outreach Engagement Tactics
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Survey Engagement

A public survey was deployed as both a standalone engagement tool and a simplified
version for intercept surveying during pop -up events. The survey was designed to be
accessible and flexible, offered in both English and Spanish, and available digitally and
in hard copy to ensure inclusive participation.

The survey collected demographic information, current transit behaviors, priority
destinations for potential microtransit service, and common barriers experienced by
both riders and non-riders. Participants were also encouraged to share additional
comments or ask questions about the study.

The survey was open from March 26 to May 23, 2025 providing an eight-week window
for community input. A total of 788 responses were collected (see Figure 4). To
maximize reach, it was promoted on the project website, through social media, and at
pop-up events.

The full survey is included in the Appendix .
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Figure 4: Survey Response Summary
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The following map (Figure 5) shows survey responses by ZIP code in relation to 13 opportunity zones.

Figure 5: Survey Responses by Origin Zip Code
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Responses were received from residents of every microtransit opportunity zone.
Table 1 shows the number of survey responses from people who reside in ZIP codes
that intersect an opportunity zone. Note that some ZIP codes intersect multiple zones.
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Table 1: Survey Responses from ZIP Codes that Intersect Microtransit Opportunity Zones

Opportunity Zone Survey Responses
1 ELIZABETHTOWN 42
2 MOUNT JOY 26
3 EAST PETERSBURGEAST HEMPFIELD 286
4 NEFFSVILLE 130
5 LITITZ 37
6 EPHRATADENVER 119
7 NEW HOLLAND 32
8 LEOLA 248
9 GAP-CHRISTIANA 23
10 | QUARRYVILLE 38
11 | MILLERSVILLE 358
12 WILLOW STREEFSTRASBURG 367
OUTLETS
13 COLUMBIA-WRIGHTSVILLE 27
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The project team asked questions to understandt h e ¢ o mmneeds, priorgiss&nd
travel behaviors, and to identify features to improve customer experience. Survey
results showed that most respondents primarily rely on personal vehicles for daily travel,
with public transit as the second-most-used mode.

Many respondents reported driving alone as their main mode of transportation, while
over a third reported using public transit as their primary mode. About 55% of
respondents stated they rarely or never use existing transit services, though a notable
portion expressed openness to alternative options, such as microtransit. This also
indicated the survey reached both existing transit users and non-transit users.

Survey Findings

Survey results (see Figure 6) showed that 51% of respondents had never heard of
microtransit 3 underscoring the importance of public education should the service
move forward. However, interest was strong: 67% indicated they would be likely to use
microtransit if it were available in their community.

When asked what would most encourage them to use the service, participants ranked
the following top three factors:

1. Convenience and ease of use
2. Reliability and on -time performance
3. Low cost

Most respondents said they would use microtransit for commuting and errands, and the
majority were willing to wait 15220 minutes between booking a ride and being picked up
for their trip. More than half were also open to transferring to a bus outside their
immediate area if it helped them reach their destination.

In terms of service preferences, 86% preferred booking rides using a mobile app
and 62% favored curbside pickup and drop -off over walking to a nearby bus stop or
intersection.

The full survey results are provided in the Appendix .
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Figure 6: Survey Results Snapshot
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To better understand rider preferences and potential demand for microtransit services,
respondents were asked about their willingness to travel outside their local zone, how
they prefer to book and pay for rides, the factors that would encourage them to use the
service, and the times they are most likely to ride. Their responses revealed important
insights into what makes microtransit appealing and how it can best serve the
community, as the feasibility of adding it to the regional transit system is considered
(Figure 7).

i1 Factors Encouraging Use: Convenience (632, 80%), reliability (577, 73%), and
low cost (512, 65%) are the top reasons people would use microtransit. Safety
(430, 55%) and accessibility (337, 43%) also matter.

1 Willingness to Take a Microtransit Ride Outside Their Zone: Most people are
open to rides that go beyond their local area as long as they reach their
destination, with 237 (37%) very willing and 228 (29%) somewhat willing to do
so® showing flexibility in travel routes.

1 Booking Preferences: Booking a trip via an app is by far the favorite choice
(660, 86%), followed by calling (279, 37%), and using a website (244, 32%).

1 Payment Preferences: Most riders prefer to pay through the app using
credit/debit cards or mobile wallets (467, 61%), with transit passes (193, 25%)
and cash (59, 8%) being less popular.

1 When People Are Most Likely to Use Microtransit: ~ Weekday mornings (352,
45%), Saturday daytime (345, 45%), andweekday evenings (342, 44%) are peak
times. Fewer respondents (20% to 26%) are interested in late nights or early
mornings.

Respondents also shared openended feedback with thoughts, ideas, or concerns about
microtransit in Lancaster County?3 this question received 244 comments. While most
comments supported microtransit or offered clarifying comments on how it could work,
some raised concerns about overall transit coverage, service frequency, and the
effectiveness of microtransit. This input provides valuable guidance for considering
microtransit services.

[> [> [> D D SCTA MicrotransitFeasibilityStudy
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Figure 7: Survey Respondent Snapshot of Transit Challenges and Preferences
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Many respondents highlighted several key challenges with public transportation in
general, with availability and convenience being the most common concerns. Reliability
and cost were also significant barriers, while long travel times and accessibility issues
affected a notable portion of transit users. These challenges point to areas where
improvements could enhance the overall transit experience.

1 Accessibility and Coverage: 45 comments focused on underserved areas, rural
regions, and connections to neighboring counties.

i Service Reliability and Frequency: 38 comments emphasized the need for
reliable and frequent service, especially nights and weekends.

1 Cost and Affordability : 30 comments stressed affordable pricing, particularly for
seniors and low-income riders.

1 Convenience and Flexibility: 45 comments discussed mi ¢ r ot rflexibilgyj t ® s
convenience, and comparisons to ridesharing.

1 Integration with Existing Services : 22 comments highlighted how microtransit
should complement current bus routes.

i Safety and Cleanliness : 28 comments stressed the importance of clean and safe
vehicles.

1 Specialized Transportation Needs : 28 comments suggested tailored services
for specific groups, events, and appointments.
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9 Concerns for Microtransit
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Concerns over cost-effectiveness and public subsidy
Preference toward improving the frequency and reliability of RRTA routes
before or instead of adding microtransit

Inconvenient for traveling with children

Limited usefulness for people living outside a zone

Microtransit limited to single zones seen as ineffective, better as
connectors between existing routes

Need for better coordination with bus routes

Calls for more fixed routes and returning trolley/light rail services
Need for language options

Concerns about increased traffic

The survey asked participants to identify the specific destinations they would most like a
microtransit service to reach. This question aimed to gather insights into the locations
most important to residents for daily activities, such as work, shopping, medical
appointments, and community engagement.

Table 2 shows a summary of the top responses.

Table 2: Desired Destinations if Microtransit was Available (Top 10)

Location Responses
Lancaster City/Downtown Lancaster 155
Doctor 80
Giant Grocery Store 51
Weis Grocery Store 51
Lititz 44
Ephrata 42
Park City Mall 42
Grocery Stores (General) 40
King Street 40
Lancaster General Hospital 38

The survey asked participants to indicate which microtransit opportunity zones identified
through the study (further described in the next section, Identifying Opportunity

Zones) would be helpful for their travel if microtransit were available. Respondents
could select multiple zones or choose "unsure” or "none". Figure 8 below shows the
number of responses by zone.

> D> D
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Figure 8: Survey Question on Desired Travel Destinations

Zone 517 Lititz

Zone 12 7 Willow Street-Strasburg-Outlets
Zone 61 Ephrata-Denver

Zone 117 Millersville

Zone 371 East Petersburg-East Hempfield
Zone 137 Columbia-Wrightsville
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Zone 41 Neffsville

Zone 71 New Holland

Zone 107 Quarryville

Zone 27 Mount Joy

Zone 171 Elizabethtown

Zone 971 Gap-Christiana

None of the above

Unsure
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If a microtransit service was available in these areas, which
area(s) would help you travel? (Select all that apply)

256 (32.5%)
220 (27.9%
200 (25.4%)
198 (25.1%)
82 (23.1%)
169 (21.4%)

150 (10.0%)

132 (16.8%)

130 (16.5%)

116 (14.7%
112 (14.2%)
111 (14.1%)

100 200 300

Table 3 displays responses by respondents’ home ZIP code for each zone. Most replies
came from the three ZIP codes covering Lancaster City and nearby areas, showing
interest in multiple zones. Responses from other ZIP codes mainly focused on their

corresponding geographic zones.
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Table 3: Survey Responses by Zip Code
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Pop-Up Engagement Events

Five strategically located pop-up events were held across Lancaster County in April and
May 2025 to gather public feedback on a potential microtransit service. Built for
flexibility and accessibility, the mobile setup enabled efficient deployment across the
Northwest, Northeast, South, and central Lancaster City3 ensuring broad geographic
representation within key opportunity zones. Engagement levels varied from quick one-
minute conversations to deeper discussions, accommodating participants with different
levels of time and interest.

These in-person interactions offered meaningful insight into community priorities,
concerns, and expectations. Overall, participants cited transportation availability as the
top factor influencing travel decisions, followed by destination, travel time, and cost
While many attendees were initially unfamiliar with microtransit, most expressed
openness to using it if the service were reliable and easy to access. Several Amish
participants noted a cultural preference for paying a fare rather than receiving
subsidized rides.

Frequently mentioned destinations included Lancaster City, shopping centers,
workplaces, medical facilities, and places of worship . Reported barriers to
participation and service access included limited smartphone access and hesitation
to share personal information

Participants recommended expanding future outreach through additional paper surveys,
family-friendly engagement activities, and coordination with trusted local service
providers and current transit riders 3 particularly in Lancaster City and among
historically underserved populations, such as the reentry community.

Phase 1 Engagement Conclusion

Phase 1 engagement for the SCTA Microtransit Feasibility Study provided critical insight

into the transportation needs and priorities of Lancaster County residents. Through a

combination of technical analysis, stakeholder input, and broad public outreach3

including surveys, pop-up events, and digital engagement community feedback has

been foundati onal i n shaping the study®s dire
of key opportunity zones where microtransit could complement the existing transit

network by improving access, flexibility, and efficiency.

Results show that while many participants were initially unfamiliar with microtransit,
there is a strong interest in trying the service. Community priorities centered on
convenience, reliability, and better connections to destinations not currently served by
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fixed-route transit. Respondents also provided preferences related to booking tools,
payment methods, and service hours.

Equally important were perspectives from individuals less likely to use microtransit.
Their reasons included a strong preference for personal vehicles, perceived lack of
need, concerns about reliability and wait times, or a desire for more frequent and
dependable fixed-route bus service instead. These insights help identify where demand
may be lower and where future education or tailored service design could be most
impactful.

Phase 2 Engagement

Phase 2 of the engagement process focused on collaboration with the Steering
Committee to review findings from Phase 1 public outreach alongside the results of the
technical analysis and evaluation of potential microtransit opportunity zones. Input
received during Phase 1 was directly incorporated into the zone refinement and
prioritization process.

Survey responses related to key destinations, preferred pick-up and drop-off locations,
desired hours of service, and acceptable wait times informed the development and
refinement of preliminary microtransit service concepts. These public inputs helped
ensure that proposed service areas and operating characteristics aligned with
demonstrated community needs and travel preferences.

The Steering Committee reviewed the draft deliverable on zone analysis and
prioritization and provided feedback during the third Steering Committee meeting in
July 2025.

Based on Steering Committee feedback and discussion, the following refinements were
made during this phase of the study:

i Addition of two broader service concepts to the evaluation, including a fixed-route
connector zone and a countywide zone

1 Increased weighting of transit need rating and areas underserved by existing fixed-
route transit within the zone scoring and prioritization methodology

1 Advancement of an additional opportunity area in the Willow Street and Strasburg
area to the second, more detailed stage of zone analysis (further described in the
Opportunity Zone Analysis section).
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Phase 3 Engagement

Phase 3 engagement provided valuable insights intothe draft feasibility study
recommendations and findings. The project team gathered input through a community
survey and in-person events. Community feedback collected during this phase helped
confirm support for multiple proposed pilot zones, identify remaining concerns, and
ensure that public input is prioritized before finalizing the implementation strategy.

More details about the recommendations and pilot zone options shared with the public
are described later in the report in the Recommendations section.

Many engagement methods were continued from Phase 1, such as informational
materials and digital outreach, with greater emphasis on education and transparency.
The draft study report was posted on the SCTA and RRTA websites, along with a
survey. The project team shared an updated digital communication toolkit with Steering
Committee members to promote consistent messaging across networks and encourage
study participation. The toolkit in its entirety can be found in the Appendix .

Survey Engagement

The survey was open from November 19 to December 19, 2025, providing four weeks
for community feedback. A total of 119 responses were received. To enhance outreach,
promotion took place through the project website, social media, and a community open
house.

Results revealed strong community support for the potential pilot zones, with the
Ephrata-Denver area receiving the highest level of endorsement. Notably, 59% of
participants indicated that the proposed microtransit service hours aligned very well with
their travel needs. Additionally, respondents emphasized the importance of
comprehensive service coverage, strong connections between communities, and clear
expectations regarding wait times and reliability. Some participants opposed the service
idea, often because of mixed opinions on costs and subsidies, and a preference for
more frequent RRTA bus service.

Level of Support for each of the Proposed Microtransit Pilot Zone

LEOLA WILLOW STREET- EPHRATA-DENVER
= 72% supported the Leola STRASBURG-OUTLETS = 79% supported the
Zone as proposed = 71% supported the zone as proposed
= 11% supported the zone zone as proposed = 11% supported the zone
with minor adjustments = 13% supported the zone with minor adjustments
« 17% did not support the zone with minor adjustments = 10% did not support the zone

= 16% did not support the zone
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If a microtransit service were available
in your area, and each trip cost between
$2 and $4—similar to a regular bus fare
or pass—with free transfers between
microtransit and BRTA buses, how likely
would you be to use this service?

aaD s

Very  Somewhat  Not Unlikely Very
likely likely Sure Unlikely

Public comments were analyzed and categorized into the following themes:
Theme 1. Service Coverage and Pilot Zones
1 Respondents emphasized the importance of servingrural areas , small towns,
and employment centers not well covered by fixed-route transit.

1 Several comments highlighted the need for connections between communities
not just within isolated zones.

1 Coverage was often cited as more important than frequency for initial pilots.
Key takeaway: Pilot zones should prioritize geographic gaps in the existing network
and connections to key destinations.

Theme 2. Trip Purpose and Use Cases

1 Many respondents referenced work trips , commuting between job sites, and

access to appointments, errands, and businesses

i1 Business owners noted the value of microtransit for employees and customers

1 Comments confirmed interest from both transit -dependent users and choice
riders .

Key takeaway: Microtransit is viewed as a practical, everyday mobility option® not just
a niche service.
Theme 3. Service Hours and Days
1 Strong interest in weekend service and extended hours beyond the traditional
workday.
1 Some respondents noted that weekday -only service would be useful.
1 Evening availability was crucial for shift workers.

Key takeaway: Expanded service hours increase perceived value and equity of the
service and could be explored after an initial weekday-only pilot.
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Theme 4. General Support and Interest
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1 Many comments expressed overall support for exploring microtransit , even
from respondents who said they might not personally use it.

1 Several commenters framed microtransit as a positive step forward for the
County.

Key takeaway: There is broad conceptual support for piloting microtransit, even among
non-users.
Theme 5. Reliability and Wait Times
1 Respondents asked aboutwait times , reliability, and how quickly vehicles would
arrive.

1 Predictability was frequently mentioned as essential for work and appointment
trips.

Key takeaway: Clear expectations around response time and reliability will be critical
for user trust.
Theme 6. Cost and Affordability

91 A smaller but consistent set of comments raised concerns about fare levels .

1 Respondents wanted assurance that microtransit would remain affordable and
comparable to fixed-route transit.

Key takeaway: Pricing transparency and fare integration will influence adoption.
Theme 7. Technology and Booking
1 A few respondents asked about trip tracking , requesting rides via an app, and
real-time information.
1 Ease of use was implied as necessary, particularly for first-time users.
Key takeaway: Simple, intuitive booking and communication tools will support uptake.

Theme 8. Accessibility and Equity

i Limited but notable references to seniors and people with mobility needs.

1 Comments underscored the importance of curb -to-curb service for those who
cannot easily access bus stops.

1 Booking and payment options should be accessible to all users, regardless of
abilities.
Key takeaway: Accessibility benefits are understood and valued, even if not widely
articulated.

The full survey results are provided in the Appendix .
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The project team shared details about the draft recommendations at a community open
house on Tuesday, December 9, 2025, from 4:30 to 7:00 PM at The Eden Resort in
Lancaster. Eleven community members attended, along with several government
officials and SCTA board members.

Additionally, the project team presented at the Southern Lancaster County Chamber

Christmas Breakfaston Thursday, December 11, 2025. The event brought together

more than 40 business and community leaders and provided an opportunity to share
information about the study, highlight the st
attendees in informal discussion about transportation needs and potential solutions in

Southern Lancaster County.

Phase 3 Engagement Conclusion

Overall, Phase 3 feedback strongly supported the proposed microtransit approach.
While a few concerns remained about reliability, cost, and technology, the results
reinforced community backing for the pilot zones and ensured that recommendations
reflect community priorities before the plan moves toward implementation.
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|dentifying Opportunity Zones

The purpose of this study is to identify recommended zones for microtransit
implementation to support and fill transportation needs within Lancaster County. The
study team began with a data-driven analysis that included census data and current
travel patterns. This analysis provided abase-level understanding of where conditions
are suitable for supporting microtransit and where people need to go.

The study team first identified general areas of transit-supportive density (transit
potential) and transit need at a census block group level, which were further analyzed,
grouped, and refined to form opportunity zones. Opportunity zones are areas
particularly well-suited for microtransit services and with the potential to address
specific transportation needs. The study team conducted an analysis to determine areas
within Lancaster County that are most suitable for microtransit implementation. The
following data were used in this process:

i Transit potential and need: Based on demographic and socioeconomic data
from the 201922023 American Community Survey (ACS) 5-year estimate and
2022 Census Longitudinal Employer-Household Dynamics (LEHD).

1 RRTAfixed -route service performance: Evaluated using route productivity and
cost-effectiveness data from June 2023 through July 2024. Note, this is before
the route changes went into effect in November 2024.

i Travel patterns: Derived from origin-destination data for a typical weekday and
Saturday, using trip tables from Replica (Spring 2024 release).

Transit Potential and Need

To identify microtransit opportunity zones 3 areas most suitable for microtransit given
the microtransit goals and objectives 2 the study team conducted spatial analysis using
US Census Data inLancaster County.

Transit potential and transit need metrics capture the density of people and jobs. Areas
with enough density to support public transit but not so much as to overwhelm an on-
demand service are ideal for microtransit implementation. Analyzing the characteristics
of the Lancaster County population enabled the study team to understand which areas
with higher population density are likely to rely on transit. Demographic indicators of
transit need include age, income, race, disability, and access to a vehicle
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Figure 9 and Figure 10 depict population and employment density per acre, ranging
from 1 to 15. Areas highlighted in blue represent higher residential density, areas
highlighted in red represent higher employment density, and areas highlighted in purple
represent the overlap of both density metrics.

The intersection of residential and employment density indicates areas with high transit
potential. In general, locations with low to moderate density (two to ten residents and
jobs per acre) are better suited to microtransit, while fixed-route buses are more
appropriate in areas with higher density. In Figure 10, highlighted areas of low-
moderate transit potential include Quarryville, Leola, Gap, andthe surroundings of
Elizabethtown, Mount Joy, Manheim, Mountville, EastPetersburg, Lititz, Ephrata, Denver,
New Holland, and Willow Street. Areas of higher transit potential include the City of
Lancaster, West Lancaster, and the core areasin Elizabethtown, Mount Joy, Manheim,
Mountville, East Petersburg, Lititz, Ephrata, Denver, New Holland, and Willow Streé
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Figure 9: Population and Job Density
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Figure 10: Transit Potential
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Transit need areas were defined as locations with a higher concentration of residents
who are more likely to use transit. These areas were identified by indexing the following
factors relative to other areas in Lancaster County and combining them into a composite
need score. Each factor was weighed equally.

i Total Population

Older Adults (age 65+)

Students (age 5-17)

Minority Population

Low-Income Population

Population with a Disability
Zero-Car and One-Car Households

=2 =4 =4 -8 -8 9

The areas with the highest transit needs were identified as Paradise, Bart, Colerain,
Little Britain, Fulton, West Lampeter, City of Lancaster, North Manor, West Donegal,
Northwest Manheim, East Lampeter, Upper Leacock, Earl, Leacock, Ephrata and
Northern Caernarvon as seen in Figure 11.
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Figure 11: Transit Need
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Microtransit Suitability

Microtransit suitability was defined by identifying areas with low-to-moderate transit
potential and moderate-to-high to high transit need. These represent areas that do not
have the density to support high-performing fixed route service but have population that
may depend on public transit. Areas with microtransit suitability based on these factors
include portions of West Donegal, Mount Joy, Rapho, northern Manheim Township,
Warwick, Akron, Ephrata, Adamstown, Terre Hill, New Holland, Earl, NewHolland, Upper
Leacock, East Lampeter, West Lampeter, Millersville, Quarryville, Mountville, Manor,
East Hempfield, and Columbia (Figure 12).
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Figure 12: Microtransit Suitability
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Fixed -Route Performance

To better understand microtransit opportunity, it is important to understand how well
fixed-routes perform in the area. The following RRTA bus route productivity data is from
June 2023 to July 2024, before service changes took place in November of 2024. The
more productive routes commonly served large employers, grocery stores, shopping
centers and other similar trip generators. Productivity is measured by passengers per
revenue hour (PPRH) with microtransit typically performing between 2 to 5 PPRH Bus
routes that perform at or below this range could be candidates for partial replacement
with microtransit. Routes operating above this range would most likely overwhelm the
capabilities of microtransit if converted. The least productive routes operated by RRTA
during this period were the Route 6 trolley (1.9 PPRH), Route 21serving Gap (7.1
PPRH) Route 5 serving Grandview (7.3 PPRH), and Route 13 serving White Horse 7.3
PPRH).Figure 13 shows route productivity and Figure 14 shows weekly ridership (on
and off) at bus stops.
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Figure 13: RRTA Fixed-Route Productivity (June 2023 2 July 2024)
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Figure 14: RRTA Bus Stop Activity (June 2023 2 July 2024)
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Red Rose Access Travel Patterns

Red Rose Access is theexisting shared-ride service that is available countywide to
eligible riders under various programs (Senior Citizen Shared Ride Program, ADA
Complementary Program, Medical Transportation Assistance Program, Persons With
Disabilities Program, and Access to Jobs Program). By looking at these travel patterns, it
provides some insight where microtransit might be most useful, as this service also
serves populations who are most likely to rely heavily on public transit. Figure 15 below
shows the locations of the top ten most requested trips, where the most common
purposes for those trips are medical (27%), work (20%), senior center (16%), and

dialysis (13%).
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Figure 15: Red Rose Access Travel Patterns
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Overall Travel Patterns

Weekday travel patterns for Lancaster County were identified using Replica data, which
combined Census data and location-based services (LBS) to estimate typical travel in
the region. Trip pattern thresholds were set between 100 trips per weekday (low) and
1,700 trips per weekday (high) per block group. This established trip patterns that do
not have existing coverage: Quarryville and surrounding communities; crosstown
connections to shopping areas (along Manheim Pike, Fruitville Pike, and Harrisburg
Pike); within Millersville; and from Mount Joy to Rapho Township (Figure 16).

TRANSIT
AUTHORITY

Using the same methods for identifying weekday travel patterns, the following weekend
patterns lacking existing transit connections were found: within Ephrata and along US
Route 322, from Quarryville to surrounding communities, from Gap to White Horse,
Black Horse, and Parkesburg, and from New Hollandto Blue Ball (Figure 17).
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Figure 16: Weekday Travel Patterns
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Figure 17: Weekend Travel Patterns
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Analysis Takeaways

I Transit Potential

0 Microtransit suits low- to moderate-density areas like Leola and the
surrounding areas of Elizabethtown, Ephrata, East Petersburg, Lititz, and
Willow Street; fixed routes are better for high-density areas such asthe City of
Lancaster and West Lancaster.

Transit Need

o Highestin Paradise, Bart, Colerain, Little Britain, Fulton, West Lampeter, City
of Lancaster, North Manor, West Donegal, Northwest Manheim, East
Lampeter, Upper Leacock, Earl, Leacock, Ephrata, Northern Caernarvon.

Microtransit Suitability

o Areas with low to moderate transit potential and moderate to high transit need
are ideal for microtransit. These suitable areas include portions of West
Donegal, Mount Joy, Rapho, northern Manheim Township, Warwick, Akron,
Ephrata, Adamstown, Terre Hill, New Holland, Earl, New Holland,Upper
Leacock, Eastand West Lampeter, Millersville, Quarryville, Mountville, Manor,
East Hempfield, and Columbia, where transit needs outweigh density.

Existing RRTA Service Performance

o Routes with lower typical passenger productivity per revenue hour are
candidates for partial microtransit replacement, including less productive
routes such as Trolley, Gap, White Horse, and Grandview/Rossmere.

Travel Patterns

o0 Key weekday and weekend travel includes crosstown connections to
shopping areas along Manheim Pike, Fruitville Pike, and Harrisburg Pike
Frequent travel within Ephrata and along US 22, as well as Quarryville to
surrounding communities, lacks existing transit connections.

Steering Committee Stakeholder Insights

0 The Steering Committee suggested microtransit for areas like Quarryville,
Strasburg, and Gap, prioritizing currently unserved areas with no connection
points to the fixed-route network and areas with greater transit need.

Opportunity Zones

Figure 18 shows the potential microtransit zones from the analysis of transit potential,
transit need, existing RRTA service performance, and travel patterns.
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Elizabethtown

Mount Joy

East Petersburg 2East Hempfield
Neffsville

Lititz

Ephrata 2 Denver

New Holland #

Leola

© © N o s~ DNPRF

. GapzChristiana B

10.Quarryville

11. Millersville

12.Willow Street 2 Strasburg 2 Outlets
13. Columbia 2Wrightsville ©

A. Potential connection between zones could be considered
B. Would require coordination between Chester County and TMACC
C. Would require coordination with rabbittransit
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Microtransit Models

This section provides a high-level overview of microtransit service models and operating
models that can be considered for implementation in Lancaster County. A microtransit
service model is the overall approach and design for providing microtransit to users. A
microtransit operating model refers to the logistics and mechanisms used to deliver the
service. Both model considerations were evaluated and are further described in
subsequent sections.

Service Models

A service model determines how transportation is provided to users, outlining the
structure, design, and user experience of the service. It encompasses decisions such as
whether service is provided on-demand, through fixed routes, or via a combination of
methods, and dictates how riders interact with the system to request and receive rides.

Detailed below are five microtransit service models used by other transit agencies that
can also be considered for Lancaster County.

/" >—. On-Demand Zone -based

). ~ Vehicles provide curb-to-curb service within a defined zone, allowing riders
“?\.' o to request trips between any origin and destination in the area. There are no
~ scheduled stops. Multiple zones may operate independently or allow travel
between them. This model is best for areas where origins and destinations are

dispersed across a community.

~—*__ On-Demand Zone -based with External Nodes

: Vehicles provide curb-to-curb service within a defined zone, allowing riders
(7. | to request trips between any origin and destination in the area or between

" the zone and a select number of locations outside the zone (called external
nodes). There are no scheduled stops. Multiple zones may operate independently or
allow travel between them. This model is best for areas where origins and destinations
are dispersed across a community or where a high proportion of trips are directed
toward key destinations near the zone.

Point Deviation

Vehicles respond to ride requests within a service zone, picking up and

dropping off at a predefined list of stops. Stops may include physical stops

(bus stop signs and shelters) or virtual stops (safe, app-defined locations
such as intersections). There are no scheduled stops. This model is best for areas

[> D D [> D SCTAMicrotransitFeasibilityStudy
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where riders travel between common origins and destinations, sidewalks provide safe
access to stops, and when agencies want control over pick-up/drop-off locations.

AUTHORITY
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" ( Flexible Route

/ : \
¢ ﬂ " /) Also known as a deviated fixed route, route deviation, or flex route. Vehicles
- operate on a regular schedule along a defined path, with or without marked
bus stops, and can deviate from the route to service demand-responsive requests within
a zone around the route. Riders may need to request a deviationin advance by an app
or phone call. This model works best for areas where there is a lack of demand to
support frequent fixed-route service, where a high proportion of trips are directed to
locations on the route, and where occasional off-route deviations improve accessibility
without reducing efficiency.

____ Zone Route
/ e N ) Vehicles operate in demand-responsive mode along a corridor, often with
\» : 7 setdeparture and arrival times at one or more endpoints. Service is usually

provided within a certain distance from the corridor. Zone route works best
for areas where fixed-route service is not feasible due to low demand. Although there is
low demand, there are some key trip origins and destinations that exist. It is common for
high-demand transit hubs, for example, bus stops, train stations, schools, or employers
to serve as akey endpoint. Therefore, the nearby surrounding area may have low transit
demand, yet riders are provided with a flexible connection to access the main corridor.

I I A
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Table 4 outlines the key features of each service model.

Travel
Pattern*

Stop Types

Scheduled
Timepoints

Typical
Vehicles

Wait Time
(Relative)

Trip Request

> D> Db D

On-Demand

Zone-Based

Dispersed within a
defined zone

User-defined,
designated, or virtual

None

Body on chassis
(BOC**) venhicle, van,
minivan, sedan

Low to moderate

On-demand or
in advance

>

Table 4: Microtransit Service Models Summary

On-Demand Zone -
Based with External
Nodes

Dispersed within a
defined zone, and
toward a nearby
destination

User-defined,
designated, or virtual

None

BOC vehicle, van,
minivan, sedan

Low to moderate

On-demand or
in advance

Point Deviation

A common set of

Flexible Route

origins/destinations Along or near a

within a defined
zone

Designated or
virtual

None

BOC vehicle, van,
minivan, sedan

Low to moderate

On-demand or
in advance

route

Designated

Many based on
fixed-route
schedule

Bus, BOC vehicle

Moderate to high

In advance

Zone Route

Corridor based, with
a common origin or
destination

Designated, user-
defined

One or two at the
ends of corridor

Bus, BOC vehicle

Moderate to high

On-demand or
in advance

SCTA Microtransit Feasibility Study



P AE

Service Model Evaluation

TRANSIT
AUTHORITY

The microtransit service model options were evaluated using the following criteria,
which are defined in subsequent sections:

1 Adaptability

1 Interoperability

1 Technology Availability
i Customer Experience

Microtransit service model options were evaluated based onRRTA®s exi sting op:¢
and service offerings. The evaluation criteria were determined by alignment and ease of

integration to existing services. All evaluation ratings are qualitative, with scores of Low,

Moderate, or High. Ratings for each option were assigned based on its standing relative

to its counterparts. These ratings were used to determineeac h opti on®s

cumulative score.
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Adaptability

Adaptability refers to the flexibility an agency has to modify its services after implementation to better meet transit needs
as well as to change the capacity of its service to allow for growth while maintaining service quality

SOUTH
CENTRAL
TRANSIT
AUTHORITY

A L o w°indicaes it ia lgss flexible for modifying or growing service.

A Hi g h hdicatestt is maye flexible for modifying or growing service.
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