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Meeting of the Policy Committee
Tuesday, May 26 2015, 9:00 a.m. - 18th Floor

Commissioner Lesley “Les” Miller, Jr.
Hillsborough County
MPO Chairman
Councilman Harry Cohen
City of Tampa
MPO Vice Chairman

Paul Anderson
Tampa Port Authority
Commissioner Kevin Beckner
Hillsborough County
Josh Burgin
HART
Mayor Frank Chillura
City of Temple Terrace

I.
II.

Approval of Minutes (February 24, 2015 and April 28, 2015)

IV.

Action Items
A. Regional Priorities (Beth Alden)

V.
VI.
VII.

B. Next Meeting: July 28; Committee Recess in June
VIII.

Councilwoman Lisa Montelione
City of Tampa

IX.

Beth Alden, AICP
Executive Director
Hillsborough County
Metropolitan Planning Organization
P.O. Box 1110
601 E. Kennedy, 18th Floor
Tampa, Florida 33601-1110
P 813/272-5940
F 813/301-7172
http://www.hillsboroughmpo.org
e-mail: transportation@plancom.org

Old Business & New Business
A. Bicycle/Pedestrian Advisory Committee motion regarding
Orient Road PD&E Study (Michele Ogilvie)

Councilman Guido Maniscalco
City of Tampa

Commissioner Stacy R. White
Hillsborough County

Discussion Items
A. MPO Strategic Discussion Next Steps (Beth Alden)

Mayor Rick A. Lott
City of Plant City

Joseph Waggoner
Expressway Authority

Status Reports
A. Florida’s Long Range Transportation Vision (Roger Roscoe)

Joe Lopano
Hillsborough Co. Aviation Authority

Commissioner Sandra Murman
Hillsborough County

Public Comment (3 minutes per speaker, please)

III.

Derek Doughty
The Planning Commission
Commissioner Ken Hagan
Hillsborough County

Call To Order

Adjournment
Addendum
A. Legislative Update

The full agenda packet is available on the MPO’s website, www.planhillsborough.org,
or by calling (813) 272-5940.
The MPO does not discriminate in any of its programs or services. Public participation
is solicited without regard to race, color, national origin, age, sex, religion, disability
or family status.
Learn more about our commitment to non discrimination
In accordance with Title 17 U.S.C. Section 107, the materials attached are provided
here for research and educational purposes, and are distributed without profit to MPO
Board members, MPO staff, or related committees or subcommittees the MPO
supports. The MPO has no affiliation whatsoever with the originator of attached
articles nor is the MPO endorsed or sponsored by the originator. Persons wishing to
use copyrighted material for purposes of their own that go beyond ‘fair use’ must first
obtain permission from the copyright owner.
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HILLSBOROUGH COUNTY
METROPOLITAN PLANNING ORGANIZATION
POLICY COMMITTEE MEETING
MINUTES
FEBRUARY 24, 2015
CALL TO ORDER
With no Chair for Vice Chair present, the meeting was called to order by MPO
Executive Director Beth Alden at 9:10 am. The meeting was held in the Planning
Commission Boardroom on the 18th Floor in the County Center Building.
Members present: Councilwoman Lisa Montelione (arrived at 9:15 am); Commissioner
Sandra Murman, Derek Doughty
Members excused: Councilman Harry Cohen
Others present: Beth Alden, Linda Ferraro, MPO staff; Melissa Zornitta, Planning
Commission; Cameron Clark, MPO Attorney; Frank Cirillo, Aide to Councilwoman
Montelione; Bill Oliver, Kittleson Associates; Robert Bruckner, Christian Kutcher, Metro
Tech; Kevin O’Hare, HCPA Intern; Nereia Cormier, HCPA; Roger Roscoe, FDOT; Mark
Sharpe, Tampa Innovation; Bob Frey, THEA.
At this time, those present heard Status Reports.
STATUS REPORTS (Taken out of order)
B. Advanced Real Time Traffic and Connected Vehicle
Ms. Alden read into the record a memo from the Tampa Hillsborough Expressway
Authority’s Executive Director Joe Waggoner regarding a pilot project in Tampa to
demonstrate deployment of vehicle applications in the Central Business District to solve
the traffic problems in that area.
Mr. Robert Bruckner and Christian Kutcher of Metro Tech presented technology
applications and case studies they have conducted showing potential benefits for
roadway capacity and safety. One concept is to reuse existing traffic cameras to provide
more real-time information for traffic management, driver awareness and future
planning studies. They are currently working with FDOT on a pilot project for this
area.
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Chair Lisa Montelione entered the meeting at 9:14 am which constituted a quorum.
Commissioner Murman said that there is quite a bit of congestion in this area and is
sure that this information will be valuable.
With a quorum present, the members went back to the beginning of the agenda.
PUBLIC COMMENT
Mr. Kevin O’Hare encouraged the Policy Committee to approve and recommend the
MPO approving the board seat for the School District on the MPO.
APPROVAL OF MINUTES (January 27, 2015)
Commissioner Murman made a motion to approve the January 27, 2015 Policy
Committee meeting minutes. The motion was seconded by Mr. Doughty and carried.
ACTION ITEMS
A. Board Seat for School District
Mr. Cameron Clark presented a resolution if the MPO decides to move forward with
adding a member of the school district to the MPO Board as a voting or non-voting
member, which would be at the discretion of the full board. If the MPO passes the
resolution, the next steps would be to modify the MPO’s Interlocal Agreement, which
would take several months to have each jurisdiction approve and sign the modified
agreement.
Commissioner Murman asked what the desire of the School Board was. Mr. Clark said
that a letter was sent to the School Board’s attorney Mr. Jim Porter, who responded
saying that they would be interested in serving on the MPO.
Commissioner Murman made a motion that the Policy Committee support the
resolution adding a School Board representative on the MPO Board and forward it to
the MPO for adoption. Mr. Doughty seconded the motion, which carried.
STATUS REPORTS (continued)
A. MPO Staff Services Agreement with Planning Commission
Ms. Melissa Zornitta, Executive Director, Planning Commission gave an overview of
what is the Planning Commission. She stated that it was a single local planning agency
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for all jurisdictions in Hillsborough County with a 10 member appointed board and two
ex-officio members representing MacDill AFB and the School District. The Planning
Commission board makes recommendations to local governments, prepares, updates
and monitors the Comprehensive Plans and reviews various development applications
and master plans for consistency with the plans.
The Planning Commission has a voting member on the MPO Board who reports back to
the Planning Commission on a monthly basis. The Planning Commission also has staff
representatives on the MPO’s Technical Advisory, Bicycle/Pedestrian Advisory and
Livable Roadways Committees.
The benefits of having the MPO and Planning Commission housed in one location and
using the same staff for both agencies, is that it saves money for office space, shared
administrative and IT staff, accounting and audit support, legal assistance, and more
cost effective benefit packages.
B. Revenue Sources
Mr. Rich Clarendon, MPO staff stated that at the February 3rd MPO Board meeting, after
hearing a presentation on the Columbus Drive Corridor Study, the members asked for
an overview of funding available for such improvements, including safety
improvements and grants for lighting.
Mr. Clarendon’s presentation focused on what funding is available and how does it
compare to what is spent locally. There are state, federal and local funding sources.
The State Highway System O&M has an annual average of $103 million for safety,
preservation, congestion management and it is managed by the Florida Department of
Transportation.
The Surface Transportation Program (STP) for road, bridge, ITS projects, buses, BRT,
bikeways, sidewalks, etc., has $16 million annually. Those projects are prioritized by
MPOs. The Transportation Alternatives Program has $3 million annually and is used
for bicycle, pedestrian and trail projects.
The Transportation Regional Incentive Program (TRIP) has less than $1 million
annually is used for regional projects with a 50% match required; road, ITS, transit
projects and are prioritized by the Chairs Coordinating Committee.
Mr. Clarendon stated that the combined Federal and state funding sources amount to
$69.4 million a year and local transportation spending amounts to $111.7 million a year.
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Mr. Doughty asked how the amount of $69.4 million could be increased. Mr. Clarendon
responded that plans need to be ready and programs need to be identified in the MPO’s
Long Range Transportation Plan.
Ms. Alden added that you must have the documentation of projects in order for the
Federal government to approve.
ADJOURNMENT
There being no further business, the meeting adjourned at 10:24 am.
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HILLSBOROUGH COUNTY
METROPOLITAN PLANNING ORGANIZATION
POLICY COMMITTEE MEETING
MINUTES
APRIL 28, 2015
CALL TO ORDER
The meeting was called to order by Chairman Montelione at 9:17 am with no quorum
present. The meeting was held in the Planning Commission Boardroom on the 18th
Floor in the County Center Building.
Members present: Councilwoman Lisa Montelione (arrived at 9:15 am); Derek Doughty
Members excused: Commissioner Sandra Murman, Councilman Harry Cohen
Others present: Beth Alden, Rich Clarendon, Allison Yeh, Gena Torres, Sarah McKinley,
Lisa Silva, Linda Ferraro, MPO staff; Cameron Clark, MPO Attorney; Ray Chiaramonte,
TBARTA; Roger Roscoe, FDOT;
PUBLIC COMMENT
No public comment.
APPROVAL OF MINUTES (February 24, 2015)
No quorum present.
ACTION ITEMS
A. Review MPO Mission Statement (deferred until next Policy meeting)
B. Unified Planning Work Program Amendment
With no quorum present, Ms. Alden suggested send the UPWP Amendment to the full
MPO board for action.
C. TBARTA Master Plan
Ms. Sarah McKinley, MPO staff, reviewed the actions taken by the MPO Committees
regarding the TBARTA Master Plan. Those comments were:
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CAC:

Voted not to approve the TBARTA Master Plan because the regional priority
projects need to include rail in Hillsborough County and that rail also needs to
be included in the Mid-Term investment Plan.

LRC:

Motion to recommend adding definition for “Premium Transit” that
specifically calls out multi-modal, rail, fixed guideway, transit and buses on
dedicated lanes and signal priorities for commuters.

TAC:

Motion to support the plan with the condition that the transit routes are shown
as premium transit as opposed to specific technology.

BPAC: BPAC accepts the TBARTA plan with the understanding that the extension of
Suncoast II includes a trail component that will be built along with the
roadway, not as a separate phase.
TDBC: The TDBC passed a motion that the MPO Board in support of the Tri-county
Access Plan asks that TBARTA include Regional Para-transit in its master plan.
Mr. Ray Chiaramonte, TBARTA’s Executive Director stated that the TBARTA Master
Plan was originally adopted in 2009 and focused on transit and collaboration and
engagement. In 2011 and 2013, the updates to the plan included freight and roadway
networks and regional priorities.
The past three Master Plans have been organized by tech memos which provided
detailed description updating methodology and needs by mode. The Vision described
the vision and key components of the Master Plan by time period including Priorities
updated annually; Mid-Term that looked at needs in the 20 year horizon; and LongTerm that looked at needs beyond the 20 year horizon.
The organization of the 2015 Master Plan incorporates the CCC Regional LRTP (RLRTP)
and TBARTA’s vision into one regional plan. This will ensure consistency with MPO
LRTPs, coordination with CCC, and collaboration with TMA. It also satisfies the
requirements of the RLRTP. New to 2015 update are regional trails and transportation
demand management and the inclusion of a short-term investment plan.
OLD AND NEW B USINESS
A. Board Seat of School District of Hillsborough County
Mr. Cameron Clark, MPO Attorney, stated that the Intergovernmental Coordination
and Review Agreement (ICAR) to include an MPO seat for the School District has been
completed and has been sent to all the affected governing boards. Once they agree with
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the ICAR, it will be sent to the agencies for final approval. After staff receives all of the
signed agreements, it will be recorded with the clerk’s office and will become effective
at that time.
ADJOURNMENT
There being no further business, the meeting adjourned at 9:41 am.
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Board & Committee Agenda Item
Agenda Item:

Regional Priorities

Presenter:

Beth Alden, MPO Executive Director

Summary:

Regional Multi-Use Trails Enhancement Program and
Transportation Regional Incentive Program (provided
for information)
Each year the West Central Florida Chairs Coordinating
Committee (CCC) updates the list of regional priorities for its
Multi-Use Trails Element. An extensive set of criteria were
used to select and rank regional trail priorities. The list is
used to guide the allocation of new funds intended for the
construction of regional trails and enhancements.
State funds are made available through the TRIP Program to
help local governments and others pay for transportation
projects that benefit regional travel. To be eligible for TRIP
funding, projects must be regionally significant, identified on
the CCC’s Regional LRTP, and appear in local governments’
Capital Improvements Elements. Also, there must be a
commitment for the remaining matching funds. The CCC
Board approved the list of priority projects on May 15th.
Tampa Bay Transportation Management Area (TMA)
and Transportation Alternative (TA) Revised Priorities
The Tampa - St. Petersburg Urbanized Area covers parts of
Hillsborough, Pasco and Pinellas. An advisory sub-committee
of the three MPO’s was formed and called the Tampa Bay
TMA Leadership Group.
The role of this leadership group includes developing regional
priorities, especially in the allocation of federal & state funds.
The priorities focus on major cross-county transportation
markets and traffic movements, and on helping the Tampa
Bay Metropolitan Area speak with one voice in discussions of
regional transportation prioritization issues and financial
resources. Each MPO has provided updates to the regional

priority list and ranking. The Leadership Group will be taking
action on the priorities at their June 5th meeting.
Recommended Discussion and Comment
Action:
Prepared By:

Gena Torres

Attachments:

1.
2.
3.
4.
5.

Multi-Use Trail Priorities
TRIP Priority List
Regional TMA Priorities
Regional TMA Priorities Scoring Matrix
Regional TA Priorities

Regional Multi-Use Trail Projects
West Central Florida Regional Priorities
Pending Adoption May 2015

DISTRICT 1 REGIONAL MULTI-USE TRAIL PRIORITIES
Priority

Requesting
Jurisdiction

Project

Limits/Phase

Request

1

Perico Island Preserve MultiUse Trail

Manatee County

Design and construct trail along SR 64 from existing trail east of the
Preserve property to Anna Maria Island Bridge.

$285,000

2

Coon Key Bridge
Bike/Pedestrian Improvements

City of Sarasota

Design and construct bicycle and pedestrian improvements
connecting to the MURT Trail System.

$1,400,000

3

Willow to Ellenton "Rails with
Trails" Project

Manatee County

Design and construction of enhanced trail system for pedestrians and
bicycles adjacent to the railroad tracks from Ellenton-Gillette Road to
Erie Road.

$2,700,000

4

Legacy Trail, Osprey Junction
Trailhead

Sarasota County

Legacy Trail at East end of Bay Street; Design and construct a 10-foot
wide multi-use trail connecting Legacy Trail to Osprey Park.

$2,000,000

DISTRICT 7 REGIONAL MULTI-USE TRAIL PRIORITIES
Priority

1

Trail

County

Upper Tampa Bay Trail Suncoast Trail Connection
(UTBT Phase IV)

2a

Tri-County Trail
to-Coast Connector)

2b

Suncoast Trail/Good Neighbor
Trail Connector (Coast-toCoast Connector)

(Coast-

3

Duke Energy Florida Trail

4

South Tampa Greenway

5

Withlacoochee State Trail
Extension

6

By-pass Canal Trail

7

Hillsborough

Pasco/ Pinellas

Hernando

Pinellas

Location
From Peterson Road to the Suncoast Trail on Lutz-Lake Fern Road.
The project will include replacement of the temporary trailhead/
parking at the southern terminus of the Suncoast Trail which will be
eliminated due to the future interchange at Lutz-Lake Fern Road.
Approximately 7 miles.

Project Phase and Description

Cost

Section C-1 - Design (FY 2012)
Section C-2 - Design (FY 2012)
Section C-1 - Construction (FY 2013)
Section C-2 - Construction (FY 2013)

$767,000
$395,000
$3,069,000
$1,581,000

Section B - Design (FY 2012)
Section A - Design (FY 2013)
Section B - Construction (FY 2014)
Section A - Construction (FY 2015)

$540,000
$327,000
$2,582,000
$1,562,000

Extension of the Starkey Blvd. Trail/Pinellas Trail from SR 54 in Pasco Pasco County Section:
County to the Pinellas Trail in Pinellas County.
Pinellas County Section:
Approximately 2.9 miles in Pasco County and 4.9 miles in Pinellas
County.

$1.5 million
$2.5 million

From the Suncoast Trail, extending east along a corridor to be
determined for approximately 6 miles to connect with the Good
Neighbor Trail.

$2,100,000

Phase I - 10 to 12-foot wide paved multiuse trail from Suncoast Trail to Cobb
Road. FDOT study underway.
Phase II - 10 to 12-foot wide paved
multi-use trail from Cobb Road to Good
Neighbor Trail Trailhead at Russell
Avenue. MPO study to begin in 2015.

From the southern terminus of the Pinellas Trail at John Chesnut Sr.
15-foot wide paved bicycle/pedestrian
Park, extending south along the Duke Energy transmission corridor, to trail with amenities.
end at Weedon Island.

$3,500,000

Ph 1 − A1 = $3,656,415
Ph 2 − A2 = $6,133,585
Ph 3 − C = $9,175,000
Ph 4 − D & E = $10,035,000

Connection from Gandy Bridge (east end of Friendship Trailbridge) to
Bayshore Boulevard linear park. Segment from Dale Mabry Highway
to Gadsden Park. Approximately 1.1 miles.

12-foot wide paved bicycle/pedestrian
trail and boardwalk (where needed)
with amenities including trailhead.

$5.2 million

Withlacoochee State Trail Extension from the existing
Trilby/Lacoochee trailhead along US 301, south to Zephyrhills.
Includes Hardy Trail/Hardy Trail Extension North in Dade City.
Approximately 13 miles.

10 to 12-foot paved bicycle/pedestrian
trail paralleling the US 301 corridor.

$7,738,427

Hillsborough

From FletcherAve./Morris Bridge Rd. to 50th Street for a distance of
approximately 17 miles.

12-foot wide paved bicycle/pedestrian
trail.

$23.5 million

Suncoast II

Citrus

From the northern terminus of the exisitng Suncoast Trail at US 98,
north through Citrus County; terminating at US 19 near Red Level.

12-foot wide paved bicycle/pedestrian
trail.

TBD

8

Bi-County Trail

Pasco

From Tri-County Trail to Withlacoochee State Trail for a distance of
approximately 37 miles.

Construction of 12-ft paved bicycle/
pedestrian trail.

$12,965,889

9

Anclote Coastal Trail

Pasco

From the Pinellas Trail (Anclote Blvd.) to Coastal Pasco parks
approximately 4.5 miles.

Construction of 12-ft paved bicycle/
pedestrian trail.

$1,291,522

10

Withlacoochee State Trail Dunnellon Trail Connector

Citrus

From north end of the Withlacoochee State Trail to the south end of
the Dunnellon Trail, which is approximately 1.09 miles.

One 12-foot wide multi-use trail or two 6foot wide sections including US 41
overpass.

$3,500,000

11

Courtney Campbell Causeway
Trail Overpass

Overpass at SR 60 (Gulf to Bay) in Clearwater, connecting the
Courtney Campbell Trail to the Bayshore Trail, approximately 0.25
miles.

Construction of an overpass at the
terminus of the Courtney Campbel
Trail.

$6,058,000

Hillsborough

Pasco

City of Clearwater

2015 Regional Transportation Master Plan

2040 and Longer Range Regional Trails

One Region. One Plan. One Voice.

Adopted Cost Feasible Projects and Transportation Needs

Regional Long Range Transportation Plan
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Transportation Regional Incentive Program
West Central Florida Regional Priorities
Pending Adoption May 2015
District 1 Funding Requests (Manatee, Polk and Sarasota Counties)
2014
Rank

Map
Key

FPN #

Description

Requesting
Jurisdiction

TRIP Funds

1

1

_

Cortez Road/SR 684 at 43rd Street
West

Lengthen northbound left turn lane and add a
separate northbound right turn lane at an existing
signalized intersection

Manatee
County

$271,000

2

3

_

Honore Avenue @ Ashton Road
Intersection

Construct a roundabout at the intersection

Sarasota
County

$1,000,000

3*

2

4313521

Bartow Northern Connector Phase II

Construct remainder of Bartow Northern
Connector from US 17 to SR 60. Project will
serve truck traffic from Winter Haven Intermodal
Logistics Center.

Polk County

$7,500,000

4

5

_

Cattlemen Road/Richardson Road
Improvements

Construct a roundabout at the intersection

Sarasota
County

$2,729,000

5

4

_

Iona Road

Construct new road form Fruitville Road to
Palmer Boulevard

Sarasota
County

$1,770,000

Description

Agency

TRIP Funds
Needed

Total Project
Cost

Project

District 7 Funding Requests (Citrus, Hernando, Hillsborough, Pasco, Pinellas Counties)
2015
Rank

Map
Key

FPN #

1

-

4082052

TBARTA Regional Vanpool Program

Fleet expansion: 25 vans to be available to
residents who commute in the 7-county TBARTA
region

TBARTA

$120,000

$322,500

Upgrade legacy traffic signal system to an ATMS
including field equipment, communications
infrastructure, TMC subsystems and associated
equipment and firmware

City of Tampa

$8,300,000 Cst

$16,600,000

Project

2a*

-

4242131

Tampa Citywide (four areas as listed
below)

b**

-

4242133

Downtown Tampa

191 signalized intersections

City of Tampa

$2,750,000 Cst

$13,572,693

4242134

Kennedy Blvd / Hyde Park / Dale
Mabry

142 signalized intersections

City of Tampa

$1,800,000 Cst

$13,169,748

78 signalized intersections

City of Tampa

$2,400,000 Cst

$4,800,000

City of Tampa

$1,350,000 Cst

$10,850,447

Pasco

$4,658,452 Cst

$51,081,963

Pinellas

$1,315,150 Cst

$2,630,300

c**

-

d

-

4242135

South Tampa / South Dale Mabry

e**

-

4242136

University Area / Busch Blvd

119 signalized intersections
Add 2 lanes, for a total of 4 lanes
ITS communication system

3

I

-

Wesley Chapel Blvd (from SR 56 to
Progress Parkway)

4*

B

4230861

Bryan Dairy (from 28th Street to Alt.
U.S. 19)

5*

J

4348901

Alt. US 19 (from Pasco County Line to
ITS Improvements
SR 60)

Pinellas

$900,000

$1,800,000

6**

R

4136222

118th Avenue (from US 19 to SR 686
Connector)

Reconstruct as expressway, with interchange at
49th St. and flyover at US 19

Pinellas

$4,000,000 Cst

$288,600,000

7*

-

4366771

Regional Farebox Program

Four transit agencies are seeking a consistent
fare collection technology that would function
seamlessly across the area

HART, PSTA,
PCPT, Polk
Transit

$3,700,000

$12,559,663

8**

D

2563392

SR 54 (from Meadowbrook Drive, east
Add 2 lanes, for a total of 6 lanes
of Suncoast Parkway, to US 41)

Pasco

$134,475 Eng
$9,124,592 Cst

$18,356,994

9*

-

4366781

St. Petersburg Downtown ITS

Pinellas

$2,000,000 Cst

$4,000,000

10*

S

4240121

SR 694/ Park Blvd (from 4th Street to ATMS signal system improvements, CCTV
cameras, DMS signs and fiber optic cable
Gulf Boulevard)

Pinellas

$1,908,450 Cst

$3,816,900

11*

F

FDOT

$50,000,000 ROW

$515,235,593

12*

H

2569312

Gandy Blvd (from west of 9th Street
to east of 4th Street N)

4 through lanes, overpasses and frontage roads

Pinellas

$4,545,000

$136,878,844

13*

E

4344981

CR 491 / Lecanto Highway (from
Laurel Street south of SR 44 to W.
Audubon Park Path)

Add 2 lanes for a total of 4 lanes with support
roadways and regional stormwater drainage

Citrus

$13,800,000 Cst

$39,600,000

14*

M

4371381

Park Boulevard and Starkey Road

Intersection improvements

Pinellas

$4,000,000 Cst

$8,000,000

15*

T

4240111

SR 693/ 66th Street (from US 19 to
Gulf Boulevard)

ATMS signal system improvements, CCTV
cameras, DMS signs and fiber optic cable

Pinellas

$2,920,350 Cst

$5,840,700

Pasco/PCPT

$1,500,000
PE, ROW, Cst

$3,000,000

Pinellas

$1,250,000 Cst

$2,500,000

I-275 from Howard Frankland Bridge
433535-1/2/3/4/5
to Lois Avenue, and I-275 / SR 60
or 4125312
Interchange

Project includes ITS for Traveler Information and
Event Management.

Widen Interstate and Interchange construction

16

G

-

US 19 Corridor Transportation
Intermodal (Transit) Center

Design/ROW/Construction for a Transportation
Intermodal (Transit) Center serving West Pasco
fixed route service and the SR 54/56 Cross
County Connector. Express bus connections to
Hernando (The BUS) and Pinellas (PSTA) bus
systems

17

L

-

Starkey Road and East Bay Drive

Intersection improvements (increases capacity)

18a*

K

4054925

Bruce B Downs Segment A (Bearss
Avenue to Palm Springs Boulevard)

Add 4 lanes for a total of 8 lanes

Hillsborough

$11,935,250 Cst

$27,240,900

18b*

K

4054924

Bruce B Downs Segment D (Pebble
Creek Drive to Pasco County Line)

Add 4 lanes for a total of 8 lanes

Hillsborough

$5,000,000 Cst

$11,854,100

19*

O

4318421

Barclay Road (from SR 50 to Powell
Road)

Add 2 lanes for a total of 4 lanes

Hernando

$2,500,000 Eng &
ROW

$11,713,594

20*

Y

4348911

Alt. US 19 (from SR 60 to 34th Street) ITS Improvements

Pinellas

$1,100,000

$2,200,000

21

A

Hillsborough

$1,401,309

$2,802,619

22

N

-

Pinellas

$3,250,000 Cst

$6,500,000

23*

C

17392171

Pasco

$17,392,171 Cst

$38,000,000

24

P

25*

X

4290671

23

A

-

26*

V

4290681

North Dale Mabry Highway ATMS
(Sligh Avenue to Van Dyke Road)

ATMS

Forest Lakes Boulevard (from Pine
Avenue to Racetrack Road)

Add 2 lanes for a total of 4 lanes

Ridge Road (from Little Road to Moon
Add lanes and reconstruct, 2 to 4 lanes
Lake Road)
Tyrone Boulevard and Park Street

Intersection improvements

Pinellas

$2,000,000

$6,000,000

Belcher Road (from Druid Road to
Park Boulevard)

ITS Improvements

Pinellas

$137,500 PE
$1,277,300 Cst

$2,829,600

Dunedin Causeway

PD&E Study

Pinellas

$500,000 PD&E

$1,000,000

Gulf Boulevard (from Sand Key to
Bayway)

ITS Improvements

Pinellas

$185,000 PE
$2,027,300 Cst

$4,424,600

*Project is funded in the tentative FDOT Work Program for FY 2015/16-2019/20
**Project is funded, not by TRIP

Transportation Regional Incentive Program

®
q
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Project Name

Project Description

Phase Requested

Status

Bridge Replacement with Transit
and Express Lanes

TBX Bus Annual
Operations

CST Funded 2019

118th Ave Expressway

Gateway Express

No requests at this
time

CST Funded 2017

ALREADY
FUNDED

Howard Frankland Bridge

I-275 @ SR 60

TOP 5 REQUESTS

Proposed changes highlighted in red were prepared by staff based on TMA Leadership Group discussion to-date and other
developments. They are intended as a starting point for further discussion and have not been reviewed in their current form by the
Leadership Group. Projects in the first tier of priorities, above the purple line, remain in the priority order established by the
Leadership Group in 2014. Priority order for 2015 remains to be determined by the Leadership Group.

Interchange Modification

CST

PD&E Underway

15

Site Selection &
Station Development

10

14

Westshore Multimodal Center to Intermodal Center & People Mover
Airport
Connection

PE, ROW, CST

I-275 From 4th Street to Gandy
Blvd.

PE & CST, Gateway
Transit Center PD&E

PD&E Underway

I-4 From 22nd St to CR 579

Interstate Express Lanes with
Express Bus Connection to St. Pete
Interstate Express Lanes with
Express Bus

PE & CST

PD&E Underway

I-275 @ I-4

Interchange Modification

CST

ROW 2015-2017

I-275 From Osborne Ave to
Bearss Ave
I-4 from east of I-75 to Polk
Parkway

Interstate Express Lanes with
Express Bus
Interstate Express Lanes with
Express Bus

PE & CST, Fletcher
Transit Center PD&E

PD&E Underway

I-75 From US 301 to Fowler Ave

Interstate Express Lanes with
Express Bus

PE & CST

I-75 From SR 674 to US 301
SR 54/56 Corridor from US19 to
US301

Interstate Express Lanes with
Express Bus
Toll Express Lanes Multimodal
Corridor Assessment

PE & CST
No requests at this
time

US 41 Rail Corridor Joint Use
US 19 north of SR 580 to Pasco
County
Ridge Road Extension from
Moon Lake Rd to US 41
New Tampa (East-West Road)
from I-275 to Commerce Park
Central Avenue BRT
PSTA 60x

Commuter or DMU Transit
Connection
Partially Controlled Access
New Road Extension

PE & CST
No requests at this
time

New
Toll Road
BRT service
from downtown St. Pete CST
to St. Pete Beach
Express Bus Service from Clearwater
Beach to Downtown Tampa

15

12
15
15

PE & CST

PDE

17

18

PE & CST

PE for Ext to Marion
Transit Center

18

PE Funded 2019
ROW Funded 20162019

Interstate Express Lanes with
I-275 From SR 60 to N. Boulevard Express Bus

Westshore Multimodal Center to Transit Connection Modern
Downtown Tampa
Streetcar Extension

2015
Scoring

PD&E Complete, Bus
Feasibility Study
underway
PD&E Underway
Corridor Assessment
Study FY15/16
Alternatives Analysis
PD&E funded for Ext
to MTC
CSX-FDOT MOU
pending
Some segments
funded
Environmental
Permitting Underway
ROW Aquired

12
12
13
20
11
8
8
4
14
18

Revised 4/30/15

Project Name

Project Description

Current Status

118th Ave Expressway
Greenlight Pinellas

Transit Connection

Howard Frankland Bridge

PD&E and bus
I-275 from Osborne Ave to Interstate Express Lanes feasibility study
Bearss Ave
with Express Bus
underway
I-275 SR 60 to
N. Boulevard
I-4 east of I-75 to Polk
Pkwy
I-275 4th Street to Gandy
Blvd
SR 54/56 Corridor - US 19
to US 301

PD&E and bus
Interstate Express Lanes feasibility study
with Express Bus
underway
PD&E
and bus
Interstate Express Lanes feasibility study
with Express Bus
underway
Interstate Express Lanes
with Express Bus
Connection to St. Pete
Tolled Express Lanes
Multimodal Corridor
Assessment

PD&E and bus
feasibility study
underway
Concept Study
Pending

Funding
Requested
($
Millions)Fundi
ng Requested
($ Millions)

Is project
segment
defined?

Y

Y

Major Corridor for
Transit, Freight or
Motorists

Multi-Modal Character (9 points)

Consistent
Direct Access to Regional
with
Activity / Employment Center TBARTA
Master Plan

Other private commitment

Joint station area development with private partner

Financing/bonding by private partner

Private preservation of right-of-way

Funding with user fees (Toll Roads, Farebox)

Implementing agency financing (public bonds)

Existing local revenues committed to project

Leveraging of Resources (10 points)

Improved
Improved nonconnection
SOV access to
between
regional
modes on the
facilities
regional
network

Transit /
Rideshare
Incentive

Project determined feasible

Environmental document has been accepted

At least 50% of Right-of-Way funded

Design funded or Right-of-Way 100% funded for Design Build

Improves/enhances modal transfers

Project enhances existing regional intermodal center or is a new
center
Provides direct connection with a regional intermodal center

Future multi-modal consideration

Provides modal alternative on/parallel to congested regional road

Corrects problematic condition at freight hot spot location

Express lanes project with Toll incentive for rideshare

Price-managed shared lanes with priority access for express bus

Transit operating in dedicated transit right-of-way

Identified on TBARTA networks

Included in TBARTA priority list

Center is locally identified for Transit Oriented Development /
transit supportive polices in place

Center is identified locally as an activity or economic center

Center is Identified in TBARTA Master Plan as Tier 1 or 2

Regional Connectivity (9 points)

Is there a
Has project
commitment
cost been
to implement Number
determined?*
the project?
of Yes
Answers
Y

Provides a new link connecting major regional facilities

Part of Strategic Intermodal System

Initial Screening Questions

PE funded 2019, and
Interchange
advanced ROW
Modification
funded 2016-19
Bridge Replacement
Bridge Replacement
with Transit and Express Construction Funded
Lanes
2019
Construction Funded
Gateway Express
2017

I-275 @ SR 60

Cross-county transit route

Principal or minor arterial (Federal Functional Classification)

Tampa Bay TMA
Leadership Group
Candidate Priority ProjectsTampa Bay
TMA
Leadership Group
Candidate Priority Projects

Public
Is a phase of project
Commitme
underway?
nt

Private Investment

Y

Y

Y

N

Y

Y

N

Y

Y

YN

Y

N

Y

Y

Y

Y

Y

Y

N

Y

Y

Y

N

N

Y

N

N

N

N

Y

Y

Y

Y

Y

Y

N

Y

Y

Y

Y

N

N

Y
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Y

Y
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N
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N
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Y

N

Y

Y
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Y

N

Y

Y

N

Y

N

Y

Y

N

Y

Y

Y

Y

Y

N

N

Y

N

Y

N

N

N

N

18
Y

Y

Y
18

Y

Y

Y

Y

Y

Y

7

Y

N

Y

Y

Y

Y

Y

Y

N

Y

N

N

Y

Y

Y

Y

Y

N

N

N

N

N
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N
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N

N
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N
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N
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Y
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N

N
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N

N
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Y

Y
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Y
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Y

Y

N

Y

N

Y

Y

Y

N

N

N

N

N

Y

Y

N

N

Y

N

N

N

N

Y

Y

Y

Y

Y

Y

N

Y

Y

N

Y

N

N

Y

Y

N

N

N

N

N

Y

Y

N

N

Y

N

N

N

N

Y

N

Y

Y

N

Y

Y

Y

Y

N

Y

N

Y

Y

Y

N

N

N

N

N

N

N

N

N

Y

Y

N

N

N

17

15
Y

N

Y
15

Y

N

Y

Y

N

NY

15

14
Y

Y

N
13

I-275 @ I-4

PD&E complete, bus
Interstate Express Lanes feasibility study
with Express Bus
underway
PD&E complete, bus
Interstate Express Lanes feasibility study
with Express Bus
underway
Interchange
Modification
ROW funded 2015-17

Westshore Multimodal
Center to Downtown
Tampa

Transit Connection
Modern Streetcar
Extension

I-75 US 301 to Fowler

I-75 SR 674 to US 301

US 41 Rail Corridor Joint
Use

Commuter or DMU
Transit Connection
New Intermodal Center
Westshore Multimodal
& People Mover
Center to Airport
Connection
US 19 N of SR 580 to Pasco Partially Controlled
Co.
Access
Ridge Road Extension MoonTampa
Lake Road
US 41 New Road Extension
New
(Eastto
West
Road) I-275 to Commerce
Park Blvd
New Toll Road
BRT Service from
downtown St. Pete to St.
Central Ave BRT
Pete Beach
Express Bus Service from
Clearwater Beach to
PSTA 60X
Downtown Tampa

Alternatives Analysis
PD&E funded, ext to
MTC
Lease or Purchase
Agreement needed
CSX-FDOT MOU
pending
Site Selection and
Station Development
Some Segments
Funded
Environmental
Permitting Underway
Right-of-Way acquired

Y

Y

Y

Y

N

Y

Y

N

Y

N

N

Y

N

Y

N

Y

Y

Y

N

N

N

N

N

Y

Y

N

N

Y

N

N

N

N

Y

N

Y

Y

N

Y

N

N

Y

N

Y

N

Y

Y

Y

N

N

N

N

N

Y

Y

N

N

Y

N

N

N

N

Y

N

Y

N

Y

Y

N

N

Y
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Y

N

Y

Y

Y

Y

Y

Y

N

N

N

N

N

N

N

N

N

N

N
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N
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Y

Y

Y
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Y

Y

N

N

N

Y

Y

Y

Y

Y

N

Y

N

N
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N

N

Y

Y

Y

Y

Y

N

N

N

Y

N

N

N

Y

N

Y

Y

Y

N

N

N

N

N

N

Y

N

N

N

N

N

N

N

Y

Y

Y

Y

Y

Y

N

N

N

N

N

N

Y

N

Y

N

N

N

Y

N

N

Y

N

N

N

N

Y

Y

Y

N

Y

Y
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N

Y

N

N

N

Y

N

Y

N

N

N

N

N

N

N

N

N

N

N

N

N

N

Y

N

N

Y

N

Y

N

N

N

N

N

N

Y

N

N

N

N

N

Y

Y

N

N

Y

N

N

Y

N

N

N

N

N

N

Y

N

N

N

N

N

N

Y

N

N

N

N

N

N

N

N

N

N

N

N

N

Y

Y

N

N

N

Y

N

N

Y

Y

Y

Y

N

Y

Y

N

N

N

Y

Y

N

N

Y

N

Y

N

Y

Y

N

Y

N

N

N

N

Y

Y

Y

Y

Y

Y

Y

N

Y

Y

Y

N

N

Y

Y

Y

Y

Y

N

Y

N

Y

N

N

Y

N

N

N

N
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Y

Y

Y
12

Y

Y

Y

Y

N

N

12

NY NY

N

NY NY

20

N

N

N
11

N

N

N
10

Y

Y

Y

Y

Y

Y

Y

Y

Y

Y

8
8
4

Y
14

Y

Y
18

* project cost developed beyond estimate for LRTP

Tampa Bay TMA
DRAFT Transportation Alternatives Program Priorities
Available Funding
FY 18
FY 19
$1,044,252
$3,111,996

Pasco County
1 20th St Sidewalk (CR 54 to Henry Road)
2 Safe Routes to Schools
Mittye P. Lock Elementary (Wiggins Road Sidewalk)
Cypress Elementary School (Sweet Bay Court Sidewalk)
Chasco Elementary School (Galen Wilson Flashing sings and marked crosswalk)
Cox Elementary School (17th Street Sidewalk / Main St Sidewalk)
Stuart Middle School (10th St Sidewalk)
3 Massachusetts Avenue Sidewalk (Congress St to downtown New Port Richey)
Pinellas County
3
4
5
6

City of Largo's West Bay Dr Pinellas Trail Gateway project (intersection of West Bay Dr and 12th St SW)
City of Belleair Bluffs' West Bay Dr Crosswalks (West Bay Dr between Bluff View Dr and Indian Rocks Rd)
Pinellas County's 62nd Ave N Sidewalk Project (62nd St N to 55th St N)
City of St. Petersburg's Bayway South Trail Connection
Hillsborough County

Target $580,000 - $748,000
Project Total
$82,000
$216,000
$85,000
$54,000
$77,400
$87,600
$175,200
Target $1.4 - $1.5 million
Project Total
$450,000
$31,000
$292,400
$1,100,000
Target $1.9 - $2.0 million
Project Total

7 Safe Routes to Schools
Stowers Elem. & Barrington Middle (Boyette Rd Sidewalk)
Summerfield Elementary (Big Bend Rd and Heritage Green Sidewalk)
Frost Elementary (Camden Field Pkwy Sidewalk)
Eisenhower Middle (Old Big Bend Rd Sidewalk)
Cypress Creek Elem. & Shields Middle (19th Ave NE Sidewalk)
Nelson Elementary
Riverview Elementary
8 Columbus Drive Complete Street from Nebraska Ave to 14th Street
9 Floribraska Ave Complete Street from Florida Ave to Nebraska Ave
Pasco County

$155,000
$164,000
$72,000
$227,000
$170,000
$83,000
$112,000
$655,000
$518,000
Target $580,000 - $748,000
Project Total
Marine Parkway Sidewalk (U.S. 19 to Grand Blvd – New Port Richey)
$152,000
10 Grand Blvd Sidewalk ( Massachusetts Ave to U.S. 19 – New Port Richey)
$200,650
11 River Gulf Road Sidewalk only (Grand Blvd to Bayview St via U.S. 19 river bridge underpass – Port Richey)
$110,000
Pinellas County
Target $1.4 - $1.5 million
Project Total
$35,875
12 City of St. Petersburg's School Crossing Enhancement Project
City of St. Petersburg's North Bay Trail Extension (Patica Rd and San Martin Blvd between 83rd Ave
NE and Gandy Blvd.
Phase I - 83rd Ave N to Progress Energy Trail
13 Phase II - North of the Progress Energy Trail to Gandy Blvd
Hillsborough County

14 46th St walk/bike safety improvements

15 Rome Ave walk/bike safety improvements
Pinellas County

$1,168,400
$1,168,400
Target $1.9 - $2.0 million
Project Total
$77,000 PE
$442,000 CST
$213,000 PE
$1,223,000
CST
Target $1.4 - $1.5 million

Pinellas County's Park St/Starkey Rd Sidewalk Project (Tyrone Blvd N to East Bay Dr)
Phase I - Tyrone Blvd to Bryan Dairy Rd
$1,661,125
16 Phase II - Bryan Dairy Rd to East Bay Dr
17 City of St. Petersburg's 71st St N Trail - Pinellas Trail Connector (Fred Marquis Pinellas Trail to 38th Ave)

$700,000

18 City of Dunedin's San Christopher Multi-Use Trail (Pinellas Trail to CR 1)

$404,000

Tampa Bay TMA
DRAFT Transportation Alternatives Program Priorities
Previous Priorities Now Funded for Construction
Pinellas County
Safe Routes to Schools
City of St. Petersburg's Sexton Elementary School - sidewalk project (19th St N from 38th Ave N to 52nd Ave N)

$406,400

City of Oldsmar's Oldsmar Trail Phase 6 Extension (along Douglas Rd between Racetrack Rd and Tampa Rd)

$420,000

City of Dunedin's Michigan Blvd Multi-Use Trail (Pinellas Trail to CR 1)
Pasco County

$426,500

Mittye P. Lock Elementary (Wiggins Road Sidewalk)

$216,000

Notes:
1. Funding targets are illustrative and used to establish a reasonable list of projects for each county in the TMA.
2. Total project dollar amounts exceed the available funding target amounts because some projects cannot currently be funded due to additional
documentation required by FDOT from project sponsors. So, backup projects have been added to the list to provide FDOT with alternatives to choose
from for funding.
3. Pasco County's Mittye P. Lock Elementary (Wiggins Road Sidewalk) project (formerly Priority #2), the Massachusetts Avenue Sidewalk (Congress St
to downtown New Port Richey) project (formerly Priority #3), and the Marine Parkway Sidewalk (U.S. 19 to Grand Blvd - New Port Richey) project
(formerly Priority #12) and Hillsborough County's Frost Elementary (Camden Field Pkwy Sidewalk) project (formerly Priority #9) are being withdrawn from
the priority list, as they have received funding from other sources.

Hillsborough Metropolitan Planning Organization
601 E Kennedy Boulevard, 18th floor, Tampa, Florida, 33601 · 813-272-5940 · HillsboroughMPO.org

Board & Committee Agenda Item
Agenda Item:

Florida’s Long-Range Transportation Vision

Presenter:

Roger Roscoe, FDOT District 7

Summary:

The Florida Department of Transportation (FDOT) is updating
the Florida Transportation Plan (FTP) and the Strategic
Intermodal System (SIS) Policy Plan.
The FTP defines Florida’s future transportation vision and
identifies goals, objectives, and strategies to accomplish that
vision. The FTP is the statewide long-range transportation
plan for all of Florida.
The SIS Policy Plan identifies policies for planning and
implementing Florida’s Strategic Intermodal System, the
statewide high-priority network of transportation facilities
critical to Florida’s economic competitiveness.
The Florida Department of Transportation is holding five
Regional Forums to continue gathering input that will guide
the update of the FTP and SIS Policy Plan.

Recommended None. For information only.
Action:
Prepared By:

Gena Torres

Attachments:

None.

Hillsborough Metropolitan Planning Organization
601 E Kennedy Boulevard, 18th floor, Tampa, Florida, 33601 · 813-272-5940 · planhillsborough.org

Board & Committee Agenda Item
Agenda Item:

MPO Strategic Discussion Next Steps

Presenter:

Beth Alden

Summary:

On March 31, the board members met in a facilitated
strategic planning session and brainstormed about the MPO's
strengths, weaknesses, and opportunities moving forward.
Some changes to the mission statement were suggested, as
shown in the attached meeting summary.
Today's discussion will allow the committee to make a
recommendation to the board about the mission statement,
as well as highlight key areas of focus for the coming year.

Recommended Based on committee discussion.
Action:
Prepared By:

Beth Alden

Attachments:

MPO Strategic Session Results

2015 BOARD
STRATEGIC DISCUSSION RESULTS
3/31/2015
Facilitated By
Mel Jurado, Ph.D. and
Rod Jurado, CPT
The Profitable Group
(813) 985-4161
E-mails: askdrmel@aol.com,
rodjurado@gmail.com
“Plans are useless. In the heat of battle plans will invariably change. It is
only the process of planning that has value, because strategic planning
properly prepares us for our battles.”
--General George S. Patton
Commander US Third Army
“We need to identify the commonality across the groups at the table.
Although we have slightly different points of view and priorities,
we need to identify the common goals.
We may not all be aiming at the same target, but we better be shooting in the same direction.”
--Derek Doughty
“If we are growing, we are always going to be out of our comfort zone.”
--John Maxwell
“The important thing is his: To be able at any moment to
Sacrifice what we are, for what we could become.”
--Charles Dubois
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“Ultimately, the more valuable you are to others –
The more value you create in your work or your interactions with others –
The more value will eventually flow toward you.”
--Mark Sanborn, The Fred Factor
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Looking Back, Going Forward
Looking Back
… Collaboration with local and state agencies
•
•
•
•
•
•
•
•
•

Tampa Walk/Bike Plan
Plant City ROW Preservation Plan
HART Transit Ridership Forecasting, Westshore & USF Circulator Studies
Port Authority Market Study
Selmon Expressway Greenway Feasibility
County Traffic Count Program
County/HART Bruce B. Downs Transit
County Water Transit Feasibility
County/Tampa/FDOT Bicycle Safety Action Plan

… Collaboration with regional agencies
•
•
•
•

Agreement with TBARTA for efficient staff support
Co-led regional coalition for HUD Sustainable Region Grant application
Drafted multi-county agreement on Air Quality, pending new ozone rule
MPO/TBARTA/FDOT/West-shore Alliance joint study of Intermodal
Center location
• Consolidated upcoming regional outreach program and single regional plan
with TBARTA & CCC

… Proactive regarding funding
•
•
•
•

Single list of priorities– stable, fundable, transparent, implementable
2035 Plan next steps on funding:
Public opinion research by objective third party
Cost reduction strategies such as ATMS; BRT in express toll lanes; reuse of
existing rail
• Transit PPP case studies

Going Forward (Commitment)
•
•
•
•
•
•
•

Clarify role & identity
Support Policy Leadership Group
Build on Tampa Bay Express initiative
Land use & transportation linkages
School District collaboration opportunities
Regional coalition-building & advocacy
Don’t forget safety improvements
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S.W.O.T. ANALYSIS
STRENGTHS:
Note: Retreat participants reviewed full ‘Strengths’ generated from board members
(see Appendix, Item #1a, page 16), to highlight those items that appeared multiple
times. In further group discussion, additional areas were highlighted.

Strengths Cited Multiple Times:
• Collaboration
• Technical Expertise
• Centralized Planning
• Board Diversity & Diverse Membership
• Talented Knowledgeable Staff
• Community Outreach
• Community Leaders working together

Additional Strengths Cited in Group Discussions:
• Long-Range View
• Pull together all sided of the conversation
• Collaboration
• Ability to get info

“Even if you’re on the right track,
if you just sit there, you’ll get run over.”
--Will Rogers
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WEAKNESSES:
Note: Retreat participants reviewed full ‘Weaknesses’ generated from board
members (see Appendix, Item #1b, page 17-18), to highlight those items that
appeared multiple times. In further group discussion, additional areas were
highlighted.

Weaknesses Cited Multiple Times:
• Funding for transportation
• Too much planning, not enough action
• No implementation authority
• Strengthen external relationships
• Lack of visibility
• Large board not united by mission

Additional Weaknesses Cited in Group Discussions:
• Need to strengthen briefings/better inform various boards/partners
• Too much politics versus practicality versus political reality
• Understanding role differences of MPO to TPC
• Bureaucracy
• Better Structure – Better Orientation of Board Members to Scope and
Responsibilities
• Need to Lead, Need to Advocate, Need to be Impactful to be Relevant

“It’s easy to get to the top…
It’s hard to stay there.”
--Bill Marriott
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OPPORTUNITIES:
Note: Retreat participants reviewed full ‘Opportunities’ generated from board
members (see Appendix, Items #2 and 3, page 19-21), to highlight those items that
appeared multiple times.

Opportunities Cited Multiple Times:
• Relationships, Collaboration, Communication
• Rollout & Communication of LRTP
• Identify Common Goals
• Linkage w/ PLG

“I will apply myself industriously to whatever business I take in hand and
not divert my mind from my business by any foolish project of growing
suddenly rich, for hard work and patience are the surest means of plenty.”
--Benjamin Franklin, 1726

THREATS:

• Participants cited the greatest ‘Threat’ we face in not capitalizing on
our ‘strengths’ and/or minimizing/eliminating our ‘weaknesses’ is our
mission will not be fulfilled, and our vision (legacy) will not be
realized. (For legacy notes, see Appendix, item #9, pages 29-30).

Just prior to the 1988 heavyweight title fight with Michael Spinks,
Boxer Mike Tyson was told Spinks had a plan for how to beat him.
Tyson’s reply: “Everybody’s got a plan until they get hit”.
Note: Spinks was knocked out in 91-seconds
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Core Agency Functions
• Transportation Planning Management
• Systems Planning
o ITS, Congestion Management &
Crash Mitigation Planning
o Security & Emergency Preparedness
o Complete Streets & Non-Motorized Planning
o Intermodal/Freight Planning
o Transit and TDM Planning
o Transportation Disadvantaged Planning

• Long Range Transportation Plan
• Transportation Improvement Program
• Other Projects
o Corridor, Sub-Area & Environmental Studies

• Data monitoring
• Public Participation
• Coordination in Region and State

“We must keep in mind the advice given by Han Solo to Luke Skywalker, in
Star Wars: ‘Great shot kid, but don’t get cocky!’
We cannot be complacent. We have to be willing to do more,
keep our eyes open. We need to be the facilitators. We need to ask others,
‘What can I do to help you get to where you want to go, without stepping on
anyone’s toes?’
To achieve great things for our community it must be about ‘us’, not ‘me’.”
--Derek Doughty

7 | Metropolitan Planning Organization
Board Strategic Planning Discussion 3-31-2015

MISSION, VISION, VALUES, STRATEGIC DISCUSSIONS
CRITICAL PIECES TO ACHIEVING PREMIER STATUS
What is Mission?

•

Shares why we exist.

You gotta be (mission),
before you can do (strategic action/goals).
You gotta do before you can have (vision).

What is Vision?

•
•

•

What are Values?

•
•

•

Paints the picture of where we want to be/what we want
to achieve
2 qualities of a strong, effective vision:
(1) Aspirational and Inspirational
Not there yet, but wouldn’t it be great!
(2) Distinctive
A statement that helps us make tough decisions; set
priorities and goals

How we go about working together to achieve goals.
The relatively few important beliefs which are widely
held to be crucial for the success of a given
organization; those beliefs and convictions which
substantially drive the behavior of people in an
organization.
What we stand for.

Setting the Path – Strategic Action & Goals:
•
•
•
•
•
•

Describe what we do
Objectives/strategies
Action steps
Outcome measures (including baseline & target)
Implementation Timelines
Responsible Parties
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MISSION STATEMENT
(Existing Mission Statement 2015)

To develop a comprehensive long range transportation plan which
supports the mobility needs and economic development of the
community as reflected in the adopted comprehensive plans. An
integral part of the plan will be policies to guide development of a
balanced transportation system. These policies shall encourage
preservation of neighborhoods, protect the environment, enhance
the community’s quality of life and promote public
transportation. Cooperation and coordination between the
community and agencies are required for the plan to work.

~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~

PROPOSED MISSION STATEMENT
(Proposed Amended Mission Statement 3-31-2015)

To develop a comprehensive long range transportation plan that
supports and responds to the mobility needs and economic growth
of the community in concert with the development of the
comprehensive plan. An integral part of the plan will be policies
to guide development of a balanced transportation system.
The transportation planning policies shall encourage preservation
of neighborhoods, protect the environment, promote public safety,
enhance the community’s quality of life, and promote public
transportation. Cooperation and coordination between the
community and agencies are required for the plan to work.
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BUILDING A LEGACY
(See Focus Assessment Response, Item #9, pages 30-31)

1. A Strong collaborative approach allowed us to anticipate and productively
bring about robust multi-modal improvements which tied it all together so
people could easily move around the county.
2. The work of the MPO positively impacted economic development, job
creation, quality of life, environment, and supporting freight and logistics
clusters.
“MPO and other entities worked together in a sensible, smooth manner connecting the
transportation system. We tied it all together so people could easily move around the
county.”
--Commissioner Les Miller, MPO Chair
“I’d hope those in the future can say of us, ‘They anticipated and were a couple steps
ahead.’”
--Councilman Harry Cohen
“We fostered and cemented collaboration. Over the past two-years, from jurisdictions
to regulatory partners, we’ve created a collaborative environment. We must nurture
and continue this collaborative approach. This is the only way we will be productive.
People are seeing the benefit of playing nicely together in the sandbox. We need to
continue to foster this positive collaboration.”
--Derek Doughty, The Planning Commission
“Leadership and courage. As elected officials, it’s a fine line we walk. We need to
distill information; look into the future; and, make decisions. All of the decisions we
make today may not be popular, we must have an eye towards the future. We must
have the courage to do the right thing.”
--Councilwoman Lisa Montelione
“We made this a better place. My kids will want to hang out and stay here. We created
an infrastructure and environment that works.”
--Mayor Frank Chillura

“Vision without action is hallucination.
Action without vision is random activity.”
--Christopher Hegarty
“Where there is no vision,
The people perish.”
--Proverbs 29:18
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Discussion Notes …
Role of MPO:
 Structure Viewpoints (See Focus Assessment, Item #7, pages 26-27)
 Discussion Highlights/Desirables:
(1) For MPO professional staff to embed/partner with jurisdictions (county
and cities) to ensure a seamless integration in order to provide the greatest
value-add and partnering opportunities.
(2) For MPO to be strategically involved in the regional discussion.
(3) For MPO to facilitate and foster the collaboration to ensure we are
speaking in one voice, first within the county, then as a region.

Role of MPO with PLG:
 PLG & MPO Roles/Relationship
(See Focus Assessment, Item #4, pages 22-23)
 Items Cited Multiple Times in Focus Assessment
(1)
(2)
(3)
(4)
(5)
(6)

Action Commitments
Data analysis, and research
Neutral experts
Present all relevant pros and cons
Advisors – working in concert
Identify areas of concern regarding: economic development, future job
growth, and quality of life

 Items Highlighted during Board Discussion:
(1) Experts in planning, we depend on their counsel to make good decisions
(2) Key advisors on all sides of an issue, presenting pros and cons
(3) In the political environment we work within, depend upon their neutral,
non-political leadership, that includes full grasp of (political) realities
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Strategic Initiatives – Focus Prioritization
 Priorities Cited Multiple Times in Focus Assessment Interviews
(see Item #8, page 28-29)
(1)
(2)
(3)
(4)
(5)

Roads and road resurfacing, intersection improvements, gridlock
BRT & multi-modal solutions
Freight and goods have a seamless and efficient movement
Funding
Pedestrian and bike trails

 Priority Agreement based on Board Discussion
(1) State of the System Report
 Maintenance
• Need to ensure we are good stewards of what we have
 Define Problems with Transit
• Define issues by geography
• Position possible solutions
• Answer the ‘W.I.I.F.M.’(What’s In It For Me?) question
for constituents. Illustrate the value-add/benefit of
proposed solutions to our transit challenges
(2) Funding
 Identify opportunities
 Increase advocate/visibility role
(3) BRT



Ensure we are on the same page with definitions
TMA:
• Signal synchronization
• Dedicated lanes
• Advanced vehicles

(4) BRT with Dedicated Right-of-Way
 On Signal Synchronized Roads
 On Access Control Roads
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“Nothing splendid has ever been achieved except by those
who dared believe that something inside of them was
superior to circumstance.” --Bruce Barton
ESSENTIAL STEPS IN PLANNING:
1. Confirm the Mission
– Why do we exist?
2. Confirm the Values
– What will our culture value? How we intend to act on our
journey.
3. Define the Dream/Vision
– the “Should Be” / Could Be” (based upon the mission)
4. Analyze the Situation
– the “As Is”
AS IS
5. Challenge Statement (Gap Defined) Getting from #2 to #1
Critical Factors
6. Gap closing Goal/Objective Statement
(Current Situation)
7. Green Light Possible Solutions/Stretch Goals
 Stakeholders
8. Determine the Best Solution
 Internal Audit
9. Define Action Plan (S.M.A.R.T.)
 External Audit
10. Implement Action Plan
 Demographics
11. Measure Effectiveness/Monitor Results/Modify as needed

MISSION
VISION

VALUES

Potential for data
collection tools






SWOT Analysis
Pre-work Questions
Morale Surveys
Focus Group Meetings

“AS IS”

CHALLENGE
MEASURE

OBJECTIVES
IMPLEMENTATION
“GREEN LIGHT”

STRATEGY

S.M.A.R.T.
ACTION STEPS

13 | Metropolitan Planning Organization
Board Strategic Planning Discussion 3-31-2015

APPENDIX
Action Resources
&
Process Applications

“The collaborative nature of the MPO is a benefit.
The way we do the 5-year LRTP is a benefit.
We take the politics out of the plan. The LRTP forces a full,
wide-angle, view of our community.
The benefit of the MPO is it divorces politics from planning.”
--Councilman Mike Suarez

“We can ‘kill the trees by looking at only the forest; or, can kill the
forest by looking only at one tree’. We need to have eyes and ears open
at all times. There’s never a good time to blink.”
--Derek Doughty
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Metropolitan Planning Organization
Board Strategic Planning Session
Focus Assessment Participants

BoCC Commissioner
Port Authority
BoCC Commissioner
Airport Authority
BoCC Commissioner
Tpa/Hills. Expressway Auth.
BoCC Commissioner
HART Representative
BoCC Commissioner
Tpa City Councilman
Temple Terrace Mayor
Tpa City Councilwoman
FDOT District 7
Tpa City Councilman
The Planning Commission
The Planning Commission

Les Miller
Charles E. Klug
Sandy Murman
Joe Lopano
Kevin Beckner
Joseph Waggoner
Ken Hagan
Josh Burgin
Stacy White
Harry Cohen
Frank Chillura
Lisa Montelione
Paul Steinman
Mike Suarez
Derek Doughty
Melissa Zornitta

“The general who advances without coveting fame and
retreats without fearing disgrace, whose only thought is
to protect his country and do good service for his
sovereign, is the jewel of the kingdom.”
-- Sun Tzu, The Art of War
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Metropolitan Planning Organization
Board Strategic Planning Session
Focus Assessment
1.

a. What do you view as the greatest strengths of the MPO?
•

•
•
•
•
•
•
•
•
•
•
•
•
•
•
•

•
•
•
•
•

MPO has gelled to work with all entities – counties, cities, transportation entities. Living out the
mission to serve as the long range planning transportation agency. We had it one time prior;
and, now encouraged to see working with every entity. MPO works with all local governments
and the State of Florida. We need MPO to be the driving force.
Facilitating the collaboration of local governments and intermodal transportation entities with
interested parties and residents in planning for the transportation needs of the community and
conducting transportation planning studies for review and consideration by the same.
Technical expertise.
Diverse board membership; deep knowledge by staff of transportation issues.
It is the one place in which all of Hillsborough County’s transportation needs and plans come
together. MPO is the one place where all needs and revenues come together for our county.
There exists a real place for a centralized planning process and building of a priority list for
transportation in our community. People assume there is no rhyme or reason to planning. We
have good plans, just lack funding.
Some of the finest planners in the field work for the MPO. Staff and our executive director are
here to further our policies. They really are very talented and committed professionals.
A strength is the way the MPO is set up – a multitude of agencies all in the same room
attempting to set a solid plan going forward. All the right people are assembled.
The collaborative nature for coming up with priorities for transportation planning.
Collaboration of all the different community leaders working together. I don’t see jurisdictional
boundaries standing in the way of doing the right thing. We are looking out for the common
good of all.
MPO does a good job with community outreach.
The greatest strength of the MPO is our staff – a group of passionate, dedicated, and
knowledgeable professionals.
The strength of the MPO, as it is constructed within our community, is the number of agencies
and jurisdictions represented. The strength is the number of citizens that have representation.
The strength is the amount of talent at the table.
The organization of the MPO as well as a dedicated and committed staff. The competency and
commitment to thorough planning are strengths.
Discerning, reacting, long-term planning, providing a roadmap.
The biggest strength of the MPO is the diversity of the board – air, port, roads, various city and
county leaders all together. Through the diversity of the leadership represented, MPO should be
able to garner the true needs for our county and develop a plan that looks at local and regional
approach to provide the transportation system needed.
The ability to look beyond jurisdictional boundaries
Collaboration between different interests
Very strong on public outreach and participation in projects
Long range view
Ability to collaborate on land use issues with the Planning Commission staff
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b. What do you view as the greatest weaknesses of the MPO?
•

•

•
•
•
•
•

•
•
•

•

•

•
•

In the past, MPO did not work well with other entities. The Board gave the charge to Beth and
challenged the building of ongoing relationships. We need to find out needs of those entities.
This is a work in progress; we’re still a bit weak here. Continue to rebuild, shift from past
perceptions.
The lack of transportation funding to address the various needs identified by the MPO and the
prioritization of transportation projects based on the scarce funding sources. Also, MPO
discussions should focus more on policy and big picture issues and spend less time on
specifics.
Lack of collaboration. The mindset and culture of MPO. When recession hit, the County
decimated their planning department. The County had to contract work out. The MPO should
have been the natural body to go to get work done – didn’t happen.
Little action/impact.
Finding a role within the regional discussion is the toughest challenge.
Because we don’t have control of funding, we sometimes appear pie-in-the-sky.
Board is seated by population. Not sure that five county commissioners is balanced
representation. Plant City and Temple Terrace have only one representative, and City of
Tampa has three representatives. We lack an opportunity to balance needs of the city with
unincorporated areas.
Because we are not an implementation agency, only planning, we can set goals and priorities,
but we do not possess authority to force anyone to abide by our recommendations. We do
research and studies, but have no implementation authority.
Many rely on our information, but we don’t receive compensation for that work. For example,
MPO is doing a lot of work for PLG.
There is a tendency to stay internally focused versus taking a regional viewpoint. People need
to be aware of regional issues. Everybody is fighting for a limited pot of money. Everyone
wants the most for themselves (their area), and often does so at the expense of our neighbors.
There have been discussions about merging MPOs, that doesn’t need to happen; but, we do
need to keep our eyes on what’s happening. We need to keep eye on what everyone is doing
outside our circle. Are there opportunities for partnership? Ray, at TBARTA, is now
attempting to coordinate/track what everyone in region is doing; this will be of value.
People are not clear in understanding what the role of the MPO should be. There are clear state
and federal guidelines. The MPO is restricted in what we can and cannot do. There are free 2day trainings that board members can take part in; in fact, there is one coming up in Tampa in
May. The training is excellent and comprehensive – what is MPO; what we are tasked to do;
what we are allowed to do; a focus on our legal mission.
Not having the financial means to do what is needed. We need additional revenue streams.
The messaging of those leading the charge needs to be clear. We need to listen to people.
There must be community buy-in. I would like to see more public participation – people
showing up – at community forums/meetings.
My take is we spend a bit too much time in analysis and study mode; and, not enough in
bringing the right sources to move things forward.
The unwieldy nature of the board is a weakness. We are large. Sixteen board members is at the
high end of MPO board sizes.
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•
•
•
•

•

In part, continuing to recover from past rocky relationship between the county’s business
development group and the MPO. Must continue to focus on strong communication and
leadership. The true test will be the rollout of the transportation plan.
Need to be more proactive with the message.
MPO must continue to ensure that they not allow any one dictate the narrative. They must
remain nonpolitical.
The greatest challenge (weakness) is that we have not taken advantage of the diversity on the
board. We have the right pieces, the right players at the table, but have not executed. An
example of this is that folks felt the need to develop the PLG. If the MPO were really
functioning, there wouldn’t have been this perceived need. In my mind, especially with the
fact that MPO is linked with the land use group, there exists a real opportunity to shape
redevelopment, to feed off the strengths of the port and airport; but, they need to get with
county and cities to develop plans that align across jurisdictions.
Sometimes the projects raise community expectations beyond what is feasible
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2.

What do you view as critical issues facing the MPO over the next 36-month period?
•

•

•
•
•
•
•
•
•
•
•

•
•
•
•
•

•

Relationships. Much will depend upon what happens with the Policy Leadership Group
(PLG). Transportation is a monumental issue we face. We are so far behind in transportation
needs. We cannot continue to do what we’ve been doing. The PLG will need to structure
ourselves, compile, and put forward, “Here’s what you asked for; and, here’s what we’re
doing.” MPO will have large job.
The City of Tampa, Aviation Authority, Port Tampa Bay and Strategic Property Partners all
have developed or are developing master plans or visions that are transformational. These
plans along with the Florida Department of Transportation’s plan and the possible expansion of
the streetcar into downtown have the potential for jump starting light rail and other types of
mass transit needed in the community. These plans need to be coordinated to develop a
cohesive transportation plan for the community and funding needs to be allocated accordingly.
(1) Working with County of Transportation Plan; (2) Working with County on Planning
functions; (3) Working with County.
The list of projects seems to be 60% of funds going to trails; we have a real transportation
crisis in Hillsborough County that needs to be addressed. Roads must be a priority!
Winning support for transit in the region and a referendum in 2016.
Unclear of the role of MPO staff versus TPC staff with regards to who they answer to. There
needs to be a role more directly in line with MPO Board.
For me, representing an urban district, it’s how to tie to growth of the region.
N/A.
Funding. Transportation infrastructure funding sources is the #1 issue we face. We have a
long list of projects, just not the funds to move forward.
Planning adequately for transportation needs.
Continuing in the strong collaborative spirit that has been established over the past couple of
years. The handoff, from Ray to Beth, has been smooth; MPO has not missed a beat. To
ensure continued success, we must maintain the positive, collaborative spirit that exists on the
board today.
Transportation in the region and within Hillsborough where all of our multiple jurisdictions are
part of the discussion, planning, and solutions.
Candidly, don’t think there are critical issues. Certainly any organization can have moments of
crisis, but our job (the job of the MPO) is to look out over the long range. We have a 25-year
plan looking forward. Transportation is the focus point.
Transportation planning; infill and redevelopment with land use; expansion of the urban
service area.
Transportation – not just rail, sidewalks, road resurfacing, etc.
Realistically, what needs to happen are folks at the table must understand we need to walk
before we can run. People want light rail; but, the pieces and parts need to be in place. We
need corridors. I-75 and I-4 need to be open; the CSX line is not set up to be a commuter rail
type system. We have lots of work that needs to happen in advance of light rail. We need to
set plan that leads us there; currently, lots of argument, little action. It would be helpful if
MPO understood and ordered the pieces and parts. This is like putting a giant jig saw puzzle
together. The pieces need to be put in the right place and order to complete the desired picture.
Supporting the Go Hillsborough effort and folding that work product into the LRTP
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3.

What are your expectations for the MPO over the next 36-months? What could be done that would
be value-added (exceeding your expectations)?
•
•

•
•
•
•

•

•
•
•
•
•

•

•
•

Do the job – with public and private.
The MPO will continue to develop and coordinate transportation studies and region-wide
plans, identify funding options and priorities and facilitate consensus based decision making
for the transportation needs of the community. PTB would like to see on-port road and rail
projects receive equal priority with other local government transportation projects.
More insight into MPO budget.
Need to see a spirit of cooperation and collaboration. Need to ensure things are getting done.
Bringing together groups from throughout the region to fund transit projects.
I know the MPO is functioning within a government framework, but I expect to see an
entrepreneurial approach. I want MPO to take a leadership role. I don’t simply want studies,
reports, analysis, and paper pushing. I want MPO advancing the cause. Yes, we hold meetings
and let people talk; but, what have you done between those meetings to influence policy. What
is the vision for this community? MPO must use/develop influence. In absence of transit
referendum, take small steps that all can agree with; for example, people want bus to the
airport, let’s get this accomplished.
Address preservation needs – we need good baseline on current system. It has only been over
the last 16-months that we have received updates. We need standardized, benchmarks,
presented on ongoing basis. Need to coordinate with Public Works across all jurisdictions on
ongoing, regular basis.
Seems to me the ball is in the court of the elected officials – local, state, and federal. They
need to figure out how to get money to do what we need to do. From the MPO staff, I expect
that once we get the funding they have plans in place that are ready to go on day one.
N/A.
We’ve been getting presentation on funding. Over the past couple of months, we’ve been
seeing available dollars, additional sources, of funding. Although, we are doing fairly well, we
need to explore where we are not getting funds from and why.
We need to identify the commonality across the groups at the table. Although we have slightly
different points of view and priorities, we need to identify the common goals. We may not all
be aiming at the same target, but we better be shooting in the same direction.
On professional staff side, keep the board completely informed on what’s happening to ensure
we are prepared and ready to be quick on our feet and responsive. On the board side, board
members need to be much more attuned and have clear understanding of what we’re doing
(and allowed to do). We have set parameters.
I’ve been involved for 4-years, we’ve never had a strategic session in the past. We have a
direction, we need to have understanding around what that is. Our mission is set with regards
to transportation planning. We need to identify the bites we’re going to take to move us
toward mission achievement.
Get the message out, engage the community, plan and coordinate with ‘Go Hillsborough’.
Measuring success and seeing projects come to fruition. I’d like to see transportation and
traffic data improving, i.e. mean transit time to work and other measures that are important to
our citizens.
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•

•
•
•
•

•

I want to see an MPO staffed with professionals doing what they need to do – looking long
range and planning. The staff will be focused on technical planning. The board can give
directives as well as letting staff explore ‘what could be’. The governing board’s mandate is to
bless or curse local spending of state and federal dollars on transportation. I’m not sure if the
board fully understands the power/responsibility we have to ultimately determine which
projects get approved.
Work in concert with county staff and community, especially as transportation plans rollout.
Need to be progressive and proactive in messaging. If people see the value in the plans and
recommendations, they’ll pay.
We must continue to focus on building an infrastructure that will attract businesses and support
quality of life of Hillsborough County residents.
There are different facets to this conversation. Some areas of our county need redevelopment;
transportation and land use must be looked at while doing this work. Some areas need plans
for the future put together. How do we truly work together to get funding in place to do this
work? How are you going to develop land use policies so transportation and land use align?
As areas transition, for example from industrial to residential, no one is talking to DOT on
changes in land use. We need to sit down together to look at policies. How can we work
smarter as development is coming? Another illustration, DOT is constantly being hit with
sound walls. The highway was in place first, but developers come, build residential
developments, and are not required to build the sound walls. There is a fear if we require
developers to do the right thing, they won’t build here – they will. We cannot be afraid to do
the right thing. Land use and transportation is too disjointed.
Work on projects that meet the needs of the four jurisdictions, FDOT, port, airport, HART
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4.

What role should the MPO play with regards to the Policy Leadership Group? How could the MPO
deliver the greatest value to the PLG?
•

•
•
•
•
•
•
•
•

•

•

•
•

•

PLG must listen to MPO and staff on what is being said with regards to transportation needs.
Rail, roads, usable roadways, water transportation – all needs to enter into the discussion. PLG
needs to listen to expert planners on MPO. We need and expect opinions. Focus groups were
hosted through the county to share with PLG and MPO, we need experts to come back with
recommendations.
The MPO can assist the PLG in establishing the direction for transportation systems in the
community. In particular, the MPO can help identify areas of concern regarding economic
development, future job growth and quality of life in the community.
Resource for information.
The MPO should support the PLG mission and share data and information so the PLG can
advance its goals.
Isn’t PLG a subset of MPO? Who is PLG? Unclear on who makes up PLG.
MPO needs to provide the real dollars and the real analysis that either supports or does not
support the direction of the PLG.
The PLG has a very similar make-up to MPO. All of the work the PLG is taking on is a
duplication of the work of MPO.
MPO should not be the driver. PLG should not be pushing or steering MPO. MPO is, and
should remain, focused on the bigger picture. Where MPO can add value to PLG is once PLG
identifies areas of focus, MPO can assist in moving those areas into the LRTP.
PLG is an unofficial council of the government, with no power to do anything. Many see the
PLG as a creation of the county wanting more information. There is an aspect when the county
doesn’t want to make a decision, they use PLG as the sounding board -- this is a less than
direct approach. PLG becomes the ‘fig leaf’ for decisions the county wants to make, with the
cover to blame Temple Terrace, Plant City, or Tampa.
It will be important for Beth to work hand-in-hand with Mark Merrill to ensure win-win
solutions for overall community. We don’t want a ‘my’ versus ‘your’ territory approach. I
don’t see any current challenges, but want to ensure positive relationships remain and any
possible friction/disconnects are addressed prior to creating challenges.
MPO should be an integral part of the PLG and have a seat at the table with regards to
transportation issues. MPO has the important data and study results to provide to stakeholders.
I’d like to see MPO with a real seat at the PLG table. I’d like to see it become more project
driven.
See PLG as vehicle to identify transportation plans that all can support. In BoCC forum,
leaders inclined to straddle the fence. A bit leery of PLG discussions around taking over
HART. We don’t need this entity taking over agency functions.
MPO function is long term, long range, non-partisan transportation planning. PLG is shortterm, political in nature. It’s o.k. if there are disagreements between the two entities, that’s
healthy constructive debate. PLG are salesmen – they want sound bites aligned. MPO should
not be put in a position to be too subservient to PLG. PLG has eight members on MPO, they
can always come and vote in block to get anything they want accomplished through MPO.
The MPO should serve as advisors; they are the experts in planning. MPO should work in
concert with the PLG on their project plans, the LRP, and what county is working on.
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•
•

•

MPO to provide strong data, facts and figures. Look for MPO to present all the relevant pros
and cons, not emotional pleas. We need MPO to remain the neutral experts. MPO needs to
come to the table and let us know if the data backs up the direction/discussion of PLG.
There is a frustration with PLG making lots of bold statements without understanding the
technicalities. The ideas coming out of the PLG are not poor ideas, but are not always ideas
that can be executed. Uniformed announcements that cannot be acted upon hurt credibility. I
believe the hearts and desires of the group are right; where MPO staff can be of benefit is to
serve as the technical arm of the PLG. Prior to proclamations being made, fully working
through and understanding what it means. Rather than over-promising and under-delivering,
we need to under-promise and over-deliver – this is how we can build credibility.
The MPO has a lot of data, analysis and research that I believe could be helpful to the process.
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5.

How does the entity/constituents you represent on the MPO Board benefit from your involvement
with the MPO?
•
•

•
•
•
•
•
•

•
•
•
•

•
•
•
•

•

Transportation is critical issue of importance.
It is the duty of Port Tampa Bay, as the governing body of the Hillsborough County Port
District, to prepare and adopt a comprehensive plan for the development and improvement of
the harbor and shipping facilities of the Port District. The transportation and planning studies
conducted by the MPO and discussed in the MPO meetings assists PTB with planning and
development of intermodal transportation projects within the Port District.
Not sure the constituents believe there is a benefit.
The MPO provides a platform for sharing issues important to my organization to other
community leaders and the public at large.
Transportation needs county-wide addressed.
N/A.
N/A.
Constituents not aware of MPO. MPO is under everyone’s radar. The challenge with raising
the visibility of the organization is the perception John Q. Public may have, “Another planning
organization? Why do we need them? What do they do?” We need to be prepared with
messaging around the ‘why’.
The collaborative nature is the benefit. The way we do the 5-year LRTP is a benefit. We take
the politics out of the plan. The LRTP forces a full, wide-angle, view of our community. The
benefit of the MPO is it divorces politics from planning.
Collaborative approach across jurisdictional lines is the benefit.
Experts working together to resolve gridlock and address transportation needs for today and
into the future.
Would like to see strengthening of relationships with member agencies continue. I think
challenge in strengthening these relationships may be in how MPO is currently structured.
Many constituent agencies send their executive salaried members as voting member to MPO.
With Agency Heads as employees of BoCC, not sure that one will stand off or be in conflict
with their ‘boss’ on issues. Not sure how we got to this place within the MPO. I want
qualified experts in the room; but, policy making body at the table. Best approach would be
members of governing board with senior level staff hand-holding and advising members.
I’d like MPO to make quarterly high-level 15-minute briefings to my board.
Since I serve countywide, the benefit is MPO that studies and serves needs countywide.
Providing the solid data and facts to assist when making planning decisions that impact the
countywide constituents served.
This is a partnership. There is value in MPO. There have been some challenges in the past
with priorities not lining up. The priority of the MPO with pathways sometimes challenges us,
every piece of the system is necessary. DOT is not the highway department. We understand
multimodal piece. We need to move freight to have an economy in our area. We need a
balanced thought process in place. From tourism perspective, it’s not good that we are #3 in
the nation for bike accidents in this county. Pedestrian issues are important; but, at the same
time, have to work with TIA and the port as we move goods and freight. MPO needs to
provide a balanced view.
Coordination of land use and transportation issues for the long range Comprehensive Plans.
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6.

How do you keep the body you represent apprised of MPO activities/results? What type of
communication/resources would be of greatest benefit to you in communicating your work with the
MPO to those you serve/represent?
•

•
•
•
•

•
•
•
•
•
•
•
•
•
•
•

Want the MPO staff to assimilate focus group information and facilitate it. We all know the
transportation issue is most important issue we face. Good transportation flow can bring
dollars into our area. Want MPO staff to give good recommendations and provide expertise in
planning that meets community needs.
For day to day MPO activities and results, we apprise the Port Board on a one on one basis.
However, more significant matters are discussed and/or approved at a regularly scheduled
Board meeting.
N/A.
N/A.
MPO is detached from leadership of Tampa. When people want a speaker about the future of
our community they reach out to the Mayor, Vinik, port authority, or airport. MPO needs to
lead. At times appears more interested in the process than outcomes. MPO can be the
facilitators in bringing partners together for action/outcomes to be achieved.
N/A.
The MPO is doing a good job at providing me the information I need.
N/A.
Develop one-page (brief) overview of MPO – the make-up of the organization and what we do.
Use simple terms, not a billion acronyms. Provide a 20,000-foot overview of the organization.
This will serve as a tool to engage others in a positive way.
The MPO professional staff does a good job with communication and remaining focused on
mission and what we are doing. We need to be ahead of the curve with regards to
transportation needs.
From time to time, would like to host a town hall meeting jointly facilitated with MPO and
elected officials from my jurisdiction. I want to see Council and MPO working together.
I would like to receive anything that is available with respect to traffic and transportation,
transit, and roadway issues. In addition to the periodic staff reports with Steve, would also like
to receive applicable trade journals and publications.
I’d like MPO to come before HART Board on a quarterly basis to present a high-level
15-minute briefing. I believe this would elevate conversation across agencies.
I’m interested in MPO’s outreach and education programs. I and community benefit from
being briefed on work MPO is doing (involved in) across the county.
I’d request MPO provide any relevant information/data that coincides with Board action and
initiatives.
Discussions and action planning to be good partner in preparing necessary infrastructure for
future transportation plans to become reality, for example commuter express lane project to
open corridors.
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7.

The topic of restructuring at the MPO has come up. What would the ideal structure of the MPO,
Planning Commission, and the River Board look like? What is the value-add that would be
achieved from a restructure?

•

•
•
•
•
•

•
•
•

•

•

•

Not familiar with the River Board. The discussion with MPO has been if we should decouple
from TPC. We need to look at funds. MPO was structured and handles federal dollars. Some
have suggested MPO stand on its own. I hear this; but, do we destroy purpose and mission?
Also, we lose support and synergies with TPC. The policy committee has been asked to work
with staff and look at structures across the State. The determination we need to make is do we
contract with TPC or do we stand alone?
We have no comment at this time on any restructure proposals.
We are not in charge of the Planning Commission and River Board. MPO should be the
planning arm of the city and county. Value: More cohesive planning.
MPO as the county planning agency through an MOU with County.
Current structure is fine.
Hhmm, I’ve been here 7-years and never heard of the River Board. What I’d like is: (1) Clear
definition of needs of each of the organizations. In past, thought all three could be served by
one staff. Unfortunately, this leaves staff in conflicted position. (2) Staff changes may be
needed to ensure responsibilities are met. I’m unclear to specific task areas.
I don’t know; don’t have a good answer to this. We recently had briefing on different staffing
models. Many models exist that could be followed. I’m interested in what others have to say;
I’m not married to any particular structure.
This is not up to us! Structure is set up in State law. We recently received the presentation on
structure. Two of us attended the statewide training that looked at structures. Ours is the
structure others emulate; so, why are we looking elsewhere?!
If it’s not broke, why fix it? I think, and can understand, that MPO members want to feel like
they’re more in control. This can be accomplished without a (costly and timely) restructuring.
It can be accomplished without legislative changes. Previously, it was written to reflect that
MPO ED was hired by the TPC ED; this worked when Ray was the director of both
organizations. Believe Ray said, ‘Tell me who you want to hire and I’ll hire them.’ Although I
don’t know if the language was changed in documents, believe this is a behind-the-scenes
restructure that needs to happen, not a total restructure.
If you look at MPO structures, most look like our structure – we are the norm, not the
exception. We fit into and interact with all the transportation authorities – port, airport,
expressway authority, HART. Staff is made up of talented, dedicated professionals. I don’t
think structure needs to change.
The structure works well. Our board size is sometimes a challenge, this is a huge board.
Currently all is working well, but aware this is due to current board make-up and professional
staff. Just aware that one challenging appointment could take board away from a focus on best
solutions for all; we need to be mindful.
Don’t think I have a good answer; when I brought it up, I mentioned Pinellas County. In
Pinellas County they are more integrated with county government. This is important if we are
going to be project driven. I’d like to see MPO working more directly with BoCC and PLG.
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•

•

•
•

•

I would not support any change in structure, unless is was discussion to adjust size of our
board. MPO is effective in sharing costs and resources. MPO is a neutral body that serves a
wide range of entities, and MUST remain that way. The MPO should not be subservient to any
one body, be it BoCC, the City of Tampa, or any other singular entity.
I’m open to listen to a potential restructuring and what that would look like. The previous
director stressed the importance of separate MPO and TPC directors. Both play very important
roles and it’s critical to have close integrated working relationships. I would be cautious of any
major overhaul.
No comment at this time.
I make no bones, having three MPOs versus one for this region is a challenge. Pinellas,
Hillsborough, and Pasco need to be working together. People expect continuity when crossing
county lines. Urbanized areas need to coordinate. Three different MPO groups equals three
times the overhead. TMA has been put together to start transitioning peoples thought
processes on this issue. In reality, we need one MPO for this region.
There is great efficiency in having the staff of the three boards share resources and costs from
staff to office supplies. Both the Planning Commission and MPO need to have long range
transportation planners; that the staff is able to serve dual functions is a benefit and cost
savings to both organizations. The identity of each board, their role and responsibilities could
be more clearly defined through agency websites, branding, publications, etc.
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8.

Based on the 2040 Plan Vision, what are the top 2-3 projects you would prioritize for action
(committing financial resources, human resources, and time) over the next 24-months?
•
•

•
•
•
•
•
•

•
•

•
•
•

•

Transportation. Many talk about bikeways and trails; and, that’s important. Business lanes are
important. We must improve transportation – roads, trails, bike paths.
PTB is concerned about the seamless and efficient movement of freight and goods efficiently
through the region by rail and road as well as water – on and off port. In addition, PTB would
like to expedite the freight mobility projects identified in the FDOT District 7 consolidated
freight improvement database and FDOT Regional Strategic Freight Plan – these projects were
identified after conducting a thorough analysis.
BRT; bike paths and trails; road improvements.
Fixed guideway/transit from downtown to Tampa International Airport.
Streetcar.
Pedestrian and bicycle trails.
No response at this time.
(1) Expansion of streetcar line is very exciting; even without a referendum, we need to find
way to connect Westshore, etc. This will be the beginning of any likely transit plan. (2) Street
and road projects, infrastructure. Need to positively impact people flow; sidewalk
improvement; stormwater projects.
(1) Folks on the north end of town want a connector to Pasco County (Wesley Chapel). (2)
Residents in New Tampa want rail. People want circulators. (3) We need an East-West
connector.
I’d make our top 3 the same that the PLG comes up with – lets work together. I know there are
discussions about big monsterous projects (i.e. Howard Franklin), want to ensure there is
balance. We cannot place 95% of our funds in big projects that will have no impact for 25years. We need to address some of the ‘parking lots’ people are sitting in today. We need to
ensure we are addressing some fixes that people will feel today.
Extend transit and way to pay for it; bus and rapid transit; expand bike and pedestrian
pathways; complete streets. TPC and MPO working together – TPC has set of rules to address
bike and pedestrian planning, MPO has the funding to help make these plans a reality.
Need a bottom-up approach: Identify what we want; fit with comp plans; identify funding
mechanisms.
I trust the staff on this – they are the experts in the field. They are nonpolitical, looking for
good of all. Much of my decision making process is based on staff recommendations – they’ve
earned my trust. I would ask Beth, ‘Where’s the greatest need?’ And, I have confidence I’d
receive a straight answer from Beth, with a recommendation that included the good and the bad
of the situation.
Transportation is the big issue. I’d like to see us looking at the community as a whole. Here’s
an example: The Green Artery is running throughout our community, with the exception of
Temple Terrace. It would make good flow to go through Temple Terrace into New Tampa.
For projects of this scope and impact, make sure all parts of the community are connected,
don’t leave anyone out.
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•

•
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•
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A top priority would be engaging residents. For example, when we did the 2040 Kick-Off at
the Grand Prix event, it was the typical political attendees. We didn’t see citizens/ residents.
We need to focus more events on weekends; and, ensure those events have a kid-focus. People
will come out to events that have fun, engaging activities for their children. We need events
that are draws for families.
A closer look at BRT (Bus Rapid Transit) into the city. Rural living is important choice for our
citizens, along with suburban and urban choices. We need to provide viable transportation
opportunities for all.
Roads and road resurfacing; intersection improvements; helping people with day to day
transportation challenges. BRT has worked well – if we want to play to our ‘strengths’, it
makes sense to invest energy here.
The top infrastructure need is having a transportation and transit infrastructure plan in place.
There are many community needs and projects that need to move forward.
In general, those projects that impact quality of life issues – roads, parks, etc.
Open up corridors to multimodal solutions – Tampa Bay Express and BRT. Again, we need to
take this step by step; prior to a rail system, the logical step is providing access to and getting
people to utilize BRT.
The Planning Commission work program prioritized working in conjunction with MPO staff
on land use/transportation studies. This could include mobility fee studies, cost of growth
studies and corridor development studies.
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9.

Over the years, the MPO has been a key partner in positioning our community for the future. What
is the legacy mark you’d like to see this MPO Board leave for future generations?
•

•
•
•
•
•
•
•

•

•
•
•
•

•

I’d like to see that 20-30 years from now, others can say MPO had the foresight to look at how
our county was growing. The County Commission brought big companies to Hillsborough
County. The Commission was able to bring major headquarters to Hillsborough. MPO and all
other entities worked together in a sensible, smooth manner connecting the transportation
system. We tied it all together so people could easily move around the county.
As key investments and decisions are being deliberated and recommended for prioritization or
funding – PTB recommends consideration be given to economic development, job creation,
quality of life, environment and supporting freight and logistics industry cluster.
Number one, I don’t believe the statement made here is right now; their legacy is a failed
referendum. Number two, they have work to do.
Robust multi-modal improvements that include increased transit and alternatives to traditional
roads/highways.
Influential in achieving milestone objective.
Creating a staff with set responsibilities that provide information and resources. A staff that is
well-prepared to brief and keep Board mindful on multiple considerations when examining
projects/proposals/future directions.
Whatever solutions we come up with, that we perceive problems to be, it will take 10-years to
know if our solutions worked. I’d hope those in the future can say of us, “They anticipated and
were a couple steps ahead.” The challenge is we are currently a couple of steps behind.
Leadership and Courage. As elected officials, it’s a fine line we walk. We need to distill
information; look into the future; and, make decisions. All of the decisions we make today
may not be popular, we must have an eye towards the future. We must have the courage to do
the right thing.
We fostered and cemented collaboration. Over the past two-years, from jurisdictions to
regulatory partners, we’ve created a collaborative environment. We must nurture and continue
this collaborative approach. This is the only way we will be productive. People are seeing the
benefit of playing nicely together in the sandbox. We need to continue to foster this positive
collaboration.
Extended and expanded transit modes that provide people more choices.
We made this a better place. My kids will want to hang out and stay here. We created an
infrastructure and environment that works. The fact is the future is changing before our eyes.
If we don’t keep up we are going to get kicked out.
I’d like to leave a legacy as a Commissioner that was reasonable; who looked at all options,
and played an integral role in solving the traffic gridlock problems of Hillsborough County.
Great legacy: We found a way to pay for transportation. Agencies like the Tampa Bay
Partnership. I think we’d be better served coming up with a plan and selling the plan to the
public; so, rather than hiding behind commissioners to put initiative on the ballot (top-down
approach), we lead signature drive, sell and build a grassroots (ground up) approach to
accomplish successful result.
It won’t be completed in total in the course of my tenure, but want to see us moving forward
with a comprehensive transit system, addressing needs of road infrastructure. We can leave the
legacy of leading the infrastructure for transit and passing the torch for the next set of leaders
to continue.
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•

•
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We effectively utilized resources to collect and interpret the long term goals of the public, free
of politics, so the everyday guy can look at us and say, “I might not have agreed with
everything you did; but, you listened and did the will of the people. You made it better for all
of us.” The MPO did an excellent job of post-referendum analysis – they hosted focus groups
and phone interviews that gave real depth and perspective. They (MPO) ensure an objective
means in garnering vision and values of the public. Sadly, don’t see this approach being
employed in current county efforts, which I hold dim view of current community outreach
projects. It appears a polarizing contractor has been employed who rather than bringing in
transportation experts, and professionals committed to truly listening to public’s perspective,
the process has been handed over to consultants that may not be as objective. Are we truly
listening? We need multiple thoughts, not driven by politics.
The work we were a part of made Hillsborough County a great destination. We were able to
distinguish ourselves from other communities in a positive way that made us a desirable, high
quality of life, environment.
As an outsider coming in, the fighting against one another must stop. If we want businesses to
come to this area and legislators to support us, our constituency bases must be on the same
page. Our region must speak in one voice. I’d like our legacy to be one of, ‘They worked
together and thought regionally. They developed a system that works regionally.’ We can set
the foundation for others to build off of.
Additionally, would like us to leave legacy as ‘Tampa as the autonomous vehicle hub’ in
the world. The building blocks are in place for this. We have a stake in the ground and can
build upon this foundation. We were the leaders at one time. The Tampa Airport hosted the
first ever autonomous people mover. Mr. Bean put Tampa on the map. Unfortunately, we’ve
been resting on our laurels for several years. While I’m here, I’d like to explore how Florida
can be the leader in the world on autonomous vehicles. There’s good movement happening for
this to become a reality. At State level, Chairing a subcommittee on this front; Joe Waggoner
is a supportive partner in this work; Senator Brandis is a proponent.

Everyone leaves a legacy,
whether intentional or not.
People will sum up your life,
your service, in a simple statement.
It makes sense to determine and work
towards what that statement will be.
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10. What key issue/topic discussions would you like to have with fellow MPO Board members and
professional staff during our 2015-16 strategic planning session?
•
•

•
•
•
•

•

•
•
•
•
•
•
•
•
•
•
•

We have so much to get done, the conversation and the plates of MPO staff will be full.
The FDOT and Florida Chamber have conducted extensive and detailed studies in the recent
years (the Florida Chamber’s Trade and Logistics I & II and FDOT’s Freight Mobility and
Trade Plan have made some strategic recommendations to enhance the state’s competitiveness,
investment and strategies). PTB strongly recommends that the key issues and topics identified
by these reports be considered in the MPO strategic plan.
Why MPO wants to be independent and what future structure would look like if there is a
change to build consensus.
What is MPO doing to help with the road crisis? What is MPO doing to help?
How to support improved transit and other alternatives to traditional roads/highways.
Would like Beth to share vision and strategic plan for the year. We have $14-million to spend,
let’s make it meaningful. Rather than the $14-million going into 14-million projects, with little
to no impact, let’s focus. For example, $3-million to express bus (BRT) to airport, $3-million
to transit to Vinik’s property. Have Beth lead with, “Here’s where we need to spend” or “Here
are some things we could be doing this year.”
How to best ensure we have a good base of data for preservation, i.e. annual reports on needed
good repair and stated needs. We need a good baseline on the current system. It has only been
over the last 16-months that we’ve seen this data. We need to standardize and benchmark
needs. This work needs to be coordinated with public works across jurisdictions.
What if we looked at new/creative strategies to secure federal funds? If we were a bit more
focused on it, we might be able to find funding in nontraditional funding sources.
What kinds of interactions should we be having with the State of Florida? What policy
discussions do we need to be a part of? Should we be stepping up our lobbying efforts?
The intertwined (connected) efforts of TPC and MPO together make sense.
I don’t have any particular issues. I believe the discussion and the process will be interesting.
How to expand transit. What is MPO role in ensuring LRTP fits in with needs over the next
30-years? We’ve got a good start with 2040 work, but we need buy-in from MPO members on
LRTP.
We have lots of people with lots of ideas on how to pay for projects; unfortunately untenable,
won’t work.
I want all board members to have the opportunity to share. You’ll need to set rules upfront to
ensure in our limited time the agenda is followed and no one person can dominate the
discussion.
We need to focus on what staff is bringing to us, they are the experts. We need to be willing to
listen to their suggestions and opinions.
I’d like us to have a realistic discussion about transit. We have talked about light rail for
several years; I’d like all the options on the table. I’m intrigued by BRT and want to learn
more about the real costs and if it could be a reality for us in Hillsborough County.
Proactive role as gatekeepers of funds being spent.
Transit.
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Role of the agencies (MPO, TPC, River Board) and how they work together. If restructuring is
item of discussion, what are some ideas? Would like staff to present models or present points.
What are other communities doing?
Covered in above questions.
The biggest thing is an understanding that we need to think as a region. Hillsborough, Pinellas,
Pasco, Sarasota, Manatee, and Polk must be working together.
Land use and transportation linked together with policies that allow us to move forward.

Additional Comments:
•

•
•
•
•
•
•

On-port road, rail and intermodal projects are strategic transportation projects and receive
state and federal funding, from time to time; they should not be considered private
development projects due to their location within secured portions of the port. For example,
on-port road and rail projects are eligible for TIGER grants and other intermodal funding.
PTB projects should be prioritized equally with other local government projects.
Mel, make it clear during this strategic discussion that no one board member is going to be
allowed to dominate the discussion. Set guidelines and be brutal. Don’t allow anyone to
monopolize the discussion.
This is good start to strategic discussion. You’ve got us all focused and on track. The
challenge now will be for us to stay on track and agree to action focus.
I’m happy that over the years the MPO has become more sensitized to the needs of the
Transportation Disadvantaged. We must always retain a focus on what we’re doing for
people that have no other options.
Appreciate the thoughtful, reflective approach that is being taken ahead of the retreat.
Believe this will allow us to come together, find common ground, and move forward
productively.
This is good approach. You’ve heard us. We need to be willing to engage, discuss, and
listen.
Good questions asked in preparation of the retreat. Looking forward to the process
unfolding.
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THE BRIDGE BUILDER
-WILL ALLEN DROMGOOLE

An old man, going a lone highway,
Came at the evening cold and gray,
To a chasm, vast and deep and wide,
Through which was flowing a sullen tide.
The old man crossed in the twilight dimThat sullen stream had no fears for him;
But he turned, when he reached the other side,
And built a bridge to span the tide.
"Old man," said a fellow pilgrim near,
"You are wasting strength in building here.
Your journey will end with the ending day;
You never again must pass this way.
You have crossed the chasm, deep and wide,
Why build you the bridge at the eventide?"
The builder lifted his old gray head.
"Good friend, in the path I have come," he said,
"There follows after me today
A youth whose feet must pass this way.
This chasm that has been naught to me
To that fair-haired youth may a pitfall be.
He, too, must cross in the twilight dim;
Good friend, I am building the bridge for him."
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LEGISLATIVE UPDATE – MAY 12, 2015
Diane Salz Consulting

TRANSPORTATION FUNDING
Both the Senate and House agreed that they should fully fund the Florida Department of
Transportation's $9.3 billion workplan, which makes up the vast majority of FDOT's funding.
A proposal to statutorily shift more money to the Florida Seaport Transportation and Economic
Development council, in addition to making numerous other changes, will not affect this budget, unless
language from HB 7039 or SB 1554 by Sen. Jeff Brandes, R-St. Petersburg, is adopted during budget
negotiations that will take place during special session.
A provision in SB 7072 to increase license plate voucher sales from 1,000 to 4,000 before manufacture of
the license plate did not survive. The Senate substituted that bill for the House version, HB 7055, which
keeps the voucher sale at 1,000.
Since FDOT's funding is derived almost entirely from trust funds, it is less susceptible to budgetary
changes that might result from budget negotiations that will take place over the upcoming special session.
FREIGHT LOGISTICS ZONES
Plans for high-speed commuter rail systems are still mostly the project of local governments aided by
some state and federal dollars, but a proposal to create new "freight logistics zones" to serve as an
incentive for local governments to develop freight rail systems with an eye toward aiding the state's wider
logistical needs did pass the Legislature.
The bills (SB 956 and HB 257 by Sen. Wilton Simpson, R-Trilby, and Rep. Lake Ray, RJackonsville) allow a county or two or more contiguous counties to designate an area as a "freight logistic
zone," with the caveat that to do so they would have to develop a strategic plan for future development of
the area.
That strategic plan would include a host of information about the area, including maps, demarcations of
existing freight facilities and transportation infrastructure like roads, seaports and airports, and labor force
information. Projects established in freight logistics zones that align with the Florida Department of
Transportation's wider plans would then take priority when FDOT decides where to allocate funding and
incentives.

GROWTH MANAGEMENT
2015’s legislative session saw a pivot to growth management, with the passage of SB 1216, an omnibus
bill that among other things does away with the state development review program.

The bill is sponsored by Sen. Wilton Simpson, R-Trilby.
Supporters of the bill said the “developments of regional impact” program was burdensome, redundant
and actually discouraged the development of planned communities, according to Bruce Ritchie
of SaintPetersBlog.com.
The Legislature created the DRI program in 1972 to provide for review by state and regional agencies of
the effects of development on roads, schools and the environment. But the Legislature in 2010 exempted
eight counties and more than 200 cities from the requirement in state law.
A 2011 Senate study stated that the argument can be made for getting rid of the program but it remains
useful especially in rural areas where counties often don’t have the planning staff to deal with large
developments.
Existing developments of regional impact would go through the state coordinated review process, which
is administered by the Florida Department of Economic Opportunity.
The lower chamber’s version (HB 933), sponsored by Rep. Mike La Rosa, R-St. Cloud, which in March
was combined with language from seven separate growth management bills, was amended to remove
other controversial provisions, including a requirement for approval of “constrained” agricultural parcels
next to development.
SB 1216 retains language from a number of smaller, standalone measures that died in the process:
•

•

•

SB 832 would have revised so-called sector plans. The bill was originally opposed by local
governments and environmental organizations because it would have mandated that counties ask
for all of the information on a proposed development up front, before an actual plan was
submitted, and only give them a two-week window to respond. The measure was then amended
to allow counties to choose whether to adopt the new guidelines as the minimum needed to
approve a development application or institute more stringent requirements for projects to be
approved.
SB 562 was simply a standalone measure mandating that any development that would have
originally fallen under the purview of a development of regional impact or DRI, would now fall
under the responsibility of the state coordinated review process.
SB 484 originally did away with all of the state’s 11 regional planning councils, but was later
amended to only get rid of one council.

Another measure (HB 383) that codifies a recent U.S. Supreme Court ruling in favor of an Orange
County landowner also passed the Legislature and heads to the governor for approval.
The Supreme Court in 2013 overturned a Florida Supreme Court ruling against the late Coy A. Koontz
Sr., who sought to build on 3.7 of his 15 acres in Orange County, also according to Bruce Ritchie
of SaintPetersBlog.com.
The St. Johns River Water Management District told Koontz in 1994 that he could build if he built
smaller or pay to restore wetlands on agency property seven miles away. Koontz refused.

The measure creates a cause of action to recover monetary damages for landowners where state and
local governments impose conditions that rise to the level of “unconstitutional exactions.”

