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Meeting of the Bicycle and Pedestrian Advisory Committee
Wednesday, September 13, 2017, 5:30 p.m.
County Center, 18th Floor – Plan Hillsborough Committee Room
I.

Call to Order and Introductions

II.

Public Comment - 3 minutes per speaker, please

III.

Approval of Minutes – August 9, 2017 and July Retreat Notes

IV.

Status Reports

Commissioner Ken Hagan
Hillsborough County

A. FDOT Complete Streets Implementation (Chris Speese, FDOT Staff)

Commissioner
Pat Kemp
Hillsborough County

B. Tampa Bay Next Update (FDOT Representative)
C. Walk-Bike-Transit LOS (Sarah McKinley, MPO Staff)

Mayor Kim Leinbach
Temple Terrace
Joe Lopano
Hillsborough County
Aviation Authority

D. Developing BPAC Position Statements (Wade Reynolds, MPO Staff)
V.

A. BPAC Attendance

Mayor Rick A. Lott
City of Plant City
Councilman
Guido Maniscalco
City of Tampa
Commissioner
Sandra Murman
Hillsborough County
Cindy Stuart
Hillsborough County
School Board
Councilman
Luis Viera
City of Tampa
Joseph Waggoner
Expressway Authority
Commissioner
Stacy R. White
Hillsborough County
Beth Alden, AICP
Executive Director

Old Business & New Business

VI.

Adjournment

VII.

Addendum
A. MPO Committee Report
B. Article – Survey of USF Area
C. Florida Outdoor Recreation Factoids
D. Florida Automated Vehicle Summit Announcement
E. Florida Avenue at Waters Fact Sheet
F. Final Jackson Street Cycle Track Design
G. US 41 Fact Sheet
H. FY17 Tiger Grant Solicitation Announcement

NEXT MEETING – October 11, 2017
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.
Plan Hillsborough
planhillsborough.org
planner@plancom.org
813 - 272 - 5940
601 E Kennedy Blvd
18th Floor
Tampa, FL, 33602

Persons needing interpreter services or accommodations for a disability in order to participate in
this meeting, free of charge, are encouraged to contact Michele Ogilvie, 813-273-3774 x317 or
ogilviem@plancom.org, three business days in advance of the meeting. Also, if you are only able
to speak Spanish, please call the Spanish help line at (813) 273-3774, ext. 211.
Si necesita servicios de traducción, el MPO ofrece por gratis. Para registrarse por estos servicios,
por favor llame a Michele Ogilvie directamente al (813) 273-3774, ext. 317 con tres días antes, o
ogilviem@plancom.org de cerro electronico. También, si sólo se puede hablar en español, por
favor llame a la línea de ayuda en español al (813) 273-3774, ext. 211.
In accordance with Title 17 U.S.C. Section 107, materials attached are 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.
If a person decides to appeal any decision made by the board, he or she will need a record of the
proceedings, and for such purpose may need to ensure that a verbatim record of the proceedings
is made, which record includes the testimony and evidence upon which the appeal is to be based.

HILLSBOROUGH COUNTY
MEETING OF THE BICYCLE/PEDESTRIAN ADVISORY COMMITTEE
COUNTY CENTER BUILDING
601 E. KENNEDY BLVD.
MEETING OF AUGUST 9, 2017
MINUTES
I.

CALL TO ORDER

Chair Patrick Thorpe called the meeting to order at 5:30 pm and the meeting was held in the
Plan Hillsborough Committee Room of the County Center Building.
Members present: Jason Chilson, Rhonda Triplett Coleman, Jay Collins, Lynda Crescentini,
Jonathan Forbes, Rafael Hernandez, Jason Jackmon, Mara Latorre, John Marsh, Faye Miller,
Tony Monk, Allison Nguyen, Karla Price, David Pryor, Jim Shirk, Calvin Thornton, Patrick
Thorpe, Alain Watson
Others present: Wade Reynolds, MPO Staff; Sharon Snyder, TPC Staff; Daniel Lauricello,
DOT; Jim Hartnett; Chris Keller, Tindale-Oliver; Michael Schwaid; John Kubicki, Sprinkle
Consulting; Deputy Shook, Hillsborough County Sheriff’s Office; Danielle Joyce, GPI; Sally
Thompson; Jennifer Bartlett; Chris Fellerhoff; Jose Salaza
II. PUBLIC COMMENT
Mr. Michael Schwaid spoke on four issues. The first was the rough railroad crossing on South
Himes Avenue, near the Selmon Expressway. Mr. Schwaid would like to see signage advising
drivers to watch for bicyclists. Mr. Thornton suggested contacting FDOT to fix this crossing. Next,
he spoke about the continuous problem of broken glass on the east side of the Courtney Campbell
Causeway. The addition of trash cans along the Causeway has not made a difference. Then he
discussed the debris (gravel, palm fronds and glass) in the bike lanes in Northwest County. Lastly,
he asked about the status of the Upper Tampa Bay trail extension.
III. APPROVAL OF MINUTES
Motion: Approval of May 10, 2017 minutes (Monk - Shirk). The motion passed
unanimously.
IV. ACTION ITEMS
A. Dale Mabry Highway Pedestrian Crossing Study and Spruce Street Walk Bike
Improvements (Chris Keller, Oliver-Tindale, and Danielle Joyce, Greenman-Pedersen,
Inc.)
Mr. Keller explained the purpose of the study was to develop and assess the feasibility of
various alternatives that will connect the existing section of the I-275 trail, which currently
terminates at Church Street, along the north side of I-275, across Dale Mabry, to the MPO’s
proposed Trail alignment along the south side of I-275 starting at Himes Avenue. The
approximate study area for this component of the project extends along the entire I-275 right-of-

way from Cypress Street to Himes Avenue. The project also studied and identified conceptual
bicycle and pedestrian safety and mobility improvements at the intersection of Spruce Street
and Dale Mabry Highway, as well as walk/bike improvement concepts along Spruce Street from
Dale Mabry Highway to Rome Avenue. He explained the feasibility analysis explored
opportunities to enhance the pedestrian and bicycle environment along Spruce Street while
respecting and preserving the existing fabric of the residential neighborhoods along the corridor.
Mr. Keller conducted a comprehensive review of existing conditions, identified opportunities to
enhance the pedestrian and bicycle environment and identified challenges to implementation.
Some of the opportunities include signage, lighting, shared lane markings, sidewalk
connections, enhanced/wider sidewalks, and intersection enhancements.
Ms. Joyce began the Dale Mabry Pedestrian overpass study by reviewing the existing trail and
MPO’s proposed trail. She reviewed the travel demand in this interchange and the factors
impacting the three alternatives. Ms. Joyce discussed the evaluation factors and the costs
involved for each of the three solutions. Alternative B is the recommended choice for extending
the trail as it is complementary to I-275, aesthetically pleasing, has a low stormwater impact,
fewer expected delays and unlikely opposition. To connect the trails, there are at-grade
improvements that need to be completed, including installing sidewalks along Church Street, a
mid-block crossing at Laurel, widening the sidewalk along West Laurel, installing way finding
signs, and advanced crosswalks at several locations. Ms. Joyce also reviewed some
renderings of the overpass and trails.
A discussion ensued regarding how bicyclists will get from the trail to the stores north of the
interstate, concern about drivers not coming to a complete stop when making the right turn onto
the I-275 on-ramp and adding some comfort techniques to the trail and the crossings. The
Chair acknowledged his appreciation for their work on the analysis.
Motion: Recommend approval by the MPO Board. Monk-Watson. The motion passed
unanimously.
V. STATUS REPORTS
A. Hillsborough Air Quality Update (Alain Watson, Hillsborough EPC)
Mr. Watson presented the Hillsborough Air Quality Update. Air quality is monitored at twelve air
monitoring stations around the County, measuring principal pollutants from the transportation
sector. Ozone is the primary pollutant of concern for transportation. Long term emissions are
trending down and continue to decrease. Mr. Watson explained the Munro Street Air Monitoring
Station began measuring highway pollution in 2014 due to federal requirements to monitor air
quality in the near-road environment and the monitor sits next to the highest traveled roadway
segment. He reviewed the near-road site data collected for a three-day period in June, which
reflected hourly peaks occurring at rush hour. He also discussed outside influences such as
wildfires, which result in exacerbated ozone concentrations and consecutive days of high ozone
levels. Mr. Watson explained the consequences of nonattainment and how federally supported
highway and transit projects may be affected. He also reviewed critical sites ozone design
value.
There were discussions regarding lead contamination in the air and in the soil, if the EPA looks
at cause and effects, how other Counties compare to Hillsborough County, and if the EPC has
any recommendations to correct air quality issues.

B. Old Tampa Bay Water Quality Report (Daniel Lauricello, FDOT)
Mr. Lauricello presented the Old Tampa Bay Water Quality Improvement Project, which is located
west of Ben T. Davis Beach on the Courtney Campbell Causeway. The area north of the
causeway has poor water quality which has translated to sparse and low-quality sea grasses.
Causeways have been shown to negatively impact the natural circulation pattern. The proposed
project will construct a 229-foot bridge, maintaining the existing travel lanes and trail, and will
restore circulation patterns and improve water quality. Part of FDOT’s mission is to preserve the
quality of our environment and communities. This project potentially will not only meet their water
quality requirements for future projects but will exceed what traditional stormwater approaches
do.
Mr. Lauricello explained that Old Tampa Bay is impaired for Nitrogen, which requires stormwater
treatment that does not increase levels of nitrogen discharged. Beginning in the 1950’s, water
quality in the Bay began to decline to a level that impacted fishing. A restoration plan for the entire
bay was developed, implementing multiple data collection activities including circulation patterns
and seagrass mapping. Causeway impacts include reduced flushing rates, increase susceptibility
to water quality problems and altered salinities. Removal or modification of the causeway can
bring about ecological benefits.
Mr. Lauricello reviewed some examples of completed causeway modification projects in North
America and Florida. He also reviewed the persistence of seagrass over time, the pattern of
seagrass species distribution and the potential benefits of restored tidal influences.
Project goals include meeting the Department’s mission, reducing project footprints, reducing
impacts to communities, enhancing overall watershed water quality, meeting the stormwater
treatment criteria and mitigating future seagrass impacts. State funds for construction have been
secured and permit reviews are underway. FDOT has received advanced authorization from the
Coast Guard and are in the procurement phase of securing a contractor. Construction is
anticipated to start in the Fall of 2017.
A discussion ensued regarding clearance under the bridge, the need to maintain the trail to the
north and the channel that leads up the Reserves, if a study has been done on fish migration,
how long construction is anticipated to take, and how this project will positively affect water quality.
A member expressed concern of additional water pollution during construction.
C. 2045 Plan: Issues for Exploration (Wade Reynolds, MPO Staff):
Mr. Reynolds presented the 2045 Long Range Transportation. He explained the Long Range
Plan conveys our priorities for federal and state funding to Washington DC and Tallahassee and
how the Plan fits with other efforts. He reviewed population growth and transportation trends
through 2040 countywide. Growth scenarios for 2045 include population and jobs and will be a
tri-county coordination. Mr. Reynolds explained how needs are identified and the implications for
connected and automated vehicles, as well as shared ride services.
Mr. Reynolds reviewed the key drivers of change, new federal requirements and described the
performance outcomes with current funding. He also reported Hillsborough County has budgeted
$812 million in new funding to help with repaving, intersection traffic, sidewalks and other safety
features. State and federal funding forecasts are provided by FDOT. Local funding forecasts by
MPO and existing sources will be projected to 2045. He reviewed existing and potential new
funding sources, which include a $0.05 gas tax and a $0.01 sales tax.

Mr. Reynolds explained the results of a 2012 phone survey asking about support for funding
sources. The only two options showing over 50% support were the half cent sales tax and an
increase of $50/year for property taxes. He explained this process will be coordinated regionally.
Tampa Bay TMA’s role was discussed and the two parts of the schedule were reviewed. The
review and adoption phase is October through December 2019.
There were discussions regarding the huge growth in congestion, the need for transit, concerns
with a transit feasibility study, the need for an alternate plan to move forward, adding transit supply
to the transportation trends chart, how the Committee can work with the MPO Board to make
biking and walking options a priority, what we want for our community, and making sure this
Committee’s priorities are in the plan.
Motion: Mr. Shirk made a motion to request the MPO to add fixed guideway transit to the
travel demand model. Mr. Collins suggested Ms. McKinley present to the Committee what
inputs are in the travel demand model and how the numbers came to be. Motion was
dismissed.
VI.
OLD BUSINESS & NEW BUSINESS
A. Adding Greenways & Trails to the BPAC (Wade Reynolds, MPO Staff)
Mr. Reynolds explained there have been discussions about combining the Hillsborough County
and City of Tampa’s Greenways and Trails Committees with BPAC. Ms. Price discussed how the
City adopted a greenways and trails master plan in 2001 and established a Citizens Advisory
Committee. She stated the City and County have met together for the last six years and she feels
they need to work together as the City and County trails often run into each other. Mr. Thornton
also explained some decisions made by BPAC are not filtering down to the two Greenways &
Trails Committees. If these groups are combined, he wants to focus on both on road and off-road
trails as they provide some of the safest modes of transportation. He feels by partnering together
with neighboring Counties, Central Florida could receive more State money. Mr. Jackmon
explained the County’s Committee started in 1995 and is struggling with an identity and purpose.
He stated trails planning is transferring to Public Works, and they would like to keep the
Committee active and increase responsibilities. Ms. Thompson, Chair of the City’s Greenways
Committee, stated the difference between the two Committees is the City works at the direction
of the MPO. Last year’s study by Tindale-Oliver combined the two Committees, but since then,
they have been struggling with not having quorums. They have discussed how they can be most
effective and have discussed folding the City’s Committee into BPAC, leaving the County
Committee to continue as is.
Mr. Reynolds urged the Committees to continue talking so they can move forward. Ms. Thompson
stated the County’s Legal Department felt there are some issues with combining the groups. She
feels the County, especially Commissioner Kemp, is very interested in reactivating their
Greenways & Trails Committee. Ms. Thompson inform the members of the next City of Tampa
Greenways & Trails Committee meeting on Thursday, August 17th, at 6:00 p.m. at the Seminole
Garden Center. She encouraged all to attend and she is excited that the Hillsborough County
and Transportation are getting so involved. Mr. Thornton stated the State has money for trails
but there needs to be a great plan to get the money here. The Committees need to use the
advocacy of BPAC to “bring home the money”.
B. Letter from FDOT on Bike Lane Maintenance
C. Letter from FDOT on US92 PD&E Study
Mr. Reynolds discussed the two letters from FDOT. FDOT requested the trail along US92 be
added to the Greenways & Trails map. Mr. Thornton asked Mr. Chilson if the County is

comfortable adding. Mr. Chilson explained Public Works will need to make that decision as they
will be responsible for maintaining it even though it is a State road. Mr. Reynolds stated
maintenance of trails is an ongoing discussion with FDOT.
Mr. Reynolds reminded the members of the discussion at last month’s retreat regarding the Chair,
Mr. Thorpe, lobbying Commissioners and MPO Board members individually, on BPAC issues.
Mr. Thorpe stated he will lobby three key issues to ensue these issues are not overlooked in long
reports. This will be a Chair responsibility going forward.
Motion: Mr. Monk made a motion to have the Chair lobby for the Committee. It was
seconded by Mr. Shirk. The motion passed unanimously.
There was a brief discussion about what other Committees do and how the lobbying will be
handled. Mr. Monk asked if there is a Health Department representative on other Committees?
Ms. Nguyen responded she is on the School Transportation Working Group (STWG) and the
Technical Advisory Committee (TAC) and the Health Department’s Senior Leader for Community
Health sits on the Transportation Disadvantaged Coordinating Board (TCDB).
Mr. Thornton would also like to partner with other advocacy groups, such as Walk Bike Tampa
Bay, to approach the elected officials.

Mr. Reynolds also asked members to review the draft copy of the Multimodal Level of Service
report distributed at the meeting and provided him with comments on the report.

VII. ADJOURNMENT
There being no further business, the meeting was adjourned at 7:55 pm.

MPO Bicycle and Pedestrian Advisory Committee Retreat - July 25, 2017
In Attendance:
Wade Reynolds
Michele Ogilvie
Patrick Thorpe
Jonathon Forbes
Richard Ranck
Richard Sanders
Allison Nguyen
Karla Price
Mara Latorre
Faye Miller
Calvin Thornton
Tony Monk
Jason Jackman
Jose Salazar
Accomplishments:
40th St. Road Diet
Plant City Walk Bike Plan
Plant City Ride With Mayor
Bullard Bridge Bike Lane Painting
Florida/Tampa Mid-Block Crossings
Intersection Painting – Louisiana and Rivershore
South Coast Greenway Funding
Maydell Bridge Funding
Bypass Canal Funding
Fowler Ave. Buffered Bike Lanes
TBX Pause and additional Outreach
USF and Tampa Bicycle Friendly Awards – Bronze and Silver
USF Coast Bike Share
Tampa Bike Friendly Business Designation (top # of businesses in state (or nation?))
Plant City and Temple Terrace Vision Zero Resolutions
Next 12 Months:
Two Pedestrian Only Focused BPAC Meetings
Make Places for People a priority over LOS, Speed, Etc.
Hillsborough County Roundabouts (2 Planned, get details from Richard S.)
Increased Bike Parking for New Development (and Reduced Car Parking?)
Define Vision for City and County (LRTP?)
Balancing Residential/Commercial/Retail Uses to Reduce Driving
Pedestrian/Bicycle Connectivity to HART

Consistency in Safety and Crossings (Equity and Connected, Comfortable, Safe)
Help Change Cultural Mindset/Mentality to Advocate and Influence
Additional Open Streets/Cyclovia Events, Neighborhood Festivals (7/4), Hillsborough County Mini-grant
More Community/Neighborhood Art and Intersection Painting Events
BPAC Support for UTBT Gap
More Land Use Discussion

Board & Committee Agenda Item
Agenda Item
FDOT Complete Streets Implementation
Presenter
Stephen Benson, FDOT staff
Summary
FDOT’s goal is to implement a policy that promotes safety, quality of life, and economic
development in Florida. Complete Streets serve the transportation needs of users of
all ages and abilities, including those walking, bicyclists, transit riders, motorists, and
freight handlers. Complete Streets are context sensitive, and the approach provides
transportation system design that considers local land development patterns. A
transportation system based on Complete Streets principles can help to promote
safety, quality of life, and economic development.
In response to the Complete Streets Policy, the recently released Complete Streets
Handbook and the FDOT Design Manual (2018) have been developed to provide
guidance to planners and engineers in putting the “right street in the right place.” Over
the next year, District staff is working to incorporate this approach into existing
procedures and project development activities. This presentation is an update on these
efforts and discussion on FDOT’s approach to complete streets on the state highway
system.
Recommended Action
None. For information only.
Prepared By
Gena Torres, MPO staff
Attachments
Complete Streets Implementation Brochure

Plan Hillsborough
planhillsborough.org
planner@plancom.org
813 - 272 - 5940
601 E Kennedy Blvd
18th floor
Tampa, FL, 33602

WHAT IS THE ROLE OF LOCAL PARTNERS?
A network of Complete Streets cannot be built entirely within
the state roadway system and solely within FDOT’s right
of way. Transportation system and development pattern
(such as land use, development density and intensity,
building design, and site layout) are inextricably linked,
and both have an effect on travel choices and mobility. A
robust, connected roadway network provides options for
the movement of people and goods and is the foundation
for safe and comfortable travel for pedestrians, bicyclists,
and transit riders.

EXAMPLE OF A CONTEXT-SENSITIVE SYSTEM
OF COMPLETE STREETS

WHAT IS FDOT’S APPROACH TO
COMPLETE STREETS?

Local
governments
and
metropolitan
planning
organizations (MPOs) are responsible for land use and
transportation planning to create supportive infrastructure
and development patterns that match community goals and
visions. Comprehensive plans, subarea plans, and land
development regulations are some of the documents that
will be reviewed to determine future visions and other land
use-related items in evaluating context classification.
FDOT will apply criteria and standards based on the context
classification. There is no separate FDOT funding category
or FDOT funding source specifically for Complete Streets.
Projects that require modifications to comply with criteria
associated with the context classification will be funded
through the funding programs currently available to Federal,
State, and local roadways, as appropriate. The existing MPO
funding process will remain the same. If local governments
or other partners would like to include features that go
beyond what is required by FDOT design criteria, such as
decorative lighting or landscaping, patterned pavements,
or street furniture and wayfinding, local communities must
coordinate with FDOT to align local resources and projects
with the FDOT project.

In September 2014, the Florida Department of Transportation (FDOT) adopted
the Statewide Complete Streets Policy (Topic No. 000-625-017-a). The policy
captures three core concepts in its approach to Complete Streets:
•

Sidewalk

Bicycle Network
Exclusive Bicycle Facility
Shared Lanes

Complete Streets serve
the transportation needs of
transportation system users
of all ages and abilities,
including pedestrians,
bicyclists, transit riders,
motorists, and freight
handlers.

•

Complete Streets are context
sensitive, and the approach
provides transportation
system design that considers
local land development
patterns.

•

The right
street in the
right place.

A transportation
system based
on Complete
Streets principles can
help to promote safety,
quality of life, and economic
development.

Implementing Complete Streets is an FDOT department-wide priority. The Complete Streets approach builds
on flexibility and innovation in roadway planning and design to put the right street in the right place.

Shared Use Path/Trail
Transit Corridor

Regional Freight Route

WHAT IS IN THE COMPLETE STREETS HANDBOOK?
The Complete Streets Handbook describes how FDOT will apply context-based planning and design to non-limited access
state roadway projects. It introduces the FDOT context classification system used in the FDOT Design Manual (FDM) to
support the safety, comfort, and mobility of all users.

WHEN WILL COMPLETE STREETS
BE IMPLEMENTED?
The determination of a roadway’s context classification is required in
order to utilize the criteria in the FDM. The context-based criteria
in the FDM will be required on projects that have not begun
design by January 1, 2018, and may be applied to active
design projects at the discretion of the district. For PD&E
projects, implementation of context classification and
the FDM is required for projects that have the Public
Hearing scheduled in April 2018 or later. The 2017
Plans Preparation Manual (PPM) will apply
WWW.FLCOMPLETESTREETS.COM
through the completion of the PD&E studies
DeWayne Carver, AICP
for projects that have the Public Hearing
State Complete Streets Program Manager
scheduled prior to April 2018. Criteria contained
(850) 414 4322
in the FDM may also be applied earlier at the
discretion of the district.
dewayne.carver@dot.state.fl.us

WHERE CAN I FIND
MORE RESOURCES?

ES
01
02
03
04

EXECUTIVE SUMMARY
Provides an overview of FDOT’s Complete Streets
approach and principles
CHAPTER 1
Describes the roles of FDOT and local and regional
partners in implementing Complete Streets

The FDOT Complete Streets approach is based
on the following principles:
•

Safety First

CHAPTER 2
Defines context classifications that will inform
planning and design decisions for Complete Streets

•

Invest in Existing and Emerging Communities

•

Enhance System Performance

CHAPTER 3
Describes how context classifications will be
determined for different types of FDOT projects

•

Enhance All Modes

•

Connect Community Centers

CHAPTER 4
Outlines roadway design considerations to support
Complete Streets

•

Create Quality Places

•

Support the Context

WHAT IS FDOT CONTEXT CLASSIFICATION?
The FDOT context classification system broadly identifies the various built environments existing in Florida. The context classificatio
on of a roadway will inform FDOT’s planning, Project Development and Environment (PD&E), design, construction, and maintenance
approaches to ensure that state roadways are supportive of safe and comfortable travel for their anticipated users. Identifying the co
ontext classification is a preliminary step in planning and design, as different context classifications will have different design criteria.

FDOT CONTEXT CLASSIFICATIONS

C1-Natural
Lands preserved in a natural or
wilderness condition, including
lands unsuitable for settlement
due to natural conditions.

C2-Rural
Sparsely settled lands; may
include agricultural land,
grassland, woodland, and
wetlands.

C2T-Rural Town
Small concentrations of
developed areas immediately
surrounded by rural and
natural areas; includes many
historic towns.

C3R-Suburban
Residential
Mostly residential uses
within large blocks and a
disconnected or sparse
roadway network.

CONTEXT CLASSIFICATION AND TRANSPORTATION CHARACTERISTICS

Context Classifications

•

Roadway Users

•

Regional and Local
Travel Demand

•
Transportation Characteristics

Challenges and
Opportunities of Each
Roadway User

roadway, the regional and local travel demand of the roadway, and the challenges and opportunities of each roadway user.

C3
3C-Suburban
C
Commercial
Mostly non-residential
n
uses with
large building footprints and large
parkingg lots within large blocks
and a disconnected
d
or sparse
r
roadway
network.

C4-Urban General
Mix of uses set within small
blocks with a well-connected
roadway network. May extend long
distances. The roadway network
usually connects to residential
neighborhoods immediately along
the corridor or behind the uses
fronting the roadway.

C5-Urban Center
Mix of uses set within small
blocks with a well-connected
roadway network. Typically
concentrated around a few
blocks and identified as part of
a civic or economic center of a
community, town, or city.

C6-Urban Core
Areas with the highest densities and
building heights, and within FDOT classified
Large Urbanized Areas (population
>1,000,000). Many are regional centers
and destinations. Buildings have mixed
uses, are built up to the roadway, and are
within a well-connected roadway network.

WHAT IS THE FDOT PROCESS FOR IMPLEMENTING
CONTEXT CLASSIFICATION?
Complete Streets are not a specific type of project, but rather are an approach to ensure projects are pursued based on their
contexts. This means that a Complete Streets approach will be implemented consistently for all non-limited access projects
— from capital projects qualifying for Efficient Transportation Decision Making process (ETDM) screening to Resurfacing,
Restoration and Rehabilitation (RRR), traffic operations, and safety projects.
All FDOT projects on non-limited-access roadways require the evaluation and documentation of context classification early in
the life of a project, as follows:
For Non-Qualifying Projects
(projects that do not go through ETDM screening): The
context classification will be determined during the work
program development cycle and prior to the
development of the design scope of work.

For Qualifying Projects
(projects that go through ETDM screening):
The context classification will be provided in the
Preliminary Environmental Determination (PED) in
ETDM screening.

Board & Committee Agenda Item
Agenda Item
Tampa Bay Next Update
Presenter
FDOT District 7 Representative
Summary
At its June 13, 2017 public hearing to adopt an annual update of the Transportation
Improvement Program, the MPO Board restated its request to FDOT for continued
quarterly updates about Tampa Bay Next.
Specifically, the board requested updates on:
 Mitigation efforts for the neighborhoods;
&Rmmunity engagement;
 6Watus of the PD&E [environmental impact studies];
 Options for premium transit;
 Efforts to report on the human impact of the projects; and
 Continuing the reevaluation process on the different segments.
A representative of FDOT District 7 will provide a briefing. The latest Tampa Bay Next
newsletter is attached.
Recommended Action
None; for information
Prepared By
Beth Alden, AICP
Attachments
Tampa Bay Next “Next Steps Newsletter,” July 2017

Plan Hillsborough
planhillsborough.org
planner@plancom.org
813 - 272 - 5940
601 E Kennedy Blvd
18th floor
Tampa, FL, 33602

Next Steps Newsletter
July 2017

What is
Tampa Bay Next?
Tampa Bay Next
is a program to
modernize Tampa
Bay’s transportation
infrastructure and
prepare for the future.

The Program
Includes:
Interstate Modernization
Transit
Bike/Pedestrian Facilities
Complete Streets
Transportation Innovation
Freight Mobility

Tampa Bay Next
Priorities:
Move people and goods
safely and efficiently
Build a comprehensive
regional transportation
system
Create meaningful
opportunities for public
input
Balance regional needs with
community concerns
Commit to sustainable
infrastructure decisions

Modernize infrastructure | Prepare for the future | Embrace collaboration and innovation

FDOT Hosts Series of Community
Working Groups

Tampa Bay Next is a program to modernize Tampa Bay’s transportation infrastructure and
prepare for the future. Tampa Bay Next is also a process of Florida Department of Transportation
(FDOT) working with the community to determine the right set of transportation solutions.
In May, FDOT launched the Community Working Groups program with a kickoff event at the
Bryan Glazer Family Jewish Community Center. Moderated by Collaborative Labs, the event
was a major step in a new direction as we seek community-based input to guide us through
decisions in the planning process. At the meeting, the community discussed the ideal future
of regional transportation which included ideas related to safety, multi-modal opportunities,
technology and funding sources.
Since that meeting, the Community Working Groups have initiated their quarterly sessions. See
the upcoming events for a list of meeting dates and times.
In addition to the working groups, FDOT is going into the community, meeting people in
locations where they gather, places like weekend markets, public parks, food truck events
and more.
“We hope the community feels encouraged
by our new direction. We are serious about
gathering input as we develop a plan that
will reflect the values of our community
while solving our interstate congestion
problems.” – Ed McKinney, Planning and
Environmental Administrator,
FDOT District Seven
For more information on the Community
Working Groups, please continue to check
the website: TampaBayNext.com/
get-involved/
If you are unable to attend a working
group meeting, please consider visiting
the website to share your input:
TampaBayNext.com/contact-us/

FDOT will host local and regional opportunities to participate in developing meaningful transportation solutions.
For more project specific information and to get involved:
TampaBayNext.com | TampaBayNext@dot.state.fl.us | (813) 975-NEXT |

TampaBayNext |

@TampaBayNext

Note: Persons who require special accommodations under the Americans with Disabilities Act or persons who require translation services (free of charge) should contact
Chris Speese, Public Involvement Coordinator, at (813) 975-6405, (800) 226-7220 or email: christopher.speese@dot.state.fl.us at least seven (7) days prior to a meeting.
Comuníquese con nosotros: Nos importa mucho la opinión del público sobre el proyecto. Si tiene preguntas o comentarios, o simplemente desea más información, por
favor comuníquese con nosotros. Nuestra representante en español es: Megan Olivera, (407) 709-9840, Megan.Olivera@QCAusa.com.

Upcoming Events
Thursday, July 13:

Thursday, August 3:

Saturday, July 15:

Thursday, August 15:

Thursday, July 20:

Saturday, August 19:

Pinellas County Community Working Group (5:30-7:30 p.m.),
Collaborative Labs – St. Petersburg College – The EpiCenter,
13805 58th Street N, Clearwater, FL 33760
Hillsborough County Neighborhoods Conference
(8:00 a.m.-2:30 p.m.), Sheraton East Hotel,
10221 Princess Palm Avenue, Tampa, FL 33610
North and West Hillsborough Community Working Group
(5:30-7:30 p.m.), University Area Community Development
Corporation, 14013 N 22nd St, Tampa, FL 33613

Pasco/Hernando Community Working Group (5:30-7:30 p.m.),
Myrtle Lake Baptist Church, 2017 Riegler Road,
Land O’ Lakes, FL 34639
East/South Hillsborough/Polk County Community
Working Group (5:30-7:30 p.m.), Sheraton East Hotel,
10221 Princess Palm Avenue, Tampa, FL 33610.
Tampa Bay Youth League Football opening day (1:00-9:00 p.m.),
Skyway Park, 4840 Independence Parkway, Tampa, FL 33634

Friday, July 22:

St. Petersburg Saturday Market (9:00 a.m.-1:00 p.m.), Williams Park,
350 2nd Ave N, St. Petersburg, FL 33701

Please visit the website for up to date event information: TampaBayNext.com/get-involved/
Would you like FDOT to present information at your community or neighborhood event? Please email us at
TampaBayNext@dot.state.fl.us

What’s Going to Happen with Community Initiated Concepts?
Participation at Community Working Groups, public workshops, and feedback through the website are great ways to share
your ideas with the Florida Department of Transportation (FDOT). As ideas are generated by the public, FDOT will begin to
evaluate those ideas and report back to the public. FDOT wants this to be a collaborative process, working with agency
partners, stakeholders, and the community to find the right set of transportation solutions.
The National Environmental Policy Act
WE ARE HERE
(NEPA) is the federal process to assess
environmental effects of proposed alternatives
Prepare
Publish
Screening
Draft SEIS
Draft SEIS
prior to making decisions. Some elements
Purpose & Need
Alternatives
Public, Agencies,
considered during the process include the
Analysis
Stakeholders
Critical
Issues
ability to handle travel demand, aesthetics,
Technical
Review and
Alternatives
environmental
Comment
air quality, economic development,
Screening and
studies
Analysis
Public
environmental justice, historical properties
Input – Public,
Hearing
Input - Public,
Agencies,
and districts, neighborhoods, noise, parks
Agencies,
Stakeholders
Stakeholders
and recreation, safety, and more. FDOT and
Community
Community
Workshops
the Federal Highway Administration (FHWA)
Workshops
will work together to provide opportunities
for public involvement to review the proposed alternatives and their potential environmental effects.

Select Preferred
Alternative
Public and Agency
Comments
Reviewed
and Addressed
Preferred
Alternative
Selected
FEIS/ROD To Be
Undertaken
Document Project
Commitments

Preparing a Supplemental Environmental Impact Statement (SEIS) is a rigorous evaluation process. FDOT plans to spend at
least two years on this SEIS. The first public workshops will be held in October 2017, and we have ongoing community events
and online opportunities to provide input into the process. If you would like to know more about the SEIS process and how to
contribute ideas, please contact TampaBayNext@dot.state.fl.us.

Board & Committee Agenda Item
Agenda Item
Multi-Modal Level of Service White Paper – Draft
Presenter
Sarah McKinley, MPO Staff
Summary
In April, the MPO initiated a task to evaluate the existing Multi-Modal Level of Service
(MMLOS) methodology used by the MPO as well as research other best practices that
evaluate the LOS rating for bicyclist, pedestrians and transit. The MPO historically
applies FDOT’s Level of Service Handbook methodology to planning efforts throughout
the MPO. However, there is a desire from the MPO to better understand methodologies
applied in other cities, specifically for evaluating how a facility is serving the safety and
comfort of pedestrians, bicyclists and transit.
This is an initial task to investigate best practices in other cities, including interviews
and a literature review, and a white paper. We are seeking feedback from the MPO’s
Bicycle Pedestrian Advisory Committee on the draft white paper. This task could lead
to further analysis to revise the methodology that the MPO uses to determine MMLOS,
including new criteria and revisions to existing criteria.
Recommended Action
No action, information only
Prepared By
Sarah McKinley, MPO Staff
Attachments
Multi-Modal Level of Service White Paper – Draft

Plan Hillsborough
planhillsborough.org
planner@plancom.org
813 - 272 - 5940
601 E Kennedy Blvd
18th floor
Tampa, FL, 33602
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WORKING TITLE: TOOLS FOR EVALUATING LEVEL & QUALITY OF SERVICE FOR ALL MODES: A
LITERATURE REVIEW
INTRODUCTION
The Hillsborough Metropolitan Planning Organization (HMPO) in Hillsborough County, Florida initiated
this white paper with the objective of reviewing the current multimodal level of service (MMLOS)
methodology used by HMPO as well as conduct a review of best practices in applying MMLOS
calculations and criteria. This white paper is composed of four parts: (1) a summary of the existing
methodology and how it is applied, (2) a summary of a literature review on best practices, (3) a
summary of interviews conducted with subject matter experts and (4) a summary of the challenges and
opportunities of the various methodologies explored in the paper.
EXISTING METHODOLOGY
Background
The Hillsborough Metropolitan Planning Organization (MPO) currently uses a multimodal
transportation database to store highway performance data countywide. The database is linked to the
MPO’s mapping system via linear referencing. In 2012, the MPO underwent a process to incorporate
MMLOS into the database. It was the MPO’s desire to incorporate the data collected from previous
MMLOS studies into a single source database that could be updated and used for future countywide
MMLOS calculations.
Three methodologies for calculating MMLOS were explored at the time:
1. MPO’s MMLOS Microsoft Excel Spreadsheets ‐ This is the most
comprehensive of the three methods and relied on the widest set of roadway attributes,
above what was required by FDOT standards. The spreadsheets were developed over
time and used for various bicycle and pedestrian studies. Some of the spreadsheets
included a level of detail that varied due to requirements of studies conducted and
collection efforts were not consistent. The MPO wanted to compare the level of detail
required for the spreadsheets, relative to the data required for the FDOT Q/LOS and
ARTPLAN analysis.
2. FDOT’s 2009 Highway Quality Level of Service (Q/LOS) Manual ‐ This is
the most simplified methodology explored and relies on lookup tables and performance
attributes found in the Q/LOS Handbook. The Handbook provides LOS measures,
thresholds, and estimation methodologies for auto, transit, bicycle, and pedestrian
modes. It was designed for use in generalized planning and conceptual planning and
refers to HCM methodologies for detailed operational analysis. The Auto LOS is not
comparable with the Bicycle Level of Service (BLOS) and Pedestrian Level of Service
(PLOS) scales because they are based on different dimensions of perceived and
measured traveler satisfaction.
1
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3. FDOT’s ARTPLAN ‐ The ARTPLAN software is a part of the LOSPLAN
2009 software group which is produced by the University of Florida for the FDOT. The
MPO’s spreadsheet formulations and the 2009 ARTPLAN software have very similar
origins in their MMLOS calculations, but the ARTPLAN software uses more generic
assumptions for some of the calculation data items and highway attributes. The
software allows inputs to be entered on a corridor basis and reports the three MMLOS
values for a corridor or sub‐sections.
The MPO decided that the facility data collection required for calculating MMLOS using the FDOT
ARTPLAN software was sufficient to meet the MPO’s needs. Therefore, the database was designed to be
able to collect, update, and maintain the data necessary to conduct the ARTPLAN analysis for BLOS and
PLOS.
Transit LOS (TLOS) differs from BLOS and PLOS calculations in that it relies mainly on transit service
levels and not on highway characteristics. The MPO uses a version of the TLOS calculation that is based
on roadway corridors with frequent routes and long spans of service. The high transit corridor TLOS
values are based on the individual route frequencies and not the total number of routes on a given
roadway segment. The operating characteristics come from the Hillsborough Area Regional Transit
Authority (HART) in a spreadsheet format that documents the latest routes and operating attributes.
This is different from the ARTPLAN methodology which uses the number of transit trips on the road
segment based on the frequency and hours of transit service regardless of the route. The MPO decided
to use its route‐based method and not the ARTPLAN segment based methodology. However, new
structures for the ARTPLAN Transit LOS method were provided for future development if the MPO ever
decided that the ARTPLAN method should be used.
Current Analysis Procedures
Bicycle Level of Service (BLOS)
The BLOS model in ARTPLAN uses five variables:
● Average effective width of the outside thru lane
● Motorized vehicle volumes
● Motorized vehicles speeds
● Heavy vehicle (truck volumes)
● Pavement condition
Average effective width is largely determined by the width of the outside travel lane and striping for
bicyclists, but also includes other factors such as the effects of on‐street parking and drainage grates.
Each of the variables is weighted by coefficients derived by a stepwise regression, modeling importance.
A numerical LOS score is determined and stratified to an LOS letter grade. While the determination of
automobile LOS in the Highway Capacity Manual (HCM) is typically based on one service measure (e.g.,
average travel speed), BLOS is determined based on multiple factors.
2

Hillsborough MPO White Paper
#19020.02

July 21, 2017

Pedestrian Level of Service (PLOS)
The PLOS model in ARTPLAN uses four variables:
● Existence of a sidewalk
● Lateral separation of pedestrians from motorized vehicles
● Motorized vehicle volumes
● Motorized vehicle speeds
Each of the variables is weighted by relative importance (determined by stepwise regression modeling):
A numerical LOS score is determined along with the corresponding LOS letter grade. Thus, like the
bicycle LOS approach (but unlike the automobile approach), PLOS is determined based on multiple
factors.
Transit Level of Service (TLOS)
TLOS uses the Transit Capacity and Quality of Service Manual (TCQSM) table for urban scheduled transit
service based on adjusted service frequency. The adjusted service frequency is a weighted average of
bus frequency along a facility, accounting for routes that may only serve a portion of the facility. The
adjusted service frequency is converted to an average headway and assigned a letter grade (A‐F).
Assessment of Current Methodology
The current methodology allows for project‐level comparisons across multiple modes. It allows
engineers and planners to evaluate the effects of different roadway cross‐sections and intersection
configurations across various modes and user groups. The methodology is data intensive; however, the
ARTPLAN software provides an easy‐to‐use format for calculating vehicular and multimodal LOS.
The MPO’s primary concern with the existing methodology is that is does not reflect the current
perception of multimodal users. For example, the current methodology would assign a letter grade “C”
to a roadway with a five‐foot paved shoulder, indicating an acceptable level of service, regardless of
number of travel lanes, vehicle volume and vehicle speed. However, a recent study conducted by FDOT
District 5 showed that with the presence of a conventional on‐street bike lane, more than 80% of
observers still chose to ride on the sidewalk. This suggests a mismatch with the way we are evaluating
multimodal quality of service and the way the users of the roadway system prefer to travel.
The methodology also does not account for innovations in multimodal infrastructure. The City of Tampa
has worked diligently to implement the City’s first cycle track on Cass Street downtown and has striped
green bicycle lanes in spot locations. The added benefit to users provided by these treatments cannot be
captured in the current methodology.
LITERATURE REVIEW
A literature review of a range of methodologies that look at level of service for non‐automobile modes
and performance metrics was completed to develop a baseline understanding of best practices. A
3
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summary of the documents reviewed, the authors and key takeaways from each of the documents are
provided in Table 1.
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Table 1: Summary of Documents Reviewed for Literature Review

Document

Authors/Institute

Key Takeaways

The Highway Capacity Manual's
Method for Calculating
Bicycle and Pedestrian Levels of
Service: the Ultimate White
Paper

Lewis Center for Regional Policy
Studies and Institute of
Transportation Studies
University of California, Los
Angeles
Herbie Hu and Robin Liggett

● Reviews the BLOS and PLOS components of MMLOS.
● The models are based on studies of participants in Florida and
were not rigorously tested outside of Florida.
● Models do not account for the full range of variables and
innovation currently of interest to planners
● It is possible to validate PLOS and BLOS and include sensitivity to
innovative treatment. The authors argue this effort would be resource‐
intensive and there may be other metrics and policies that have replaced
the need for such a detailed evaluation.

Exploration and Implications of
Multimodal Street Performance
Metrics: What’s a Passing
Grade?

University
of
California
Transportation Center
Madeline Brozen, Herbie Huff,
Robin Liggett, Rui Wang, and
Michael Smart

● Reviewed four multimodal methodologies: Fort Collins, San
Francisco BEQI/PEQI, Charlotte BLOS/PLOS, and HCM 2010 MMLOS
● The Fort Collins methodology assumes infrastructure is built to
city‐specific design criteria and is therefore difficult to apply elsewhere.
● Charlotte and San Francisco place more emphasis on safety and
less on walkability.
● The HCM 2010 and BEQI/PEQI measures appeal to a more
universal approach, where Charlotte LOS is more location specific.
● Authors argue a single‐grade letter score depict a misleading view
of bicycle and pedestrian experiences. The letter grade does not always
correspond to users’ experience on the street and limits the public’s ability
to engage in discussion about roadway performance.
● If an agency’s goal is to improve traveler satisfaction across all
modes, HCM 2010 would be the best choice.
● Improved safety or geometric design would better be evaluated
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Authors/Institute

Key Takeaways
through the Charlotte LOS.
● BEQI/PEQI and Charlotte LOS are relatively easy tools to use for
calculating current and potential LOS.
● HCM is the most difficult tool to use and has little ability to
account for small infrastructure improvements.

NCHRP 616: Multimodal Level of Richard Dowling, David Reinke,
Service Analysis for Urban Aimee Flannery, Paul Ryus,
Streets
Mark
Vandehey,
Theo
Petritsch, Bruce Landis, Nagui
Rouphail, and James Bonneson

● Developed enhanced methods for determining LOS for
automobile, transit, bicycle, and pedestrian modes on urban arterials and
collectors.
● The uniform definition of LOS used in the models provides a
consistent basis for comparing levels of service across modes.
● Addresses nine limitations of HCM 2000 methodology.
● Research led to the bicycle, pedestrian, transit, and automobile
perceptions methods in the HCM 2010.

MTI Report 11‐19: Low‐Stress Mineta
Transportation
Bicycling
and
Network Institute,
Connectivity
Maaza C. Mekuria, Ph.D., PE,
PTOE
Peter G. Furth, Ph.D.,
Hilary Nixon, Ph.D.

● Reviews the LTS criteria developed to measure low stress
connectivity for the bicycle network.
● In order for the widest possible segment of the population to be
attracted to bicycling, the most fundamental condition is a low stress trip
with minimal detour between their origin and destination.
● LTS is rated from an “LTS 1” which is a level that most children can
tolerate to “LTS 4” which is a level that may only be tolerable by strong and
fearless cyclist in rare cases.
● Components that affect the LTS score is largely based on traffic
speed, traffic volume, number of travel lanes, the presence of parking and
whether a separated bike lane is present.
● The LTS methodology also allows practitioners to evaluate overall
network connectivity.
6
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Authors/Institute

Key Takeaways

Network Connectivity for Low‐ TRB Annual Meeting, 2013
Stress Bicycling
Peter G. Furth, Ph.D.
Maaza C. Mekuria, Ph.D., PE,
PTOE

● A research white paper on the LTS methodology, developed to
measure the level of traffic stress perceived by most riders based on traffic
speed and number of travel lanes.
● The LTS methodology is more meaningful to planners and citizens
because Bicycle Level of Service models and Bicycle Compatibility Index are
“black boxes” in the sense that developing a classification requires
complex calculations.
● Criteria are further explored for crossings and for approaches with
right turn lanes.
● People riding bikes are willing to accept up to 25 percent detour
for longer trips and up to 33 percent detour for shorter trips to have a less
stressful experience.

TCRP Report 165: Transit Transportation Research Board,
Capacity and Quality of Service Paul Ryus, Alan Danaher, Mark
Manual (Third Edition)
Walker, Foster Nichols, William
Carter, Elizabeth Ellis, Linda
Cherrington
and
Anthony
Bruzzone

● A reference document that provides research‐based guidance on
transit capacity and quality of service issues.
● Methods chapter reviews computational methods for evaluating a
variety of performance measures related to transit operations and quality
of service.
● Methodology focuses on capacity, speed and reliability to evaluate
bus performance.
● Methodology looks at metrics such as dwell time, bus stop failure,
traffic signal delay and person & vehicle capacity.

Peopleforbikes, Bicycle Network Peopleforbikes,
Analysis
https://bna.peopleforbikes.org
/#/methodology

● The Bicycle Network Analysis (BNA) Score is a methodology that
was recently developed by peopleforbikes as a way to measure how well
the existing bicycle network connects people with places the want to go.
● The methodology combines LTS data with US Census data to
understand how the low stress network is connecting residents, jobs and
7
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Key Takeaways
community assets (such as parks, transit stops, grocery stores, schools
etc.).
● Census blocks receive a score out of 100 based on its connectivity
and is normalized by the population in that census tract.
● The spreadsheet tool developed for people for bikes to complete
these calculations is publically available.
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SUMMARY OF INTERVIEWS
To provide depth to the literature review, interviews were conducted with subject matter experts from two cities, the City of Charlotte and the
City of San Diego, as well as FHWA. A summary of the themes identified through the interview is outlined in Table 2, below. The detailed
interview notes can be found in Appendix XX.
Table 2: Subject Matter Expert Interview Summary

Agency

Person(s) Interviewed,
Position

Themes

Charlotte
Scott Curry, Pedestrian
Department of Coordinator
Transportation
Tracey Newsome,
Charlotte, NC
Transportation Planner

● The City developed the P/BLOS methodology to evaluate how intersections were
serving pedestrians and bicycles.
● The methodology has been applied to every signalized intersection in the City and
the city has a database of the LOS for all intersections.
● The database is used to inform small area planning efforts and to identify priority
intersection locations for improvements.
● The City developed and adopted the Urban Street Design Guide (USDG). This
provides specific street design guidance based on the “place” of the street.

SANDAG

● SANDAG uses an activity based model to evaluate change in mode split from various
changes to auto, transit, and bicycle infrastructure.
● They’ve found adding/removing bicycle links has a greater impact on mode choice
than changing the type of bicycle facility.
● They do not yet have the ability to evaluate pedestrian infrastructure and cannot
assign bicycle and pedestrian trips at the link level.
● SANDAG reports VMT for every project and can track VMT by origin and destination
pairs
● Adding active transportation links in the model is a way to mitigate VMT. The model
can evaluate the varied effects of bicycle infrastructure in urban and rural context.

San Diego, CA

Mike Calandra, Senior
Transportation Modeler
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● When evaluating trade‐offs between modes, there will always be a comparison to
traditional LOS. It is important to understand the limitations of LOS and have a more holistic
understanding of everything that goes into the planning process.
● The P/BLOS components of MMLOS are helpful inputs. The BLOS methodology is not
refined enough for today’s condition and does not include recent innovations, such as cycle
tracks. It can be hard to move the needle for P/BLOS. Widening the sidewalk, for example,
shows little benefit in the analysis.
● A new tool was recently created to limit the time and expense of performing system
wide LTS analysis.
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METHODOLOGIES
This section summarizes the findings from the literature review of each methodology. Each sub‐section
below outlines an overview of the methodology, provides example applications of the methodology, and
identifies the data requirements for applying the methodology as well as the challenges and
opportunities within those applications.
Multimodal Level of Service (MMLOS)
Overview
The 2010 Highway Capacity Manual (HCM) introduced the multimodal level of service (MMLOS) analysis
for urban streets. The MMLOS analysis provides a level of service model for each of the four modes
(automobile, transit, bicycle, and pedestrian) on arterials and collectors. The LOS measures are based on
traveler perceptions. The pedestrian, bicycle, and automobile equations were developed based on
participant rated conditions of over 90 typical segments. The transit model was based on traveler
response data to changes in transit service quality. For example, when service frequency or travel time is
improved, ridership increases. All four models have multiple service quality factors inputs, as opposed to
relying solely on delay.
This paper focuses on the MMLOS procedures found in the 2010 HCM. The HCM 6th Edition: A Guide
for Multimodal Mobility was updated to reflect the Transit Capacity and Quality of Service Manual, 3rd
ed., and minor changes were made to BLOS and PLOS. The sources reviewed centered on the 2010 HCM
and there has not yet been a comprehensive evaluation of the refinements made to MMLOS in the 6th
Edition of the HCM.
Application
The MMLOS defines the following:
● Intersection ‐ Signal, roundabout, or stop‐controlled
● Link ‐ Distance between two signalized intersections
● Segment ‐ Combination of a link and its downstream intersection
● Facility ‐ Two or more consecutive segments
The pedestrian and bicycle modes can be evaluated at the intersection, link, segment, and facility level.
Vehicular LOS can be evaluated at the intersection, segment, and facility level. The transit LOS model is
limited to segment and facility operations. The LOS thresholds are the same for all modes. They were
designed so the modal LOS scores can be directly compared to each other and reflect average traveler
satisfaction by mode. MMLOS also addresses off‐street pedestrian and bicycle facilities including:
walkways offset more than 35 ft. from the street, pedestrian‐only streets, stairways, and shared‐use
paths (HCM 2010).
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Table 3 summarizes the key factors for each mode and their effect on LOS.
Table 3: Key Factors of HCM MMLOS

Pedestrian

Bicycle

Transit

Link LOS
Outside travel lane width (+)
Bicycle lane/shoulder width (+)
Buffer presence (e.g., on‐street
parking, street trees) (+)
Sidewalk presence and width (+)
Volume and speed of vehicle
traffic in outside travel lane (–)

Segment LOS

Volume and speed of traffic in
outside travel lane (–)
Heavy vehicle percentage (–)
Pavement condition (+)
Bicycle lane presence (+)
Bicycle lane, shoulder, and
outside lane widths (+) On‐
street parking utilization (–)

Actual bus travel speed (+)
Bus stop amenities (+)
Excess wait time due to late
bus/train arrival (–)
On‐board crowding (–)

Intersection LOS
Permitted left turn and right‐
turn‐on‐red volumes (–) Cross‐
street motor vehicle volumes
and speeds (–) Crossing length
(–)
Average pedestrian delay (–)
Right‐turn channelizing island
presence (+)

Width of lanes (+)
N/A
Cross‐street width (–)
Motor vehicle traffic volume in
the outside lane (–)

(+) Higher value has positive impact to LOS
(‐) Higher value has negative impact to LOS
At the project level, practitioners can use MMLOS to evaluate the tradeoffs of various street designs in
terms of their effects on the auto driver’s, transit passenger’s, bicyclist’s, and pedestrian’s perceptions
of the quality of service provided by the street. The individual mode scores can be used to understand
the degree to which urban streets meet the needs of all users. The analysis can be scaled to conduct a
network‐evaluation for each individual mode. At the network level, analysts can use MMLOS to
prioritize transit, bicycle, and pedestrian improvements (Richard Dowling et al.).
Data Needs
Table 4 summarizes the data required, by mode, for the MMLOS evaluation. This evaluation is the most
data intensive of the methodologies considered, but agencies can rely on default values for many of
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inputs to reduce the data requirements. There is also software available, such as ARTPLAN, to assist with
data entry and computation.
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Table 4: MMLOS Data Needs

Transit

Pedestrian

Bicycle

Segment Length
Vehicle Speed
Vehicle flow rate
Number of through lanes
Width of outside through lane
Width of bicycle lane
Width of paved outside shoulder
Median type and curb presence
Pedestrian flow rate
Proportion of on‐street parking occupied
Downstream intersection width
Presence of sidewalk
Total walkway width
Effective width of fixed objects
Buffer width
Spacing of objects in buffer
Distance to nearest signal‐controlled crossing
Legality of midblock pedestrian crossing
Proportion of sidewalk adjacent to window,
building, or fence
Pedestrian delay
Pedestrian LOS score for intersection

Segment Length
Vehicle Speed
Vehicle flow rate
Number of through lanes
Width of outside through lane Width of
bicycle lane
Width of paved outside shoulder
Median type and curb presence
Percent heavy vehicles
Proportion of on‐street parking occupied
Number of access points
Pavement condition
Bicycle delay
Bicycle LOS score for intersection

Segment LOS
Segment Length
Vehicle Speed
Dwell Time
Excess wait time
Passenger trip length
Transit frequency
Passenger load factor
Area type
Transit stop location
Transit stop position
Proportion of stops with shelters
Proportion of stops with benches
Pedestrian link LOS score
Through control delay
Reentry delay
Effective green‐to‐cycle length ratio

14

Hillsborough MPO White Paper
#19020.02

Transit

July 21, 2017

Pedestrian

Bicycle

Vehicle flow rate
Number of lanes
Number of right‐turn islands
Pedestrian flow rate
Crosswalk length
Crosswalk width
Signalized
Total walkway width
Corner radius
Right‐turn‐on‐red flow rate
Permitted left‐turn flow rate
Midblock 85th percentile speed
Signal timing (walk, pedestrian clear, rest in
walk, cycle length, yellow change, red
clearance, duration of phase serving
pedestrians)
Present of pedestrian signal heads
Two‐Way Stop Controlled
Presence
of
raised
median
Rate at which motorists yield to pedestrians
Degree of pedestrian platooning

Vehicle flow rate
Number of lanes
Width of outside through lane
Width of bicycle lane
Width of paved outside shoulder
Bicycle flow rate
Proportion of on‐street parking occupied
Street width
Signal timing (cycle length, yellow change, red
clearance, duration of phase serving bicyclists)
*No methodology for two‐way stop controlled
intersections

Intersection LOS
N/A
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Challenges
Regarding the application of MMLOS, one key challenge is the process is data intensive and can be
difficult to use. Because of its wide use, however, there are existing software packages, such ARTPLAN,
that can aid in the evaluation process.
MMLOS has limited ability to account for small infrastructure improvements (Madeline Brozen et al.).
The MMLOS models for PLOS and BLOS are based on data collected in Florida and were not rigorously
tested outside of the state (Herbie Hu and Robin Liggett); however, this is not a key concern when
considering its use for the Hillsborough MPO.
The PLOS does not currently take into account presence of lighting, the condition of the sidewalk, and
sidewalk widths greater than 10 feet.
As mentioned in the previous section, the current MMLOS methodology assigns a letter grade “C” to a
roadway with a five‐foot paved shoulder, indicating an acceptable level of service, regardless of number
of travel lanes, vehicle volume and vehicle speed. Additionally, a large constant in the equation makes it
difficult to achieve a letter grade above C for any facility (Herbie Hu and Robin Liggett). This makes it
difficult to document improvements to bicycle service when upgrading an on‐street facility to a
separated facility. It’s important to note, this constant was modified in the HCM 6th Edition to address
this concern. BLOS does not take into account innovative bicycle treatments such as bicycle boxes,
colored paint, bicycle signals, cycle track.
Opportunities
MMLOS incorporates operational characteristics to a greater degree than other methodologies
explored. Some of the heaviest weighted variables in the MMLOS calculations include vehicle volumes
and percentage of on‐street parking (Madeline Brozen et al.).
Of the methods explored, the MMLOS is the best suited for comparison across modes. The model can be
adapted and validated for local conditions to improve the validity and calibrate the level of service
scores to local experience and perception. This effort is resource and time intensive, but can address
several of the challenges mentioned, such as inclusion of additional measures into the PLOS and re‐
calibration of the bicycle score to reflect the current users’ perceptions.
Transit Capacity & Quality of Service Manual
Overview
Application
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Data Needs
Challenges
Opportunities
Level of Traffic Stress (LTS) Analysis
Overview
The Level of Traffic Stress (LTS) methodology is used to predict how bicyclist will experience the road.
Unlike the Bicycle Level of Service methodology, the LTS methodology takes into account the user
tolerance for different types of facilities and traffic conditions, in which there are certain conditions that
must be met for biking to be accessible to the mainstream public. The methodology uses a weighted
compilation of traffic volume, traffic speed, number of travel lanes, roadway and lane width and
presence of parking to determine an LTS classification of 1 through 4. “The Level of traffic stress 1 (LTS 1)
is meant to be a level that most children can tolerate; LTS 2, the level that will be tolerated by the
mainstream adult population; LTS 3, the level tolerated by American cyclists who are “enthused and
confident” but still prefer having their own dedicated space for riding; and LTS 4, a level tolerated only by
those characterized as “strong and fearless.” (MTI, p1).
The methodology is anchored by the LTS 2, which mimics the Dutch standards for acceptable bicycle
conditions. This standard has been proven to be acceptable to most vulnerable users, and a robust
network of LTS 1 and 2 facilities can serve most of the population (MTI, p13).
The methodology classifies bicycle facilities into 3 types: (1) physically separated bicycle facilities, (2)
bicycle lanes and (3) streets with mixed traffic. The most intensive part of the analysis is assigning an LTS
to those streets with mixed traffic. The table below, classifies street LTS based on two main data points:
street width and speed.
Table 5: Criteria for level of Traffic Stress in Mixed Traffic

Number of Lanes
2‐3 lanes
4‐5 lanes
6+ lanes
Up to 25 mph
LTS 1 or 2*
LTS 3
LTS 4
30 mph
LTS 2 or 3*
LTS 4
LTS 4
35+ mph
LTS 4
LTS 4
LTS 4
*Note: Use lower value for streets without marked centerlines of classified as residential and with fewer
than 3 lanes; use higher values otherwise.
Speed Limit

(Source; Table 4 from MTI, P. 21)
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While the LTS methodology takes into account roadway and traffic characteristics, central aspects that
affect people’s decision whether to bike, it does not take into account other stressors, such as pavement
quality, crime, noise and aesthetics (MTI, p. 15).
Applications
The LTS methodology has been applied in several cities and counties to evaluate their system and
develop either design guidance for projects or a specific plan for projects and improvements.
Montgomery County, MD developed a bicycle planning guide based on the LTS methodology. It used
basic concepts of speed and traffic volumes to provide guidance on an appropriate bicycle facility that
would meet most of the populations needs to bike based on the street context. The planning guide
provided a case example in Bethesda, MD where the LTS methodology was used to evaluate the entire
network and prioritize improvements to “unlock” the low stress network.
The LTS methodology is best applied using link and intersection data within GIS. A GIS shape file that has
any combination of speed, volumes, number of lanes and presence of parking can be used to map the
LTS score for streets. This allows practitioners to easily evaluate the network and identify projects that
would have the highest return in terms of “unlocking” low stress islands of streets that already exist in
the network.
The LTS can also evaluate the “connectivity” of the network by calculating the percentage of low stress
islands that are connected to each other via a low stress facility.
Data Needs
Table 6 below, summarizes the data used in the LTS methodology and how it is used to “inform” the LTS
score.
Table 6: LTS Data Inputs

Data Set

Recommended or
Required?
Average
Daily Required
Traffic Volume
Speed
Required
(Observed
speeds
recommended
when possible)
Number of Travel Recommended
Lanes

Purpose
This informs how much traffic exposure the bicyclist
experiences.
Speed provides a measure of the comfort a bicyclist
experience when a vehicle passes in mixed traffic.
Traffic speeds that exceed 30 mph are less tolerable by
the majority of the population.
Number of travel lanes is a good indicator of traffic
volumes when volume data is not available. The
number of travel lanes and ADT can also highlight
cases in the network where streets that are one‐lane
but experience 8,000+ ADT can move the needle from
an LTS 1 or 2 to LT3. This is because while the street is
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one‐lane and low speed, the peak hour experience of
having a steady stream of cars pass a bicyclist exceeds
the majority of the populations traffic stress tolerance.
The presence of parking is particularly needed for LTS
3 and 4 streets to determine an appropriate bicycle
facility. In most conditions a bike lane is not acceptable
between a parking lane and a travel lane.
The existing bicycle network is necessary to
understand whether the road is stressful for bicyclist.
The roadway characteristics can indicate an LTS 4 but
the presence of a separated facility would classify that
same corridor as an LTS 1.

Challenges
The LTS methodology requires fairly simple and available data points. The methodology application is
usually in a mapping format in GIS. Developing a data set that has all the required and recommended
data points in a link and intersection data set that can be mapped in GIS can be time consuming and
expensive.
The methodology also heavily depends on speed data. In many cases, posted speed limits are more
readily available than observed speeds. This can create misleading LTS scores, as posted speeds can be
regularly exceeded by the daily traffic. In these cases, the results of the methodology usually needs a
higher quality “truth vetting” process with local stakeholders and practitioners.
Opportunities
The LTS methodology is a well digested methodology that provides a representation of the comfort of a
bicycle and roadway network for bicyclist in the context of the majority of the population. It is also a
methodology that steers the planning and design process from implementing bicycle facilities that “fit”
in the right‐of‐way to context‐appropriate design based on the traffic stress of the street.
Despite what can be an intense effort to compile data into a GIS format for mapping, the ability to map
scores and use the LTS to look at overall connectivity in a network is helpful to practitioners as they
focus and prioritize projects. This allows for practitioners to identify projects that leverage existing low
stress streets and implement high‐return facilities.
Bicycle Network Analysis (BNA) Score
Overview
The Bicycle Network Analysis (BNA) Score is a methodology that was recently developed by
peopleforbikes as a way to measure how well the existing bicycle network connects people with places
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they want to go (peopleforbikes, 2017). The methodology combines a modified LTS approach with U.S.
Census data and OpenStreetMap (OSM). The methodology compiles employment and household data to
evaluate how the low‐stress network is serving trips.
The methodology identifies census tracts that are accessible via the low stress network within a 10
minute biking trip and assuming no more than a 25 percent route diversion. The total number of
destinations accessible on the low‐stress network compared with the total number of destinations that
are within biking distance regardless of whether they are accessible via the low‐stress network is
calculated to understand the ratio of destinations accessible on the low stress bike network to those not
accessible on the low stress bike network.
The methodology also takes into account types of destinations and assigns points on a scale of 0‐100 for
each destination type based on the number of destinations available on the low‐stress network, as well
as the ratio of low‐stress destinations to all destinations within biking distance (peopleforbikes, 2017).
The BNA's six scoring categories are:
●
●
●
●
●
●

People
Opportunity
Core Services
Recreation
Retail
Transit

Where there are mixed destination types, the category score is combined for both category place types.
Weights for each destination type are used to represent their relative importance within the category.
For census blocks where a destination type is not reachable by either high‐ or low‐stress means, that
destination type is excluded from the calculations. For example, the Opportunity score within a city with
no institute of higher education is produced by excluding the Higher Education destination type so the
score is unaffected by its absence (peopleforbikes, 2017).
The methodology uses weighted scores for each category to calculate one overall score. The weights of
these score categories are provided in the table below. Once the weighted scores are compiled, they are
normalized by the population to develop a score of 1 to 100.
Table 7: Scoring Category and Corresponding Weight

Scoring category

Weight

Measure

People

15

Population

Opportunity

20

Employment
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K‐12 education
Technical/vocational school
Higher education
Doctor offices/clinics
Dentist offices
Core Services

20

Hospitals
Pharmacies
Supermarkets
Social services
Parks

Recreation

15

Recreational trails
Community centers

Retail

15

Retail shopping

Transit

15

Stations/transit centers

Application
The BNA score methodology is very new as it was only released in the past 6 months by peopleforbikes.
The most relevant application has been a web based tool that has calculated several cities overall BNA
score. A screenshot of the LTS map and BNA score (out of 100) for Tampa, FL is provided in Figure 1.
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Figure 1: BNA Score and mapping for Tampa, FL from Peopleforbikes Web Tool, 2017

Data Needs
The BNA score compiles the data needs of the LTS analysis with publically available US census data. The
more precise and accurate the data in the LTS analysis, the more likely the BNA score reflects reality. See
the LTS methodology section for further detail on the data needs for completing the LTS analysis.
The US census data is used to evaluate how well the LTS network connects places and people at the
census tract level. The census tract data applied includes:
 Population
 Employment
 K‐12 Education
 Technical/vocational Schools
 Higher Education
 Doctor Offices/Clinics
 Dentist Offices
 Hospitals
 Pharmacies
 Supermarkets
 Social Services
 Parks
 Recreational Trails
 Community Centers
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Retail Shopping
Stations/Transit Centers

The US census data needed is available online by downloading the census tract GIS shapefiles.
Challenges
The BNA score is a new application, and therefore, challenges and opportunities are still being identified
and confirmed. The most apparent challenge is the street data set that informs the LTS in the web based
tool, uses a flexible data set, OpenStreetMap (OSM), which anyone can contribute too, introducing
biases. While OSM is free, publically available and fairly solid for some cities, for many it is non‐existent
or incomplete, limiting the jurisdictions that can use the web‐based tool.
The BNA score also evaluates connectivity based on a ten minute bicycle trip. Research has shown that
people on bikes are usually willing to travel up to 3 miles by bike, which exceeds the 10 minute trip
threshold. This also does not show a high return for a longer, high quality facility that connects two
major destinations that are over a 10 minute trip away. The BNA score, for instance, would show that a
separated facility on a large bridge does not have a high impact on the connection between two
communities on either side of the bridge if it is longer than a 10 minute trip by bicycle.
The methodology is also limited to network application versus a specific corridor or project.
Opportunities
The BNA score is the first bicycle planning methodology to incorporate land use and destinations into
the planning process in a computational way. The methodology evaluates the network and streets based
on how well people are connected to places and opportunities. This gives a fairly comprehensive look at
how well the overall network is serving its adjacent land uses and help practitioners identify and
prioritize improvements that will serve those needs.
Charlotte’s Pedestrian/Bike LOS (PLOS and BLOS)
Overview
The Charlotte Department of Transportation (CDOT) developed a methodology to evaluate the level of
service for pedestrians and bicyclists at intersections based on design features. The key design features
considered include crossing distance, roadway space allocation to crosswalks, bike lanes, sidewalks,
medians, corner radius dimensions and traffic signal characteristics. The methodology provides a point
rating based on certain design elements. Design elements that are less comfortable for bicycle and
pedestrians receive lower points, and in some cases negative points, and design elements that are
favorable for bicycles and pedestrians receive more points. The points of all the rating categories are
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compiled into one final score. The methodology provides a range of points for LOS A through F and the
intersection is assigned a P/BLOS based on where its composite score falls on the pre‐determined
ranges.
Application
CDOT has applied this methodology as part of their small area planning efforts as well as intersection
prioritization process. The city calculates P/BLOS based on the methodology for all signalized
intersections in the city to assist in evaluating whether the design features are serving the basic needs of
pedestrians and bicyclists. At the moment, CDOT uses a spreadsheet tool to calculate the P/BLOS for
every signalized intersection in the City.
Data Needs
The data for the P/BLOS calculations can be extrapolated from as built plans, Google Earth
measurements and field measurements and observations.
The data required to calculate the PLOS includes:
 The number of travel lanes to cross and the presence and width of a median refuge.
 Pedestrian signal phase that conflicts with a left turn or right turn.
 The pedestrian signal display details, such as, whether a pedestrian signal is present and if it is
present whether there is a leading pedestrian interval, a countdown display and whether the
Flash Down Walk/Countdown phase accommodates a walking speed of less than or equal to 3.5
ft./sec.
 The corner radius or the characteristics of a channel island, when present.
 The presence of No Right Turn on Red sign.
 Crosswalk type and presence.
The data required to calculate the BLOS includes:
 The presence of a bike lane on the approach.
 Traffic speeds on the approach.
 Left turn signal phasing.
 Stop bar location.
 Right turn conflict and whether right turns are permitted on red.
 Number of travel lanes bicyclist must cross.
The CDOT developed tables where scores were assigned based on the relative characteristics of each of
these data points. The scores are combined for one total score and the methodology provides a
corresponding LOS with each score.

24

Hillsborough MPO White Paper
#19020.02

July 21, 2017

Challenges
The methodology attempts to provide an apples‐to‐apples comparison of the auto LOS to pedestrian
and bicycle LOS. However, the P/BLOS methodology assesses design features that affect comfort and
safety while the automobile LOS assesses delay, a measure of convenience. This makes it difficult to
truly treat the methodology as a metric that can assist in making design decisions and trade‐off
decisions. An auto LOS C is typically considered an acceptable performance for an urban intersection.
However, a LOS C for the P/BLOS does not always translate to a design condition that most of the
population will tolerate.
For instance, the BLOS methodology would give an approach with a 12 foot shared travel lane, a speed
of 35mph, a protected opposing left turn, rights are permitted on red and a crossing of 4 travel lanes a
LOS C. Recent research has shown that this condition would not be tolerable for most of the population
to ride a bike.
Opportunities
The methodology does allow for practitioners to assess how certain improvements will affect pedestrian
and bicycle level of comfort on a project and intersection level. Practitioners can evaluate which design
elements will have the highest impact and the magnitude of points allocated seems to correlate with the
magnitude of impact the treatment will have relative to each other. For instance, for PLOS, the scoring
gives three times as many points for reducing left and right turn conflicts as implementing textured or
high visibility crosswalks.
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CONCLUSION
This white paper summarizes five methodologies that can be used to quantify multimodal experiences along and across roadways. Some
methodologies explored, including the HCM MMLOS, provide a way to compare all four modes; while, other methodologies, such as the LTS, are
catered toward one mode. Likewise, some methodologies can be applied at the project level to evaluate trade‐offs, and others focus more on
network level evaluation to aid in project identification and prioritization. Table 8 summarizes the mode, analysis level, and application for each
methodology explored and provides an overview of the data needs and relative difficulty of application.
Table 8: Summary of Multimodal Methodology Applications

*Agencies can rely on default values for many inputs to reduce the data requirements.
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Board & Committee Agenda Item
Agenda Item
Developing BPAC Position Statements
Presenter
Wade Reynolds, MPO Staff
Summary
In recent meetings, BPAC members have expressed interest in approaching elected
officials regarding the funding, prioritization, and implementation of pedestrian and
bicycle projects. This item will summarize the projects supported by the BPAC over
the last year and highlight any issues that should be brought forward to elected and
appointed members of the MPO Board and other bodies.
Recommended Action
Development of consensus among members on items for the Chair to bring forward to
Board members.
Prepared By
Wade Reynolds, MPO Staff
Attachments
None

Plan Hillsborough
planhillsborough.org
planner@plancom.org
813 - 272 - 5940
601 E Kennedy Blvd
18th floor
Tampa, FL, 33602

Committee Reports
Meeting of the Citizens Advisory Committee (CAC) on August 9
The CAC approved and forwarded to the MPO:
•

The TIP Annual Roll-forward and HART State of Good Repair Amendments

The CAC did not take action on the Dale Mabry Pedestrian Crossing Study. There
were concerns expressed about access from neighborhoods, cost, and expected
usage. The study will be revised to reflect comments and brought back to the CAC.
The CAC received presentations and did not offer additional comments on the Hillsborough Air Quality Update, Vision Zero Action Plan, and TBARTA CAC Report.
The next meeting of the CAC will be September 13th.
Meeting of the Technical Advisory Committee (TAC) on August 21
The TAC approved and forwarded to the MPO:
•

The TIP Annual Roll-forward and HART State of Good Repair Amendments

The committee received presentations on the Hillsborough Air Quality Update and
HART Transit Development Plan Update. The next meeting of the TAC is
scheduled for September 18, 2017.
Meeting of the Policy Committee on August 22
The committee hosted a Vision Zero Coalition Workshop at the Tampa Theater.
Led by the “One Message, Many Voices” team, the workshop focused on the
personal stories of local residents whose lives have been touched by traffic
violence. A draft of the Action Plan was provided, and coalition members were
invited to share one thing they commit to do during the coming year to improve
traffic safety in Hillsborough County. The draft Action Plan will be brought to local
governments and the MPO’s advisory committees for review and support in the
next few months.

Meeting of the Bicycle Pedestrian Advisory Committee (BPAC) on August 9
The BPAC approved and forwarded to the MPO:
Plan Hillsborough
planhillsborough.org
planner@plancom.org
813 - 272 - 5940
601 E Kennedy Blvd
18th floor
Tampa, FL, 33602

•

Dale Mabry Pedestrian Crossing Study

After a presentation on the 2045 Plan: Issues for Exploration, the committee
discussed the need for an alternate plan to move forward; adding transit supply to

the transportation trends chart; how the committee can work with the MPO Board to
make biking and walking options a higher priority.
Public comment was received regarding debris on bike lanes in Northwest
Hillsborough County, glass on the Courtney Campbell Causeway Trail, and the status
of the Upper Tampa Bay Trail gap. The next BPAC meeting is September 13th.
Meeting of the Livable Roadways Committee (LRC) on August 16, 2017
The LRC approved and forwarded to the MPO:
•

Dale Mabry Pedestrian Crossing Study, with a request for further
consideration of the route through the stormwater pond, if there are
opportunities for cost reduction and combining the pedestrian bridge with an
existing over-roadway signage structure.

The committee also was briefed on Getting to School Survey Results, 2045 Plan:
Issues for Exploration, and THEA’s Selmon Greenway Pocket Parks. The next
meeting will be September 20th , with a guest speaker on the topic of Green
Infrastructure.
Meeting of the Transportation Disadvantaged Coordinating Board on August 25
A verbal report will be provided at the board meeting.

Meeting of the School Transportation Working Group on July 26
The group was briefed by Joe Simmons, HCSD STEM Coordinator, on a national
training program for incorporating transportation and engineering problem-solving
activities in school curricula. The group discussed options to leverage this program
with the Planning Commission’s Future Leaders in Planning program and the
existing USF/THEA balsa-wood bridge-building contest.
The group worked with the MPO’s School Safety Study consultant on the first-draft
methodology for selecting and ranking schools based on safety data. The
consultant will come back to the group with a shorter list, field reviews, and followup activities.
Hillsborough County Public Works staff provided an overview of the Pedestrian
Facility Improvement Program, and noted that there will be stakeholder input
meetings in the coming months.
In addition, the group went over back-to-school activities and preparations, and
heard jurisdiction updates.
Meeting of the TBARTA MPO CC Directors on August 11
The TBARTA MPO Chairs Coordinating Committee (CCC) Staff Directors discussed:
•

Preparations for the first-annual Gulf Coast Safe Streets Summit, to be held
February 27, 2018, at the Children’s Museum in Downtown Tampa;

•

The actions of the June 16 regional meeting of the MPO Chairs, including their
review of the priorities for TRIP and Multi-Use Trails;

•

A possible addition to the TRIP Priority List, but decided there was insufficient
time to consider the request before the August 25 final action by the TBARTA
Board;

•

The need to update two CCC interlocal agreements to reflect changes in the
TBARTA statute;

•

Creating a “boxed set” of 2045 Plans for the tri-county area of Hillsborough,
Pinellas, and Pasco, including a stand-alone regional plan to be adopted by all
three boards.
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SR 685 / US BUS 41 (North Florida Avenue)
From South of East Bird Street to North of West Waters Avenue
Financial Project ID 436530-1-52-01
Project Description:
This is a pedestrian safety improvement project along Florida Avenue. The work will
include a proposed mid-block pedestrian crossing signal approximately 500’ south of
Waters Avenue, and milling and resurfacing on Florida Avenue from south of Bird Street to
north of Waters Avenue and on Waters Avenue from Tampa Street to east of Suwannee
Avenue. To reduce conflicts between turning vehicles and increase pedestrian visibility,
the existing free-flow right turning movements on the northeast and northwest corners of
the intersection at Waters Avenue will be eliminated through the removal of intersection
islands and the relocation of the existing curb returns and pedestrian ramps. A new traffic
separator on Waters Avenue will be installed to prevent conflicting left turn movements to
and from a gas station/convenience store driveway at the intersection. Signing and
pavement markings will be part of the project scope as well as signal upgrades at existing
intersections.
Project Location:
This project will be constructed along SR 685 (Florida Avenue) from south of Bird Street to
north of Waters Avenue, in the City of Tampa, Hillsborough County.
Schedule:
Item

Status

Design

Phase IV (100%)

Right-of-Way

Complete

Begin Construction

May 2018

Project Costs:
Phase

Cost Estimate*

Design

$ 92k

Right-of-Way

$ 20k

Construction**

$ 1.2M

* Please note that cost estimates may change as the project progresses.
**Cost estimate does not include funding for Construction, Engineering, and Inspection.

FDOT Project Manager
Tana Johnston-Schultz, P.E.
11201 N McKinley Drive, MS 7-600
Tampa, FL 33612
Office Phone: (813) 975-6266
tana.schultz@dot.state.fl.us

Public Information Officer
Kris Carson
11201 N McKinley Drive, MS 7-110
Tampa, FL 33612
Office Phone: (813) 975-6202
kris.carson@dot.state.fl.us

Last Updated 7/27/17

Financial Project ID: 439038-1-52-01
US 41/SR 45/50th St from Denver St to N of S 30th Ave
Project Fact Sheet
Project Description:
The purpose of this 0.879 mile project is to construct sidewalks on both sides of US 41 (50th Street) from Denver
Street to north of South 30th Avenue. The alignment of the road will not be altered from the existing conditions and
all improvements are to be made within the existing right-of-way and easements.
Project Location: Hillsborough County

Schedule:
Item
Design
Right-of-Way
Begin Construction

Status
Underway (Approx. 90% Complete)
N/A
Summer 2018

Project Costs:
Phase
Cost Estimate*
Design
$108,711
Right-of-Way
N/A
Construction
$992,000
* Please note that cost estimates may fluctuate as the project progresses.

FDOT Project Manager
Michael MacKinnon, P.E
11201 N. McKinley Drive, MS 7-810
Tampa, FL 33612
Office Phone: (813) 975-6431
E-mail: michael.mackinnon@dot.state.fl.us

Public Information Officer
Kris Carson
11201 N. McKinley Drive, MS 7-110
Tampa, FL 33612
Office Phone: (813) 975-6202
Toll Free: (800) 226-7220
Email: kristen.carson@dot.state.fl.us

U.S Department of Transportation
Office of Public Affairs
1200 New Jersey Avenue, SE
Washington, DC 20590
www.transportation.gov/briefingroom

News

DOT 69-17
Wednesday, September 6, 2017
Contact: pressoffice@dot.gov

U.S. Department of Transportation Announces
$500 Million Funding Opportunity through
TIGER Program
WASHINGTON – The U.S. Department of Transportation today announced the opportunity for
state and local stakeholders to apply for $500 million in discretionary grant funding through the
Transportation Investment Generating Economic Recovery (TIGER) program.
“The TIGER grant program is a highly competitive program whose winners will be awarded
with the funding they need to rebuild the infrastructure of their communities,” said Secretary
Elaine L. Chao. “TIGER grants will continue to fund innovative projects that will improve the
safety of America’s passengers and goods.”
The Consolidated Appropriations Act, 2017 appropriated $500 million, available through
September 30, 2020, for National Infrastructure Investments otherwise known as TIGER grants.
As with previous rounds of TIGER, funds for the fiscal year (FY) 2017 TIGER grants program
are to be awarded on a competitive basis for projects that will have a significant impact on the
Nation, a metropolitan area, or a region. The FY 2017 Appropriations Act specifies that TIGER
Discretionary Grants may not be less than $5 million and not greater than $25 million, except
that for projects located in rural areas the minimum TIGER Discretionary Grant size is $1
million.
The selection criteria remain fundamentally the same as previous rounds of the TIGER grants
program, but the description of each criterion was updated. Additionally, the FY 2017 TIGER
program will give special consideration to projects which emphasize improved access to reliable,
safe, and affordable transportation for communities in rural areas, such as projects that improve

infrastructure condition, address public health and safety, promote regional connectivity, or
facilitate economic growth or competitiveness.
To provide technical assistance to a broad array of stakeholders, USDOT is hosting a series of
webinars during the FY 2017 TIGER grant application process. Webinars on How to Compete
for TIGER Discretionary Grants will be held from 2:00 to 4:00 PM EDT on Wednesday,
September 13th and Tuesday, September 19th. To register, please visit the TIGER Webinar Series
webpage. Additional webinars will be scheduled and more information posted online.
The deadline to submit an application for the FY 2017 TIGER grant program is Monday,
October 16.
Since the TIGER grant program was first created, $5.1 billion has been awarded for capital
investments in surface transportation infrastructure over eight rounds of competitive
grants. Throughout the TIGER program, these grants have supported projects that have a
significant impact on the Nation, a metropolitan area, or a region. TIGER grants have historically
achieved, on average, co-investment of 3.6 dollars (including other Federal, State, local, private
and philanthropic funds) for every TIGER dollar invested.
For more information, please visit www.transportation.gov/TIGER.
###

