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RESOLUTION 01-2016

A RESOLUTION ADOPTING THE HEARTLAND REGIONAL TRANSPORTATION PLANNING
ORGANIZATION’S 2040 LONG RANGE TRANSPORTATION PLAN

WHEREAS, the Heartland Regional Transportation Planning Organization (HRTPO) is the responsible entity
for conducting a continuing, cooperative, and comprehensive transportation planning program for the six-
county transportation planning area covering the counties of DeSoto, Glades, Hardee, Hendry, Highlands, and
Okeechobee and the cities of Sebring and Avon Park in the urbanized area of Highlands County, Florida; and

WHEREAS, under federal and state requirements, has as a primary duty, the responsibility for developing and
adopting a 2040 Long Range Transportation Plan (LRTP) that conforms to the requirements of the Moving
Ahead for Progress in the 21% Century Act (MAP-21), as well as the planning factors contained in MAP-21; and

WHEREAS, the HRTPO’s 2040 LRTP has identified necessary improvements to the transportation system
consistent with the funding resources likely to be available for said improvements; and

WHEREAS, the HRTPO has coordinated the 2040 LRTP development with involved state, regional and local
agencies, the public, elected officials, and local governments, including consideration of locally adopted
comprehensive plans and the Florida Transportation Plan; and

WHEREAS, the HRTPO’s 2040 LRTP has considered multimodal and intermodal opportunities to serve the
mobility of people and goods throughout the six-county planning area.

NOW, THEREFORE, BE IT RESOLVED, by the Heartland Regional Transportation Planning Organization
(HRTPO) that having fulfilled all federal and state requirements, the HRTPO adopts the 2040 Long Range
Transportation Plan (LRTP), including all maps, inventories and other related materials, at its meeting on
March 16", 2016.

The Chair of the HRTPO (or his designee) is hereby authorized and directed to submit the Long Range
Transportation Plan to the:
1. Florida Department of Transportation
2. Federal Transit Administration (FTA) (through the Florida Department of Transportation); and
3. Federal Highway Administration (FHWA) (through the Florida Department of Transportation).

Signed: _ Date:
/,/ P March 16, 2016
( JaTejnf.\B(ooks, HRTPO Chair

Attest: Attest:

\Z\C\%@wgw EY I K‘&‘C&hﬂ!t’\ Hall

Signaturé Printed Name
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RESOLUTION 08-2016

A RESOLUTION ADOPTING AN AMENDMENT TO THE
HEARTLAND REGIONAL TRANSPORTATION PLANNING ORGANIZATION’S
2040 LONG RANGE TRANSPORTATION PLAN

WHEREAS, the Heartland Regional Transportation Planning Organization (HRTPO) is the
responsible entity for conducting a continuing, cooperative, and comprehensive transportation
planning program for the six-county transportation planning area covering the counties of DeSoto,
Glades, Hardee, Hendry, Highlands, and Okeechobee and the cities of Sebring and Avon Park in
the urbanized area of Highlands County, Florida; and

WHEREAS, the HRTPO under federal and state requirements, has as a primary duty, the
responsibility for developing and adopting a 2040 Long Range Transportation Plan (LRTP) that
conforms to the requirements of the Moving Ahead for Progress in the 21 Century Act (MAP-21),
as well as the planning factors contained in MAP-21; and

WHEREAS, the Code of Federal Regulations (CFR) 450.300 through 450.324 provides that the
HRTPO shall annually endorse, and amend as appropriate, the plans and programs required,
among which is the Long Range Transportation Plan (LRTP); and

WHEREAS, the HRTPO has coordinated the 2040 LRTP development with involved state, regional
and local agencies, the public, elected officials, and local governments, including consideration of
locally adopted comprehensive plans and the Florida Transportation Plan; and

WHEREAS, the HRTPQ's 2040 LRTP has considered multimodal and intermodal opportunities to
serve the mobility of people and goods throughout the six-county planning area and has identified
necessary improvements to the transportation system consistent with the funding resources likely
to be available for said improvements; and

WHEREAS, the HRTPO has posted the proposed amendment to the 2040 LRTP on May 25, 2016
for a seven (7) day public comment period in accordance with the HRTPO Public Participation Plan
and provided an opportunity for public comment at the TPO Board meeting on June 8, 2016; and

WHEREAS, the HRTPO's 2040 LRTP, which was adopted on March 16, 2016, is being amended
for the first time based on needed additions and/modifications to the following sections of the Plan:
Chapters 1, 6, 7, 8 and the Appendix.

NOW, THEREFORE, BE IT RESOLVED, by the Heartland Regional Transportation Planning
Organization (HRTPO) that the HRTPO adopts the amendment to the 2040 Long Range
Transportation Plan (LRTP), including all maps, inventories and other related materials, at its
meeting on June 8, 2016.



The Chair of the HRTPO (or his designee) is hereby authorized and directed to submit the
amended adopted 2040 Long Range Transportation Plan to the:

1. Florida Department of Transportation
2. Federal Transit Administration (FTA) (through the Florida Department of Transportation);

and
3. Federal Highway Administration (FHWA) (through the Florida Department of

Transportation).

Date:

AN,

Attest:

Katheyn Hall

Printéd Namet
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Planning in the Heartland

The Heartland Regional Transportation Planning Organization (HRTPO)
coordinates transportation plans for the Heartland Region including the six
counties of DeSoto, Glades, Hardee, Hendry, Highlands and Okeechobee and the
urbanized area of Highlands County including the cities of Sebring and Avon Park.
Our organization provides the forum for local elected officials, their staff, industry
experts, the business community, and the public to work together to improve
transportation in the Heartland Region. Designated on November 17, 2014
by Governor Rick Scott of Florida, and organized on April 29, 2015, the HRTPO
developed the first Long Range Transportation Plan for the six county region.
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Introduction

The Heartland Regional Transportation Planning Organization (HRTPO), the metropolitan planning organization for
the Heartland of Florida, prepared the region’s first Long Range Transportation Plan (LRTP) for the year 2040. The
Plan was prepared in accordance with federal requirements identified in the Safe, Accountable, Flexible, Efficient
Transportation Equity Act: A Legacy for Users (i.e. SAFETEA-LU, 23 U.S.C. 134), Moving Ahead for Progress in the
21st Century (i.e. MAP-21, 23 U.S.C. 134), Florida Statute 339.175(7), and developed in cooperation with the Florida
Department of Transportation — District 1.

Stakeholdersinthe processinclude the Florida Departmentof Transportation (FDOT), Federal Highway Administration
(FHWA), Federal Transit Administration (FTA), the cities in the region, the six counties of DeSoto, Glades, Hardee,
Hendry, Highlands and Okeechobee, and the general public.

The 2040 LRTP has been developed to ensure compliance with the requirements of MAP-21 and includes a
performance-based approach to the transportation decision-making process. MAP-21 also continues many of
the previous requirements contained in SAFETEA-LU, including eight planning factors that illustrate the need for
Metropolitan Transportation Plans to recognize and address the relationship between transportation, land use, and
economic development.




The federal planning factors form the cornerstone for the 2040 LRTP and include:
1. Support the economic vitality of the metropolitan area, especially by enabling global competitiveness,
productivity, and efficiency.
Increase the safety of the transportation system for motorized and non-motorized users.
Increase the security of the transportation system for motorized and non-motorized users.
Increase accessibility and mobility of people and freight.
Protect and enhance the environment, promote energy conservation, improve quality of life, and promote
consistency between transportation improvements and state and local growth and economic development
patterns.
6. Enhance the integration and connectivity of the transportation system, across and between modes, for people
and freight.
7. Promote efficient system management and operation.
8. Emphasize the preservation of the existing transportation system.
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The 2040 Long Range Transportation Plan includes the counties of DeSoto, Glades, Hardee, Hendry, Highlands and
Okeechobee, along with 11 municipalities, offering a regional approach to future transportation challenges and
opportunities. The HRTPO is the first regional transportation planning organization in Florida comprised of five rural
counties and one urban county, which is Highlands County. The Sebring — Avon Park Urbanized Area accounts for only
0.9% of the entire six county region which is approximately 5,000 square miles in land area. The area has a very diverse
population estimated at 253,399 and a wide range of mobility needs. One of the challenges in a predominately rural
area of this size is to offer the greatest number of mobility options, across all modes, to travel to desired activities and
locations.

The six counties of the Heartland have been a part of an almost decade long grassroots effort to work together
with partners to build a resilient region to deal with the challenges and opportunities of education, work force and
economic development; environment and natural resources; community resources including a healthy community;
and transportation and land use. The partnership has explored the relationship of transportation and affordable
housing; the relationship of potential transportation facilities and impact avoidance on natural resources and wildlife;
and the relationship of transportation and economic development. A key outcome of Heartland 2060 was the need for
an ongoing cooperative, continuing, and comprehensive regional transportation planning process and a long range
transportation plan for the Heartland. The development of this plan is an integral part of the continuing work to build a
resilient and livable region.

The need for mobility, and for the various transportation services and modes to connect, is vitally important to all
residents and visitors in the region. This is especially true for older adults, people with disabilities, lower incomes, and
those who live in households with no vehicles and who have fewer transportation options. While development of this
Plan is a major milestone for the region, future transportation plans, programs and initiatives will provide opportunities
to enhance and expand multimodal mobility options, improve connectivity and accessibility, address infrastructure and
other issues that impact transportation choices for people and goods traveling in and through the Heartland region.
Supported by the Vision and Mission statements, the LRTP seeks to guide the region’s transportation system needs,
priorities, plans, and investments.

The HRTPO provides a forum for local elected officials and transportation experts to work together on regional
transportationissues. As charged by federal law, the HRTPO Board develops a transportation plan that gives consideration
to Technical Advisory Committee, Citizen Advisory Committee and public input before adopting the LRTP or other plans
for the Heartland Region.
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the

Tomorrow’s transportation system will connect the Heartland’s communities, providing

choices to move people and goods efficiently, safely, and reliably, while supporting a
competitive economy.

the MISSION

Development of transportation systems to support a prosperous, globally competitive
economy that improves the quality of life for the Heartland residents while minimizing
impacts to the natural environment.




governing HJORVY

The HRTPO is managed by a governing board of elected officials who are ultimately a policy making and planning body
responsible for implementing a comprehensive, cooperative, and continuing (3-C) transportation planning process in
DeSoto, Glades, Hardee, Hendry, Highlands and Okeechobee Counties. Representation is based on the population of
each county as outlined in the approved Apportionment Plan. All meetings are conducted in an open public forum with
an opportunity for public comment.

The HRTPO Board is charged to:
»  Develop, adopt, and maintain plans
»  Recommend priorities for improvements to the transportation systems in the six-county region
»  Program and administer federal and state planning grants
»  Ensure that transportation decisions reflect the region’s shared vision for the future
» Engage the citizens of the Heartland in transportation decisions

Board Chair Board Vice-Chair
Commissioner James L. Brooks, Commissioner Frank Irby,
Highlands County Okeechobee County
DeSoto County Highlands County (Unincorporated)
Commissioner Elton Langford & the Town of Lake Placid
Commissioner James L. Brooks
Glades County Commissioner Don Elwell
Commissioner Paul Beck Commissioner William Ron Handley
Commissioner R. Greg Harris
Hardee County Commissioner Jack L. Richie
Commissioner Colon Lambert
The City of Avon Park
Hendry County City Councilmember Parke Sutherland
Commissioner Darrell Harris City Councilmember Terry Heston (Alternate)
Okeechobee County The City of Sebring
Commissioner Frank Irby Mayor John Shoop

Commissioner Terry Burroughs (Alternate)
Florida Department of Transportation

(Non-voting member)
FDOT District One Secretary, Billy Hattaway




e WMNISY COMMITTEES

The HRTPO structure requires that standing committees are established to advise the board and provide input into
transportation decision making.

Technical
Adyvisory
Committee §

» Serves in an advisory capacity
on technical matters relating
to transportation planning and
programming

» Makes recommendations,
and provides input into
transportation policies, plans
and decision-making

The Technical Advisory Committee (TAC) is made up of technically qualified
representatives of cities, counties, and agencies responsible for planning,
maintaining, controlling, developing and improving the transportation system
within the Heartland region.

Citizens (N
Adyvisory
Committee

» Provides an avenue for obtaining
public input for the deliberations
on transportation issues

» Assists in identifying the needs The Citizens Advisory Committee (CAC) is made up of citizen representatives
of the public and potential appointed by the HRTPO Board. This committee ensures the public has the
outreach opportunities opportunity to review and evaluate all proposed transportation plans and

programs. The members of this committee provide their opinions, concerns, and
recommendations to the HRTPO Board on behalf of their communities.

The Mobility Advisory Committee (MAC) will serve as the committee developing and guiding multimodal input
including bicycle, pedestrian, trails, transit and other mobility modes as needed. Members of this committee have not
yet been appointed by the HRTPO.




JEW DEVELOPMENT

Developing a Performance Based Long Range Transportation Plan (LRTP)

The purpose of the LRTP document is to document the processes, data, and analyses used to make transportation
investment decisions. The LRTP pulls together information from a variety of sources, and serves as the basis for future
actions. All LRTPs provide a long-range plan for the transportation system, investments, and policies. Long range
transportation planning processes deployed under MAP-21 are required to incorporate performance goals, measures,
and targets along with reporting on the overall effectiveness of performance-based planning.

A performance-based LRTP
contains four basic elements:

A set of goals, performance measures, and trends.
A status report of current conditions.
An assessment of needs.

|dentification of investment priorities, policies,
and strategies.

Identification of available revenues to support project development is a key part of a Long Range Transportation Plan.
For full revenue and cost estimates see Chapter 8 and Appendix H.

Estimated Revenue and for Sebring-Avon Park Metropolitan Area (in millions)

FY FY ' FY Total*
2019-2020 2021-2025 2026-2030 2031-2040 2019-2040

HRTPO Specific (DeSoto, Glades, Hardee, Hendry, Highlands, and Okeechobee)

Funding Categories

Strategic Intermodal System (SIS) Highways

Construction & Right-of-Way (ROW) 315 3887 296.8 33026 $489.6
Other Arterials Construction & Right-of-Way | $21.5 $48.0 $45.4 $99.3 $214.2
State Transit Allocations $10.5 $27.0 $28.4 $59.5 $125.3
Transportation Alternatives <200,000

Population (TALL) $1.1 $2.8 $2.8 $5.6 $12.2
Regional Total* $34.6 $166.5 $173.4 $467 $841.3

Districtwide (Charlotte, Collier, DeSoto, Glades, Hardee, Hend

ry, Highlands, Lee, Manatee, Oke

echobee, Polk, and Sarasota)

Transportation Alternatives Any Area (TALT) | $6.9 $17.3 $17.3 $34.6 $76.1
Transportation Regional Incentive Program

Funds (TRIP) $0.9 $6.7 $6.7 $13.4 $27.7
District Total* $7.8 $24.0 $24.0 $48.0 $103.8

Source: Supplement to the 2040 Revenue Forecast Handbook, 2040 Revenue Forecast for Sebring-Avon Metropolitan Area
Note: Transportation Alternatives (TA) funds for areas with populations under 200,000 (i.e., Districtwide TALL funds) and for any
area (i.e., Districtwide TALT funds) are provided to MPOs/TPOs for use in identifying future transportation alternative projects as
“illustrative projects”in its LRTP. The Department allocates the districtwide TALL/TALT funds on a discretionary basis each year

based on the availability of funding and the annual submittal of MPO/TPO TA priority requests.

*May not add due to rounding




The LRTP for the Heartland Region must:

»  Consider the federal planning factors as they relate to a 20-year forecast period;

»  Include current transportation demand for persons and goods;

»  |dentify non-motorized transportation facilities in the region;

»  Describe the performance measures used to assess the performance of the transportation system;

»  Include a system performance report that describes: (a) evaluation of the condition and performance of the
region’s transportation system, and (b) the progress toward the achievement of these measures;

»  Beinformed by the financial plan and investment strategies from the State asset management plan for
National Highway System (Florida’s FTP and SIS plans) and investment priorities of the public transit asset
management plan; and

»  Integrate the goals, objectives, performance measures, and strategies described in the Highway Safety
Improvement Program (HSIP), including in the Strategic Highway Safety Program (SHSP) and the Public
Transportation Agency Safety Plan.

Moving to the future development of a fully multimodal transportation system in the Heartland will require a
comprehensive data tracking procedure to set and evaluate specific targets for incremental achievements of success
towards Objectives. Tasks to address the system data needed are addressed in the Unified Planning Work Program for
establishing baselines for the HRTPO.

To view how the HRTPO plan goals align with MAP-21, please view Appendix B.

Federal Guidance

MAP-21 was the first transportation legislation enacted since 2005 and provided an updated policy and programmatic
framework for investments to guide the growth and development of the country’s vital transportation infrastructure. The
FAST Act was signed into law on December 3, 2015, and supersedes MAP-21 while maintaining a focus on performance
based planning. MAP-21 was intended to create a streamlined, performance-based, and multimodal program that
addressed the needs of the national transportation system, as outlined in the National Goals, noted below. MAP-
21 updates many of the highway, transit, bike, and pedestrian programs and policies established since the original
multimodal transportation legislation, the Intermodal Surface Transportation Efficiency Act (ISTEA) enacted in 1991.

National Goals
1. Safety-reduction in traffic fatalities and serious injuries on all public roads.

Infrastructure condition-maintain highway asset system in a state of good repair.

Congestion reduction-significant reduction in congestion on the National Highway System.

System reliability-improve the efficiency of the surface transportation system.

Freight movement and economic vitality-improve the national freight network, strengthen the ability of rural

communities to access national and international trade markets, and support regional economic development.

Environmental sustainability-to enhance the performance of the transportation system while protecting and

enhancing the natural environment.

7. Reduced project delivery delays-to reduce project costs, promote jobs and the economy, and expedite the
movement of people and goods by accelerating project completion through eliminating delays in the project
development and delivery process, including reducing regulatory burdens and improving agencies’ work
practices.

vk wnN
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MAP-21 funds and directly impacts the transportation planning activities of MPOs/TPOs and requires the following to
be addressed:

» Thelongrange plan mustdescribe the performance measures and targets usedin assessing system performance
and progress in achieving the performance targets.

»  The Transportation Improvement Program (TIP) must also be developed to make progress toward established
performance targets and include a description of the anticipated achievements.




Performance-Based Planning and Programing (PBPP)

Performance-based planning and programming should build on successful planning efforts. Existing tools such
as state pavement and bridge management systems, transit agency asset management plans, and complementary
planning processes such as the Strategic Highway Safety Plan (SHSP), Congestion Management Process (CMP), Transit
Development Plan (TDP) and other similar efforts provide a strong foundation for performance-based planning and
programming. The potential benefits from a performance-based planning and programming process include helping to
guide resource allocation decisions in a constrained funding environment. However, it is recognized that a performance-
based process alone, without sufficient resources, will not drive better performance results over the long term. A
performance-based approach can help communicate needs and explain why performance may decline in the future.

Lessons for effective implementation of a PBPP approach include from the Federal Highway Administration’s Performance
Based Planning and Programming Guidebook and White Paper (September 2013):

»

»

»

»

»

»

»

Use measures that matter-Rather than identifying hundreds of measures, it is often preferable to identify a
limited set of key measures to best support goals and objectives, guide investment decisions, and evaluate
progress.

Engage the public and stakeholders-Public engagement is critical to identify the issues that residents care about
most. Some organizations have chosen to go beyond standard measures such as traffic delay and pavement
condition, and to ask questions such as which types of congestion are most problematic and what types of risk
factors are most important in managing assets, in order to identify goals and objectives. In addition, keep the
public and stakeholders in mind when developing measures to ensure that they are easy to understand and
resonate.

Build on required performance-based approaches-Such as State Asset Management Plans, State Strategic
Highway Safety Plans (SHSPs), MPO Congestion Management Processes (CMPs), Transit Agency Asset
Management Plans, and Transit Agency Safety Plans.

Communicate successes, constraints,and trade-offs-It may notalways befeasible toimprove system performance,
but information on expected performance outcomes of different options helps to inform decision-making. This
information can inform not only where and how to prioritize funding, but can help make the case for the needs
for additional funding. Scenario planning is an approach that greatly enhances agencies’ ability to evaluate the
anticipated impacts of various investment packages.

Coordinate and collaborate broadly-Effective PBPP involves coordination within agencies and across agencies so
the State DOTs, MPOs, nonmetropolitan planning organizations (also referred to as Rural Planning Organizations
or Regional Transportation Planning Organizations (hereafter “RTPOs")), and transit agencies are coordinated in
the development of goals, objectives, performance measures, and targets. It also involves coordination with
a wide range of partners, including local governments, the business community, freight communities, law
enforcement, economic development, and others;

Link planning to programming- This linkage, between the LRTP and the TIP/STIP, is key for all transportation
agencies. This linkage is key for all transportation agencies. Economic tools, project prioritization processes,
and related approaches that build on performance information can inform project selection and show the link
between programs of projects and intended performance outcomes; and,

Provide context for performance results-A recent trend in performance management has been to develop
dashboards and other data visualization techniques. These tools are helpful for communicating data; however,
using a simplified approach to reporting data could create a risk for misinterpretation. It is important to tell a
story and combine data with an explanation of performance results.




consultation

Beyond meeting regulatory requirements (U.S.C. 23 title 135.3.A), Consultation is an important opportunity for the
HRTPO to discuss the needs of our regional community, to compare and coordinate planning approaches, and to
communicate about a mutual vision for this region’s transportation system that often will cross multiple jurisdiction’s
boundaries. The process, which is separate and discrete from the public involvement process, implements a Systems
Approach to planning that recognizes responsible agencies that must link with and integrate with transportation plans
for our region.

State, local, Tribal Governments, and private agencies responsible for the following areas were contacted:

»  Economic growth and development

»  Environmental protection

»  Airport operators

»  Freight movement

» Land use management

» Natural resources

»  Conservation

»  Historical preservation

» Human service transportation providers

The HRTPO provided varied and reasonable opportunities to participate in the development of the 2040 LRTP and to
comment on its draft versions. These opportunities were provided to citizens, affected public agencies, representatives
of public transportation, freight shippers, private providers of transportation, representatives of the users of pedestrian
walkways and bicycle transportation facilities, representatives of the disabled, providers of freight transportation
services, and others. The HRTPO consulted with agencies and organizations that are responsible for natural resources
management, environmental protection, land use planning, historical preservation, human services, community and
economic development, and transit/transportation services.

Our consultation goal was to engage agencies and experts in a conversation about the transportation needs of our
community and about goals, strategies, and projects to meet those needs. We implemented methods that included
sharing the consultative process electronically via email and online at www.heartlandregionaltpo.org; holding meetings
at convenient accessible locations and by personal visits with municipal planning, public works, and other agencies’
offices throughout the region. Staff attended or went to meetings of consulted agencies and organizations whenever
possible. The HRTPO made available the meeting agendas, information such as PowerPoint slide presentations, and
reports in electronically accessible formats and offered via email and on our website. Our consultation process included
multiple approaches.

1. We engaged existing regional committees and task forces in discussions about transportation needs, goals,
strategies, and projects at their meetings and events.

2. Wereached out to a wide range of agencies and organizations and solicited their participation via personal visits,
formal letters, notices, and emails. We invited agencies to share comments and concerns with us electronically
and/or to meet with us in person about the region’s transportation needs and plans.

3. The HRTPO Technical Advisory Committee (TAC) and Citizens Advisory Committee (CAC) met regularly to
provide input, review, and comment on elements of the 2040 LRTP.

>



Consultation Agency List

The organizations from the Interested Citizens/Agencies list that the HRTPO maintains for transportation public
participation was used as a starting point for the consultation process, as this list encompasses many of the types of
agencies and contacts targeted for this process. The Consultative Partners may be found in Appendix K and in Chapter
4: Environmental Mitigation on page 4.2.

Consultation through Existing Committees

The HRTPO used the region’s planning committee structure to engage with area agencies and experts to develop the
2040 LRTP. For active engagement with transportation agencies from across the region, the HRTPO met often with
its committees. The TAC includes staff engineers and planners from county and municipal governments, the regional
airport, the transit agencies, and state and federal technical staff. They meet often and provide technical-based
recommendations to the full HRTPO.

Similarly, the Citizens Advisory Committee (CAC) of the HRTPO provided input and reviewed sections of the 2040 LRTP
as they were being developed at their meetings including the Vision and Mission Statements, Goals and Objectives,
project groups and regional roadway network, and public engagement activities. The CAC includes interested citizen
members that represent a broad cross-section of the region including the: Agriculture Industry, Small Business, Economic
Development, Post-Secondary Education, Individuals with Disabilities, Limited English Proficiency Populations,
Migrant Populations, Minority Populations, Socio-Economic Disadvantaged, Senior Citizen Populations, Transportation
Disadvantaged, and Workforce Development.

The Governing Board of the HRTPO fulfilled its role as the policy advisory committee of the organization by guiding the
long rage transportation plan development in its meetings throughout 2015 and 2016, reviewing and recommending
adoption of the 2040 LRTP goals, objectives, project lists, and other contents.

Consultation Results

In the spirit of cooperation and collaboration, and acknowledging the critical role that a number of agencies play in
achieving the goals of the transportation industry, the HRTPO consulted with Federal, State, Tribal, and local agencies
responsible for land use management, natural resources, environmental protection, conservation, transportation/
transit services, economic development, human services, historic preservation, and land use planning.

Consulted agencies were asked to review and provide comments on the Draft LRTP during a 30-day comment period.
The purpose of this consultation process was to meaningfully engage consulted agencies in a conversation to not only
address the needs of transportation agencies, but to be supportive of resources and regulatory agencies’ and planning
organizations’ goals and initiatives. This consultation process was not meant to replace other regulatory agencies’
responsibilities under federal laws and regulations, and does not supersede any existing programmatic agreement,
memorandum of understanding or other collaboration tools.

In total, 102 agencies and organizations were contacted and asked to provide insight into the plan relative to their areas’
of expertise and to identify environmental issues for which mitigation measures could be proposed. State, regional, and

local agencies and organizations were contacted. No significant issues were identified from the consultation process.

All comments received may be found in Appendix C of this report.
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Integration of the LRTP with the Florida Transportation Plan and the Strategic Intermodal System Plan

The Florida Transportation Plan (FTP) is the statewide long-range transportation plan for all of Florida. The FTP defines
Florida's future transportation vision and identifies goals, objectives, and strategies to accomplish that vision. The
HRTPO’s 2040 LRTP is required by Florida statutes to be consistent with the goals, objectives, and strategies identified in
the FTP. The FTP consists of three elements:

» The Vision Element contains trends, uncertainties, and themes that will shape the future of transportation in
Florida over the next 50 years;

» The Policy Element contains goals and objectives to guide the Florida Department of Transportation and
partners toward the vision; and

» The Implementation Element contains key actions to be undertaken by FDOT and its partners over the next 5
to 25 years.

The HRTPO is actively engaged with FDOT during the development of the FTP. FTP polices that will guide future
investments in Florida’s transportation system will be integrated into the HRTPO'’s LRTP.

2060 Florida Transportation Plan Goals:
» Economic Competitiveness- Invest in transportation systems to support a prosperous, globally competitive
economy;
»  Community Livability- Make transportation decisions to support and enhance livable communities;
»  Environmental Stewardship- Make transportation decisions to promote responsible environmental stewardship;
»  Safety and Security- Provide a safe and secure transportation system for all users;
» Maintenance and Operations-Maintain and operate Florida’s transportation system proactively; and,
»  Mobility and Connectivity- Improve mobility and connectivity for people and freight.

FDOT is working with the United States Department of Transportation (US DOT) and the MPOs/TPOs to develop
guidance for performance measurement and to establish performance standards. It was originally envisioned that
formal guidance would have been provided to the state and MPOs/TPOs prior to the adoption of this plan. However,
until such guidance is finalized, FDOT is already reporting statewide performance following the general requirements of
MAP-21 and strongly indicates the reporting intent of FDOT to address the requirements of MAP- 21.

These performance measures can be summarized as covering the following seven major topics:

Safety

System Performance

Roadway Pavement Conditions
Bridge Conditions

Freight

Transit Safety

Congestion Mitigation and Air Quality
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These key items will that will be addressed in the HRTPO's performance measurement program:

»

»

»

»

»

»

Develop HRTPO Mobility Performance Measures

Develop performance targets

Report to Federal Highway Administration as required

Include measuresin long-range transportation plans and congestion management plans to evaluate alternatives
Coordinate with other MPO’/TPOs as appropriate

Develop the HRTPO’s Mobility Performance Measure Matrix using guidance from FDOT's Mobility Performance
Measure Matrix

Next Steps

Demonstrate consistency within the stated goals set forth in MAP 21, the 2060 FTP, the SHSP, and the SIS by developing
a well-defined performance-based management system to achieve desired performance outcomes for the region’s
multimodal transportation system. The Performance Measures (“How we measure success”) in the HRTPO’s 2040 LRTP
Goals, Objectives, and Measures should clearly and concisely address the following eight metropolitan planning factors:

1.

vk wnN

7.
8.

Support the economic vitality of the United States, the States, Metropolitan areas, and non-metropolitan areas,
especially by enabling global competitiveness, productivity, and efficiency;

Increase the safety of the transportation system for motorized and non-motorized users;

Increase the security of the transportation system for motorized and non-motorized users;

Increase accessibility and mobility of people and freight;

Protect and enhance the environment, promote energy conservation, improve the quality of life, and promote
consistency between transportation improvements and State and local planned growth and economic
development patterns

Enhance the integration and connectivity of the transportation system, across and between modes throughout
the State, for people and freight;

Promote efficient system management and operation; and,

Emphasize the preservation of the existing transportation System.

The HRTPO's annual PL allocation provides sufficient funding to support data collection for the purpose of management
and operation of the region’s transportation network and maintenance of the LRTP and associated documents. The
Multimodal Mobility Performance Measurement Plan will include policies and procedures, appropriate level of thematic
graphics/maps/tables, etc. The TPO will take immediate action through the UPWP process to establish budget line items
to fully address the aforementioned items and associated requirements, which will result in an objectives-driven and
performance-based process.

For more information on statewide plans, please view the LRTP Technical Support documents
at http://heartlandregionaltpo.org/programs-and-plans/Irtp-2040/.

&



INIIAN RIVER COUNTY

HILLSEOROUGH COUNTY

MANATEE COUNTY OKEECHOBEE COUNTY 3
HARDEE COUNTY \
HIGHLANDS COUNTY ST. LUCIE COUNTY \\

SARASOTA COUNTY &
DESOTO COUNTY -

MARTIN COUNTY

Lake Okeechobee
CHARLOTTE COUNTY

AT
%{f B 1Y PALM BEACH COUNTY
A HENDRY COUNTY

\ g | T
R

ONenview

2.2 Regional Overview 25 Employment Growth

2.4 Population Growth 2.6 Economic Futures

The Heartland Regional Transportation Planning Organization (HRTPO) is the officially designated Metropolitan Planning
Organization (MPO) for the six county region consisting of DeSoto, Glades, Hardee, Hendry, Highlands, and Okeechobee
counties. It coordinates the transportation planning activities for the region particularly regarding major transportation project
funding allocation. The Heartland Region is primarily rural with the exception of Sebring and Avon Park, and unincorporated
areas, which are located in Highlands County.

The six listed counties are within the South Central Rural Area of Opportunity (RAO), which is defined as a region composed
of rural communities that have been adversely affected by extraordinary economic events or natural disasters, as designated
by the Governor via executive order. RAO designation establishes a region as a priority for Rural and Economic Development
Initiative (REDI) agencies, which allows for economic development incentives. The South Central Rural Area of Opportunity
is comprised of DeSoto, Glades, Hardee, Hendry, Highlands, and Okeechobee counties, as well as the four small cities outside
those counties. It was the historic relationship of these counties that allowed the Governor to designate the HRTPO to cover
all six counties. The main economic activities of the region include agriculture (primarily citrus and sugar cane cultivation),
services including health care, and tourism. Details specific to each county are provided in this chapter.
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DeSoto County

Bounded by Charlotte, Sarasota, Glades, Manatee,
Highlands, and Hardee Counties, DeSoto County is located j§
in the western portion of the region. The county seat is the
City of Arcadia, which is the county’s only incorporated _.
area. The county is largely rural in nature, with its economic | g
base predominantly in agriculture and cattle. The main
transportation arteries in the county are US 17 and SR 70. Rail service is==
provided by CSX and Seminole Gulf Railway, which provide a connection to
Florida's statewide rail network, stretching from Jacksonville to Tampa and Palm Beach to
Pensacola.

DeSoto County comprises the Arcadia Micropolitan Statistical Area, which is included in |
the North Port-Sarasota, Florida Combined Statistical Area in neighboring Sarasota County.
DeSoto County encompasses 640 square miles. According to FDOT 2014 data, DeSoto
County has 82.8 miles of total state highway, comprised of 67.3 miles of two lane roads, and
15.6 miles of four lane facilities. With the multi-lane reconstruction of US 17 south of Arcadia, the §
amount of four lane roadways will increase.

Glades County

Glades County is bounded to the north by Highlands County, to the west by Charlotte County, to the
south by Hendry County, and to the east by Lake Okeechobee and Okeechobee County. It is located
in the central portion of the region. The county is approximately 987 square miles, of which 56 square
miles are occupied by the Brighton Seminole Indian Reservation. The City of Moore Haven, which is
the county seat, encompasses one square mile and is the only exception to the rural nature of the
County. Each year Glades County’s population increases due to seasonal flux. Much of that is from
residents who live there part time. Additionally, Glades County has a large amount of land designated as agricultural
and consequently receives a seasonal work force each year.

The main transportation artery in Glades County is US 27. Rail service is provided by the South Central Florida Express
which is the largest private agricultural short line railroad in the United States used to transport sugar. According to
FDOT 2014 data, Glades County has 85.8 miles of total state highway facilities, with 56.8 miles of two lane state roads,
and 29 miles of four lane state roads.

Hardee County

Located in the northwestern portion of the region, Hardee County is bounded to the north by Polk
County, to the west by coastal Manatee County, to the south by DeSoto County, and to the east by
Highlands County. The county seat is the City of Wauchula and includes two other incorporated
municipalities of Bowling Green and Zolfo Springs. The county is one of the country’s top prime
agricultural centers for produce and livestock. The major transportation network of the county includes
SR 62, SR 64, SR 66, SR 636, and US 17. Rail service is provided by CSX. Hardee County encompasses an area of 638
square miles. According to FDOT 2014 data, Hardee County has 94.7 miles of total state highway, comprised of 74.7
miles of two lane roads, and 13 miles of four lane facilities, and 7 miles of 6 lane facilities. The 6 lane facility is a one-way

pair on US 17 through Wauchula.




Hendry County

Hendry County is located in the southern portion of the region and is nestled between the south
shores of Lake Okeechobee and the northern sawgrass marshes of the Everglades. It borders Collier
County to the south, Broward and Palm Beach Counties to the east, Glades County to the north, and
Lee County to the west. The county is approximately 1,190 square miles, of which 67 square miles are
occupied by the Big Cypress Indian Reservation. The county seat is the City of LaBelle, which is located
in the northwest while the largest municipality is the City of Clewiston which is on US 27 and borders Lake Okeechobee.
Hendry County’s economic base is predominantly agricultural. The main transportation arteries in the county are US 27
and SR 80. Rail service is provided by the South Central Florida Express, which is the largest private agricultural short line
railroad in the country used to transport sugar. Hendry County comprises the Clewiston Micropolitan Statistical Area.
According to FDOT 2014 data, Hendry County has 64.9 miles total of state highway facilities, with 31.9 miles of two lane
state roads, and 32.9 miles of four lane state roads.
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Highlands County

Highlands County encompasses an area of 1,106 square miles and is located in the northern portion
of the region. It has the largest population in the region and is the most urban of the counties. It is
bounded by Polk and Osceola Counties to the north, Hardee and DeSoto Counties to the west, Glades
County to the south, and Okeechobee County to the east. The Avon Park Air Force Range is located in
the northeastern portion of the county. The county seat and largest city is the City of Sebring. The other
incorporated municipalities include Avon Park and Lake Placid. Highlands County is rapidly urbanizing, transitioning,
in part, from an agricultural economy that remains strong in citrus and livestock production, to an emerging service
economy. The main transportation arteries in the county are US 27, US 98, SR 17, SR 64, SR 66, and SR 70. Highlands
County is on the main CSX line from Central to South East Florida which has four daily Amtrak services at Sebring Station
on the “Silver Meteor” and “Silver Star” between New York and Miami. In addition, rail service is provided by the South
Central Florida Express, which is the largest private agricultural short line railroad in the country used to transport sugar.

Highlands County comprises the Sebring Metropolitan Statistical Area, as well as having a sufficient population to be
designated as the State of Florida’s 27th MPO / TPO (including the 5 neighboring counties), with the required population
of 50,000 within the Avon Park — Sebring Urbanized area. According to FDOT 2014 data, Highlands County has 132.5
miles of total state highway facilities, with 84 miles of two lane state roads, 30.4 miles of four lane state roads, and 18
miles of six lane facilities.

Okeechobee County

Okeechobee County is located in the northeastern portion of the region. The southern boundary of
the county borders Lake Okeechobee. Polk, Osceola, and Indian River Counties are adjacent to the
northern boundary, Indian River, Martin and St. Lucie Counties are adjacent to the eastern boundary,
and Glades and Highlands Counties are adjacent to the western boundary. The county encompasses
892 square miles, and the City of Okeechobee is the only incorporated municipality. The county’s
economic base is agriculture, trade, transportation, and utilities. The county is crossed by several state and US highways
that converge in downtown Okeechobee including US 98, US 441, SR 70, and SR 78. The Ronald Reagan Turnpike (FL
SR 91, Florida’s Turnpike) crosses the northeastern corner of the county but does not have any direct exits within the
county. Like Highlands County, the county lies on the main CSX line from Central to South East Florida which sees four
daily Amtrak services at Okeechobee Station on the “Silver Meteor” and “Silver Star” between New York and Miami.

According to FDOT 2014 data, Okeechobee County has 96.1 miles of total state highway facilities, with 86.2 miles of two
lane state roads, and 9.9 miles of four lane state roads. A multi-lane reconstruction of SR 70 from east of Okeechobee to
St. Lucie County is in the final stages of completion.
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Based on the regional visioning effort Heartland Anticipated Population Growth by 2040
2060, a regional blueprint was developed to

guide growth and development in the region over
the next 50 years. The table below summarizes

the anticipated level of population growth by + 1 7% + 3 3%

county. As many credible population projections as Hardee County Okeechobee
were available were analyzed and vetted for their 400/ County
particular applicability to this plan, and ultimately + (o)

a hybrid of two projections generated by the + 3 1 % Highlands County

University of Florida (UF) Bureau of Economic and
Business Research (BEBR), was selected. DeSoto County

+51%

Glades County

Population Growth Projections
County 2010 2040

DeSoto 34,862 45,650
Glades 12,884 19,500
o
Hardee 27,731 32,500 = o
Hendry 39,140 47,850 Hendry County
Highlands 98,786 137,850
Okeechobee 39,996 53,250
Heartland (total) 253,399 336,600

33% Population Increase from 2010 to 2040

For more information on population projections and the methodology, please view the LRTP
Technical Support documents at http://heartlandregionaltpo.org/programs-and-plans/Irtp-

2040/.
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Employment Growth Projections

Based on the regional visioning effort Heartland 2060, a
regional blueprint was developed to guide growth and
development over the next 50 years. The table below
summarizes the anticipated level of employment growth
by county. The employment projections were partially
developed using custom population projection inputs
which were specifically created for this project.

32%

EMPLOYMENT GROWTH
REGION WIDE

The employment projections are used

County 2011 Estimate 2020 2030 PLVGII N the Futures modeling to allocate
Desoto 13,582 15625 | 16,365 16365 | 1ops spatially to employment centers
and by industry. The employment

Glades 4,586 5,247 5442 5,792 projections were derived from an
Hardee 11,395 12,900 13,304 13,388 economic forecasting software (REMI
Hendry 19,106 21,148 22,284 23,068 P|+), by replacing the stock population
Highlands 38,547 45484 | 49919 54,110 | forecast with the custom population
projections mentioned above and

Okeechobee 14,505 17,485 19,608 21,455 detailed in the Heartland 2060

Heartland (total) 101,721 117,889 126,922 134,178 documentation.

Employment Projections
based on current economy

Wil

o,

|

oé
oON— —
L — g —— |
-— N ——
+=— = = | = |
Hardee Hendry Highlands Okeechobee

For more information on employment projections and the methodology, please view the LRTP
Technical Support documents at http://heartlandregionaltpo.org/programs-and-plans/Irtp-
2040/.
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Based on the regional visioning effort Heartland 2060, a regional blueprint was developed to guide growth and
development over the next 50 years. Employment projections were created for three different potential economic
Futures. These three Futures are the Current Economy, Energy Economy, and Trade Economy. Two of the Futures (Energy
Economy and Trade Economy) correspond to a regional focus on particular industry clusters, and the Current Economy
Future corresponds to a continuation along the current economic trajectory. All three economic futures were used to
inform the data that predicts travel demand in the future.

Future “"Current” Economy in 204

The Future “Current” Economy projects a future which is based on
the present and follows current and historical trends in population,
employment, and land use. This Future continues the current
economic prominence of agriculture, healthcare, mining, warehousing,
ecotourism, and service industries.

Total employment in the Future “Current” Economy
for the region is projected to increase by nearly 32%
to close to 134,178 jobs. The majority of these jobs

are projected to be in existing employment centers.
.5‘001-130‘000

Energy-Focused Trade-Focused
Economy Econom

. \'- "
%——H‘RTE\?_\;\ OKEECHOHEE ::

For more information on economic projections and the methodology, please view the LRTP
Technical Support documents at http://heartlandregionaltpo.org/programs-and-plans/Irtp-

2040/.
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Developing clear goals is critical to any planning process. Developing measures to track progress is equally important.
The planning process for the LRTP required developing strategies for managing, operating, maintaining, and financing
the Heartland'’s transportation system, and selecting investments in such a way as to advance the Heartland’s regional
vision. Consequently, the transportation planning process included the development of goals to support the regional
vision and provide direction for investment and policy decisions. The goals and objectives developed to guide the LRTP
are consistent with MAP-21, the Florida Transportation Plan (FTP), and various local, state, regional and modal plans and
programs. Performance-based planning provides an opportunity to measure whether the goals are being met, and to
what extent.

Once goals were identified, objectives for each goal were drafted. Objectives detail the ways goals can be accomplished
which may then be measured for successful performance. Although, developing objectives has often been discussed
together with goals (i.e., “developing goals and objectives”) in transportation planning, it is important to make a critical
distinction between goals and objectives. Whereas goals relate to the “big picture” or desired end-result, objectives
should be specific and measurable.

To view how the HRTPO plan goals align with MAP-21, please view Appendix B.
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JEWIGOALS & OBJECTIVES

Consistent with the regional transportation Vision and Mission Statements, six goals were established for the Heartland
Regional Transportation Planning Organization’s first Long Range Transportation Plan. Each has objectives which define
“What should be done”to accomplish the goal. Evaluation Criteria describes “How we keep track” of progress in meeting
the objectives. Finally, we look at Performance Measures to determine which data to use in “How we measure success”.

Support Economic Development

What should be done

» Improve goods movement access and connections to port, rail, airport, and
intermodal logistics facilities.

» Improve access and connections to major activity centers.

» Maintain consistency with the Heartland 2060: Building a Resilient Region
Plan, and other applicable regional plans.

» Develop coordinated transportation and land use policies that promote
economic vitality by enhancing mobility options.

Improve Safety and Security For Everyone,
No Matter How They Travel

What should be done
» Reduce all crashes, fatalities and serious injuries for all modes of travel.
» Evaluate impacts to evacuation routes during the prioritization of roadway
improvements.
» Monitor and support multimodal transportation security.




Connect Local Areas and Provide Choices
On How To Travel

What should be done
» Plan for and design multimodal transportation systems providing mobility
options which are accessible by all users.
» Improve connectivity between major activity centers in the Heartland Region.
» Ensure consistency with the comprehensive plans of local governments
within the Heartland Region, and other applicable regional plans.

Create Quality Places To Live And Work

What should be done

» Coordinate land use and transportation planning decisions to support modal
choice.

» Support multimodal facilities that are user friendly, encourage mobility, and
promote healthy and active lifestyles.

» Protect and preserve the environment.

» Provide for the needs of the general populations including the Transportation
Disadvantaged (TD) and improve the coordination of TD services with other
modes of transportation.




Provide Reliable And Efficient

Transportation Options

What should be done
» Reduce traffic congestion and delay.
» Preserve existing transportation facilities.
» Optimize the utilization of existing transportation facilities.

» Coordinate transportation investments to maximize opportunities and
benefits.

Encourage Everyone to Participate

in the Planning Process

What should be done
» Promote proactive and early public involvement and provide diverse
opportunities to maximize public participation.

Moving to the future development of a fully multimodal transportation
systeminthe Heartland will require a comprehensive data tracking procedure
to set and evaluate specific targets for incremental achievements of success
towards Objectives. Tasks to address the system data needed are addressed in
the Unified Planning Work Program for establishing baselines for the HRTPO.




Avoidance of Environmental and Natural Systems Impacts

As part of the Heartland 2060 cooperative effort, the concept of avoidance of impacts to the environment and natural
systems in construction of new and expanded transportation infrastructure was established. To accomplish this, an
extensive database was developed for the Heartland Region. This information is detailed in the reports contained in
the appendix section of this plan available at www.heartlandregionaltpo.org/Irtp/. Identified new and/or expanded
roadways were proposed for locations outside of wetlands, floodplains, and prime habitat for endangered or threatened
animal species. Traversing or crossings of these areas, as well as prime wildlife corridors, were minimized. When proposed
transportation projects may impact these environmental or natural systems, the use of mitigation strategies will be used
in the project development process.

Appendix L of this plan includes maps identifying potential areas of avoidance and mitigation for each of the six
Heartland counties including wetlands, lakes, and water features, tribal lands, state parks, military operating areas, and
designated conservation areas. The maps also include the The Lake Wales Ridge, a low ridge running for about 150
miles south to north in Central Florida. The greater part of the Ridge is in Highlands County and Polk County. The Lake
Wales Ridge originated as a series of sand islands, formed at a time more than a million years ago during the Pleistocene
epoch. It is believed that these sand islands, known as “Florida’s ancient islands’, formed when sea level was higher than
today. The Lake Wales Ridge in its natural state is mostly composed of scrub, which provides a home for many unique
species, and such endangered and / or threatened animals as the gopher tortoise, sand skink, and scrub jay.

Historically the Lake Wales Ridge has supported citrus groves and small towns. Since the 1970's it has grown rapidly in
population and now contains the area of Highlands County designated as the Sebring-Avon Park Urbanized Area.To the
east of the Lake Wales Ridge is the 107,000 acre Avon Park Air Force Range which is the largest military range east of the
Mississippi River.

A table of threatened and endangered species for each of the six Heartland counties may be found in Appendix L.




Environmental
Partners

National
U.S. Fish and Wildlife Service
U.S. Army Corps of Engineers
U.S. Dept. of Defense
U.S. Dept. of Agriculture

State
Southwest Florida and South Florida Water
Management Districts
South, Southeast, and Southwest Districts of
the Department of Environmental Protection
Florida Department of Agriculture
Florida Fish and Wildlife Conservation
Commission

Local
Highlands Soil and Water Conservation District
Archbold Biological Station

Recreational
Avon Park Air Force Range Outdoor Recreation
Area
Paynes Creek Historical
State Parks

Florida Community Trust
Craig Park Recreation Association

DeSoto County Gun Club
Paynes Creek Preservation Alliance

Local Chapters
National Wild Turkey Association
Ducks Unlimited
Florida BASS Federation

Florida Cracker Trail Association

Conservation
The Audubon Society
Conservation Trust for Florida
Conservancy of Southwest Florida
The Everglades Coalition
The Florida Panther Society
Florida Trail Association
Friends of the Everglades
Green Horizon Land Trust
The Nature Conservancy
Trust for Public Land-Florida
1000 Friends of Florida
Ridge Trails Association
Keep Highland County Beautiful, Inc

Mitigation of Environmental and Natural Impacts

Transportation projects can significantly impact many aspects of
the environment including wildlife and their habitats, wetlands, and
groundwater resources. In situations whereimpacts cannot be completely
avoided, mitigation or conservation efforts are required. Environmental
mitigation is the process of addressing damage to the environment
caused by transportation projects or programs. The process of mitigation
is best accomplished through enhancement, restoration, creation and/
or preservation projects that serve to offset unavoidable environmental
impacts.

The HRTPO is committed to minimizing and mitigating the negative
impacts of transportation projects on the natural and built environment
in order to preserve and enhance the quality of life. In the State of Florida,
environmental mitigation for transportation projects is completed
through a partnership between the TPOs/MPO, FDOT, and state and
federal environmental resource and regulatory agencies, such as the
Water Management Districts (WMDs) and the Florida Department of
Environmental Protection (FDEP). These activities are directed through
Section 373 Florida Statutes (F.S.), which establishes the requirements
for mitigation planning as well as the requirements for permitting,
mitigation banking, and mitigation requirements for habitat impacts.
Under this statute FDOT must identify projects requiring mitigation,
determine a cost associated with the mitigation, and place funds into
an escrow account within the Florida Transportation Trust Fund. State
transportation trust funds are programmed in the FDOT work program
for use by the WMDs to provide mitigation for the impacts identified in
the annual inventory.

Section 373.4137, F.S., establishes the FDOT mitigation program that is
administered by the state’s WMDs, which are responsible for developing
an annual mitigation plan with input from federal and state regulatory
and resource agencies, including representatives from public and private
mitigation banks. Each mitigation plan must focus on land acquisition
and restoration or enhancement activities that offer the best mitigation
opportunity for that specific region. The mitigation plans are required to
be updated annually to reflect the most current FDOT work program and
project list of a transportation authority. The FDOT Mitigation Program
is a great benefit to TPOs/MPOs because it offers an additional method
to mitigate for impacts produced by transportation projects and it
promotes coordination between federal and state regulatory agencies,
TPOs/MPOs, and local agencies.

When addressing mitigation there is a general rule to avoid all impacts,
minimize impacts, and mitigate impacts when impacts are unavoidable.
This rule can be applied at the planning level, when TPOs/MPOs
are identifying areas of potential environmental concern due to the
development of a transportation project.




A typical approach to mitigation that the HRTPO can follow is to:

» Avoid impacts altogether;

» Minimize a proposed activity/project size or its involvement;

» Rectify the impact by repairing, rehabilitating, or restoring the affected environment;

» Reduce or eliminate the impact over time by preservation and maintenance operations during the life of the
action, and

» Compensate for environmental impacts by providing appropriate or alternate environmental resources of
equivalent or greater value on or off-site.

Sections 373.47137 and 373.4139, F.S. require that impacts to habitat be mitigated for through a variety of mitigation
options, which include mitigation banks and mitigation through the WMD(s) and the FDEP. Potential environmental
mitigation opportunities that could be considered when addressing environmental impacts from future projects
proposed in the LRTP may include many opportunities:

Potential Environmental Mitigation Opportunities

Resource/Impacts Potential Mitigation Strategy

»  Restore degraded wetlands

WEtIandS and Water »  Create new wetland habitats

» Enhance or preserve existing wetlands

Resou rces »  Improve storm water management
»  Purchase credits from a mitigation bank
Forested and other »  Use selective cutting and clearing
»  Replace or restore forested areas
natu ra I areas »  Preserve existing vegetation
. »  Construct underpasses, such as culverts
Habrtats »  Use other design measures to minimize potential fragmenting

of animal habitats

»  Stream restoration

St reams » Vegetative buffer zones

»  Strict erosion and sedimentation control measures

» Preservation

Th reateIIEd or » Enhancement or restoration of degraded habitats

»  Creation of new habitats

Endangered SpeCieS »  Establish buffer areas around existing habitats

Planning for specific environmental mitigation strategies over the life of the long range transportation plan can be
challenging. Potential mitigation challenges include lack of funding for mitigation projects and programs, lack of
available wetland mitigation bank credits, improperly assessing cumulative impacts of projects, and permitting issues
with the local, state and federal regulatory agencies. These challenges can be lessened when TPOs engage their
stakeholders, including regulatory agencies, the public and other interested parties, through the public involvement
process. The public involvement process provides TPOs an efficient method to gain input and address concerns about
potential mitigation strategies and individual projects.




Efficient Transportation Decision Making (ETDM)

In addition to the process outlined in the Florida Statutes and implemented by the TPO/MPO and its partner agencies,
the Efficient Transportation Decision Making (ETDM) process is used for seeking input on individual qualifying long range
transportation projects allowing for more specific commentary. This provides assurance that mitigation opportunities
are identified, considered and available as the plan is developed and projects are advanced. Through these approaches,
the State of Florida along with its TPO/MPO partners ensures that mitigation will occur to offset the adverse effects of
proposed transportation projects.

The ETDM process creates a connection between land use, transportation and environmental resource planning through
proactive and interactive agency involvement. The purpose of the ETDM process is to improve the efficiency of making
transportation decisions by integrating transportation, land use, social, economic and environmental considerations
early in the project development process. ETDM provides the opportunity to proactively determine fatal flaws associated
with a planning concept well before the study phase of project development.

As indicated in the FDOT's MPO Program Management Handbook and ETDM Manual, the ETDM planning screen
process is to be conducted for all major capacity projects prior to their inclusion in the Cost Feasible Plan. Major
projects are defined as new roadway construction, the addition of lanes to an existing roadway, public transportation
projects, new bridge construction or bridge widening, new interchanges, major interchange modifications, or other
major improvements as outlined specifically in the ETDM manual. Early input received in the planning screen enables
transportation planners to make more informed decisions on the feasibility of a proposed project.

Some of the benefits realized from the planning screen process include:
»  Refinement of the initial project concept and project’s purpose and need
»  Early identification of potential avoidance, minimization, and mitigation opportunities
» Identification of issues to be addressed during the project development and environment (PD&E) phase
»  Refinement of the scope of services for the PD&E study
»  Creation of documentation and support information which may be carried forward into the PD&E phase
» Improvement of project cost estimates
»  Consideration of resource management plans and community values
»  Advancement of technical studies, if appropriate

Prior to the plan development process, the projects in the identified Roadway Project Groups 1 through 3 (Needs Plan),
had already undergone either the planning and/or programming screening as a result of FDOT’s project identification in
the Strategic Intermodal System (SIS) plans, or inclusion in the FDOT Five Year Work Program. Proposed capacity projects
that are identified as needs in the TPO’s adopted LRTP that have not yet been subject to PD&E studies are eligible for the
ETDM planning screen process. In addition to involvement in the ETDM process, the TPO will be engaged in all PD&E
studies within the TPO’s planning area for facilities on the Regional Roadway System or local systems.

For more information on environmental mitigation, please view the LRTP Technical Support
documents at http://heartlandregionaltpo.org/programs-and-plans/Irtp-2040/.




5.1 Public Participation Plan 53 Public Needs
5.2 Public Involvement by the Numbers

To collect important input from a variety of community members and stakeholders
throughout the development of this plan, a variety of outreach methods were used.
This section serves as an overview of the public outreach process used during the
development of the 2040 LRTP and highlights key findings from these activities.

The Public Participation Plan

The basis for the public participation efforts center on meeting the guidelines
established in the HRTPO Public Participation Plan (PPP). The PPP is designed to ensure
timely and meaningful input into the transportation planning process. Adopted by the
HRTPO on August 26, 2015, the PPP outlines the process to involve all interested parties
in the HRTPO transportation planning process and the development and amendment
of major transportation studies undertaken by the HRTPO. The overall objective is
to provide a process that is proactive, provides complete information, timely public
notice, full public access to key decisions, and opportunities for early and continuing
involvement. View the Public Participation Plan at www.heartlandregionaltpo.org.

HRTP

Heartland Regional

Transportation Planning Organization

Public Participation Plan

Adopted August 26, 2015

The TPO maintains a PPP that is responsive to and consistent with the changing makeup and needs of the community.
It continues to seek new and innovative ways to engage the public and keep them informed about the plans, programs
and policies that are under consideration by the TPO. Additionally, the PPP conforms to federal legislation under MAP-21

and its requirements.




The PPP outlines the following four goals:

» Goal 1: Inform the public, to the maximum extent possible
with available resources, of opportunities to participate in the
transportation decision-making process.

» Goal 2: Involve the public early and often in the transportation
planning process.

» Goal 3: Reach out to the geographical, organizational and
demographic communities that composed the TPO planning area to
increase the opportunity to participate in developing transportation
plans and services.

» Goal 4: Continually identify and implement ways to improve the
public participation processes.

In alignment with the PPP, Environmental Justice factors helped to guide
the focus of engagement efforts, working to ensure inclusion of minority
and low-income populations in the planning process. To learn more about
Environmental Justice in the Heartland, view Appendix C.

During the 2040 LRTP development process, two public participation
meetings were conducted to gather public input at key milestones. The
first public meeting was held on November 5, 2015 at the Sebring Civic
Center in Sebring. The purpose of the first public meeting was to discuss
and identify 2040 goals and objectives and encourage local residents to
get involved in the planning process.

The second public meeting was held on March 3, 2016. The purpose of
the second public meeting is to receive input on the draft 2040 LRTP.
Information from each of the public meetings played a significant role
in guiding the development of the LRTP. The public meetings featured
several ways for participants to provide comments and ask questions: in a
group setting, one-on-one conversations, through voting, and in writing.
By offering a variety of ways to engage with local residents, the meetings’
format helped elicit comments from people who might have been
uncomfortable sharing their ideas in a group setting. During the 2040
LRTP process, the Citizen Advisory Committee and the Technical Advisory
Committee were briefed on major milestones to receive input and buy-in
from local residents, planning directors, and elected officials. A detailed
summary of the public involvement efforts are provided in Appendices C
of this report.

Public Comments

Throughout the development of the 2040 LRTP, the HRTPO accepted and
responded to comments and suggestions that guided and improved
the working drafts of our transportation plan. Verbal comments and
suggestions received at the public workshops, presentations, events,
through the HRTPO committees and governing board, and through the
HRTPO website were integrated directly into the draft document and its
project lists without recording individual comments. Written comments
and their responses are provided in Appendices C of this report.

G2
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» Safety for all travelers

» Independence and Mobility
through public transportation

» Maintenance of current system

Citizens that attended the November 2015 workshop shared the following priorities:

\Whichlroadwaylimprovementslarejthelmostsignificantitolyou?
1)US27 2)US17 3)US98 4)SR64 5)SR66

How/delyoulmostoftenltravel 2t owiwouldiyoullikeltoltravel?

1) Automobile 1) Automobile

2) Walking 2) Fixed-Route Public Transportation
3) Other 3) Door-to-Door Public Transportation
\Whatsheuldifunditransportation?lk owfsheuldifundsibelspent

1) Sales Tax 1) Public Transportation

2) Gas Tax 2) Safety Improvements

3) Impact Fees 3) Reduce traffic delays

Response to Public Needs

The priorities expressed to the HRTPO as part a public workshop and stakeholder interviews were considered as the
2040 LRTP was developed including the Goals, Objectives, and Measures of the plan. The HRTPO also held a public
forum to share the draft plan on March 3, 2016 where comments on the plan were received. Written comments and
their responses are provided in Appendices C of this report.
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Although an effective and efficient transportation system is made of many modes of travel and should offer modal
choices, the predominate mode of travel in the Heartland region today and in 2040 is expected to be automobiles for
people and trucks for freight. Because of this, it is important to look at the Regional Roadway Network to determine
which roadways will carry the majority of trips within the region, from county to county, and also connect the Heartland
region with other regions of the state.

Therefore, it is important to look at how well the Regional Roadway Network serves travel demand today and in 2040.
To do this, the current conditions of the network are reviewed to see where there may be congestion or traffic problem
locations today. In future conditions, the travel demand modeling projections are used based upon expected population
and employment in 2040 to forecast where roadways may be over their capacity to meet future travel demand. This helps
identify which roadways may need improvements to ensure roadway travel remains efficient in transporting people and
goods.

Roadway Project Groups 1through 4 areidentified roadwayimprovement projects, from those thatare under construction
today to those that are cost feasible between today and 2040, as well as projects that are illustrative of more local needs.




Because the Regional Roadway Network is comprised of US Routes and State Roads, most of which are on the Florida
Strategic Intermodal System (SIS), coordinating with the Florida Transportation Plan (FTP) and short and long range SIS
Plans are foundational to developing the HRTPO's first LRTP. The FTP was updated in 2015 and the LRTP is consistent
with vision, policies and strategies of the FTP. The SIS plans used to develop the LRTP are from the SIS 2040 Cost Feasible
Plan dated July, 2015, and the 2040 SIS Unfunded Needs Plan, October 2011.

The FDOT has for many years identified a need for major new Future Corridors in Florida to connect regions of the state.
Consideration of new corridors was a part of future visioning in the Heartland 2060: Building a Resilient Region plan.
These corridors are not considered as projects in the LRTP, but the process of Future Corridor development and the
relationship to the Heartland region is discussed for informational purposes.

SINEUROADWAY NETWORK

The Regional Roadway Network for the Heartland Region are the roadways of regional significance that are a part of the
Strategic Intermodal System (SIS), as well as non-SIS facilities, both on and off of the state highway system. In general,
these roads form an interconnected network between cities and across county boundaries serving a relatively high
number of motorists while providing access to major activity centers and public facilities. The following considerations
were used in determining the Regional Roadway Network in the Heartland Region:

» US. and State designated roadways

»  Transportation facility or service that is a part of the Strategic Intermodal System (SIS)

» Transportation facility or service that is part of the region’s economic development infrastructure and provides
linkages to regional activity centers or the facility is designated as a regional freight mobility corridor

» Transportation facility or service that serves as an evacuation route as designated by the appropriate regional
planning council

»  Transportation facility or service that crosses county boundaries

» Transportation facility or service that is used by a significant number of people who live or work outside the
county in which the facility or service is located
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WHGEMICONDITIONS

Current Conditions of HRTPO Regional Roadway Network
In total, the six counties of the HRTPO contain 556.8 total miles of US and state roadways in the HRTPO Regional Roadway
Network, with 400.9 miles of two lane roads, 130.9 of four lane facilities, and 25 miles of six lane facilities.

According to 2014 FDOT data, the miles of roads on the state highway system within the HRTPO operating below an
acceptable level standard (established by the FDOT) was 10.2 miles, or .02% of the 556.8 miles of the state roadway
network within the HRTPO. The areas where these facilities are located is within or near the cities of Wauchula, Avon
Park, Sebring, Okeechobee, Arcadia, and LaBelle. The segments of the Regional Roadway Network operating over
capacity in 2014 are depicted on the map “Roadways Operating Over Capacity (2014)".

The segments of the HRTPO Regional Roadway Network projected to operate below a minimum acceptable LOS
standard in 2014 based on FDOT historical traffic count projections are depicted on “Roadways Operating Over Capacity
(2040)". The current lanes on the HRTPO Regional Roadway Network are depicted in the Current Number of Lanes map.

HRTPO Regional Roadway Facilities Operating Below a Minimum Acceptable Level in 2014
Lanes

County Road Name I(-r:r:lget:)‘ in A2 :;:1
2014

DeSoto us 17 Palmetto St SR 35/ DeSoto Ave 1.759 2 9,466 1.21
Hardee SR 636 uUs17 E. of Riverside Dr 1.136 2 9,919 1.35
Hendry SR 80 CR731/MLKBIvd SR 29 (Main St) 0.76 4 29,256 1.61
Highlands SR 17 us 27 CR17 1.058 2 10,270 1.53
Highlands SR 17 East of Delaney Ave us 27 1.03 4 10,913 1.07
Highlands SR17 Pine St SR 17 / Ridgewood Dr. | 0.312 2 6,401 1.22
Okeechobee |SR70 us 98 US98 / US441 1.171 4 22,564 2.15
Okeechobee | US 441 SW 9th St NE 9th St 1.21 4 20,215 2.42
Okeechobee |[SR710 SR70 SR70 0.057 2 17,887 1.7

Okeechobee |SR70 US98/ US441 SR710 1.808 4 25,480 2.46

Source: FDOT District One LOS spreadsheet, July 2015
' AADT: The total number of trips on a roadway segment per year divided by 365
2V/C ratio: the daily capacity of the roadway divided by the number of trips in 2014
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NI CONDITIONS

Future Conditions of HRTPO Regional Roadway Network (2040)

The travel forecasting model used for looking at future roadway volumes for the HRTPO Long Range Transportation
Plan is known as the District One model or D1RPM. Using the model and currently available data which includes all cost
feasible FDOT projects in the region, preliminary projections for 2040 roadway volumes were made. These projections
are based on detailed population and employment projections from the Heartland 2060 socio-economic data.

HRTPO Regional Roadway Network segments projected to operate over capacity in 2040 based on model projections are
depicted below in the map series “Roadways Operating Over Capacity (2040)". The future lanes on the HRTPO Regional
Roadway Network are depicted on the Future Number of Lanes map.

Lerrgth . Lanes Vi?:n(:e V/C.
(miles) in2040 Projections’ Ratio 2
DESOTO US17 [ SW25THST 0.1 MI'S OF SW 25TH ST 0.08 2 16157 1.09
DESOTO US17 | 0.4 MINOF COUNTY HWY 760 0.2 MI N OF COUNTY HWY 760 0.14 2 16050 1.08
DESOTO SR70 | CR661 0.18 MI E OF AMERICAN LEGION DR | 0.29 2 15647 115
DESOTO SR70 | ROGERS AVE N 10 AVE / BAKER ST 0.08 2 13496 115
DESOTO SR31 SR 763 / FARMERS RD CHARLOTTE COUNTY LINE 233 2 13615 1.06
DESOTO SR31 0.1 MIN OF SR 760 MONTGOMERY CIR 0.26 2 12962 1.00
GLADES SR29 | HICKORY DR HENDRY COUNTY LINE 057 2 15634 1.21
HENDRY us27  [srsgo SAN LUIZ AVE 8.07 4 42828 1.06
HENDRY SR80 | CR833 us 27 3.00 4 31947 1.06
HENDRY SR29 | COLLIER COUNTY LINE GLADES COUNTY LINE 18.33 2 21041 1.59
HIGHLANDS | US98 | uUs27 CR17S 033 2 16529 112
HIGHLANDS | US98 | 0.13W OF HAYWOOD TAYLOR BLVD | MOSS BLVD 0.70 2 15114 1.02
HIGHLANDS | SR64 | SCOLE AVE us 27 1.51 2 17732 1.20
HIGHLANDS | SR17 E MAIN ST E CORNELL ST 051 2 16331 1.10
HIGHLANDS | SR17 [ CR17A 0.18 MI S OF HOLLYHURST DR 1.69 2 15326 1.04
HIGHLANDS | SR17 | KENILWORTH BLVD LAKEVIEW DR / ALT US 27 0.64 2 16996 115
HIGHLANDS | SR17 | ARBUCKLE CREEK RD HOME AVE 052 2 15712 1.06
OKEECHOBEE | US98 | .27 Miles SE of NW 30th ST NW 9th ST 137 2 16796 113
OKEECHOBEE | US441 | ROYAL PALM DR SE 38TH AVE 1.22 2 17167 1.20
OKEECHOBEE | SR710 | SR70 SE 40th AVE 0.92 2 19224 1.56
OKEECHOBEE | SR70 | SW67th DR US 98 3.07 2 21633 216

Source FDOT D1RPM v 1.0.1, January 2016
12040 volume is average volume for entire identified segment; 22040 V/C ratio is average V/C ratio for entire identified segment

In 2040, 45.63 miles of the Regional Roadway Network is expected to be over capacity ratio 1.0. Most roadways are 1.2

v/c or less which means lower cost Congestion Management projects may provide acceptable operating conditions.
From 2014 to 2040, there is expected to be an increase of 35.33 miles of over capacity roadways, a 343% increase.

For more information on Transportation Modeling, please view Appendix F.
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Roadways Operating Over Capacity (2040)
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HRTPO - Avon Park / Sebring Area

Roadways Operating Over Capacity (2040)
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Setting Priorities

Strategic Intermodal System Needs: In the six county Heartland region, the Regional Roadway Network is made up of
primarily US and SR routes designated as part of the Strategic Intermodal system (SIS). The State of Florida Department of
Transportation (FDOT) and programs SIS projects and available revenue for SIS funding. Because SIS projects represent
virtually all of the needed transportation capacity projects identified as over capacity for 2040 in the Heartland, the
Strategic Intermodal System Funding Strategy, Long Range Cost Feasible Plan 2024-2040, 2013 Edition was used to
determine the cost feasible projects (funded) shown in the following section on roadway project Groups 1,2 and 3A and
projects not considered cost feasible (unfunded) as Group 3B. Project Group 4 is considered for illustrative purposes and
reflect those projects identified in local plans but without identifiable funding sources at this time.

Non-Strategic Intermodal System Needs: Projects were identified based on non SIS roadways experiencing volumes
exceeding capacity in 2040. A set of evaluation criteria to determine the comparative need for adding capacity to
potential needed projects was developed by the TAC, CAC and HRTPO Board. These criteria were developed in support
of the goals and objectives as well as the Vision and Mission Statements for the Heartland which guides the LRTP
development. Projects identified to date were included in the Cost Feasible Project Groups. Additional projects will be
evaluated as they are identified and the LRTP will be amended to include those projects.

Evaluation Criteria for Capacity Projects will be used as a tool for priority ranking of non-SIS projects in both the LRTP as
well as the annual project priorities submitted for consideration in development of the FDOT Five Year Work Program
and subsequent inclusion in the Transportation Improvement Program (TIP).

Roadway Capacity Project Evaluation Criteria for Non-SIS Projects include:
»  Project status
» Safety
»  Existing congestion
»  Sociocultural effects/environmental justice/Environmental impact
»  Emergency evacuation route
»  Regional freight corridor
»  Access to major activity or employment centers
»  Provide reliable and efficient transportation options
»  Multimodal connectivity

The Evaluation Criteria including weighting factors and rating points can be found in Appendix E.




gerlelW2eW PROJECT NEEDS FOR 2040

As the Heartland population, commerce, and tourism grows, transportation demand will require roadway improvements
to meet increasing traffic demands. The greatest roadway demand for more capacity will be on the Regional Roadway
Network comprised of US routes and state roads, particularly those on the designated Strategic Intermodal System (SIS).

As discussed in the Funding Summary, there will not be sufficient funding to build most of the roadway improvements
identified as needed or desired. Four project groups are identified to clarify which are cost feasible and include: cost
feasible projects, projects that will have some but not all funding necessary to be completed, and projects that are
needed but for which no funding is identified. A detailed summary of the cost feasible projects is provided in Chapter
8 of this report.

The Roadway Project Groups list is divided into four main groups,
with Group 3 being divided into two sub-categories. The four
Roadway Project Group categories are defined as follows:

Roadway Project Group One

This group consists of existing and committed projects that are currently under construction, or have additional funding
for construction phases in the adopted HRTPO Transportation Improvement Program (TIP) FY 2015/16 - 2019/20. These
projects must be identified in the current HRTPO TIP, or a local Capital Improvements Plan, or both. Roadway Project
Group One are the cost feasible projects listed below:

Roadway Project Group One: Existing and Committed Projects

County Roadway From To Improvement
DeSoto us17 CR 760A (Nocatee) Heard Street 2 Lane to 4 Lane
DeSoto us17 0.4 Mile South of SW Collins Street | South of CR 760A 2 Lane to 4 Lane
Hardee us 17 DeSoto County Line CR 634 (Sweetwater |2 Laneto4Lane
Road)
Hardee us17 S of W 9th Street North of W 3rd Street | 2 Lane to 4 Lane
(Zolfo Springs)
Hendry SR 80 Dalton Lane Indian Hills Drive 2 Lane to 4 Lane
Hendry SR 80 Indian Hills Drive CR 833 2 Lane to 4 Lane
Hendry Helms Road Extension SR 29 SR 80 New 2 Lane Road
Hendry SR 82 Lee County Line Collier County Line 2 Lane to 4 Lane
Highlands Sebring Parkway phase 2A | DeSoto Road Youth Care Lane 2 Laneto 4 Lane
Highlands Rucks Dairy Road Bridge Over C-41 Canal/Slough Bridge Replacement
Highlands Sebring Parkway phase 2B | US 27 DeSoto Road 2 Lane to 4 Lane
Highlands Sebring Parkway Phase IlI Sebring Parkway Phase | CR17A New 2 Lane Road
(Memorial Drive)
Okeechobee | SR70 NE 34TH Avenue NE 80th Avenue 2 Lane to 4 Lane
Okeechobee | SR70 NE 80TH Avenue Berman Road 2 Lane to 4 Lane
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Roadway Project Group Two

This group consists of roadway projects that have funding identified in the FDOT Tentative FY 2016/17-2020/21 Five
Year Work Program, but construction has not begun, or funding has been identified in the current FDOT SIS 2040 Cost
Feasible Plan.

Roadway Project Group 2: Cost Feasible System Improvements (2040)

County Roadway From To Improvement

DeSoto CR 769 (Kings Charlotte C/L Peace River Street 2 Lanes to 4 Lanes
Hwy)

Hardee Griffin Road Over Peace River Bridge Replacement
Bridge

Highlands uUs 98 us 27 Airport Road 2 Lanes to 4 Lanes

DeSoto SR 31 Extension [ SR70 us17 New 3 Lane undivided

Road

Hendry SR 29 Cowboy Way (CR 80A) Whidden Road (CR 731) 2 Lanes to 4 Lanes

Okeechobee SR710 US 441 L-63 Canal New Road

Hendry SR 29 Spencer (F Road) North of Cowboy Way 2 Lanes to 4 Lanes

Roadway Project Group Three

This group consists of roadway projects that are Priority Partially Funded (3A), and those that are deemed Priority
Unfunded (3B). Priority Partially Funded (3A) projects consist of projects that have funding initially identified for
preliminary phases of the improvement, but have no funding identified for construction phases in the current FDOT
Five Year Work Program. This group includes the roadway capacity projects that are considered very likely to be “Cost
Feasible” due to significant expenditures in Preliminary Design and Environmental (PD&E), Design, Right of Way (ROW),
or other preliminary activities that are not identified for construction funding in the FDOT SIS 2040 Cost Feasible Plan.
Roadway Project Group 3A projects are listed below:

Roadway Project Group 3A: Priority Partially Funded

County Roadway From To Improvement
Glades SR 29 Bermont Rd (CR 74) us 27 2 Lane to 4 Lane
Hendry SR 29 Collier County Line CR 832 (Keri Rd) 2 Lane to 4 Lane
Hendry SR 29 CR 832 (Keri Road) Spencer (F Road) 2 Lane to 4 Lane
Glades SR 29 Whidden Rd (CR 731) Bermont Rd (CR 74) 2 Lane to 4 Lane
DeSoto SR70 American Legion Dr (Arcadia) Jefferson Avenue 2 Lane to 4 Lane
Highlands/ SR70 CR29 US 98 (Eagle Bay Dr) 2 Lane to 4 Lane
Okeechobee

DeSoto SR70 Singletary Road-(Myakka City) American Legion Drive (Arcadia) 2 Lane to 4 Lane

(DeSoto Co Line)

Highlands SR70 Jefferson Ave CR29 2 Lane to 4 Lane
Okeechobee SR710 East of L-63 Canal Sherman Wood Ranches 2 Lane to 4 Lane
Okeechobee SR710 Sherman Wood Ranches Martin County Line /CR 714 2 Lane to 4 Lane
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Priority Unfunded (3B) projects are those projects that have been identified by FDOT as needed, but have no funding of
any project phase identified in the current FDOT Five Year Work Program or FDOT SIS 2040 Cost Feasible Plan. Generally,
these capacity projects are identified in the FDOT SIS 2040 Multimodal Unfunded Needs Plan. Group 3B projects are
shown below:

Roadway Project Group 3B: Priority Unfunded

County Roadway From To Improvement
DeSoto SR70 East of SR 31 CR 760 2 Lane to 4 Lane
DeSoto SR70 SR72 West of Peace River 2 Laneto 4 Lane
DeSoto SR70 CR 760 Highlands County Line 2 Lane to 4 Lane
Glades SR 29 SR78 us 27 2 Lane to 4 Lane
Hardee SR 64 Old Town Creek Road Highlands County Line 2 Lane to 4 Lane
Hardee SR 64 SR 636 Kelly Roberts Road 2 Lane to 4 Lane
Hardee SR 64 Kelly Roberts Road Old Town Creek Road 2 Lane to 4 Lane
Hardee / Highlands | SR 64 Old Town Creek Road Graham Road 2 Lane to 4 Lane
Hendry us 27 CR 720 SR 80 2 Lane to 6 Lane
Hendry us 27 Palm Beach County Line CR720 2 Lane to 6 Lane
Hendry US 27 By Pass Georgia | CR 833 Lewis Boulevard New Road

Ave Ext
Hendry US 27 By Pass Georgia | Lewis Boulevard us 27 New Road

Ave Ext
Highlands SR 64 Graham Road Avon Estates Boulevard 2 Lane to 4 Lane
Highlands SR 64 Highlands County Line Avon Estates Boulevard 2 Lane to 4 Lane
Highlands SR 64 Avon Estates Blvd Oleander Drive 2 Lane to 4 Lane
Highlands SR 64 Oleander Drive Hart Avenue 2 Lane to 4 Lane
Highlands SR 64 Hart Avenue us 27 2 Lane to 4 Lane
Highlands SR70 CR29 Okeechobee County Line 2to4 Lanes
Highlands SR70 DeSoto County Line Jefferson Ave 2to4 Lanes
Highlands us 27 Glades County Line SR70 4* Lane to 6 Lane
Highlands US 27 (Lake Placid) US 98 Central Drive 4* Lane to 6 Lane
Okeechobee SR70 Center Avenue SR710 4 Lane to 6 Lane
Okeechobee uUs 98 SE 18th Terrace SE 38th Avenue 2 Lane to 4 Lane

* FDOT SIS 2040 Unfunded Needs Plan, number of existing lanes corrected.




Roadway Project Group Four

This group consists of roadway projects that are unfunded, and have not been identified in any state plan for funding.
Typically, these projects were taken from county and municipal comprehensive plans. This category also includes
projects suggested by local staff as a perceived need, or a need for an improvement “if a specific development occurs’,
typically referred to as a “developer funded project” (i.e. to serve the needs of a specific development beyond the
capacity of the current network to meet those needs). These projects are shown to illustrate the other needs for 2040

that are not currently cost feasible.

Roadway Project Group 4: Other Identified Needs (to 2040 and Beyond)

County Roadway From To Improvement

Glades CR74 Charlotte County Line | SR 29 2 Lane to 4 Lane

Hardee SR 62 us17 Manatee County Line 2 Lane to 4 Lane

Hardee Florida Avenue Stenstrom Road SR 64 2 Lane to 4 Lane

Hardee SR 64 Manatee County Line Highlands County Line |2 Lane to 4 Lane

Hardee SR 66 Highlands County Line | US 17 2 Lane to 4 Lane

Hendry B Road Extension Luckett Road Extension | B Road New Road*

Hendry Luckett Road Extension Lee County Line SR 29 New Road*

Hendry Felda Church Road Extension | Felda Church Road SR 80 New Road*
(North)

Highlands Sebring Parkway Extension Memorial Drive CR17 New 2 Lane Road
(into Avon Park)

Highlands Schumacher Road Extension | Blueberry Road Hardee County Line New 2 Lane Road

Highlands us 27 SR70 Glades County Line 4 Lane to 6 Lane

Highlands Sebring Parkway Extension Sebring Parkway (at SR 17 New 2 Lane Road

right angle turn)

Highlands US 27 Bypass (west of US 27 us 27 us 27 New 2 Lane Road
Avon Park)

Highlands US 27 Bypass Extension (into | US 27 Memorial Drive New 2 Lane Road
Avon Park)

Highlands New County Road (north of Memorial Drive Sebring Parkway New 2 Lane Road
Lake Denton) Extension

Highlands Marquata Drive Extension Lake Richard Blvd Tangerine Drive New 2 Lane Road

Highlands Sebring Parkway / Blueberry Road SR 17 2 Laneto 4 Lane
Schumacher Road

Highlands Lakewood Road Extension Woodbury Road SR 66 New 4 Lane Road

Highlands Kenilworth Boulevard Lakeview Boulevard Peters Road 2 Lane to 4 Lane

Highlands Twitty Road Skipper Road SR 66 2 Lane to 4 Lane

Highlands Old Plantation Avenue (and SR 66 Abandoned Railroad 2 Lane to 4 Lane
extension) ROW

Highlands New Road (follows Sebring Parkway (South | Old Plantation Avenue | New 4 Lane Road
Abandoned Railroad ROW) of Youth Care Lane) Extension

* Project identified for construction by developer of land

®




Highlands

Memorial Drive

North of Valarie Drive

Sebring Parkway

2 Laneto 4 Lane

Highlands Granada Boulevard Extension | Ponce De Leon Boulevard | US 27 New 4 Lane Road

Highlands SR 66 us 27 Hardee County Line |2 Laneto4 Lane

Highlands CR17 SR 66 Beyond Skipper Road | 2 Lane to 4 Lane

Highlands New Road (from Twitty Road) | Twitty Road CR17 New 4 Lane Road

Highlands us 27 SR 66 South of Skipper 4 Lane to 6 Lane
Road

Highlands CR17 Arbuckle Creek Road Beyond Power Line |2 Lane to 4 Lane
Road

Highlands Us 98 East Of Airport Road Okeechobee County |2 Laneto 4 Lane
Line

Okeechobee Us 98 SR70 Highlands County 2 Lane to 4 Lane
Line

Okeechobee SR70 Highlands County Line US98 2 Laneto 4 Lane

Okeechobee Brady Road Extension (Platt's | SR 70 uUs 98 Pave & 2 Lane

Bluff)

Connection




congestion VU I 1S 0]

Congestion Management Process (CMP) for Florida MPOs/TPOs

A Congestion Management Process (CMP) is a systematic and regionally-accepted approach for managing congestion
that provides accurate, up-to-date information on transportation system performance and assesses alternative
strategies for congestion management that meet state and local needs. The CMP is intended to move these congestion
management strategies into the funding and implementation stages. The CMP, as defined in federal regulation, is
intended to serve as a systematic process that provides for safe and effective integrated management and operation of
the multimodal transportation system.

Pursuant to Florida Statute 339.175 (6) (c) 1, the HRTPO is required to prepare and maintain a congestion management
system for the metropolitan planning area. By June of 2017, the HRTPO will develop and implement a Congestion
Management Process that establishes the appropriate level of information as defined in the Federal Eight Step CMP
Process which is outlined below and included in technical support document The Congestion Management Process: A
Guidebook.

This process will allow the HRTPO to make informed decisions regarding the management and operation of a defined
congestion management system that functions as an integrated multimodal transportation system and allows for
proper allocation of transportation resources, as required by federal and state laws, rules and regulations. Further, the
HRTPO shall cooperate with FDOT to develop all other transportation management systems required by state or federal
law. The HRTPO shall perform all actions required by federal or state laws, rules, and regulations now and subsequently
applicable, which are necessary to qualify for federal aid.

The transportation planning process shall address congestion management through a coordinated process which
provides for safe and effective integrated management and operation of the multimodal transportation system, based
on a cooperatively developed and implemented metropolitan-wide strategy of new and existing transportation facilities
eligible for funding under title 23 U.S.C. and title 49 U.S.C. Chapter 53. This will be accomplished through the use of
strategies to reduce travel demand and improve operational management of the system included in Florida Statute
(F.S.) 339.175 pertaining to development and implementation of a CMP.

The process shall be developed, established and implemented as part of the metropolitan transportation planning 3-C
process that includes coordination with transportation system management and operations activities and establishes
a coordinated program for data collection and system performance monitoring to define the extent and duration of
congestion. Additionally, an integral element to any CMP is safety in order to prevent recurring traffic incidents. Safety
enhancement strategies will reduce crashes and other trafficincidents which cause congestion and assist with increasing
the performance level of the overall transportation network. The process shall include the following strategies and/or
methods to monitor and evaluate the performance of the multimodal transportation system.

» Identify causes of recurring and non-recurring congestion
» ldentify and evaluate alternative strategies

»  Provide information supporting implementation of actions
»  Evaluate the effectiveness of implemented actions

™

™
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Identifying and evaluating the performance of the existing transportation system to measure the anticipated benefits
of employing certain strategies will contribute to a more effective system and improved safety. The following categories
of strategies, or combinations of strategies, are some examples of what should be appropriately considered for the
affected area:

» Demand management measures, including growth management and congestion pricing

»  Traffic operation improvements

» Increase safety and security of the transportation system for motorized and non-motorized users

» Increase accessibility and mobility of people and freight

» Integration and connectivity of the transportation system, across and between modes, for people and freight
»  Promote efficient system management and operation

»  Emphasize preservation of the existing transportation system

»  Public transportation improvements

» ITS technologies as related to the regional ITS architecture

»  Where necessary, additional system capacity

The HRTPO’s CMP will be fully developed for the six county region inclusive of the minimum requirements noted not
later than June of 2017. Identification of an implementation schedule, implementation responsibilities, and possible
funding sources for each strategy (or combination of strategies) proposed for implementation shall be provided to
FDOT within three months of issuing a notice to proceed (NTP) to the selected firm identified to accomplish this effort.

Congestion Management Process Next Steps

The HRTPO's Congestion Management Process will be an objectives-driven and performance-based process for the safe
and effective management and operation of the Heartland Region’s multimodal transportation system. The HRTPO'’s
CMP will follow FHWA's guidance noted below to effectively identify, monitor, and reduce congestion. Projects identified
through the HRTPO'’s process will support the goals and objectives of the HRTPO's long range transportation plan and
have a measurable effect on the HRTPO's established performance measures through established targets.

Federal Eight Step Process

1. Develop Congestion Management Objectives — Objectives should be identified that help accomplish the
congestion management goals

2. Identify Area of Application — The CMP must cover a well-defined application area

Define System/Network of Interest - The CMP must define the transportation network that will be evaluated

4. Develop Performance Measures — The CMP must define the measures by which it will monitor and measure
congestion

5. Institute System Performance Monitoring Plan — There must be a regularly scheduled performance monitoring
plan for assessing the state of the transportation network and evaluating the status of congestion

6. Identify/Evaluate Strategies — There must be a toolbox for selecting congestion mitigation strategies and
evaluating potential benefits

7. Implement Selected Strategies/Manage System — There must be a plan forimplementing the CMP as part of the
regional transportation planning process

8. Monitor Strategy Effectiveness — The strategies must be regularly monitored to gauge the effectiveness

w

The CMP process will directly support the HRTPO'’s adopted goals and associated performance measures.
» Roadway performance — Measures include travel time to economic activity centers
»  Public transportation performance— Measures include number of accessible vehicles in public transit provider
fleets, total number of trips on public transit and transportation disadvantaged providers
»  Bicycle/pedestrian/trail facility performance - Measures include number of miles of multi-use trails
» Safety performance - Measures include number of total fatalities, number of crashes per Vehicle Miles Traveled
(VMT), reported transportation security incidents




The HRTPO 2040 plan provides an $4 million funding set aside per five-year band to support the congestion
management program. Projects identified through the congestion management process will utilize Other Arterial (OA)
funds primarily for project implementation (see 2040 Revenue Forecast) (CFP Tables on Page 8.7) and/or support the
use of federal safety funds as identified by the department for addressing safety issues in the region for all users of
the systems. The CMP will also include appropriate level of thematic graphics/maps that depict the defined network,
congested corridors, hurricane evacuation routes, safety incident locations, tables, charts, graphs, statistics, strategies,
etc. The adopted FY 2016-17 and FY 2017-18 UPWP for the HRTPO includes both the development of the CMP and the
initial implementation for the continuing Congestion Management process that will result in an objectives-driven and
performance-based process.
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Safety and security of multimodal transportation networks are key components of the federal and state requirements
for metropolitan transportation planning processes and must be integrated into every aspect of the TPO'’s planning
processes to be effective. Florida's Strategic Highway Safety Plan (SHSP) guides the safety planning process to reduce
fatalities and injuries on Florida's streets and highways. The interagency SHSP, included in the Technical Support
Documents (Appendix A) and available at www.heartlandregionaltpo.org, addresses safety and security challenges
facing all of Floridians by focusing on engineering, enforcement, education, and emergency response.

This section reviews and summarizes the safety and security requirements and timelines for integration/implementation
of the adopted goals, objectives and creation of targets for the HRTPO’s 2040 LRTP in compliance with 23 C.F.R. Chapter
450.322(h); 23 C.F.R. Chapter 1 Section 134; and Chapter 339.175, F.S. .

MAP-21, the federal transportation legislation, creates a performance-based multimodal program, with a key focus on
creating a safer multimodal transportation network for all users. While building on and refining the highway, transit,
bicycle, and pedestrian programs and policies of the past, MAP-21 sets forth an aggressive safety agenda by establishing
safety as a national goal and setting performance targets “to achieve a significant reduction in traffic fatalities and
serious injuries on all public roads.” Other federal planning provisions also require consideration of increased safety and
security for all motorized and non-motorized users of the transportation systems in the planning process. Under MAP-
21, the states are required to improve data collection on crashes and updates to more accurately identify dangerous
locations. One important change is the move to use crash rate as opposed to the total number of crashes to determine
the relative danger of a roadway, intersection, or bike/pedestrian facility.

Currently, FHWA and FTA are in the process of establishing measures/targets to achieve the MAP-21 goals related to
safety and security for all transportation users. Once targets are determined, Florida and other states will be required
to establish their own targets within one year, adjusting them as appropriate for TPOs and other applicable agencies.

Safety and Security Plan Next Steps

The HRTPO Safety and Security section of the LRTP includes applicable Goals, Objectives, and Measures to reduce
the number of fatalities and serious injuries for all users of the transportation systems and will integrate the SHSP
emphasis areas in the planning and selection of projects and services for the region. Steps to develop the creation of a
comprehensive Safety and Security Plan with policies and procedures for the collection of data, prioritization of projects,
inclusive of bike/ped/transit/highway, TPO involvement in CTST(s), development of targets, identification of effective
measures for reduction of crashes, and annual reports on progress achieved. This will be accomplished through the
development of the Congestion Management Plan, which will be completed no later than June 2017. The Safety Plan
will include maps, graphs, tables, and other data that clearly identifies problem areas, and potential solutions.

The HRTPO's Safety and Security Plan must demonstrate consistency with both MAP-21, Florida Statutes, and Florida’s
Strategic Highway Safety Plan.




Florida's Strategic Highway Safety Plan (SHSP)

The 2012 SHSP lays out data-driven and research -based strategies for fatality and injury reduction and requires the
use of safety data systems to identify fatalities and serious injuries on all public roads by location, and ways to identify
locations and roadway elements that pose dangers to all road users, including vehicle occupants and non-occupant
roadway users (e.g. pedestrians and bicyclists) [23 U.S.C. 148 (c)(2)(B)(i) and(iii)].

e »  Aggressive Driving
The em phaSIS »  Intersection Crashes
f h »  Vulnerable Road Users, including Pedestrians, Bicyclists,
areas from the and Motorcyclists

»  Lane Departure Crashes

201 2 SHSP »  Impaired Driving (added in 2012 SHSP)

» At -Risk Drivers, including Aging Road Users and Teens

update include (added in 2012 SHSP)
»  Distracted Driving (added in 2012 SHSP)
the followi ng: »  Traffic Data (added in 2012 SHSP)

Public Outreach

The HRTPO must address the SHSP in both the LRTP and through its continued efforts on public outreach and education.
Public outreach and education is conducted when SHSP focus areas do not lend themselves to engineering remedies
alone. The HRTPO's participation with Community Traffic Safety Teams, media, and other outreach methods in the
region work in direct concert with the efforts of the Florida Department of Transportation and the goals of the SHSP.

Safety Monitoring Efforts

In support of MAP-21’s performance-based program the HRTPO has explicit goals in performance measures which
support safety in the region. A robust data collection and monitoring process will be further refined through the
development of the TPO’s Congestion Management Plan and will be used to establish areas of safety concern(s) both
existing and future.

HRTPO 2040 LRTP Safety and Security Goal

To meet the 2040 LRTP Safety and Security goal and objectives (What should be done), the HRTPO will develop a
comprehensive Safety and Security Plan which will be comprised of engineering, enforcement, education and/or
coordination of emergency services, and/or other approaches as appropriate. The HRTPO will endeavor to decrease the
frequency, rate, and severity of crashes involving motor vehicles, pedestrians, and bicycles on public roads in the HRTPO
six county region.

Improve Safety and Security For Everyone, No Matter How They Travel
What should be done

How we keep track How we measure success

Want to know more about the other goals of the HRTPO? View Chapter 3 and A.3




Plans and Funding to Support Safety and Security

The HRTPO's annual PL allocation provides funding to support data collection for the purpose of management and
operation of the region’s transportation network and maintenance of the LRTP and associated documents. Construction
projects identified through the congestion management/safety process will utilize Other Arterial (OA) funds primarily
for project implementation (see 2040 Revenue Forecast) (CFP Tables on Page 8.7) and/or support the use of federal
safety funds as identified by the department for addressing safety issues in the region for all users of the systems. The
CMP/Safety and Security Plan will also include appropriate level of thematic graphics/maps that depict the defined
network, congested corridors, hurricane evacuation routes, safety incident locations, tables, charts, graphs, statistics,
strategies, etc. The TPO will take immediate actions through the UPWP process to establish budget line items which
address the creation of the CMP/Safety and Security Plan and associated elements/documents which will result in an
objectives-driven and performance-based process.

Safety Maps
As part of the Heartland Regional LRTP, safety performance in all counties in each of these emphasis areas will be
analyzed. Based on data available to the HRTPO, the following maps illustrate the Vehicle Crashes (2011-13), Bicycle and
Pedestrian Crashes (2011-13) resulting in fatalities or incapacitating injuries, and evacuation routes. These maps, as well
as others illustrating additional safety and security data, will be further developed and used to inform the Safety and
Security Plan.




Vehicle Crashes

incapacitating injury(ies) is depicted below.

FDOT vehicle crash data from 2011-2013 on a the HRTPO Regional Roadway Network that resulted in a fatality or

Heartland Regional TPO

Vehicle Crashes (2011-2013)
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Heartland Reional TPO Fatal or Incapacitating Bicycle and

Pedestrian Crashes
The Bicycle and Pedestrian Crashes Map

Bicycle and Pedestrian Crashes (2011-2013)

indicates the fatal or incapacitating
bicycle and pedestrian injuries on the
Regional Roadway Network between
2011 and 2013. US 27 had the highest
rate of crashes followed by SR 70 and
OKEECHOBEE COUNTY US '|7
2011-13 Fatal or Incapacitating
Bicycle and Pedestrian Crashes
on HRTPO Regional Roadway
Network
ARCADIA US 27 9
" uUs17 7
— ‘ SR70 8
77777777 US98 /US 441 4
SR 80 2
| pe— SR 29 p)
: SR72 2
/ SR 62 1
ST SR78 1
(x0)
ﬁ SR17 1
2% HENDRY COUNTY
SR 66 0
- SR 64 0
Us 98 0
SR710 0
SR 636 0
R SR 31 0
Source: FDOT Safety Office,
6 December 2015
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Other Roadways @  Incapacitating Injury (bicycle) - 2011-2013 Data Source: FDOT Safety Office, December 2015




Hurricane/Disaster Evacuation Routes

Over the past 30 years, Regional Planning Councils, the State of Florida Department of Emergency Management and
Department of Transportation, County Emergency Management agencies, the American Red Cross and many other
agencies have worked together to prepare regionally for a disaster — not just hurricanes, but also the impacts of flooding,
hazardous material incidents and terrorist attacks. Hurricane and disaster evacuation planning, including evacuation
route improvements help to reduce the population-at-risk and further ensure the safety and security of the region.

The following  evacuation

route map is consistent with Heartland RegionaITPO

the Florida Statewide Regional Evacuation Routes
Evacuation Study Program.

The goal of designating these
routes is to move people out
of evacuation areas as safely
and as quickly as possible. o
The goals of the LRTP as well ‘
as the Evaluation Criteria for
ranking projects assign priority
to ensuring roads designated
as evacuation routes receive
priority in funding.
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The Strategic Intermodal System (SIS) Policy Plan, a companion to the FTP, identifies policies for planning and
implementing the SIS, the statewide high-priority network of transportation facilities critical to Florida's economic
competitiveness. Several SIS corridors run through the Heartland region, including State Roads 64, 70 and 80, U.S.
17,U.S.98/U.S. 27, US. 441, and a CSX rail line connecting Central Florida to Southeast Florida. SIS airports in Miami,
Fort Lauderdale, West Palm Beach, Melbourne, Orlando, Tampa, Sarasota, and Ft. Myers surround the region and
provide connectivity to national and global markets. General Aviation (GA) airports in the region support economic
development and mobility and are detailed in the Modal Options section of this plan. Deepwater seaports in PortMiami,
Port Everglades, Port of Palm Beach, Port Canaveral, Port Tampa Bay, and Port Manatee also connect the Heartland
region to overseas trading partners.

The Heartland region also lies at the intersection of two of Florida’s Future Corridor study areas. The study areas defined
for Florida's Future Corridors represent regional pairs not well connected today or where existing facilities do not have
the capacity to support anticipated growth in demand over the next 50 years. Two of Florida’s Future Corridors run
through the Heartland region.

Future Corridors Planning Process

The Future Corridors Planning Process is a statewide effort led by the Florida Department of Transportation (FDOT)
to plan for the future of major transportation corridors critical to the state’s economic competitiveness and quality of
life over the next 50 years. This initiative builds upon the Florida Transportation Plan’s goal of providing transportation
solutions that support Florida’s global economic competitiveness by continuing to plan proactively for future statewide
and interregional transportation corridors, including coordination with regional visions, economic development and
trade development plans, and land use plans.

The goals of the Future Corridor Planning Process are to:

»  Better coordinate long-range transportation and development plans and visions to identify and meet a growing
demand for moving people and freight.

» ldentify long-range solutions that support statewide and regional goals for economic development, quality of
life, and environmental stewardship.

»  Provide solutions for or alternatives to major highways that already are congested.

» Improve connectivity between Florida and other states and nations and among Florida’s regions to better
support economic development opportunities, consistent with regional visions and the Florida Strategic Plan
for Economic Development.

This focuses on two approaches to plan for future corridors: Transforming existing facilities in a corridor to serve a new
function, such as adding tolled express lanes, truck-only lanes, or bus rapid transit systems to an existing highway, or
adding passenger service to an existing freight rail line.

Identifying study areas for potential new parallel facilities to provide alternatives to existing congested highways or
potential new corridors for multimodal facilities in regions not well served by statewide corridors today.

FDOT has developed a three stage process for planning future statewide corridors. The basic steps for each study area
are:

» Complete a high-level Concept report to identify statewide connectivity and mobility needs in the study area;
determine whether a significant transportation investment in the study area is consistent with statewide
policies and available regional and community visions and plans for future growth; identify key community
and environmental issues to be considered in future stages; and identify a framework for moving forward in the
study area.
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Conduct an Evaluation of one or more segments of the full study area to identify and assess potential alternative
multimodal solutions to the anticipated mobility and connectivity needs; work with partners to build consensus
around potential solutions; and develop an action plan for future work on viable corridors. Use FDOT's
established Efficient Transportation Decision-Making (ETDM) and Project Development and Environment
(PD & E) processes to conduct more detailed analyses of specific alternative corridor improvements, continue
coordination with stakeholders, and advance projects into implementation.

Study Areas Overview

Study areas have been identified where FDOT could explore potential new or transformed corridors. These study areas
represent regional pairs not well connected today, or where existing facilities do not have the capacity to support
anticipated growth in demand over the next 50 years.

Active Study Areas

The Florida Department of Transportation is currently examining the following two Future Corridor Study Areas; Tampa
Bay to Central Florida and Tampa Bay to Northeast Florida. These two study areas have completed the Concept Stage
and are currently in the Evaluation Stage of the Future Corridors Planning Process. The links below provide more
information for each study area. (Shown in Map 1 below)

»

»

Tampa Bay to Northeast Florida: The need for this study is based on increasing safety and congestion concerns
along I-75 north of Wildwood and the need to improve connectivity for people and freight between two large
regions that are not directly connected today. (Highlighted in Orange on Map 1)

Tampa Bay to Central Florida: This study is exploring ways to better connect Tampa Bay to Central Florida and
the Space Coast. This emerging “superregion”is now the 10th largest region in the United States, with forecasts
of strong growth over the next 50 years. (Highlighted in Light Blue on Map 1)

Map 1
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Future Study Areas
The following study areas have been identified in the Heartland region for possible exploration in the future. (Shown in
Map 2 below)

»

»

Southeast Florida through the Heartland to Central Florida: The Heartland region has potential for great change
over the next few decades. In particular, there is potential for increased freight flows from the Southeast Florida
ports, connections to major freight/distribution sites including the development of manufacturing sites and
intermodal logistics centers (ILC), and enhanced access to other markets in Florida and other states. Future
planning will be guided by the Heartland 2060 visioning process and other long-range planning efforts.
(Highlighted in Red on Map 2)

Southwest Florida through the Heartland to Central Florida: This study area will examine the need for a more
direct connection between Southwest Florida and Central Florida. As the economy recovers there may be a
need to provide an alternative to |-75 to improve connectivity and mobility for both people and freight. Future
planning will be guided by the Heartland 2060 visioning process and other long-range planning efforts.
(Highlighted in Dark Blue on Map 2)

Map 2

Southwest Florida through
the Heartland to Central Florida

Southeast Florida through
the Heartland to Central Florida
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As part of the first stage of the planning process for planning future statewide corridors, FDOT may conduct Concept
studies to examine transportation connectivity needs between Southwest Florida through the Heartland to Central
Florida and Southeast Florida through the Heartland to Central Florida. The Concept study for the Southwest Florida
through the Heartland area would cover the 14 county region shown in Map 3. The Concept study for the Southeast
Florida through the Heartland area would cover the 14 county region shown in Map 4. FDOT will coordinate with
planning organizations to work toward a regional approach that examines specific ideas within the context of long-
range planning for Southwest, Southeast, and Central Florida.

These studies would examine the need for a more direct connection between Southwest and South East Florida through
the Heartland to Central Florida. There may be a need for an alternative to I-75 and I-95 to improve connectivity and
mobility for both people and freight. The solution for this study area could involve a connection to U.S. 27, as well as

additional east-west connectivity. The Heartland 2060 process will help guide this study as well.

Map 3 Map 4

Southwest Florida through
the Heartland to Central Florida

Southeast Florida through
the Heartland to Central Florida
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The Future Corridors studies will consider the goals, strategies, and project priorities identified in the MPO LRTP as

well as other regional and local visions and plans, recognizing that the 50-year horizon for the Future Corridors studies
extends beyond the LRTP horizon.

To learn more about Heartland 2060 visit

he artl and ZO 6 O www.heartland2060.org

For more information on the Future Corridors Initiative process please visit
http://www.dot.state.fl.us/planning/policy/corridors/default.shtm
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Options

7.2 Public Transportation 7.12  Freight System
7.4 Bicycle and Pedestrian Planning 7.14  Regional Rail
7.7  Bicycle and Pedestrian Systems 7.15 Regional Aviation

In addition to the Regional Roadway Network, the Heartland region is connected through other transportation modes
including limited public transportation, bicycle and pedestrian systems, airports and rail. A goal of transportation in
the Heartland region is to provide a safe and efficient and transportation network that accommodates all modes of
transportation. These modes of transportation provide connections within the Heartland region as well as linkages to
adjacent regions, the state, and the country as well as globally.

Modal partners, including but not limited to public transportation, bicycle and pedestrian, freight mobility, and airport
partners, were engaged in the development of the LRTP through direct coordination, participation in committees,
and as part of special planning efforts. Transportation disadvantaged planning agencies (also part of the six county
Mobility Management coordination effort) and the Sebring Airport Authority, the largest airport in the region, are
voting members of the TAC. Regional aviation partners were regularly updated on the LRTP development through the
Continuing Florida Aviation System Planning Process which meets quarterly.

Bicycle and pedestrian issues were identified through input provided by cities and counties represented on the TAC. The
development of the LRTP also considered local bike/pedestrian plans, comprehensive plans, and local and statewide
Greenways and Trails Plans. Focus group participants, including those with mobility limitations, identified key areas
missing sidewalks or other pedestrian amenities.

The HRTPO participated with FDOT District One in development of the Freight Mobility and Trade Study and the
development of the LRTP included this information in the needs consideration for the Regional Roadway Network.
Specifically, US 27, the principal arterial with the highest freight movements, highest vehicles volumes, and highest
crash rates in the region, is a corridor under special study by a corridor task force. Private railroad, local intermodal
logistics projects, and economic development specialists were invited to participate in these efforts.




sq TRANSPORTATION

Existing Paratransit Service

Within the six counties that comprise the Heartland Regional Transportation Planning Organization (HRTPO), there
is door-to-door paratransit service through the Transportation Disadvantaged (TD) program and rural public transit,
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Existing Fixed-Route Service

which covers three distinct transit planning areas:

DeSoto County

The Community Transportation Coordinator (CTC) for this service area is MV
Transportation, Inc. and the DeSoto County Board of County Commissioners
(BOCCQ) is the TD planning agency. DeSoto County is also the operator of
fixed-route rural public transit and owner of some transit vehicles.

Glades and Hendry Counties

The CTC for this service area is Good Wheels, Inc., a private not-for-profit
provider, and the Southwest Florida Regional Planning Council (SWFRPC) is
responsible for TD planning in Glades and Hendry Counties.

Hardee, Highlands, and Okeechobee Counties

The CTC for this service area is MV Transportation, Inc., a private for-profit
provider and the TD planning agency is the Central Florida Regional Planning
Council (CFRPC) who also administers rural public transit funds and owns
transit vehicles deployed to the system.

Within the six HRTPO counties, there is existing fixed-route public transportation service in place; however, it is very
limited. Both services below were recommended as a result of the Heartland Rural Mobility Plan (HRMP) and now are in

place.

»

»

DeSoto Arcadia Regional Transit (DART)

A deviated fixed-route public transit service in and
around the City of Arcadia, which began in November
of 2012, and is operated by the DeSoto County BOCC.
This service provides the community with a low-cost,
reliable mobility option and access to a variety of
activities and destinations, and continues to report
strong ridership.

Clewiston - Belle Glade Community Bus Route g
(originally known as the Lake Region Commuter Route) A
fixed-route service that links Clewiston to Belle Glade,
and was started in 2002. This service is operated by
Good Wheels, Inc.,, connects to the PalmTran system,
and provides a much needed service for area residents
and demand continues to increase.




Mobility Needs

The Heartland Rural Mobility Plan (HRMP) was initiated in 2007. The study @
area for the HRMP included the six counties that comprise the HRTPO, along

with the four communities of Belle Glade, Pahokee and South Bay in Palm Heartland Rural Mobility Plan
Beach County, and Immokalee in Collier County. Geographically, it included Brecufive Summary
approximately 5,000 square miles and a diverse population of about 300,000
with a wide range of mobility needs. It mirrored the South Central Florida Rural
Area of Critical Economic Concern (RACEC), which is now known as a Rural Area
of Opportunity (RAO).

FLORIDA DEPARTMENT OF TRANSPORTATION

District One

The HRMP, supported by the Florida Department of Transportation (FDOT)
Districts One and Four, represented a comprehensive planning approach
that was developed around five (5) major goals:

July 2009

»  Promote mobility within the Heartland region

»  Support the Region’s economic development opportunities

»  Provide coordination between the Region’s land-use development and
promotion of smart growth

»  Promote mobility from the Heartland to other regional destinations, and

»  Coordinate regional mobility governance, planning, and funding

The process to develop the HRMP brought together planning organizations at the state, regional and local levels as well
as various stakeholder groups within the region. The HRMP, completed in the summer of 2009, established a framework
that would maximize funding partnerships to serve the mobility needs of the region’s communities and optimize
coordination across efforts. The HRMP also included recommendations for 12 pilot projects, as well as proposals to
pursue federal, state, and local funding options to implement these projects.

The HRMP coordination and implementation is staffed by the Central Florida Regional Planning Council (CFRPC) in
partnership with the Florida Department of Transportation (FDOT) District One. This coordination between stakeholders
and service providers, as well as connecting disadvantaged residents of the Heartland region to transportation services,
seeks to improve efficiency in all programs and operations while increasing mobility options for the entire Heartland
region.

Transit Planning

Previously the only transit planning in Highlands County was done for the Transportation Disadvantaged (TD) program
or as a part of the HRMP; however, that was prior to Sebring — Avon Park becoming an urbanized area as a result of
the 2010 Census, and subsequently becoming part of the HRTPO, designated in November, 2014 by the Governor and
formed in April 2015. As a result of this designation, the HRTPO is eligible to file a grant application for, and receive,
Federal Transit Administration (FTA) 5305(d) Transit Planning Funds. With the designation of the Sebring - Avon Park
Urbanized Area, comes the State of Florida requirement to develop a Transit Development Plan (TDP).

A Transit Development Plan (TDP) is a 10-year horizon plan intended to support the development of an effective
multimodal transportation system for the State of Florida and will be developed and funded through the UPWP in
2016/2017. The TDP serves as the basis for defining public transit needs which is a prerequisite to receive state funds, and
isintended to serve as a strategic planning document. The long term objective will be to clarify future spending and the
integration of paratransit and fixed-route transit through development of the TDP and an update of the HRMP. Transit
planning will continue to be an important focus in the HRTPO's efforts to expand mobility options for the residents in
both the urbanized area and across the six county Heartland region. Projects identified in the TDP will be funded with
the $125.3 million anticipated to be available 2021 through 2040 as shown in the Funding Summary on page 8.2.
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bicycle

MAP-21 requires the creation of a performance-based multimodal program
with increased emphases on creating a safer and more secure multimodal
transportation networkforall users.While building onand refining the highway,
transit, bicycle, and pedestrian programs and policies of the past, MAP-21sets
forth an aggressive safety agenda by establishing safety as a national goal
and setting performance targets “to achieve a significant reduction in traffic
fatalities and serious injuries on all public roads.”

The federal planning factors in concert with the national goals form the
cornerstone for LRTPs around the nation with safety and security goals,
objectives and measures providing the basis for integration of bicycle/
pedestrian consideration/accommodation in all aspects of a continuing,
cooperative and comprehensive multimodal transportation planning process
(23 C.FR. 450.322(f)(8)&(9)), 23 U.S.C. 134(c)(1)&(h)(2)(A), 23 U.S.C. 134(i)(2)(A)
(i).

This section reviews and summarizes the bicycle/pedestrian requirements and
timelines for integration/implementation of the adopted goals, objectives and
creation of targets for the HRTPO’s 2040 LRTP in compliance with 23 C.F.R and
Florida statutes. The HRTPO’s 2040 LRTP Goals, Objectives, and Measures will
form the basis for the creation of multimodal facilities to improve integration
and connectivity of the regional transportation system, across and between modes, which are designed to reduce traffic
fatalities and serious injuries.

The federal government and the State of Florida are strategically promoting the creation of user friendly bicycle/
pedestrian facilities that encourage healthy and active lifestyles with an increased
focus on safety, security, accessibility, mobility, enhancement of the environment,
quality of life, promotion of energy conservation through increased accessibility
opportunities for bike/pedestrian users. Focusing on multiple modes is a critical
aspect of the development of an integrated multimodal transportation network and
is foundational to the 3-C process as documented in this plan.

Nationally (2010)
» 12% of traffic fatalities
involve pedestrians
» 4,280 pedestrians killed,
70,000 injured
» 618 bicyclists killed,

52,000 injured Bicycle/pedestrian safety improvements depend on an integrated approach that
involves the 4 E's: Engineering, Enforcement, Education, and Emergency Services.
FHWA's Office of Safety develops projects, programs and materials for use in
reducing pedestrian and bicyclist fatalities and creating livable communities. Livable

communities provide safe and convenient transportation choices to all citizens,

Florida (2010)
» 499 pedestrians killed,

7,290 injured
» 76 bicyclists killed,
4,600 injured

Heartland Region (2010)
» 12 pedestrians killed,
40 injured
» 1 bicyclists killed,
26 injured

whether by walking, bicycling, transit, or driving.

The State of Florida has both the highest pedestrian and bicycle fatality rate in the
nation (fatalities per resident population). Because of this Florida has placed an
emphasis on bicycle and pedestrian safety to determine comprehensive programs to
improve safety for all transportation users.

In the Heartland region the fatalities per residents population is even higher that
the State of Florida. Safety by all modes of travel including bicycle/pedestrian are
priorities of the Heartland Region and will be emphasized as the HRTPO develops
future plans and program.




HRTPO 2040 LRTP Goals
The Goals, Objectives (What should be done), and Measures of the 2040 LRTP are supportive of mulitimodal priorities
including bicycle and pedestrian systems through the following:

» Improve Safety and Security For Everyone, No Matter How They Travel
» Connect Local Areas and Provide Choices On How To Travel
»  Create Quality Places To Live And Work

»  Develop coordinated transportation and land use policies that promote economic vitality by enhancing
mobility options

» Reduce all crashes, fatalities and serious injuries for all modes of travel.

»  Plan for and design multimodal transportation systems providing mobility options which are accessible
by all users.

» Coordinate land use and transportation planning decisions to support modal choice.

»  Support multimodal facilities that are user friendly, encourage mobility, and promote healthy and active
lifestyles.

»  Number of total fatalities
»  Number of miles of multi-use trails

Bicycle/Pedestrian Next Steps:

The HRTPO bicycle/pedestrian section of the 2040 LRTP includes goals, objectives, and measures that address overall
reductions in the number of fatalities and serious injuries specifically related to bicycle/pedestrian users of the
transportation systems in the six county region.

Going forward, specific project opportunities will be identified to support individual project applications and priorities
for sidewalk, bicycle facility and multi-use trail improvements. The HRTPO will:

» Review proposed resurfacing and/or widening projects for opportunities to include sidewalks and /or bike
facilities.

» Prior to including such projects in the Work Program, screen the projects for inclusion of bicycle facilities,
sidewalks and other pedestrian amenities

» Participate during specific Project Development and Environment (PD&E) studies to ensure bicycle and
pedestrian facilities are incorporated into alternatives and typical section development.

»  Annually monitor bicycle and pedestrian accident data. Based on this data, propose projects to address bicycle
and pedestrian safety improvements.

Pedestrian

Pedestrian projects focus on improving safety and transit accessibility and filling in sidewalk gaps to improve the
continuity of the pedestrian network. Expansion of the sidewalk network is accomplished, in part, with new roadway
construction or the expansion of existing roadways. Sidewalk projects are funded via a combination of grants and
the Transportation Alternatives Program. In the selection of projects and identification of corrective measures, the
TPO will also proactively participate with stakeholders and interested parties through public outreach. Through
the HRTPO's annual update to the Transportation Improvement Program projects will be developed and prioritized
through the TAC and CAC. Adopted evaluation criteria for all projects, including Transportation Alternatives, gives
high priority to safety including bicycle/pedestrian safety.

Bicycle
Within the planning area there is a diversity of bicycle facilities from designated bicycle lanes to shared bicycle
facilities. The Shared Bicycle Facilities and Bicycle Lanes Map identifies regional roadways that have either existing



shared bicycle facilities or existing designated bicycle lanes. The identification of gaps in existing facilities will help
to prioritize potential investment in bicycle facilities. Bicycle projects are funded via a combination of grants and
the Transportation Alternatives Program. Through the HRTPO’s annual update to the Transportation Improvement
Program, projects will be developed and prioritized through the TAC and CAC. Adopted evaluation criteria for all
projects, including Transportation Alternatives, gives high priority to safety including bicycle/pedestrian safety.

Multi-Use Trail Projects

Multi-use trails are another important aspect of a multimodal transportation network. In general the HRTPO's
priority multi-use trail needs mirror the adopted Florida Greenways and Trails System Plan 2013-2017. Multi-use
trail projects are funded via a combination of grants and the Transportation Alternatives Program, or in the future
through the state’s new SUNTrail program. Through the HRTPO'’s annual update to the Transportation Improvement
Program projects will be developed and prioritized through the TAC and CAC. Special priority is given to projects
that address existing safety issues.

Public Outreach

The HRTPO must address bike/ped accommodations/considerations in both the LRTP and through its continued
efforts on public outreach and education. The HRTPO's participation with Community Traffic Safety Teams, media
involvement, and other outreach methods in the region work in direct concert with the efforts of the Florida
Department of Transportation and the goals of the SHSP and are essential to continued safety and security education
and enforcement with bicycle/pedestrian issues.

Funding

The HRTPO's annual PL allocation provides funding to support data collection for the purpose of management and
operation of the region’s transportation network and maintenance of the LRTP and associated documents. Construction
projects identified through the bicycle/pedestrian safety action plans will utilize TA funds primarily for project
implementation and/or OA funds in support of identified bicycle/pedestrian projects, including trails in the region for
all users of the systems. The Cost Feasible Plan includes $12.2 million (YOE) for bicycle, pedestrian, and multi-use trail
facility projects. This total cost includes only projects identified separately from road projects, as those improvements
are included in the total cost for road/highway projects. Projects included in the Cost Feasible Plan will be prioritized on
an annual basis.
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Sidewalks

The Sidewalks Map indicates existing and future sidewalks on the Regional Roadway Network. Existing sidewalks are
shown based on if they are one side or both sides of a roadway. The vicinity (to and from) of proposed sidewalks is also
provided. Future sidewalks along roadways in the Regional Roadway Network included in the adopted and tentative
FDOT Five Year Work Program are provided in the table below.

Sidewalk Improvements on Regional Roadway Network

Location [From __ [To __|Phase  |Funding __|Year | Amount |WorkProgram _

No sidewalks improvements on state or US routes in Regional Roadway Network.
Glades County

Preliminary STP, Mandatory,
Engineering [ Non-Urban

Tentative July

SR78 Various Locations 2016-June 2021

2019/20 | $200,000

No sidewalks improvements on state or US routes in Regional Roadway Network.

US 27 (SR | Sidewalks in Clewiston at | Preliminary | Transportation
80) various locations Engineering | ALTS Any Area

Tentative July

2019/20 15210000 |5, o o001

Woodlawn [ Rialto Preliminary STP, Areas Tentative July
SR17 Drive Avenue Engineering | <200K 2020/21 »160,000 2016-June2021
SR17/ . . .

CR 17ATruck | Memorial Preliminary | STP, Areas Tentative July
gtorrer;” Route Drive Engineering | <200K 2020/21 2125,000 2016-June2021

No sidewalks improvements on state or US routes in Regional Roadway Network.

Source: FDOT Tentative Five Year Work Plan 2017-2021
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Shared Bicycle Facilities and Bike Lanes Map

The Shared Bicycle Facilities and Bicycle Lanes Map identifies regional roadways that have either existing shared bicycle
facilities or existing designated bicycle lanes. Shared bicycle facilities include an outside paved shoulder width of 3.5
feet or greater. The shared bicycle facilities are generally not marked for bicycles nor are there signs indicating there is
a bike lane. Designated bicycle lanes are paved shoulders and/or paved lanes with marking for bicycles and are 3.5 feet
or greater in width. Bicycle lane signs are generally provided.

The Shared Bicycle Facilities and Bicycle Lanes Map indicates that there are designated bicycle lanes in eastern Hardee
County on SR 64, in Highlands County on US 27, in Okeechobee County on US 441, and in Hendry County on SR 80.
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Multi-Use Trails & Blueways

The Multi-Use Trails and Blueways Map depicts the trails system primarily paralleling the Regional Roadway Network.
This map is based on data from the Florida Greenways and Trails System Plan 2013-2017 and priorities are indicated
consistent with Priority Trails Map. The FDOT Tentative Five Year Work Program 2017-2021 indicates the Lake Okeechobee
Scenic Trail over the Harney Pond Pedestrian Bridge in Glades County will undergo preliminary engineering in Fiscal
Year 2018-2019 and construction will begin in Fiscal Year 2020-2021.

Bike Path/Trails Improvements
Location |From To Phase Funding Year Amount Work Program

Glades County

Over Harney Pond Preliminary STP, Mandatory,
Pedestrian Bridge Engineering Non-Urban

Tentative July

2018/19 19616322 |4, 05001

LOST Trail

Over Harney Pond . Transportation Tentative July
Pedestrian Bridge Construction ALTS Any Area 2020/21 | 52,392,923 2076-June 2021

Source: FDOT Tentative Five Year Work Program 2017-2021

SUN Trail

In 2014, the Florida Legislature approved a $25 million annual allocation to FDOT to fund a statewide network of paved
or other hard surface trails. SUN Trail is a funding source to implement a network of recreational trails, specifically the
paved component of the Florida Greenways and Trails System (FGTS) Plan.

2014 Trail Legislation; Section 335.065(4), F.S. FDOT was directed to give funding priority to trail projects that:

»  Areidentified by the Florida Greenways and Trails Council as a priority within the FGTS (pursuant to Chapter 260,
Florida Statutes);

»  Support the transportation needs of bicyclists and pedestrians;

» Have national, statewide, or regional importance;

»  Facilitate an interconnected system of trails by completing gaps between existing trails; and

» Funded projects shall be operated and maintained by an entity other than FDOT upon of construction, and
FDOT is not obligated to provide funds for the operation and maintenance.

2015 Trail Legislation; Sections 320.072 and 339.81, F.S.
»  $25 million annually to SUN Trail Network from the redistribution of new vehicle tag revenues;
»  The SUN Trail Program was created as a component of the FGTS which is staffed by Florida Department of
Environmental Protection (FDEP);
»  Funding for project planning, development, operation and maintenance by FDOT;
»  Excludes sidewalks, loop trails wholly within a single park or natural area, water trails, the Florida National Scenic
Trail and on-road facilities such as bicycle lanes or routes.

An exception is made for some on-road facilities that are no greater than a %2 mile in length connecting two or more
non-motorized trails and the Florida Keys Overseas Heritage Trail.
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Freight and the movement of goods are important issues in the Heartland region as we plan for the expansion of the
logistics and manufacturing industry clusters. As new and existing projects expand and come online, these regional
changes will affect freight and roadway patterns and must be addressed. The economic development impacts of these
activitiesare key tothe Heartland regionand areincorporated into the Comprehensive Economic Development Strategies
(CEDS) that have been adopted in the Economic Development Districts (EDDs) of the Heartland. The Heartland EDDs
are the Central Florida Regional Planning Council covering the counties of Desoto, Hardee, Highlands, Okeechobee, and
Polk and the Southwest Florida Regional Planning Council covering the counties of Charlotte, Collier, Glades, Hendry,
Lee and Sarasota.

The continued growth of the logistics and manufacturing
employment centers will steadily increase the need for an integrated
freight and roadway network that will support the increased
population, total employment, and capitalize on the region’s
opportunity to grow as a trade hub.

Photo courtesy of www.seefloridago.com

One key project identified in both EDDs in the Heartland region is the Americas Gateway Logistics Center, located on
US 27 in Glades County. The Logistics Center will export and distribute manufactured goods by linking four Florida
ports and three international cargo airports on both coasts by road and rail. The Catalyst project in Highlands County
consists of a medical complex and business campus, located at the Sebring Regional Airport and Commerce Park,
which encompasses 2,000 acres with a Foreign Trade Zone designation including the fuel farm, Industrial Park, and
Sebring International Raceway, further emphasizing the importance of goods movement and trade. This Foreign Trade
Zone was expanded to assist companies located in Highlands County as well as DeSoto, Glades, Hardee, Hendry and
Okeechobee Counties to streamline the process and minimize the costs associated with qualified importing, exporting,
manufacturing and distribution activities. Other key projects, investments, and opportunities identified in the region
which impact the need for freight corridor improvements include the Hardee County Commerce Center, the US 17
South Distribution Center located in DeSoto County, Airglades Airport in Hendry County, the Guy Harvey Outpost in
Okeechobee County, and the projected projects throughout the region expanding the renewable energy industry
cluster as well. The Polk Gateway (CSX logistics center) also contributes to the need for corridor and freight movement
improvements in the Heartland region due to its proximity to US 27, US 98, and US 17.




FDOT District One Freight Mobility and Trade Study
The Florida Department of Transportation District One Freight Mobility and Trade Study defines an integrated and
connected regional freight transportation network and identifies regional freight investment priorities needed to
provide ongoing economic growth in the region. In addition to emphasis on the movement of freight via rail, a number
of corridors have been identified as priorities. These regional corridors include US 27, US 17, US 98, and sections of SR
70, SR 80, SR 64, and SR 66. Other studies and plans related to these activities and their associated prioritization and
investments include the Florida Transportation Plan, the Florida Rail System Plan, the Strategic Intermodal System (SIS)
Strategic Plan, and the Heartland 2060: Building a Resilient Region Vision plan.

FDOT District One
Freight Mobility & Trade Study - Technical Memo 2 — Freight Data Collection and Analysis

Figure 4-1: Total Truck Tons by County, 2011

FDOT District One
Freight Mobility & Trade Study - Technical Memo 2 — Freight Data Collection and Analysis

Figure 4-4: Rail Tons by County, 2011
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For more information on the Florida Department of Transportation District One Freight
Mobility and Trade Study, please view the LRTP Technical Support documents at http://
heartlandregionaltpo.org/programs-and-plans/Irtp-2040/.
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Unlike most other modes of transportation in Florida, the rail network
is almost entirely owned and operated by the private sector. The rail
network traverses the state and serves most of the major cities while
providing access to seaports, citrus plants, phosphate facilities, power
plants, and other vital industries. Rail in the Heartland region includes
both freight and passenger service.

The Florida Department of Transportation (FDOT) administers a rail
program which oversees rail safety inspections, acquisition of rail
corridors, assistance in developing intercity passenger and commuter
rail service, fixed guideway system development, rehabilitation of
rail facilities, intercity rail transportation, support for the Florida
Operation Lifesaver Program, and the rail-highway grade crossing
safety improvement program. In addition, FDOT has assisted the freight
railroads with capacity increasing improvements through various state
funding programs.

The FDOT is responsible for developing the Florida Rail System Plan.
According to Section 341.302(3), Florida Statutes, the rail system plan
is to include an identification of priorities, programs, and funding levels
required to meet statewide needs. The Plan must be updated every two
years and address passenger rail service and freight rail service and be consistent with the Florida Transportation Plan.
Florida’s rail system is a critical part of the Strategic Intermodal System (SIS). Rail facilities designated on the SIS carry
100 percent of all interregional rail passengers and over 90 percent of the freight rail tonnage in the state.

Passenger Rail
Passenger rail service is provided through Amtrak. Sebring has four daily Amtrak services at Sebring Station on the
Amtrak Silver Meteor and the Amtrak Silver Star which have routes between New York and Miami.

Freight Rail

CSX Transportation (CSXT) owns more than 53 percent of the statewide railroad track mileage in the Heartland region.
CSX and Seminole Gulf Railway serve DeSoto County. CSX serves Hardee County. South Central Florida Express serves
the counties of Glades, Hendry, Highlands and Okeechobee in the Heartland region.
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DeSoto County

Arcadia Municipal Airport is located on the southeast side of Arcadia
and is approximately 30 miles northeast of the Port Charlotte/Punta
Gorda area, via US 17. Arcadia Municipal is served by two runways. In
its current role, the airport concentrates primarily on serving general
aviation aircraft. The airport presently focuses on recreational activity
and flight training.

Hardee County

Wauchula Municipal Airport is located in Hardee County,
approximately five miles southwest of Wauchula and has one paved
runway. In its current role, the airport primarily serves general aviation
aircraft.

Hendry County

Airglades Airport is located in Hendry County near the City of Clewiston and is served by one active runway. In its current
role, the airport focuses primarily on serving the area’s general aviation needs. Airglades Airport focuses heavily on business
flights, flight training, recreation, and air taxi operations.

LaBelle Municipal Airport is located approximately 30 miles northeast of Fort Myers. The airport is located partially within
the city limits of LaBelle, and is served by one runway. LaBelle Municipal Airport currently serves as a general aviation airport.
The airport focuses primarily on serving recreational aircraft.

Highlands County

Avon Park Executive Airport is located on the west side of Avon Park in the northwest corner of Highlands County and
is served by two asphalt runways. In its current role, the airport focuses primarily on serving general aviation aircraft. The
airport currently focuses on recreational aircraft activity and flight training with a growing corporate presence becoming
more evident.

Sebring Regional Airport is located in Highlands County, approximately 85 miles east of Bradenton and 90 miles west of
Port Saint Lucie. The airport is served by two intersecting runways. In its current role, Sebring Airport Authority (SAA) focuses
primarily on serving the community and generating economic activity.

Okeechobee County

Okeechobee County Airport is located in Okeechobee County approximately 45 miles west of Port Saint Lucie and is
comprised of two active asphalt runways. In its current role, Okeechobee County Airport serves the general aviation needs of
the local population. There is a particularly high concentration of flight training at the field.

For more information on the airports of the region, please view the LRTP Technical Support
documents at http://heartlandregionaltpo.org/programs-and-plans/Irtp-2040/.
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Funding Summary 8.5 Plan Development
Funding Programs 8.7 HRTPO 2040 Cost Feasible Plan

The development of the financial plan (cost feasible plan or the “Plan”) is the accumulation of long range transportation
plan activities including identification of transportation needs, public involvement, project prioritization, and allocation
of available revenues.

Title 23 of the United States Code (U.S.C.) Section 134 requires that a Long Range Transportation Plan (LRTP) shall contain
a financial plan that estimates funds that can be available to support implementation of the plan. The financial plan
shall indicate resources from public and private sources that are reasonably expected to be made available to carry out
the plan, and recommends any additional financing strategies for needed projects and programs. The purpose of the
financial plan is to demonstrate fiscal constraint and ensures that the LRTP reflects realistic assumptions about future
revenues.

Historically, transportation investments have relied on various federal, state, and local sources. Federal funding for
transportation comes from highway excise taxes on motor fuel (gas taxes) and truck-related taxes on truck tires, sales
of trucks and trailers, and heavy vehicle use. State funding in Florida uses five sources to fund the State Transportation
Trust Fund (STTF) including fuel tax, motor vehicle fees, document stamps, rental car surcharges, and aviation fuel tax.
Beyond the traditional federal and state fuel taxes, several local revenue sources are available including local option fuel
taxes and development-related fees, such as impact fees and proportionate share.

O
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In 2013, the Florida Department of Transportation (FDOT) developed a long-range revenue forecast, which was based
on recent federal and state legislation (e.g., MAP-21, changes to Florida’s Documentary Stamps Tax legislation), changes
in factors affecting state revenue sources (e.g., population growth rates, motor fuel consumption and tax rates), and
current policies. The forecast estimates revenues from federal, state, and turnpike sources that “flow through”the FDOT
Work Program for fiscal years 2014-2040. The 2040 Revenue Forecast Handbook, published in July 2013, documents
how the 2040 revenue forecast was developed and provides guidance for using this forecast information. FDOT’s
estimates for the HRTPO are included in the 2040 Revenue Forecast for Sebring-Avon Park Metropolitan Area. For the
purpose of the HRTPO 2040 LRTP, these estimates were summarized in Table 8.1: Sebring-Avon Park Metropolitan
Area Revenue Forecast FY 2019 -2040 and in Table 8.2: Districtwide Funding Sources Revenue Forecast FY 2019
-2040 that identifies funding sources allocated to the entire District. Estimates include funding for federal and state
highways and metropolitan and regional programs.

Local revenues are not accounted for in the revenue forecast and therefore are not included in this LRTP since the
transportation needs identified in this plan are focused on the regional roadway network.

Table 8.1: Sebring-Avon Park Metropolitan Area
Revenue Forecast FY 2019 - FY 2040 (Millions of Year of Expenditure Dollars)

- Total*
Capacity Programs 2019-2020 2021-2025 | 2026-2030 | 2031-2040 2019-2040
SIS Highways Construction & ROW $1.5 $88.7 $96.8 $302.6 $489.6
Other Arterials Construction & ROW $21.5 $48.0 $45.4 $99.3 $214.2
Transit $10.5 $27.0 $28.4 $59.5 $125.3
Transportation Alternatives (TALL) $1.1 $2.8 $2.8 $5.6 $12.2
Total Revenue $34.6 $166.5 $173.4 $467 $841.3

*May not add due to rounding

Note: Transportation Alternatives (TA) funds for areas with populations under 200,000 (i.e., Districtwide TALL funds) and for any
area (i.e., Districtwide TALT funds) are provided to MPOs/TPOs for use in identifying future transportation alternative projects
as “illustrative projects” in its LRTP. The Department allocates the districtwide TALL/TALT funds on a discretionary basis each

year based on the availability of funding and the annual submittal of MPO/TPO TA priority requests.

Table 8.2: Districtwide Funding Sources**
Revenue Forecast FY 2019 - FY 2040 (Millions of Year of Expenditure Dollars)

. Total*
Funding Program 2019-2020 | 2021-2025 | 2026-2030 | 2031-2040 2019-2040
Transportation Alternatives (TALT) $6.9 $17.3 $17.3 $34.6 $76.1
Transportation Regional Incentive Program $0.9 $6.7 $6.7 $13.4 $27.7
(TRIP)
Total $7.8 $24.0 $24.0 $48.0 $103.8

*May not add due to rounding

Note: Transportation Alternatives (TA) funds for areas with populations under 200,000 (i.e., Districtwide TALL funds) and for any
area (i.e,, Districtwide TALT funds) are provided to MPOs/TPOs for use in identifying future transportation alternative projects
as “illustrative projects” in its LRTP. The Department allocates the districtwide TALL/TALT funds on a discretionary basis each
year based on the availability of funding and the annual submittal of MPO/TPO TA priority requests.

**Districtwide: FDOT - District 1; Charlotte, Collier, DeSoto, Glades, Hardee, Hendry, Highlands, Lee, Manatee, Okeechobee,

Polk and Sarasota Counties
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The federal and state funding programs available to fund projects in the HRTPO region are described below.

SIS Highways Construction & ROW

The Strategic Intermodal System (SIS) Construction and Right of Way (ROW) Program is for construction improvements
and associated right of way on SIS highways (i.e. Interstate, Turnpike, other toll roads, and other facilities designed
to serve interstate and regional commerce including SIS Connectors). Florida’s SIS consists of the state’s largest and
most strategic transportation facilities, including major air, space, water, rail, and highway facilities critical to Florida’s
economic competitiveness and quality of life. SIS facilities are the state’s highest statewide priority for transportation
capacity improvements.

SIS Highways Construction and Right of Way revenues are programmed by FDOT, based on the SIS Funding Strategy,
and are incorporated into the HRTPO 2040 Long Range Transportation Plan. The SIS Funding Strategy, focuses on the
efficient movement of people and freight, consists of three Plans:
»  SISFirstFive Year Plan — projects on the SIS funded in Year 1 of the FDOT Work Program and projects programmed
for proposed funding for the next 2 to 5 years.
» SIS Second Five Year Plan — projects planned to be funded in Years 6 through 10
» SIS Cost Feasible Plan — projects considered financially feasible during Years 11 through 25 of the SIS Funding
Strategy, based on current revenue forecasts.

Other Arterial Construction & ROW

The Other Arterial Construction and Right of Way (ROW) Program (also known as OA program) is for improvements
on the State Highway System (SHS) that are not SIS facilities. This program also includes funding for the Economic
Development Program, the County Incentive Grant Program (CIGP), the Small County Road Assistance Program (SCRAP),
and the Small County Outreach Program (SCOP).

Transit Program
The Transit Program provides state technical and operating/capital assistance to transit, paratransit, and ridesharing
systems.

Transportation Alternatives Program

The Transportation Alternatives Program (TAP), authorized under the Moving Ahead for Progress in the 21st Century Act
(MAP-21), provides funding for programs and projects defined as transportation alternatives: including on- and off-road
pedestrian and bicycle facilities; infrastructure projects for improving non-driver access to public transportation and
enhanced mobility; community improvement activities; environmental mitigation; recreational trail program projects;
safe routes to school projects; and projects for planning, designing, or constructing boulevards and other roadways
largely in the right-of-way of former Interstate System routes or other divided highways. TAP funding is distributed
based on population as follows:

»  TALU - Population > 200,000 - Not applicable to the HRTPO.
»  TALL - Population > 5,000

»  TALN - Population < 5,000

»  TALT - For any area in the District.

Transportation Regional Incentive Program (TRIP)

The Transportation Regional Incentive Program (TRIP) encourages regional planning by providing state matching funds
for improvements to regionally significant transportation facilities. Regionally significant transportation projects may
be eligible for TRIP funds if they function as part of an integrated transportation system and are consistent with local

government comprehensive plans and the SIS.



State Highway System Operations and Maintenance Program

The State Highway System (SHS) Operations and Maintenance (O&M) Program is a FDOT “Non-Capacity” Program
designed to support and maintain the state transportation system. Projects in this program may include: safety,
resurfacing, bridge, product support, operations and maintenance, and administration. The SHS O&M revenue forecasts

are provided at the District level and are shown in Table 8.3: State Highway System Operations and Maintenance.

Table 8.3: State Highway System Operations and Maintenance

Revenue Forecast FY 2016 - FY 2040 (in Millions - Year of Expenditure Dollars)

Total*
Funding Program 2016-2020 | 2021-2025 | 2026-2030 | 2031-2040 2016-2040
State Highway System O&M** $1,499.0 $1,530.0 $1,676.0 $3,683.0 $8,388.0
Total $1,499.0 $1,530.0 $1,676.0 $3,683.0 $8,388.0

Source: Supplement to the 2040 Revenue Forecast Handbook, 2040 Revenue Forecast for the Sebring-Avon Metropolitan

Area
*May not add due to rounding

**Districtwide: FDOT - District 1; Charlotte, Collier, DeSoto, Glades, Hardee, Hendry, Highlands, Lee, Manatee, Okeechobee,

Polk and Sarasota Counties
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The Long Range Transportation Plan looks at the Roadway Projects Needs related to both the system and the time-
frame for financial feasibility. The Florida Department of Transportation designates a Strategic Intermodal System (SIS)
to provide an efficient statewide system of connectivity. The Heartland region has 343 miles of roadways designated
as SIS. This provides the foundation for the movement of goods and people across Florida, across the Heartland, and
through our communities. Due the importance of the SIS, the Regional Roadway System for the HRTPO is primarily
composed of SIS roadways.

The HRTPO'’s Long Range Transportation Plan will be funded using a mixture of state and federal revenues. This plan
identifies the amount of projected funds by source for the period from 2019 through 2040. Revenues to fund the years
2016-2018 will be committed through the Transportation Improvement Program (TIP). Expected revenues and costs
through the horizon year of the Plan can be found in Table 8.5 HRTPO 2040 LRTP CFP Summary (2016 - 2040).

The first five years of the long range transportation plan are known as the Transportation Improvement Program (TIP).
Federally funded projects identified in the TIP can be implemented using current and proposed revenue sources based
on the FDOT's Work Program. The detailed project listing and financial summary contain estimates of costs and revenue
sources that are reasonably expected to be available to adequately operate and maintain Federal-aid highways and
public transportation. To further ensure the financial soundness of the TIP, all projects funded by the Florida Department
of Transportation with federal or non-federal dollars are considered committed projects if included in the first three
years of the FDOT Five-Year Work Program. Florida Statutes mandates that the FDOT Work Program include a balanced
36-month forecast of cash and expenditures and a five-year finance plan supporting the Work Program. The HRTPO
TIP is hereby incorporated by reference. Because the TIP document is frequently amended and added to each year, the
current TIP is provided in the Appendix J for the user’s convenience. Amendments and updates to the TIP go through a
formal process outlined in the HRTPQO's Public Participation Plan.

The currentTIP includes many significant capacity expansion projects which are scheduled to be funded for construction
including:

Capacity/regionally significant projects in TIP
» US 17 from CR 760A (Nocatee) to Heard Street
» US 17 (SR 35) from 0.4 mi S of SW Collins St to South of CR 760A
» US 17 from DeSoto C/L to CR 634 (Sweetwater Rd)
» US 17 from S of West 9th Street to N of West 3rd Street (Zolfo Springs)
» SR 80 from Dalton Lane to Indian Hills Drive
» SR 80 from Indian Hills Drive to CR 833
» Helms RD Extension from SR 29 to SR 80
» SR 82 from Lee C/L to Collier C/L




»  Sebring Pkwy Phase IIA from DeSoto Road to Youth Care Lane

»  Rucks Dairy Road Bridge Number 094031 over C-41 Canal/Slough

»  Sebring Pkwy Phase IIB from US 27 TO DeSoto Road

»  Sebring Pkwy Phase 3 from Sebring Pkwy Phase | To CR 17A (Memorial Dr)
» SR 70 from NE 34th Avenue to NE 80th Avenue

» SR 70 from NE 80th Avenue to Berman Road

The HRTPO LRTP outlines the development of the transportation system to meet the regional needs of the HRTPO
through 2040, based on the established goals and objectives. The LRTP is developed by allocating the available revenue
to the area’s needs, which are identified in Chapter 6, by balancing available funds with project eligibility by time period.
The time periods identify the priority of the projects corresponding to the years identified in the Funding Summary
above and as follows:

» 2016 - 2020, includes projects identified in the current TIP and have committed funds

» 2021 -2025

» 2026 -2030

» 2031 -2040

Revenues are allocated by type of facility, mode, time period, and project phase. Capacity Projects identified in the
current 2016 - 2020 TIP represent the committed projects and are included in the first time period 2016 - 2020. Recent
cost estimates were acquired or developed by FDOT for all projects. All phases of a project are accounted for including
preliminary engineering (PE) (Project Development & Environment (PD&E) and design), right of way (ROW), construction
(CST), and operating and maintenance (O&M).

Operating and maintenance cost for roads on the SHS are accounted for in the State Highway System Operations and
Maintenance Revenue identified in Table 8.3 above. For roads not included in the SHS, O&M costs are the responsibility
of the local agency. Similarly, the PE phase for projects funded with OA dollars, is included in “product support’, which
assumes 22% of the estimated OA revenue.

SIS Highway Construction & ROW revenue is allocated to SIS projects based on project cost as identified in FDOT's
Strategic Intermodal System Funding Strategy: First Five Year (FY 2015/2016 through FY 2019/2020), Second Five Year
(FY 2020/2021 through FY 2024/2025), and Long Range Cost Feasible (2024-2040) Plans, 2013 Edition or as revised by
FDOT.

“Boxed”funds are set-asides dedicated to specific type of projects. Transit and Transportation Alternatives revenues are
boxed by time period and will be allocated for transit and bicycle and pedestrian projects, respectively, as identified by
the HRTPO. The HRTPO approved $4 million of OA revenue every five years for congestion management projects, which
will be also be identified by the HRTPO annually.

Table 8.4: HRTPO Cost Feasible Plan depicts the projects that are financially feasible through 2040 by time periods.
Projects that cannot be funded through construction are consider partially funded if they have an earlier project phase
or phases that are funded in this Plan.




Table 8.4

HRTPO 2040 Cost Feasible Plan

Total
LRTP
Cost YOE

YOE cost (in millions) by Time Period

2021 -2025

PE

ROW

CsT

2031 -2040

PE

ROW

CST

County Facility From To Description $
Set aside for Congestion Management $8.00
Set aside for Bicycle/Pedestrian/Multi-Use Trail $5.60
Transit $59.50
TIP Years
Desoto us17 CR 760A (Nocatee) Heard St 2 Lane to 4 Lane
Desoto us17 0.4 Mi S of SW Collins St South of CR 760A 2 Lane to 4 Lane
Hardee us 17 DeSoto C/L CR634 (Sweetwater Rd) 2 Laneto 4 Lane
Hardee us17 S of W 9th St North of W 3rd St (Zolfo Springs) | 2 Lane to 4 Lane
Hendry SR 80 Dalton Lane Indian Hills Dr 2 Lane to 4 Lane
Hendry SR 80 Indian Hills Dr CR 833 2 Laneto 4 Lane
Hendry Helms Rd Extension SR 29 SR 80 New 2 Lane Road
Hendry SR 82 Lee C/L Collier C/L 2 Lane to 4 Lane
Highlands Sebring Parkway Phase IIA DeSoto Rd Youth Care Lane 2 Lane to 4 Lane
Highlands Slgjzlgz?airy Road Bridge No. Over C-41 Canal/Slough Bridge Replacement
Highlands Sebring Parkway Phase IIB us 27 DeSoto Rd 2 Lane to 4 Lane
Highlands Sebring Parkway Phase Il Sebring Parkway Phase | CR 17A (Memorial Dr) New 2 Lane Road
Okeechobee | SR70 NE 34th Ave NE 80th Ave 2 Lane to 4 Lane
Okeechobee | SR70 NE 80th Ave Berman Rd 2 Laneto 4 Lane
OA Funded Projects
Desoto CR 769 (Kings Hwy) Charlotte County Line Rd Peace River St Widen 2 lanes to 4 lanes
Hardee Griffin Road Bridge No. 060030 | Over Peace River Bridge Replacement
Highlands US 98 us 27 Airport Rd Widen 2 lanes to 4 lanes $10.99 | $34.76
Desoto SR 31 Extension SR70 us17 New 3 lane undivided road $5.62 $74.74
SIS Funded Projects
Hendry SR 29 Cowboy Way (CR 80A) Whidden Rd (CR 731) Add 2 lanes to build 4 lanes $7.50 $188.82
Okeechobee [ SR710 US 441 L-63 Canal New Road $40.91
Hendry SR 29 Spencer (F Road) N of Cowboy Way Add 2 lanes to build 4 lanes
Glades SR 29 Bermont Rd (CR 74) us 27 Add 2 lanes to build 4 lanes
Hendry SR 29 Collier County Line CR 832 (Keri Road) Add 2 lanes to build 4 lanes
Hendry SR 29 CR 832 (Keri Rd) Spencer (F Road) Add 2 lanes to build 4 lanes
Glades SR 29 Whidden Rd (CR 731) Bermont Rd (CR 74) Add 2 lanes to build 4 lanes
Desoto SR70 American Legion Dr (Arcadia) | Jefferson Ave Add 2 lanes to build 4 lanes $23.61
gig::::;/ee SR70 CR29 US 98 (Eagle Bay Dr) Add 2 lanes to build 4 lanes $23.71 $23.71
Desoto SR70 (SliDnegSI;tslrcyoRSrgl;/;yakka City) American Legion Dr (Arcadia) Add 2 lanes to build 4 lanes $13.92
Highlands SR70 Jefferson Ave CR29 Add 2 lanes to build 4 lanes $4.12
Okeechobee | SR710 E of L-63 Canal Sherman Wood Ranches Add 2 lanes to build 4 lanes $8.55
Okeechobee [ SR710 Sherman Wood Ranches CR 714 (Martin C/L) Add 2 lanes to build 4 lanes $6.50
Total SIS $35.93 | $21.57 | $242.20 | $15.05 $7.50 | $40.91 $-| $27.68 | $41.10 | $65.37 $- | $188.82
Total OA $14.38 $- $4.00 $-| $10.99 | $38.76 | $4.98 | $10.11 | $35.29 $-| $5.62| $82.74
Total SIS and OA $50.31 | $21.57 | $246.20 | $15.05 | $18.49 | $79.67 | $4.98 | $37.79 | $76.39 | $65.37 | $5.62 | $271.56

PDC - Present Day Cost;
*Year of Expenditure costs for the TIP Years can be found in Appendix J-HRTPO TIP FY 2016-2020




Table 8.5: HRTPO 2040 LRTP CFP Summary (2016 - 2040)

To demonstrate fiscal constraint the cost to the Plan compared to the Projected Revenue must be within 10% by time period with the total cost of all phases in the Plan not exceeding the total projected revenue. Table
8.5: 2040 LRTP Summary — summarizes the Plan by cost/available revenue for each capacity program by time period from 2016 through 2040. The first time period of this Plan 2016 - 2020, represents the TIP which is a

financially constrained plan.

(Cost/Revenues in Millions of Year of Expenditure Dollars (YOE))

2016 - 2020 2021 -2025 2026 -2030 2031 -2040 2016 - 2040
Adopted TIP Years - - - -
Capacity/Transportation & & & &
p y . p E E E E Major Program Areas
Alternatives Programs o = w = o = w = o
S a S ) S ) S ) S
s | B s | & s | & s | & §
wd ) b ) )
8 g 5 8 3 5 8 3 5 8 3 5 8 3
v o n v [ 0 v [ 0 v 2 0 v o
SIS Highways Construction & ROW $299.70 | $299.70 $48.41 $88.70 [ $40.29 | $68.78 | $96.80 | $28.03 | $188.82  $302.60 | $113.78 | $605.70 $787.80 SIS Program Balance
Other Arterials Construction & ROW $1838 | $18.38 $49.75 $48.00 [ -$1.75| $45.40| $45.40| $0.00| $8837| $99.30| $10.93| $201.89| $211.08 OA Program Balance
Transit $6.80 $6.80 $27.00 $27.00| $0.00( $28.40| $28.40| $0.00( $59.50| $59.50 $0.00 | $121.70| $121.70 Transit Programs Balance
Transportation Alternatives (TALL) $1.80 $1.80 $2.80 $2.80 $2.80 $2.80 $5.60 $5.60 $0.00| $13.00 $13.00 TA Program Balance
Totals Per Year Band/Major Programs $127.96 | $166.50 $145.37 | $173.40 $342.29 | $467.00 | $124.71

Total Balance All Funds/Years $191.28

Notes:

1. FDOT selects SIS projects for highways Construction & ROW.

2.TIP Years and Regionally Significant Project Funding Included in Cost Feasible Tables.

3. MPO/TPO takes the lead in identifying planned projects and programs funded by the Other Arterials Construction & ROW and Transit programs.

4. Transportation Alternatives funds for areas with populations under 200,000 (i.e., TALL funds) and for any area of the state (i.e., TALT funds) were provided to MPOs/TPOs for use in identifying future TA projects as “illustrative projects”in its plan.

5. Based on HRTPO FY 2016-2020 Adopted TIP




A) List of Technical Support Documents

B) HRTPO Goals and Federal Planning Factors

C) Environmental Justice

D) Public Involvement and Public Comments

E) Evaluation Criteria for Capacity Projects

F) Transportation Modeling

G) Ecological Greenways Network

H) 2040 Forecast of State and Federal Revenues

[) Mobility Assessment

J) HRTPO Transportation Improvement Program (TIP) 2016-2020
K) Consultation Partners List

L) Potential Areas of Avoidance and Mitigation and Endangered and Threatened Species




wealaitezll SUPPORT DOCUMENTS

Referenced in the plan, the following technical documents support the HRTPO'’s 2040 Long Range Transportation Plan
and may be accessed online at http://heartlandregionaltpo.org/programs-and-plans/Irtp-2040/ or by contacting the
HRTPO's staff at 863-534-7130.

Introduction
»  Performance Based Planning and Programming Guidebook and White Paper
»  FDOT Multimodal Mobility Performance Measures Source Book
»  FDOT Multimodal Mobility Performance Measures Matrix
» 2060 Florida Transportation Plan

Regional Overview
»  Heartland 2060: Building a Resilient Region
»  Employment Projections Methodology For Heartland 2060 Futures Modeling
»  Heartland Economic Futures
»  Land Use Conflict Identification Strategy (LUCIS) Technical Report
»  Population Projection Methodology

Environmental Mitigation
»  Regional Future Land Use In The Florida Heartland
»  Cooperative Conservation Blueprint Regional Pilot Project
»  Heartland Ecological Assessment Report
»  Regional Assessment of Critical Lands and Waters (Regional CLIP) for the Cooperative
»  Florida Heartland Energy Baseline and Greenhouse Gas Inventory

»  Heartland Regional Transportation Planning Organization Public Participation Plan
»  Fair Housing Equity Assessment

Roadway Needs Plan
»  The Congestion Management Process: A Guidebook

Modal Options
»  Heartland Rural Mobility Plan
»  City of Arcadia Bicycle and Pedestrian Master Plan
»  Hardee County Bicycle and Pedestrian Master Plan
»  Hendry County Comprehensive Pathways Plan
»  Highlands County Parks and Recreation Trails Map
»  2013-2017 Florida Greenways and Trails System Plan
»  FDOT Freight Mobility and Trade Study Executive Summary and Technical Documents
»  Regional Airport Overview

Funding Plan
»  Strategic Intermodal System Funding Strategy, Long Range Cost Feasible Plan 2024-2040, 2013 Edition
»  Strategic Intermodal System Funding Strategy, First Five Year Plan, Multi Modal, FY 2015/2016 through FY 2019/2020
»  Strategic Intermodal System Funding Strategy, Second Five Year Plan, Multi Modal, FY 2020/2021 through FY 2024/2025
»  FDOT Adopted Work Program FY 2016-2020




Matrix of HRTPO Goals and Federal Planning Factors

Economic
Vitality
Increase Safety
and Security
Accessibility
and Mobility
Protect and
Enhance the
Environment
Enhance the
Integration and
Connectivity
Efficiency
Emphasize
Preservation
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Support
Increase
Improve

Support Economic Development

» Improve goods movement access and connections to port, rail, airport facilities, and intermodal logistics facilities. 7 o ® ® ®
» Improve access and connections to major activity centers. 6 o o o o
» Maintain consistency with the Heartland 2060: Building a Resilient Region Plan, and other applicable regional plans. 2 o o o
» Develop coordinated transportation and land use policies that promote economic vitality by enhancing mobility options. 2 o o o o o
ImproyelSafety/AndiSecurity/ForEveryonejiNo]MatterHowjheyjglravel
» Reduce all crashes, fatalities and serious injuries for all modes of travel. 6
» Evaluate impacts to evacuation routes during the prioritization of roadway improvements. 6
» Monitor and support multimodal transportation security. 6
Connect|Local/Areas And Provide!Choices On How/Toilravel
» Plan for and design multimodal transportation systems providing mobility options which are accessible by all users. 7 ® ® ® o o
» Improve connectivity between major activity centers in the Heartland Region. 6 o o ® o
» Ensure consistency with the comprehensive plans of local governments within the Heartland Region, and other applicable regional plans. 1 o o
» Coordinate land use and transportation planning decisions to support modal choice. 7 o o o
» Support multimodal facilities that are user friendly, encourage mobility, and promote healthy and active lifestyles. 7 o o o o o
» Protect and preserve the environment. 4 ® ® ®
» frovide ftortjche needs of the general populations including the Transportation Disadvantaged (TD) and improve the coordination of TD services with other modes of 7 [ ) ®

ransportation.

ProvidelReliable/And Efficientilransportation(@ptions

» Reduce traffic congestion and delay. 6 o o ®
» Preserve existing transportation facilities. 6 ® O () o
» Optimize the utilization of existing transportation facilities. 6 o 9 () o
» Coordinate transportation investments to maximize opportunities and benefits. 6 () ®

Encourage Everyone to Participatein the Planning Process

» Promote proactive and early public involvement and provide diverse opportunities to maximize public participation. 5 o ®
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environmental JJ8 Ay ) L@

Federal Transit Administration (FTA) funding recipients are required by law to avoid, minimize, or mitigate
disproportionately high and adverse human health and environmental impacts, including social and economic effects,
on minority and low-income populations. Ensuring the participation of the traditionally under-served and under-
represented segments of the population in the transportation plan development process and preventing the denial of,
reduction in, or significant delay in the receipt of benefits by minority and low-income populations should be principles
of the transportation planning process.

RACIALLY CONCENTRATED AREAS OF POVERTY

Racially Concentrated Areas of Poverty
(RCAP) are defined as census tracts that

contain: et @ I—‘
HARDEE zougos ‘% .
e A family poverty rate greater than OKEECHOBEE
or equal to 40 percent, or a family )
poverty rate greater or equal to 300 e % o
percent of the metro region’s tract ?
average (whichever is lower); and -
e A majority (greater than 50 percent) St
non-white population. e
Since racial and ethnic segregation in effect ngarii
also concentrates poverty due to income I Rerp
s . [ city Limits HENDRY
gaps, it is important for the region to both —
identify and understand its RCAPs. The el Boce
region contains three small RCAPs, in

Arcadia (DeSoto County), outside Clewiston
(Glades County) and most of Lake Placid

(Highlands County) (see Figure 8). Figure 8 Regional RCAPs

‘ BLACK/AFRICAN AMERICAN RATIO

The  Actual/Predicted  Race/Ethnicity w; B I_‘
Black-African American Ratio ranges from HARDEE zoscaagcs ‘% :
0 to 9.35 (see Figure 4). The highest T . OKEECHOBEE
ratios occur in the: 'W“ﬂ‘*‘"” .
-
e Avon Park city, Avon Park CCD, Boro
Highlands County :
e Arcadia city (part), Arcadia East CCD, GLADES
DeSoto County Lege:"o : =
e Harlem CDP, Clewiston CCD, Hendry 032-096 R
0.97 - 1.69 ‘ﬁ,
County 7323
e Cypress Quarters CDP, Okeechobee EZ?L?“:: HENDRY
CCD, Okeechobee County D:zmwsswmﬂes
| Water Bodies

Figure 4 Regional Actual/Predicted Race/Ethnicity
Black-African American Ratio




| ASIAN RATIO

For more information on the Racially Concentrated Areas of Poverty please view our LRTP
Technical Support documents at http://heartlandregionaltpo.org/programs-and-plans/Irtp-

2040/.

The Regional Actual/Predicted Race/Ethnicity
Asian Ratio ranges from 0 to 9.82 (see Figure
5). The highest ratio occurs in the Remainder
of Northeast Glades CCD, Northeast Glades
CCD, and Glades County.

OKEECHOBEE

SESOTO

Legend [
0 MOORERAEN
B o01-065
I os6-1.17
I 8-3.3¢
I 3359082
[ city Limis
[ county Boundaries
[ Water Bodies

HENDRY

Figure 5 Regional Actual/ Predicted
Race/Ethnicity Asian Ratio

HISPANIC RATIO

The Actual/Predicted Race/Ethnicity Hispanic
Ratio ranges from 0 to 3.5 (see Figure 6).

The highest ratios occurred in:

. Zolfo Springs town (part), Zolfo Springs
CCD, Hardee County.

° Bowling Green city, Bowling Green
CCD, Hardee County

° Remainder of LaBelle CCD, LaBelle CCD,
Hendry County.

° Clewiston city, Clewiston CCD, Hendry
County.

Legend
0015
0.16-0.82

B os3-13

. e-22

I 2335

[ city Limits

[ county Boundaries

[ ] Water Bodies

Figure 6 Regional Actual/Predicted Race/Ethnicity
Hispanic Ratio

NON-WHITE RATIO

The Actual/Predicted Race/Ethnicity: Non-white
Ratio ranges from O to 3.36 (see Figure 7). The
highest ratios occurred in:

e Harlem CDP, Clewiston CCD, Hendry
County.

e Remainder of LaBelle CCD, LaBelle CCD,
Hendry County.

e Zolfo Springs town (part), Zolfo Springs
CCD, Hardee County.

&010

GLADES /27
Legend /\
0-052
053-1.08
B 07-163
B 164-252
I 253-3.36
[ city Limits
[ county Boundaries
[ Water Bodies

g

Figure 7 Regional Actual/Predicted
Race/Ethnicity: Non-white Ratio




GENERAL DEMOGRAPHICS OF REGION

GENERAL POPULATION

The Heartland Region contains six small to medium sized counties which have experienced
moderate annual growth from 1990 to 2010 (see Table 2).

Table 2 Regional Population

Census % Annual Change
1990 2000 2010
DeSoto County 23,865 32,209 34,862 2.30%
Glades County 7,591 10,576 12,884 3.49%
Hardee County 19,499 26,938 27,731 2.11%
Hendry County 25,773 36,210 39,140 2.59%
Highlands County 68,438 87,366 98,786 2.22%
Okeechobee County 29,627 35,910 39,996 1.75%
Regional Total 174,793 229,209 253,399 2.25%
Source: 2010 U.S Census
RACE

In 2010, the region was predominately white, non-Latino, but not overwhelmingly so at 59.4%
(see Table 3). Since 1990 the Region has dramatically increased in those individuals that identify
themselves as Hispanic, from 11.56% to 28.02%. Percentage increases range from a low of
183%, in Hardee County to a high of 340% in Highlands County from 1990 to 2010. The Region
contained nearly double the Florida percentage of Hispanic individuals in 2010. The highest
Hispanic percentages are found in the agricultural communities of Hardee and Hendry
Counties. Highlands County contains the lowest percentage in the Region, not quite half the
Regional average in 2010. The percentage of Black-African American individuals has decreased
across the region with the exception of Hardee County from 1990 to 2010. In contrast, the
Asian percentage of population has roughly tripled across the region from 1990 to 2010. Figure
3 illustrates the distribution of non-white races/ethnic groups within the Heartland Region by
Census tract.




DeSoto County
Glades County
Hardee County

Hendry County

Highlands
County
Okeechobee
County

Regional Total

Black-African
American

15.39

12.07

5.17

16.24

9.82

6.33

10.51

Black-African
American

Table 3 Regional Race/Ethnicity, Percentage

White,
Non-Latino

74.27

74.22

70.79

58.91

84.15

80.80

76.59

White,
Non-Latino

0.41

5.61

0.47

2.15

0.36

0.58

0.91

DeSoto County
Glades County
Hardee County

Hendry County

Highlands
County
Okeechobee
County

Regional Total

12.72

10.53

6.97

13.97

9.33

7.92

10.10

Black-African
American

61.18

68.61

49.43

37.70

76.48

71.57

65.67

White,
non-latino

1.18

5.99

1.30

2.53

1.91

1.99

2.04

DeSoto County
Glades County
Hardee County

Hendry County

Highlands
County
Okeechobee
County

Regional Total

12.44

11.94

6.77

12.92

8.86

7.79

9.74

1990 Census
Hispanic Asian
9.56 0.37
7.97 0.13
23.40 0.22
22.34 0.36
5.11 0.31
11.79 0.50
11.56 0.34
2000 Census
Hispanic Asian
24.90 0.52
15.07 0.43
44.16 1.09
39.59 0.76
12.07 1.05
18.61 0.96
23.15 1.10
2010 Census
Hispanic Asian
29.90 0.48
21.11 0.36
42.89 1.06
49.16 0.70
17.37 1.42
23.90 0.86
28.02 1.00

56.08

61.68

48.01

34.87

70.66

65.65

59.40

1.09

4.91

1.26

2.34

1.69

1.79

1.84




HOUSEHOLD SIZE

Household size varies considerably across the region with values from 2.17 to 3.64 persons per
household (pph), (see Table 4). The Region, at 2.83, has more pph than Florida on average. The
City of Sebring, a retirement community, represents the regional low at 2.17 pph. A
farmworker, agricultural based community, the City of Bowling Green, represents the regional
high with 3.64 pph.

Table 4 Household Size
T
Size
City of Arcadia 2.79
City of Avon Park 2.65 Figure 3 Percent Non-white by Census Tract
City of Bowling Green 3.64
City of Moore Haven 2.74 -
City of Okeechobee 2.65
City of Sebring 2.17 g
City of Wauchula 3.15 : : e o
City of Clewiston 3.03 i RN \
DeSoto County 2.71 , el ' -
Glades County 2.52 i ‘. L j '
Hardee County 3.12 - e a8 /
Hendry County 3.09 Legend GLaDEs
Highlands County 2.28 Perceﬂ';’:f:;"'"h"e
City of LaBelle N/A 15% - 27%
Okeechobee County 2.68 =i Sacke
Town of Lake Placid 2.63 EI ZL?n;y1:Z?ndarbs
Town of Zolfo Springs 3.49 [ Water Bodies
Regional Median 2.83
Florida Median 2.48
United States Median 2.60

Source: American Fact Finder, 2010:

N/A-data not available for this jurisdiction




HOUSEHOLD TYPE

There is considerable difference across the region with respect to Household Type, being
divided by the agricultural and retirement communities (see Table 5). Highlands County
contains 50.1 % of households with adults 65 and older while the City of Wauchula contains just
23.4% of the same household type. The region contains a higher percentage of households
with children under 18 than both Florida and the United States as a whole.

Table 5 Household Type

% Households with % Households with adults
children under 18 65 and older

City of Arcadia 42.3% 25.3%
City of Avon Park 35.8% 33.2%
City of Bowling Green 51.6% 28.7%
City of Moore Haven 36.2% 30.8%
City of Okeechobee 36.3% 30.6%
City of Sebring 23.3% 44.1%
City of Wauchula 44.8% 23.4%
City of Clewiston 43.2% 24.6%
DeSoto County 31.8% 36.8%
Glades County 26.6% 42.1%
Hardee County 41.3% 29.5%
Hendry County 43.5% 26.6%
Highlands County 22.0% 50.1%
City of LaBelle N/A N/A

Okeechobee County 33.5% 34.1%
Town of Lake Placid 33.8% 38.4%
Town of Zolfo Springs 47.8% 31.0%
Regional Average 37.1% 33.1%
Florida Average 29.8% 31.4%
United States Average 33.4% 24.9%

Source: American Fact Finder, 2010: N/A-data not available for this jurisdiction




RESIDENT AGE

We again see the difference between the retirement and the agricultural communities with
respect to median resident age (see Table 6). The regional median age is 35, while
communities such as Sebring and Highlands County are 47.3 and 51.5 respectively. The
agriculture communities of Wauchula and Bowling Green are 29.4 and 28.3. The Florida
median age is 40.7.

Table 6 Median Resident Age

City of Arcadia 30.7
City of Avon Park 35.6
City of Bowling Green 28.3
City of Moore Haven 36.9
City of Okeechobee 35.5
City of Sebring 47.3
City of Wauchula 29.4
City of Clewiston 33.8
DeSoto County 38.1
Glades County 43.1
Hardee County 32.8
Hendry County 32.8
Highlands County 51.5
City of LaBelle N/A
Okeechobee County 38.6
Town of Lake Placid 34.4
Town of Zolfo Springs 30.1
Regional Median 35.0
Florida Median 40.7
United States Median 37.2

Source: American Fact Finder, 2010:

N/A-data not available for this jurisdiction




llllild INVOLVEMENT

During public meetings and forums, staff put together multi-media presentations that provided attendees with an
understandable overview of major projects in the HRTPO 2040 LRTP. Key staff members answered questions about the
Plan. Audience participation was encouraged and questions and suggestions from the public were received verbally
(during question and answer sessions), through written submissions, the “Contact Us” section of the HRTPO website, and
through social media. Records are displayed through June 2016.

Type of Outreach

2015: April, June, August, October, December

2016: January, February, March, April, May, June

2015: August, October, November
2016: January, February, March, May

2015: December
2016: February, April, June

November Public Workshop - Sebring, FL
March Public Forum - Okeechobee, FL i
Adults with disabilities in Wauchula :
Low-income seniors in Lake Placid
Low-income/disadvantaged high school students in LaBelle

Minority parents of young children in Avon Park

Okeechobee Family Health and Safety Expo (Event attendance: 1,500)
Swamp Cabbage Festival, LaBelle (Event attendance: 40,000)

Continuing Florida Aviation System Planning Process (CFASPP) Central Chapter
Lake Placid Jaycees

Highland Prosperity Partnership

Wauchula Rotary
Lake Placid Rotary
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MEMORANDUM

To: Heartland Regional TPO Board

From: Marybeth Soderstrom, Community Engagement Manager

Date: March 9, 2016

Subject: Comments and Responses for draft Long Range Transportation Plan

The Heartland Regional Transportation Organization presented the draft Long Range Transportation Plan 2040 to the
Heartland Region on February 3, 2016 for a 30-day public comment period. Copies of the draft were mailed to the public
libraries in the region and county and city municipal offices. The plan was also available for review and comment
electronically on the organization’s website, www.heartlandregionaltpo.org. All changes have been highlighted in the
document with additions underlined and deleted text is shown with a strikethrough. Below are the comments that were
received.

Comment HRTPO Response

Sue Buchans, Highland County
Received: 2/17/2016, 10:00 AM

Consistency is needed in formatting and all acronyms used throughout the document
should be provided in the acronyms list.

The Plan has been updated to
include suggestions.

Page 3.2 — Support Economic Development goal: Add improved connections or access
to economic centers as a way to keep track; “Jobs created” in the keep track column
seems like is should be a measurement of success; Measures don’t include a way to
track port, rail, or air.

Goals and objectives were
reviewed and approved by the
Citizens Advisory Committee,
Technical Advisory
Committee, and the TPO
Board. Updates to goals and
objectives will be considered
as plan updates are
completed.

Comment via website, zip code 34972
Received: 2/19/2016, 11:07 AM

Rated the Vision Statement 4 out of 5

No change to Plan required.

Rated the Mission Statement 4 out of 5

No change to Plan required.

In time of evacuation, a major accident would block the route and prevent a timely
moving of traffic. All Counties should be evaluated and proposals made to eliminate
future problems. | have not seen in this plan any response to evacuation, alternate
routes for road closures or increase for emergency vehicle response.

The Plan has been updated to
include map of evacuation
facilities in Chapter 6.

We have recently seen one accident on US 441 that blocked North and South traffic for
hours in Okeechobee County. New roads will provide alternate traffic routes, support
for evacuation routes, and increase emergency vehicle response. | feel that
approximately 44 miles of new roads are needed in Okeechobee County.

Considerations for new roads
are included in the Roadway
Plan and as plan updates are
completed, additional facilities
will be considered.

Florida Department of Transportation
Received: 2/25/16, 9:00 AM

Appendix A.3 identifies the federal planning requirements generally codified in Title 23,
Part 450, Subpart C CFR; however, in order to provide a more precise relationship in
the LRTP to the planning factors noted below, we recommend a one to one correlation

Appendix B on page A.3 was
updated to reference the
chapter where the Plan




between the factors and the LRTP Section and Page Number where the factor has
been fully addressed, inclusive of 450.306 (b through j). The major headings of the
matrix should clearly state each factor with the subheadings addressing the Goals and
Objectives of the HRTPO. Currently, as depicted it is very challenging to locate the
where the factor is addressed in the Plan.

addresses each objective and
the eight planning factors are
now fully identified in the
plan’s introduction.

Currently the LRTP does not include short range strategies that lead to an integrated
multimodal transportation system. Overall the Plan is basically a narrative that speaks
to various goals/objectives that would facilitate an integrated system; however, it does
not include substantive planned activities/studies/ timelines/methodologies for
assessing the current system performance and determining necessary improvements,
both short and long. For example, both State law and federal regulations require the
development of a congestion management process (required for TMA’s by federal
regulations, however in Florida CM process is required for all MPQO'’s).

The Plan was updated to
provide more detail on how
the HRTPO intends to assess
the current system
performance and to determine
necessary improvements,
both short term and long term,
in Chapter 6.

The Plan is silent regarding how these activities are developed, monitored and
reported. There is no mention of what will be developed, when it will be developed, how
it will be implemented, or what metrics will be used as a base line.

The Plan was updated to
provide more detail on how
the HRTPO intends to assess
the current system
performance and to determine
necessary improvements,
both short term and long term,
in Chapter 6.

The Plan includes six Goals; however, it is unclear how the performance objectives,
measurable targets, and policies are associated with program strategies, and lead to
improved operation and performance of the system, such as safety, maintenance of the
system in good repair, improvements to modal choices, etc. Again the Plan is a good
narrative; however, no metrics are included that informs the Board or the public how
these elements will be identified, monitored, improved, or maintained.

Objectives and measures are
addressed in Chapter 3. The
Plan notes that baselines will
be established and tracked.
The Plan does not include
specific target numbers as we
anticipate
guidance/requirements on
targets from FHWA will be
provided in the future.

Currently the Plan only describes what is required in performance base planning;
however, no documentation was included that establishes the process. Metropolitan
System Performance Reporting is required in the transportation plan every 4 or 5
years, which will include the evaluation of the condition and performance of the
transportation system, progress achieved in meeting performance targets in
comparison with the performance in previous reports, evaluation of how preferred
scenario has improved conditions and performance, where applicable, and evaluation
of how local policies and investments have impacted costs necessary to achieve
performance targets, where applicable. Additionally no criteria is included in the Plan
for prioritization of projects that link the Plan to the TIP.

The Plan was updated to
provide more detail on how
the HRTPO intends to
evaluate the condition and
performance of the system in
Chapter 6. The Plan was
updated to include Appendix
E that outlines the
prioritization criteria that is
anticipated to be adopted prior
to Plan adoption on March 16,
2016.

The LRTP does not include the HRTPO 2040 Revenue Forecasts that was specifically
developed for the HRTPO region nor does it include district system level operation and
maintenance revenues. The Plan should have developed revenue and cost tables
using the Costing Template that D1 developed and provided to all MPQO’s. Additionally
the Plan does not provide funding sources, funding totals by mode. Other fund sources
such TRIP, CIGP, SCOP, SCRAP, TA, local funded projects, developer funded
projects, etc.

The Plan was updated to
include an additional chapter
(Chapter 8) that addresses
funding of roadways, transit,
and modal priorities.

The Plan does not include a process or guidance for developing a congestion
management process as required by Florida Statutes 339.175

The Plan was updated to
provide detail on how the
HRTPO intends to develop a
congestion management
process in Chapter 6.




There are general discussions regarding Efficient Transportation Decision Making
(EDTM) in the Plan, no identified process has been included for screening LRTP Cost
Feasible Plan (CFP) using the Environmental Screening Tool (EST), nor has any
purpose and need statements been crafted for inclusion in the Plan or EST.

The Plan was updated to
include discussions of EDTM
in Chapter 4.

Currently the Plan does not include a comprehensive Needs Plan as defined in the
Guidelines for Defining and Reporting Needs

Chapter 6 of the plan identifies
the needs of the region.

R. Shane Parker, P.E., Hendry County Public Works Director, Hendry County
Received: 3/2/2016, 10:24 PM

Page 2.2 - DeSoto County: shouldn't SR31 be listed as a main transportation artery.

The regional overview is
intended to be a brief
snapshot of the county and is
not inclusive of the Regional
Roadway Network.

Page 2.3 - Hendry County: (a) Charlotte County is to the northwest as only the
southeast corner of Charlotte County touches the northwest corner of Hendry County;
(b) the Big Cypress Seminole Indian Reservation only occupies 67 square miles in
Hendry County; (c) please include SR 82 and SR 29 as major transportation arteries.

The Plan has been updated
as follows:

(a) Revised language for
clarification.

(b) Updated information.

(c) The regional overview is
intended to be a brief
snapshot of the county and is
not inclusive of the Regional
Roadway Network.

Page 6.11 - label SR 80 and US 27.

The Plan has been updated to
correct this.

Page 6.16 - Existing and Committed Projects - (a) Helms Road Extension is under
construction which is funded over several years by FDOT. Revise label description
under Improvement to state New Road; (b) Add SR 82 from Lee County Line to Collier
County Line with the improvement being 2 Lane to 4 Lane. This project is under
construction now and is being funded by FDOT.

The Plan has been updated
as follows:

(a) Revised to “new road”

(b) Updated Project Group 1
to include SR 82 from Lee
County Line to Collier County
Line from 2 to 4 lanes.

Page 6.17 - Priority Partially Funded Group 3A - in regards to SR 82 | am not aware of
this project as being partially funded (2 lane to 6 lane). The road way is currently under
construction from 2 lanes to 4 lanes from Lee County Line to Collier County Line only.

The SIS unfunded needs plan
lists the segment of SR 82 as
2 to 6 lanes. The Adopted
Work Plan (AWP) has funding
for construction in current
year. The Plan has been
updated to delete the
reference to SR 82 from 3A on
page 6.17.

Page 6.18 - Priority Unfunded Group 3B - (a) Both SR 29 should be removed as a
portion of the project is being funded by FDOT. With that being stated | am not aware
of any project on SR 29 being extended to SR 78. Only to the Glades/Hendry county
line; (b) Remove SR 80 from Indian Hills Drive to CR 833 as it is currently funded in the
FDOT 5-year work plan; (c) | am not sure if you are referring to SR 82 being widen to 6
lanes or 4 lanes. This segment of SR 82 is currently under construction being widen to
4 lanes.

(a) FDOT has a PD&E
(417878-9) SR 29 from
Whidden Rd to Bermont Rd,
to add lanes and reconstruct
(21to4).

(b) Corrected.

(c) The SIS unfunded needs
plan lists the segment of SR
82 as 2 to 6 lanes.

Page 7.11 - please revise the second paragraph as Airglades Airport is located in
Hendry County and not Glades County.

The Plan has been updated to
correct this.

Page 7.14 - Hendry County - Airglades Airport: please revise as Airglades is currently
only served by one runway. There is a former grass runway which intersects the
current runway, but it no longer exists and is not in use. The FAA only considers there

The Plan was updated to
clarify the language used in
reference to the number of




to be one runway at Airglades Airport. However, you may want to mention the Airport
Layout Plan for Airglades Airport depicts a proposed north/south runway to
accommodate cargo aircraft. This new runway does not and will not intersect the
existing runway.

runways. Content for this
section was provided by
CFASPRP. Inclusion of
proposed runway will be
considered for future plans.

Page 7.14 - Hendry County - LaBelle Airport: please revise as try airport is not located
just south of LaBelle, but is partially located within the city limits of LaBelle.

The Plan has been updated to
correct this.

Page 7.15 - label SR80.

This has been corrected.

A.2 - Why was the Hendry County Comprehensive Pathways Plan not listed as a
supporting document?

The Plan was updated to
include the Hendry County
Comprehensive Pathways
Plan in the Technical
Supporting Documents.

A.4 - Project Group 1 - Helms Road Extension - enough funding is being provided by
FDOT to build 2 lanes and expand the road segment to 4 lanes with the next 5 years.

No change to Plan required at
this time. Noted for follow-up.

A.4 - Project Group 1 - add SR82. See my earlier comments.

The Plan has been updated
for Project Group 1 to include
SR 82 from the Lee County
Line to the Collier County Line
from 2 to 4 lanes.

A.4 - Project Group 3A - verify the dollar amount listed for road funding versus the
adopted five-year work program for Hendry County.

The dollar amount has been
verified.

A.5 - see earlier comments.

The Plan has been updated.

The following comments were received at the public forum held on March 3, 2016 in the City of Okeechobee

Robbie Chartier — Staff did a wonderful job tonight. SR 70 West needs to be included in
the futures expansion as an East-West Corridor. Sidewalks are desperately needed in
Okeechobee.

No change to Plan required.

John Gurney — Very informative and great to see such a wonderful support for
Okeechobee County

No change to Plan required.

Bobby Keefe- | am so happy that the HRTPO has been founded! | believe that a
regional focus on transportation development will improve all facets that impact our
communities.

No change to Plan required.

Dowling Watford — Continue efforts to 4 lane Hwy 70 W; Continue 710 by-pass with
more northern connection to 441; Consider Taylor Creek to Nubbin Slough connection
on Blueways; Tweak 441/70 intersection improvements to address timing, turn radius,
etc., Maintenance issues including wider turn in to Raulerson Hospital; Continue 4 lane
on 441N to Cemetery Rd with right and left turn lane; Mark turn lanes at Walmart
intersection; Signals at 441N and 9 St and 441S and 6 Street.

No change to Plan required.
Comments are noted for
future reference.

Noel Chandler — Extend 67 to SW 87t Terrace

No change to Plan required.
Comment are noted for future
reference.

Leah Suarez — Enormous need for public transportation. Any input we can have to
FDOT about SR 70 between C721 and US 27 — Horrible

No change to Plan required.
Comments are noted for
future reference.

Charles Murphy — Please prioritize 4 lane of SR 70 in Okeechobee, Highlands, and
DeSoto, also 710 in Okeechobee.

This has been identified in the
Plan. No change to Plan
required.

Erik Padron — | attended the meeting by looking at Okeechobee website for the next
board meeting (BoCC). | would like to attend these meetings by notification (email). |
believe you will have much more attendance. Overall it was a good meeting and | thank
you for taking the time to put it together.

Commenter is encouraged to
subscribe to the HRTPO
Mailing List available on
www.heartlandreqgionaltpo.org.

Herby Smith — | have never been to one of these before and it was not as | expected. |
really like the interactive portion. The people hosting the event were very nice and their
participation was noticeable. | normally do not attend events like this but | will attempt
to go to future ones.

No change to Plan required.
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MEMORANDUM

To: Heartland Regional TPO Board

From: Marybeth Soderstrom, Community Engagement Manager
Date: March 16, 2016
Subject: Comments and Responses for draft Long Range Transportation Plan

The Heartland Regional Transportation Planning Organization presented the draft Long Range Transportation Plan 2040
to the Heartland Region on February 3, 2016 for a 30-day public comment period. Copies of the draft were mailed to the
public libraries in the region and county and city municipal offices. The plan was also available for review and comment
electronically on the organization’s website, www.heartlandregionaltpo.org. Strikethrough are used for deletions and
additions are underlined. Below are the comments that were received during the second comment period from March 9 to

March 16, 2016.
Comment

Received: 3/13/2016, 4:21 PM

HRTPO Response |

Shakira T. Crandol, Transportation Planner, Federal Highway Administration

Critical Comments: For further guidance please refer to the 2012 LRTP Expectations Letter

On page 1.5 at the bottom of the page the plan
states “consider the federal planning factors as
they related to a 25 year forecast period” please
note that the federal regulation requires a
minimum 20 year forecast. Reference: 23 CFR
450.322

The Plan was updated to clarify the language used.

Page 1.7 — Deleted/Changed text
Consider the federal planning factors as they relate to a 25-20-
year forecast period

Funding Summary on page 1.6 needs to show the
entire timespan of the LRTP, which includes the
years of the TIP. A column needs to be added to
reflect the TIP years. The text below the table
needs to reflect that the TIP years are part of the
LRTP. The last two columns of the table should
cover FY 2031-2035 and FY 2036-2040. This
table presents the revenues for the period.
Reference: 23 CFR 450.322

Based on comments previously received, this was addressed in the
draft Plan distributed on 3-9-16 on page 8.2. The FDOT Revenue
Forecast used for the plan only provides the 2031-2040 period.

The Costs for the same period need to also be
added to clearly demonstrate that the Plan is
fiscally constrained and that costs and revenues
align with each other. Reference: 23 CFR 450.322

Based on comments previously received, this was addressed in the
draft Plan distributed on 3-9-16 on page 8.2.

There is information provided in the plan related to
anticipated employment growth but there is
nothing included in the plan or the public
involvement chapter which speaks to the
demographic profile of the region. Has this
information being compiled? References 23 CFR
450.316 (1)(vii), 23 CFR 200.9(b)(4) and FHWA
Order 6640.23A

The Plan was updated to include demographic information in
Appendix C and the Fair Housing Equity Assessment is now
included in the Technical Support Listing.

Page A.6 to A.10 — Included pages from technical support
document

Do not see any costs and revenues related to
operations and maintenance in this
LRTP...system level estimates must be included.
Reference: 23 CFR 450.322

Based on comments previously received, this was addressed in the
draft Plan distributed on 3-9-16 on page 1.6 a districtwide level. In
addition, a note was added on page 8.2 to address non-state
roadway O&M costs.

Page 8.2 — Added text




Note: Total O&M for non-state roadways - $4.3 Million (2016-

2040)

The Environmental Mitigation section of the Plan
primarily contains general language that relates to
statewide perspective and typical approaches.
While there seem to be regional plans and
activities that were conducted related to this
subject that are referenced as support documents,
there is no discussion/summary of how the
HRTPO would address environmental mitigation
for their area, who they consult with and how
during the development of the plan, and if other
agencies plans were compared and considered
during plan development. This information needs
to be included in the plan. Reference: 23 CFR
450.322(f)(7)

Based on comments previously received, this was addressed in the
draft Plan distributed on 3-9-16 in Chapter 4. In addition, the Plan
was updated to include partner agencies.

Page 4.2 — Added text to include environmental partners

While the plan mentions safety on page 1.5, there
is no additional detail in the plan which speaks to
the integration of Safety in the planning process or
how the plan considers elements of the SHSP for
planning purposes. Reference: 23 CFR 450.322

(h)

Based on comments previously received, this was addressed in the
draft Plan distributed on 3-9-16 on page 6.24.

For purposes of the non-capacity adding projects
that will be completed, a summary discussion
about operations/maintenance/ITS projects should
be included in the plan. Reference: 23 CFR
450.322(f)(3)

Based on comments previously received, this was addressed in the
draft Plan distributed on 3-9-16 on page 6.21.

Public involvement: requirements of 23 CFR.322,
including how did the public comments affect the
plan development need to be included.

Memo with comments and how they were addressed was included
with the draft Plan distributed on 3-9-16 and public input is
summarized on 5.3.

The Cost Affordable Project listing should include
total project costs. It is also not clear what
constitutes the full Cost Affordable Plan.
Reference: 23 CFR 450.322(f) (10)

Language was clarified in the draft Plan distributed on 3-9-16 in
Chapter 6 and the project and the detailed Roadway Projects and
Cost tables were moved from Appendix C to Chapter 8.

Enhancement Comments

The Regional Overview, second paragraph on
page 2.1, mentions that the six HRTPO counties
are within the South Central Rural Area of
Opportunity. While there is a brief definition
provided, there is no explanation of if and how
that designation affects the TPO, who
determines/designates these areas, what is its
purpose, etc.

The Plan was updated to provide more detail on the South Central
Rural Area of Opportunity in Chapter 2.

Page 2.1 — Added text

The six listed counties are within the South Central Rural Area
of Opportunity (RAO), which is defined as a region composed
of rural communities that have been adversely affected by
extraordinary economic events or natural disasters, as
designated by the Governor via executive order. RAO
designation establishes a reqgion as a priority for Rural and
Economic Development Initiative (REDI) agencies, which
allows for economic development incentives. The South
Central Rural Area of Opportunity is comprised of DeSoto,
Glades, Hardee, Hendry, Highlands, and Okeechobee counties,
as well as the four small cities outside those counties. It was
the historic relationship of these counties that allowed the
Governor to designate the HRTPO to cover all six counties.

Consider moving acronyms list into the
Appendices — It is awkward having it the first thing
you see in the Plan.

Based on a request of the TPO Board and endorsement from the
Citizens Advisory Committee, the acronyms are intentionally
offered at the beginning of the plan.

It is easy to confuse the Heartland 2060 project
with the HRTPO 2040 LRTP, so be sure to
identify and distinguish each one fully throughout
the document and provide an explanation of how
the 2060 project preceded and provided the basis
for the 2040 LRTP. There is some discussion on

The Plan was updated to provide more detail on Heartland 2060
and its relationship to the Plan in Chapter 1.

Page 1.2 - Added text
The six counties of the Heartland have been a part of an
almost decade long grassroots effort to work together with

partners to build a resilient reqion to deal with the challenges




page 1.2, but it is unclear how and to what level
they are integrated or influenced by each other.

and opportunities of education, work force and economic
development; environment and natural resources; community
resources including a healthy community; and transportation
and land use. The partnership has explored the relationship of
transportation and affordable housing; the relationship of
potential transportation facilities and impact avoidance on
natural resources and wildlife; and the relationship of
transportation and economic development. A key outcome of
Heartland 2060 was the need for an ongoing cooperative,
continuing, and comprehensive regional transportation
planning process and a lonqg range transportation plan for the
Heartland. The development of this plan is an integral part of
the continuing work to build a resilient and livable region.

The maps illustrating vehicle /bicycle/pedestrian
crashes, over capacity roads, other modes,
freight, etc. in the region....how do they
contribute to the plan development? Not sure that
is clear in the narrative. The maps are just
included with no indication as to how they
contribute to the plan?

Based on comments previously received, a safety section was
developed in Chapter 6 and the corresponding maps were
relocated to illustrate areas of safety concern. Other maps in the
plan are informational and have adjacent descriptive text.

The Economic Futures section on page 2.6 does
not clearly indicate which economic future is being
pursued for the LRTP....were all three presented
as part of the LRTP development to the public, or
was one selected from the 2060 regional effort to
move forward? In addition, providing a map of the
potentially affected areas for any noted strategies
would be helpful, but not required.

Language was added to the Plan to clarify that the all three
economic futures were used to inform data for the employment
factors in the modeling of needs. More information can be found in
the Technical Support Document Heartland Economic Futures.

Page 2.6 — Added text
All three economic futures were used to inform the data that
predicts travel demand in the future.

The information related to statewide plans is
provided, but what is missing is how these plans
affect the TPO’s plan development.

The Plan was updated to include additional language on page 3.1;
there are also references to various statewide plans on pages 1.7,
4.4, 6.2, 6.15, 6.24, 6.28, 7.6, 7.10 and 7.11 within the Plan.

Page 3.1 — Added text

The goals and objectives developed to quide the LRTP are
consistent with MAP-21, the Florida Transportation Plan (FTP),
and various local, state, regional and modal plans and

programs.

Page 7.3 transit planning section mentions the
development of a Transit Development Plan. Has
this plan been developed? If not, when will it be
completed?

The Plan was updated to specify a Transit Development Plan will
be developed and funded through the UPWP in 2016/17.

Page 7.3 — Added text

A Transit Development Plan (TDP) is a 10-year horizon plan
intended to support the development of an effective
multimodal transportation system for the State of Florida and
will be developed and funded through the UPWP in 2016/2017.

Page 7.4 Bicycle and Pedestrian Systems — how
are future improvements determined? What are
the criteria?

Future improvements will be guided by the Congestion
Management process outlined in Chapter 6.

Pages 6.16 - 6.18: Not clear on the Group
headings and discussion what “Priority” means
and how it was determined. Group one table: No
costs or sources of funding are provided ....what
is the timeframe for their completion? (state
years)....are they all construction? It would be
beneficial if all the tables contained all the same
columns of information, including phase,
year/timing to be completed, source and cost.

Roadway Projects and Cost tables were formerly located in
Appendix C. They are now located in Chapter 8 and include the
requested level of detail for projects.

o TS




Editorial Comments

On the bottom of the page the section is titled:
“The first LRTP for Heartland Regional must:”
which may cause a reader to think that this is a
modified version of what is normally included.

The Plan was updated to clarify the language used.

Page 1.7 — Deleted/Changed text
The first LRTP for the Heartland Region must

For the objective related to the Public Participation
goal the measures include: number of workshops,
number of focus groups, number of meetings,
number of electronic communications. | wonder if
any of these measures should include people. For
example if you use the number of workshops as
your measure, but no one attends any of the
workshops, is this still a positive measure of public
engagement?

The goal is to promote public participation and provide
opportunities, so the number of events is an appropriate measure.
The Public Participation Plan for the TPO tracks attendance at
events as the organization establishes baseline performance.

Good information is presented on each county in
the overview and for the population and
employment growth in the region.

No change to Plan required.

Regional Road Network: Are the considerations
listed on page 6.2 the criteria for inclusion?

Yes.

Does the map on page 6.3 show the entire
roadwork network or just the regional significant
roadway network? Clarify map title if needed.

The Regional Roadway Network as described on page 6.3 consist
of roadways of regional significance. The Plan was updated to
clarify the language used.

Page 6.16 — Added text

The Regional Roadway Network for the Heartland Region are
the roadways of regional significance existing-roads-and
highways-that are a part of the Strategic Intermodal System
(SIS), as well as non-SIS facilities, both on and off of the state
highway system.

How are your modal partners, like rail, involved in
plan development?

The Plan was updated to include involvement of modal partners on
page 7.1.

Page 7.1 — Added text
Modal partners, including but not limited to public

transportation, bicycle and pedestrian, freight mobility, and
airport partners, were engaged in the development of the LRTP
through direct coordination, participation in committees, and as
part of special planning efforts. Transportation disadvantaged
planning agencies (also part of the six county Mobility
Management coordination effort) and the Sebring Airport
Authority, the largest airport in the region, are voting members
of the TAC. Regional aviation partners were regularly updated
on _the LRTP development through the Continuing Florida
Aviation System Planning Process which meets quarterly.

Bicycle and pedestrian _issues were identified through input
provided by cities and counties represented on the TAC. The
development of the LRTP also considered local bike/pedestrian
plans, comprehensive plans, and local and statewide
Greenways and Trails Plans. Focus qgroup participants,
including those with mobility limitations, identified key areas
missing sidewalks or other pedestrian amenities.

The HRTPO participated with FDOT District One in development
of the Freight Mobility and Trade Study and the development of
the LRTP included this information in the needs consideration




for the Regional Roadway Network. Specifically, US 27, the
principal arterial with the highest freight movements, highest
vehicles volumes, and highest crash rates in the region, is a
corridor under _special study by a corridor task force. Private
railroad, local intermodal logistics projects, and economic
development specialists were invited to participate in these
efforts.

As a point of clarification will a congestion
management plan be developed for this area?

Based on comments previously received, this was addressed in the
draft Plan distributed on 3-9-16 on page 6.21.

Page 6.16, second paragraph, second sentence
mentions there are four groups, then proceeds to
list only three.

The Plan was updated to clarify the language used.

Page 6.16 — Removed text for clarification

Four project groups are identified to clarify which are cost
feasible and include: 4} cost feasible projects, 2) projects that
will have some but not all funding necessary to be completed,
and 3) projects that are needed but for which no funding is
identified.

Page 6.17 text under Roadway Project Group
Three heading: Not sure what any of it means

This paragraph describes the difference between Project Group 3A
and 3B.

What phases are funded or not funded in the
Group 3 table and when are they expected to be
funded? Again, need to add phasing and funding
and timing anticipated to the tables.

Roadway Projects and Cost tables were located in Appendix C and
now may be found in Chapter 8 that include requested level of
detail for projects.

The Cost Affordable Project listing should also
include sponsor information (it is included for
some projects not all). It is also recommended to
add a footnote to describe the acronyms being
used for project sponsor.

The Table of Roadway Projects and Costs on page 8.4-8.5 were
updated to indicate the lead agency.

Page 8.5 — Added/removed text and footnote

The Florida Department of Transportation is the lead agency
for all projects identified in the program except those noted
below:

1 Project led by Hendry County BoCC

2 Project led by Highlands County BoCC
3 Project led by Highlands County BoCC
4 Project led by Highlands County BoCC

Other Changes:

Page 1.1 - Inserted text that was previously on page 2.1

Stakeholders in the process include the Florida Department of Transportation (FDOT), Federal Highway Administration
(FHWA), Federal Transit Administration (FTA), the cities in the region, the six counties of DeSoto, Glades, Hardee,
Hendry, Highlands and Okeechobee, and the general public.

Page 6.15 — Inserted full document title

Strateqic Intermodal System Funding Strateqy, Long Range Cost Feasible Plan 2024-2040, 2013 Edition

Page 8.4 — Added text to clarify title

Table of Roadway Projects and Costs (Cost Affordable Plan)

Page 8.5 — Added text to clarify title

Table of Roadway Projects and Costs Centinued (Unfunded Needs)

R4
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MEMORANDUM

To: Heartland Regional TPO Board

From: Marybeth Soderstrom, Community Engagement Manager

Date: June 1, 2016

Subject: Comments and Responses for Proposed Amendment to the 2040 Long Range Transportation
Plan (LRTP)

The Heartland Regional Transportation Organization presented the proposed amendment to the Long Range Transportation
Plan 2040 to the Heartland Region on May 25, 2016 for a 7-day public comment period. The amendment was distributed at
the HRTPO meeting on May 25 and sent electronically to all committee members and interested parties on the agency
mailing list. The proposed amendment was also available for review and comment electronically on the organization’s
website, www.heartlandregionaltpo.org. All changes have been highlighted in the document with additions underlined and
deleted text is shown with a strikethrough. Below are the comments that were received.

Comment HRTPO Response

Jeffrey Diemer, Community Liaison, Florida Department of Transportation, District One
Received: 5/26/16/2016, 3:30 PM

We recommend the inclusion of the following as a footnote to the tables identified below:
“Transportation Alternatives (TA) funds for areas with populations under 200,00 (i.e.,
Districtwide TALL funds) and for any area (i.e., Districtwide TALT funds) are provided to
MPOs/TPOs for use in identifying future transportation alternative projects as “illustrative
projects” in its LRTP. The Department allocates the districtwide TALL/TALT funds on a The Plan has been
discretionary basis each year based on the availability of funding and the annual submittal

of MPO/TPO TA priority requests.” updated to include

suggestion.

The tables contained on the following pages:
Page 2 Table “Estimated Revenue for Sebring-Avon Park Metropolitan Area (in millions)”
Page 38 Table 8.1 and 8.2
Page 47 Table 8.5




Comments Revived by the Federal Highway Administration (FHWA) after June 8, 2016

From: Coles, Danielle (FHWA)
Sent: July 14,2016 at 10:47:35 AM EDT
Subject: RE: Heartland LRTP review/comments

Comment

Response

FINANCIAL TABLES:

The following corrections must be made the financial tables in the proposed amendment to the LRTP:
-Page 5 - Estimated Revenue for Sebring-Avon Park Metropolitan Area

o Total* FY 2021-2040 is actually the total of 2019-2040

o In the highlighted “Note,” change 200,00 to 200,000

- Page 41-51 - Tables 8.1-8.5

o The bands for revenue (2019-2040) and the bands for expenditures (2016-2040) should be consistent.
Although the TIP is a financially constrained document, the LRTP should clearly spell out fiscal constraint
for the entire life of the plan without making the reader consult other documents.

- Page 42 - Cost Feasible Plan

o Please provide the total expenditures for each band (sum of PE, ROW, CST).

Table 8.4 was
updated to include a
sum total line

Table 8.5 was
updated to include
2016-2020 as first
timeband

Additional narrative
on theTIP years is
provided on page 8.5

PUBLIC PARTICIPATION:

HRTPO must expand the discussion of the public participation process in the LRTP to provide:

+Process to address comments - Beyond verbally answering questions, how did HRTPO respond to
comments received through written submissions, the “Contact Us” section of the website, and through
social media? Was there a timeframe for responses?

« How the various types of outreach influenced the development of the LRTP — Were there any major
adjustments to the plan that resulted from public comments?

The Public Participation chapter of the LRTP must demonstrate explicit consideration and response to
public input received. Ways to document this include copies of meeting notices/flyers, public comments/
responses, sign-in sheets, etc. (acceptable to be included in an appendix or technical document).

Additional narrative
discussing the public
comment process is
provided on pages
5.2and 5.3.

CONSULTATION
HRTPO must develop a formal, documented and agreed to consultation process for the various
components of the planning process to include:

A list of consulting agencies
o The list of consulting agencies should be specific to those agencies and organizations directly
involved in or affected by transportation, being careful to distinguish between the public participation,
environmental mitigation, and consulting agency processes and contacts.

Methods for outreach

What plans and data will be shared and compared

Mutually agreed upon comment periods

How HRTPO will respond to and consider comments received
The consultation provisions require HRTPO's planning partners to actively engage and consult with
specific agencies to compare plans and data in developing the LRTP and TIP. Effective consultation
requires early engagement, direct outreach, information sharing, plan comparison, and evaluations to
meet the Federal regulations.
The LRTP must clearly detail and provide evidence for how the documented consultation process
was used to develop the LRTP. Ways to document this include copies of outreach notices/flyers and
comments given/received (acceptable to be included in an appendix or technical document).

Additional narrative
is provided on page
1.9-10 to discuss
the consultation
process. A list of
environmental
consulting agencies
is provided on page
4.2 and all other
consulting agencies
are provided in
appendix K.

ENVIRONMENTAL MITIGATION

HRTPO must expand the discussion in the Environmental Mitigation chapter of the LRTP to include a
general discussion of potentially environmentally sensitive areas specific to the Heartland region. Are
there wetlands, wildlife habitats, parks, endangered species, etc.? If so, where are they located in relation
to proposed projects? A study of environmentally sensitive areas located statewide is not sufficient alone.
Some form of visualization, such a map or chart, that provides information about specific areas in the

Appendix L was
included to identify
environmentally
sensitive areas and
endangered species
in area.

Heartland region is necessary.
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As referenced in the Plan, Evaluation Criteria for Capacity Projects will be used as a tool for priority ranking of non-SIS
projects in both the LRTP as well as the annual project priorities submitted for consideration in development of the
FDOT five-year Work Program and subsequent inclusion in the Transportation Improvement Program (TIP). This criteria
was developed by the Technical Advisory Committee of the HRTPO, reviewed by the Citizens Advisory Committee,

adopted-by the HRTPO on March 16, 2016 and amended on June 9, 2016.

Evaluation Criteria for Capacity Projects

Evaluation Criteria

Not programmed for Capital Improvement Program (CIP) or Transportation Improvement
Program (TIP)

Criteria
Scoring

Criteria
Weighting

Preliminary Engineering or Project Development & Engineering and/or alignment study
phase programmed in TIP

Roadway with no serious/fatal crashes in past 5 years (depending on data availability)

iht -of- Wai aciumtlon and/or construction iroirammed inTIP 100

Roadway with 1 serious/fatal crash in past 5 years (depending on data availability)

Roadway with 2 or more serious/fatal crashes in past 5 years (depending on data availability) 100
0.0 to 0.89 Volume/Capacity (V/C)
0.9 to 0.99 V/C 30
1.0 to 1.49 V/C 60
V/C>1.5 100

Potential negative impact on environment or environmental justice area
No impact to environment or environmental justice area
Potential positive impact on environmental justice area and no environmental impact 100

Not a designated evacuation route
Is a designated evacuation route 100

Not on HRTPO Regional Roadway Network or Regional freight corridor
Is on HRTPO Regional Roadway Network
Is a Regional freight corridor 100

No direct access to activity or employment center

Improves access to activity or employment center 50

Provides access to a new activity or employment center 100

Provide reliable and efficient options 10%
No reuse of existing investment 0

Preserves existing investment 50

Optimizes reuse of existing investment 100

No multimodal improvement 0

Bicycle and/or sidewalk improvement 50

Access to transit improvement 100

Total: 100%

*Evacuation routes are from the Statewide Regional Evacuation Study (SRES), September 2015
**Regional freight corridor as designated in the FDOT District One Freight Mobility and Trade Study, October 2015
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Introduction

Prior to the formation of the HRTPO, transportation modeling in the 12 county region of southwest and central Florida
in FDOT District One was accomplished utilizing individual county or MPO /TPO models. The previously existing MPO /
TPO models were the single county Polk TPO model (which is also the “real” version of the rebranded statewide training
model, “Olympus”), the Sarasota Manatee Charlotte (SMC) three county model, and the two county Lee Collier model.
Transportation modeling on lengthy corridors (such as US 27, or SR 17) frequently required the development of multi
county or and multi MPO / TPO models, these models sometimes being developed only for one specific purpose or task.
Large developments such as Development of Regional Impact (DRI) or new massive Sector Plan developments required
models that could track transportation impacts beyond the limits (size) of the traditional models.

Development of the District One Regional Planning Model

Regional travel demand models examine the mass movement of persons within a study area and are an integral part of
transportation investment and management decisions. An obvious benefit to the use of larger regional transportation
models is corridor planning, where the corridor may extend beyond the limits of a smaller (i.e. county or MPO / TPO)
based model.

The District One Regional Planning Model (D1RPM) model was developed by FDOT District One through their (GPC)
Transportation Modeling Consultant Traf-O-Data, based
upon pre-existing (rural county) models developed by
the FDOT in the mid 2000’s. FDOT District One produced
“Long Range Transportation Needs Analysis Plans” (LRTNA)
that included an updated Cube transportation models on
behalf of the rural counties. It should be noted however, that
Highlands County simultaneously conducted their own plan
(Highlands County Long Range Transportation Plan, 2010),
and produced an updated FSUTMS transportation model
(subsequently updated to Cube by FDOT), separate from the
FDOT LRTNP efforts.

Prior to the formation of the HRTPO, FDOT District One began
the process of combining the 12 counties of the District into
one single model, known as “stitching” the models together.
In 2014, FDOT district one modeling staff developed this
model joining the three large MPO / TPO models: the Polk
TPO, the Sarasota-Manatee-Charlotte MPO, and the Lee-
Collier MPO model, together with the 6 rural county models:
Highlands (previously classified as rural), Hardee, DeSoto,
Hendry, Glades, and Okeechobee. FDOT District One staff
and District modeling GPC (General Planning Consultant)
staff began this work in 2012 to develop what is now the over
6,000 Transportation Analysis Zone (TAZ) D1RPM, the largest
FDOT districtwide model in the state of Florida (at the time).

The D1RPM model network (under development)
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The D1RPM is a “conventiona
FSUTMS / Cube model, in that it v

follows the standard template S ] Brmoton e

issued by FDOT Central Ofﬁce ) % s TheDistrictOneRegimmlPlanningModEI(DIRPM)‘
(CO) as a guide for Florida

transportation modelers.  The som

latest update to the standard
model template is referred to as
the Transit Model Update (TMU)
released by FDOT CO in March
2010. The latest TMU update
provides recommendations for
modeling transit trips within the
FSUTMS framework, though the
name TMU could be potentially
misleading, as it contains other
items beyond those addressing =

only transit. This update was

undertaken with the purpose of designing and implementing, within FSUTMS and associated support systems, the
changes necessary toimprove the preparation of transit demand forecasts to a point consistent with federal expectations,
and simultaneously to incorporate other state of the practice techniques and tools.
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Among the improvement procedures in the TMU, major new model features included:

» The incorporation of AutoCon functionality into CUBE 6.0 (FSUTMS previously initiated a call to a DOS program
for this function),

» Transit market segmentation includes additional trip purposes HB (Home Based) School, HBCollege/Univ, and
splitting the single NHB (Non Home Based) into NHBW (Non Home Based Work) and NHBO (Non Home Based
Other),

» Household segmentation - adding households by workers and households by income,

» Add auto sufficiency variable to distribution and mode choice,

» Marginal models to estimate households by income, workers, and size,

» Added an auto ownership model,

» HBW (Home Based Work) trip production model uses workers per household and auto ownership,

» New destination choice model with the size variable, replacing trip attraction model,

» Incorporation of special markets to include seasonal residents, visitors, external workers, and air passengers
(previously modeled in District One in a custom DOS program called “Airtrips”),

» Incorporation of Time Of Day (TOD) stratification for distribution, mode choice and assignment. Peak and off-
peak for distribution and mode choice, including 4 time periods for assignment,

» Afeedback loop process involving distribution, mode choice and assignment,

» A walk market segmentation in mode choice, short and long,

» A more generalized and detailed nesting structure, includes local bus, express bus, urban rail and commuter rail
modes.

There are also features not included in the TMU recommendations, but are included in the D1RPM model:

» A mode choice calibration feature is included.

» A special procedure for generating and distributing airport-oriented vehicle trips is included for Southwest
Florida International Airport (RSW) and for Sarasota-Bradenton Airport (SRQ).

» Goods movementand freight truck trips are addressed by incorporating a matrix of 16 truck trip types taken from
the Florida Statewide Model (v5124). It was noted that the statewide model contains many more procedures
for estimating goods movement in the U.S and around the world, and also includes seaports and airports.

» A procedure for addressing changes in the unemployment rate has been included. This is because Florida's
unemployment rate for 2010 of approximately 10.9 percent was much higher than Florida's historical long-term
unemployment rate of about 5 percent, but there was no corresponding decrease in population or employment




reflected in the model's socioeconomic data. The downturn in the economy did result in fewer vehicle trips in
2010, to which the model must be calibrated. However, if uncorrected, these trip rates would yield artificially
low future year model volumes. A correction factor was needed. This downturn-upturn cycle may be confirmed
by comparing traffic counts for the 2007-2010-2014 periods. It should be noted that the current unemployment
rate has returned to nearly 2007 levels. Therefore, unemployment rates are included as KEY variables.

» A procedure for addressing potential changes in roadway capacity and trip-making due to Autonomous
Vehicles (AV) has been included in the D1RPM. Studies of AV operating characteristics and travel behavior
conclude that: 1) roadway capacity will increase with closer vehicle spacing, and; 2) more trips will be made,
with an increase in easy-access one-way trips in urban areas. These studies suggest traffic impacts beginning
sometime during the 2030-2050 time-frame, depending on AV saturation levels. Therefore, an AV saturation
rate-capacity lookup table has been included to a KEY variable.

It should be noted here that use of the above AV procedure is optional, to be determined by the user if it should be used.

Because of tremendous advances in computer technology, the D1RPM was developed with the expectation that this
model could be used (edited / modified and run) on a standard, unmodified Cube 6 platform; and executed (run) on
any standard or typical configuration Windows 7 multi core desktop or workstation PC. The D1RPM was developed in
a Windows 7 environment, and forward compatibility with subsequent versions of Microsoft Windows is assumed, but
not guaranteed. In the past additional modification to the input files were necessary when upgrading to new versions
of the Windows operating system. It should be noted, that significant efforts to increase performance were undertaken
to reduce the runtime (approximately 10 hours on a “fast” machine) of the model using the multi core processing
capability originally introduced in Cube version 5 called “Cube Cluster”. This program is able to utilize multiple physical
processor cores (and also additional PCs linked through a network) in a PC to process distinct functions simultaneously,
and reassemble the results in the process of running the model. Due to the intense nature of calculations made in the
FSUTMS process, it was assumed that only multi core processor PC machines would be utilized for modeling purposes,
and the Cube scripts are written only for multi core processors. Cube Cluster is not technically necessary however, as the
Cube scripts could be modified to use only a single processing core. However, such an approach would not be practical,
and would dramatically increase run times to unacceptable levels. Further, due to the current market penetration of
multi core processors, the model has never been tested (run) on what is now considered to be an “obsolete” single core
processor machine.

The D1RPM was used to test model network alternatives for the previously mentioned MPO / TPOs in District One.
Through a cooperative agreement initiated collectively by the MPO / TPOs (at the time), the five MPO / TPOs contributed
state planning funds (PL) proportionally to be utilized for DTRPM model development and the testing of seven individual
network alternatives. In 2014 and 2015, FDOT District One GPC modeling staff conducted all D1RPM development and
network modeling efforts on behalf of the previously mentioned MPOs through this agreement.

The HRTPO LRTP is due to FHWA approximately three months after the other MPO / TPO s in District One. This being
said, the “final” D1RPM model and network will not be fully complete until the HRTPO “adopts” the model in late March
2016.

The D1RPM was assembled, and was a working development model, being used to test the aforementioned network
alternatives as the HRTPO was formed in April 2015. This was advantageous, as the three component model networks
(2010 Base, 2018 E+C, 2040 Future) were completed and ready for quality control checking, and subsequent HRTPO
network development by HRTPO modeling staff. HRTPO modeling staff was able to test future (2040) network
configurations working toward the development of the final 2040 HRTPO network.

History Transportation Modeling in Florida

Transportation plays a key role in the economy of industrialized nations. In the United States, about 15 percent of
the Gross Domestic Product is accounted for by the transportation sector. To find solutions for complex problems,
transportation experts have traditionally used models for transportation planning, engineering, and management.




Transportation planners use the term‘models’extensively. This term is used to refer to a series of mathematical equations
that are used to represent or mimic how choices are made when people travel. A transportation model thus simulates
human travel choices. Travel demand modeling was first developed in the late 1950’s as a means to assist in conducting
highway planning. The increasing need to look at problems such as transit, land use issues, and air quality analysis
resulted in adding various techniques to deal with these problems, thus modifying the modeling process. Furthermore,
models are used to evaluate the impacts of new developments and of proposed alternative transportation solutions.

Computer models are used to substantially increase the size or scope of the area to be examined, as well as the number
of alternative solutions that may be considered as solutions to be considered, thus increasing productivity and reducing
the costs associated with these analyses. Transportation systems are very complex and, typically, large scale, so use of
computer models is necessary in their study, design, analysis and evaluation.

The State of Florida has been a national leader in the development and application of transportation modeling since the
1970’s, when transportation modeling was conducted on the mainframe computers of the era. As microcomputers were
developed and desktop machines became available to users in the workplace, transportation model development in
Florida shifted from the mainframe based Urban Transportation Planning System (UTPS) software, to a microcomputer
version of the TRANPLAN based Florida Standard Urban Transportation Model Structure (FSUTMS). For more than
20 years, the TRANPLAN based program played a central role in engineering and planning activities in the state. In
establishing a standard model and uniform modeling practices throughout the state, Florida has become a nationwide
leader in the area of transportation modeling. Transportation models have evolved throughout the years and software
packages have been developed to implement these models and address the needs of the transportation professionals,
the tools and practices developed in this evolving process have become central for transportation planning in the state.

The Florida Model Task Force

The direction of modeling Statewide in Florida is set by a body of transportation experts known as the Florida Model
Task Force (MTF). The MTF typically meets (in person) twice per calendar year, and holds numerous other meetings
of the MTF leadership (Chairs), as well as various committees throughout the year in person, by phone, or video. The
MTF establishes policy directions and procedural guidelines for transportation modeling in Florida for the FSUTMS.
Voting members of the MTF consist of representatives from twenty-seven MPOs and TPOs, and the eight FDOT districts.
In addition to these voting members, transportation professionals throughout the state of Florida participate in MTF
discussions and technical committee activities as non-voting members.

The MTF ensures that the development of new modeling techniques follows a consistent and universal approach
throughout the state of Florida. This universal approach entails encouragement of research and development with
periodic review of these new procedures to determine whether they should be incorporated into the FSUTMS.
Maintaining a high level of production statewide during the model revision process is essential.

The MTF deliberates highly technical modeling issues and collectively adopts recommendations to be implemented
in FSUTMS. The MTF is presided over by three Chairpersons (“Tri Chairs”), each chair being selected for their modeling
expertise in the areas of MPO / TPO modeling, regional modeling, and (FDOT) district modeling. Each Tri Chair is elected
by the voting members of the MTF by voice vote if there is only one candidate, or through suffrage of a secret ballot if
there are more than one nominee for the open chair. The Tri Chairs are elected to serve a staggered five-year term, and
there are no limits placed on consecutive terms of office.

As of the writing of this document, the current MTF Tri Chairs are:
»  Wilson Fernandez (elected 2012), Transportation Systems Manager, Miami-Dade MPO
»  Denise Bunnewith (elected 2014), Planning Director, North Florida Transportation Planning Organization
» Bob Crawley (elected 2015), Senior Transportation Planner, Heartland Regional Transportation Planning
Organization




Evolution of The Florida Standard Urban Transportation Model Structure

The Florida Standard Urban Transportation Model Structure (FSUTMS) has evolved through this process from a MS
DOS based TRANPLAN program, to the modern Windows Cube Voyager application developed by Citilabs, which is the
current FSUTMS Model application.

FSUTMS was originally envisioned as an approach to standardize file structures, programs, trip purposes, and other
model components to minimize the cost of mainframe model development and maintenance, as well as to provide
a common modeling basis for interchange of models within the Florida modeling community. At that time, models
were run on mainframe computers, and the primary function of transportation models was to support the Long Range
Transportation Plan (LRTP) update process. The use of mainframe computers for modeling in Florida had virtually ended
by the early 1990s, as the increasing computational power of PC based microcomputers had begun moving travel
demand modeling to the desktop or workstation environment. With development funding support from the FDOT,
FSUTMS (TRANPLAN) became a MS DOS PC based application, available to Florida’s transportation planners statewide.

By the late 1980s, FSUTMS model development was rapidly shifting its focus from the mainframe Urban Transportation
Planning System (UTPS) to the microcomputer version of TRANPLAN. Numerous enhancements to TRANPLAN (the
software package developed by the Urban Analysis Group) were funded by FDOT in subsequent years to add important
features to the software, and address a variety of transportation technology and policy issues.

It is interesting to note, that much of the code for TRANPLAN was ported to MS DOS for microcomputer use from the
UNIX mainframe programming language FORTRAN (FORmula TRANslating System - today written as “Fortran”). Fortran
is a general-purpose, imperative programming language that is especially suited to numeric computation and scientific
computing. Originallydeveloped by IBMinthe 1950s for scientificand engineeringapplications, Fortran cametodominate
this area of programming early on and has been in continuous use for over half a century in computationally intensive
areas such as numerical weather prediction, finite element analysis, computational fluid dynamics, computational
physics and computational chemistry. Today, it remains popular language in the area of high-performance computing,
and is a language used for programs that benchmark and rank the world’s fastest supercomputers. Modern Windows
PC systems however, use contemporary programming languages, and FSUTMS evolved into the current Cube Voyager
platform. In 2004 the MTF voted to migrate FSUTMS to the Cube Voyager platform.

As computer hardware and software technology rapidly evolved, the MTF recognized that travel demand modeling
needed to move beyond the limitations of the MS DOS (and briefly IBM OS/2) operating system platform used by
TRANPLAN. In selecting the Cube Voyager application to replace TRANPLAN, it was recognized that a number of elements
intrinsic to FSUTMS and TRANPLAN would also need to be reevaluated. Old default model parameters and coefficients
were revised. At the same time, model research and travel behavior surveys had been conducted in different areas of
Florida. The implementation of a new software platform presented a timely opportunity to make changes to the model
structure to reflect newly available research data as well as advances in software development.

Transportation Model Networks
In working with representations of any transportation network in a computer model, three networks are absolutely
necessary, as well as critically important:

1. BaseYear

2. Existing Plus Committed

3. Future (or Forecast) Year

While a model may include other networks or time periods such as interim year, design year, opening year, or other
projections between the Base year and Forecast Year, the above three networks are essential (and basic) to all
transportation modeling efforts.

It should be noted that FSUTMS is more than just a “highway only” model, it is able to model transit, freight, toll facilities,
airports, seaports, etc. However, this discussion will address mainly the highway component of the FSUTMS model.




Base Year Model Network

The Base Year is the first stage in the development of a transportation model, it is the “anchor point” where the model
is developed utilizing data (population, employment, network, traffic counts, etc.) from a known point in the past.
In development of the District One Regional Planning Model (D1RPM), 2010 was used as a base year, and this year
also had the tremendous benefit of being the year a decennial census was conducted by the United States Census
Bureau. Census Bureau information may be considered the essential basis for transportation modeling, in that the data
is considered the best and most accurate available. With the Socio Economic (SE) information on population, housing,
and employment, FDOT District One modeling staff assembled the base year zonal data, formerly known as “ZDATA",
now known as “ZONEDATA".

As 2010 (2010 meaning the entire year, not a specific day or month) was a specific period in time that data was available
for the existing network and traffic counts, this information was inserted into the model as appropriate. When the model
was then executed (“run”) using the Base Year ZONEDATA, and the model was “tuned” or “calibrated” and “validated” to
match the historical conditions in 2010.

The process of model calibration and validation is vital to producing defensible travel demand forecasts. Florida
standards for model calibration and validation were initially defined as part of a series of studies in the early 1980s.

Model validation addresses several needs in transportation modeling, notably:

» It provides alevel of comfort to modelers, planners, policy and decision-makers, and, to some extent, the general
public that the model is able to produce accurate results.

» It provides evidence that model results are accurate enough to be used for planning analyses

» Itaccounts for errors in observed data used for comparisons.

For example, validation guidelines produced by the Federal Highway Administration (FHWA) in 1990 for percentage
volume differences reflect the expected level of error in traffic counts, which can be quite high when using a 24 or 48-
hour count to represent Average Annual Daily Trips (AADT).

The terms “calibration” and “validation” are sometimes used interchangeably, however in Florida the two terms have
distinctly different meanings to modelers and have typically been distinguished as follows:

» Model Calibration: A process where transportation models are adjusted to simulate or match observed
household travel behavior in the study area; and

» Model Validation: The procedure used to adjust transportation models to simulate base year traffic counts and
transit ridership figures.

Model calibration implies the availability of household travel survey data to adjust the
model to match observed trip generation rates, trip length frequency distributions, aggregate trip movements, and
mode of travel.

While validation may include elements of calibration if sufficient data is available, validation also consists of
reasonableness checks beyond simply matching base year travel conditions, and meeting certain accepted accuracy
standards. These standards represent “acceptable” (or preferable) ranges of percentage error in the model network as
compared to observed data.

There are differing standards that specify the “acceptable” level of error for facilities in FSUTMS, and generally the lower
the volume the higher the “acceptable” error rate. In general, the model is able to replicate the volumes on facilities with
a higher traffic count.




There are great number of factors and validation statistics that are used in model validation that are far beyond the
scope of this discussion. However, in model calibration and validation, a central concept is Volume Over Count ratios
(V/C) and the percent error levels for differing facilities.

Volume Over Count Ratios

Percent error has historically reflected a “plus or minus one lane” criteria in Florida. This concept means that highway
assignment accuracy should minimize incorrect future lane calls resulting from forecasted traffic. The following table
depicts a desired percentage of links with counts in each volume group which is recommended by FDOT and accepted
as a standard for link analysis.

Standards
Statistic Acceptable Preferable
Percent Error: LT 10,000 volume (2L road) 50% 253%
Percent Error: 10,000-30,000 (4L road) 30% 20%
Percent Error: 30,000-50,000 (6L road) 20% 15%
Percent Error: 50,000-65,000 (4-6L freeway) 20% 10%
Percent Error: 65,000-75,000 (6L freeway) 15% 2%
Percent Error: GT 75,000 (8+L freeway) 10% 5%

Screenline Analysis

In measuring the accuracy of transportation models, screenlines or cutlines are used as a performance measure.
Screenlines are imaginary lines drawn across roads in the model network which are used to compare the results of
trip assignment (the model generated number) with the traffic counts on roads (the known or actual number). More
precisely, it is a process of comparing the directional sum of ground count traffic volumes across a screenline or a cordon
line with the directional sum of the assigned traffic volumes across the same screenline or cordon line. An example
of screenlines, depicted by the blue lines in the example (the example is the state of Arizona) from the FHWA website
follows below.

Florida accuracy standards along screenlines and cutlines have historically varied from +/- 5 percent to +/- 20 percent.
Accepted volume ranges and standards for FSUTMS are:

»  External model cordon lines should achieve +/- 1 percent,

»  Screenlines with greater than 70,000 AADT should achieve +/-10 percent,
»  Screenlines with 35,000 to 70,000 AADT should achieve +/-15 percent, and
»  Screenlines with less than 35,000 AADT should achieve +/-20 percent.

Root Mean Square Error

Root Mean Square Error (RMSE) is among the most commonly reported statistics in model validation. RMSE, a measure
of dispersion, tends to normalize model error better than volume-over-count ratios that allow for high ratios to offset
low ratios. For overall RMSE, there is a wide variation in acceptability throughout the U.S. with most documents
recommending values of 30 to 40, and several accepting as high as 50 percent areawide RMSE. For FSUTMS modeling,
the following variable measures or ranges are accepted for RSME analysis:
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Statistic Acceptable Preferable
REMSE: LT 5,000 VIPD 100% 45%
EMSE: 5,000-9,999 VPD 45% 33%
RMSE: 10,000-14,999 VPD 35% 27%
RMSE: 15,000-19,999 VPD 30% 25%
EMSE: 20,000-29,999 VPD 27% 15%
RMSE: 30,000-49,999 VPD 25% 15%
RMSE: 50,000-59,999 VPD 20% 10%
EMSE: 60,000+ VPD 19% 10%
EMSE Areawide 45% 32%




Existing Plus Committed Model Network

Once the Base Year network is completed, including validation and calibration, the focus moves to developing an
Existing Plus Committed (E+C) network. This network includes all new road or capacity projects that have come into
existence after the Base Year of the model, and all projects that have construction funded within the FDOT 5 Year Work
Program available at the time of model development. This model is run utilizing the same socioeconomic data as the
Base Year model, and may only incorporate road network changes differing from the Base Year.

Future Year Model Network

The future Year (or forecast year) of a model utilizes the previously discussed E+C network and future year ZONEDATA
developed using a wide variety of methods used by planning professionals.

The D1RPM utilizes extensive socio economic data developed by the Central Florida Regional Planning Council (CFRPC)
in the Heartland 2060 Regional Vision Plan. The level of detail put into the Heartland 2060 projections by the CFRPC
surpassed the abilities of FDOT staff to replicate such detailed projections in the time available for development of
the D1RPM model. Rather than developing their own 2040 projections, FDOT modeling staff utilized the Heartland
2060 data. The Heartland 2060 population and employment projections were converted to a FSUTMS / Cube 2040
ZONEDATA (DBF) format by FDOT modeling staff. This data is utilized in the 2040 Future Year D1RPM network for the
HRTPO region. No modifications or changes were made to the CFRPC Heartland 2060 data (other than format) by the
FDOT modeling staff in development of the D1RPM.

Building on the E+C network, the HRTPO was able to model future road additions and capacity improvements from
state and local sources, generally the FDOT 5 Year Work Program updated since the E+C network development year, and
the FDOT Strategic Intermodal System Funding Strategy, Long Range Cost Feasible Plan 2024-2040, 2014 Edition August
2015 (“SIS Plan”). Any FDOT new road or capacity projects projected in the SIS Plan to have construction funding within
the 2015-2040 timeframe were included in the HRTPO 2040 network.
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ABOUT THIS HANDBOOK

Periodic forecasts of revenue and program levels are needed for updates of the Florida
Transportation Plan (FTP) and metropolitan plans prepared by Metropolitan Planning
Organizations (MPOs). Such forecasts assist MPOs in complying with federal requirements for
developing cost feasible transportation plans. The development and use of these forecasts also
assists the Department and MPOs as they reconcile their plans to provide coordinated planning
for transportation facilities and services in Florida and to better document long range needs.

The Florida Department of Transportation (FDOT) has developed a new long range revenue
forecast. The forecast is based upon recent federal and state legislation (e.g., MAP-21, changes
to Florida’s Documentary Stamps Tax legislation), changes in factors affecting state revenue
sources (e.g., population growth rates, motor fuel consumption and tax rates), and current
policies. This information will be used for the updates of metropolitan long range transportation
plans and the 2040 Strategic Intermodal System Cost Feasible Plan.

The estimates and the guidance in this Handbook were prepared by FDOT, based on a statewide
estimate of revenues that fund the state transportation program, and are consistent with:
e “Financial Guidelines for MPO 2040 Long Range Plans” adopted by the Metropolitan
Planning Organization Advisory Council (MPOAC) in January 2013.
e “Federal Strategies for Implementing Requirements for LRTP Update for the Florida
MPOs”, November 2012, prepared by the U. S. Department of Transportation, Federal
Highway Administration in cooperation with the Federal Transit Administration.

Florida’s MPOs are encouraged to use these estimates and guidance in the updates of their long
range plans. This handbook, and the MPOAC and U. S. Department of Transportation documents,
are posted on the FDOT website at http://www.dot.state.fl.us/planning/revenue forecast.

The 2040 Revenue Forecast includes program estimates for the expenditure of state and federal
funds expected from current revenue sources. The forecast estimates revenues from federal,
state, and Turnpike sources that “flow through” the FDOT Work Program for fiscal years 2014-
2040. The forecast does not include estimates for local revenue sources.

This handbook documents how the 2040 Revenue Forecast was developed and provides
guidance for using this forecast information in updating MPO plans. FDOT has developed
metropolitan estimates from the 2040 Revenue Forecast for certain capacity programs for each
MPO. These metropolitan estimates are included in a separate document entitled “Supplement to
the Revenue Forecast Handbook” prepared for each MPO. A separate report entitled “Appendix
for the Metropolitan Long Range Plan, 2040 Revenue Forecast” will be prepared for each MPO
to include in the documentation of its long range plan.

2040 Revenue Forecast Handbook @ July 2013
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FINANCIAL PLANNING

Revenue forecasting and financial planning for statewide and metropolitan plans are typically
required for three periods: long range (20 or more years), intermediate range (about 10 years),
and short range (about five years). Their specificity, including financial elements, varies in
detail and implied “accuracy.” Assumptions, and the level of detail of underlying data, used in
development of these three types of plans vary also. These assumptions move from general
(long range) to specific (short range) as more detailed information is developed and as the
uncertainty of forecasts of future events

decreases. See the figure to the right for a Financial Data: from General to Specific
summary of the level of detail developed for
financial planning by FDOT.

LONG RANGE

Florida Transportation Plan
Programs: 14, Funds: 3

FDOT’s long range revenue forecasts are
developed within the framework (e.g., terminology,
program structure) used for intermediate and short
range planning. This enhances the opportunity for
the Florida Transportation Plan (FTP) to guide the
Program and Resource Plan (PRP) and Work
Program. However, it is unnecessary, potentially
restrictive, and too complex to examine the same level
of detail for all three types of planning.

INTERMEDIATE RANGE

Program & Resource Plan
Programs: 63, Funds: 8

SHORT RANGE

Work Program
Programs: 119
Funds: 270+

Long Range Plans

The purpose of long range plans is to identify
needed major improvements — and then to determine
those that are “cost feasible,” or are of highest priority for the
investment of expected funds — while preserving and maintaining prior investments. Examples
are the FTP, metropolitan long range transportation plans, and statewide modal system plans.
They are updated each 3-5 years and are more general than intermediate and short range plans.
They are based upon the most general assumptions and estimates, and can be the most greatly
affected by changing conditions (e.g., changes in policy, technology). Characteristics include:

e Horizons are typically 20+ years, in stages (e.g., first 5 years, second 5 years);

e Planned roadway improvements may be expressed as typical cross sections and general
alignments that may be more than one mile wide;

e Planned public transportation improvements may not specify technologies or detailed
access requirements and may also have general alignments, routes or coverage areas;

e Traffic operations improvements, including the use of Intelligent Transportation System
(ITS) techniques, may be included as areawide programs or multi-corridor programs; and

e System preservation activities such as roadway resurfacing, bridge rehabilitation and
maintenance may be treated as programs rather than site- or corridor-specific projects.

Revenue and program forecasts are general as well to encourage flexibility and creativity in the
development of a long range plan to meet stated goals. Program forecasts differentiate only
between major types of activities (e.g., capacity improvements for eligible modal programs,
preservation programs, and support activities). This means that it is sufficient to develop
estimates for major programs. Revenue and program forecasts cover 20 or more years but could
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fluctuate from year to year, so estimates for one year or a few years can be misleading. With few
exceptions, it is not necessary to distinguish between types of revenues (e.g., fuel taxes).

The long range plan is a broad guide to the makeup and management of the future transportation
system. It is not intended to be a long range program of projects, similar in detail to a Work
Program or Transportation Improvement Program (TIP). Planned improvements and programs
may have to be modified as more detailed information becomes available or as conditions
change. Project cost estimates and descriptions — including, perhaps, the primary mode in a
corridor/system — will change during project development activities. Subsequent changes in
revenue estimates, costs, program levels and laws and policies may affect future 10-year plans
(such as the PRP), Work Programs, and TIPs. These changes should be monitored and their
impact should be assessed during periodic updates of the long range plan.

Intermediate Range Plans

Intermediate range plans “bridge the gap” between long and short range plans. They should
show how progress will be made in attaining goals and objectives (e.g., resurfacing objectives)
over a 10-15 year period. Levels of specificity and detail are increased, but are usually far less
than a Work Program or TIP. They may be updated each year. Examples are the PRP and
staging elements (e.g., highest priority projects for the first 10 or 15 years) of long range plans.

The Department’s PRP typically addresses the current year, the next 5-year Work Program, and
the following four years. It includes estimates of funding and program accomplishments for over
60 categories of activities (programs or subprograms). Revenue forecasts for these years are
developed for four categories of federal funds and four categories of state funds, but specific
projects are not identified. Planned program and subprogram levels may have to be modified
over time as more detailed information becomes available or as conditions change, including the
results of analyses of performance from carrying out previous work programs. FDOT assesses
these changes during the annual update and extension of the PRP.

Short Range Plans

The purpose of short range plans — usually called “programs” — is to identify specific types of
work (e.g., planning, engineering, construction) and specific funding (e.g., FDOT fund codes) for
projects and programs over the next 3-5 years. They should contain activities that will make
progress in attaining goals and objectives. Short range plans are the most exact, are based on
specific assumptions and detailed estimates, and may not be dramatically affected by changed
conditions (e.g., “adopted” projects and programs may be treated as prior commitments to the
public when major changes are instituted). Examples are Work Programs and TIPs.

The Department’s 5-Year Work Program addresses project and program funding for the next five
fiscal years. It includes detailed information for almost 120 programs and numerous job types,
systems, and phases. There are more than 270 fund categories (“fund codes™). There are strict
eligibility criteria for all programs, job types, systems, phases, and fund categories. Changes to
the adopted 5-year Work Program are discouraged, but may be required because of revisions to
revenue estimates, cost estimates or schedules, or changes in priority. The Work Program is
updated and extended each year as part of the Work Program development process.
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STATEWIDE REVENUE FORECAST

As part of preparing for the update of the FTP and updates of all 26 metropolitan long range
plans, the Department has developed a new long range revenue forecast. The forecast horizon
was extended through 2040, consistent with guidelines adopted by the MPOAC. The forecast
reflects changes in state revenue forecasts through Fall 2012.

Statewide Revenue and Program Estimates
This section briefly describes forecast parameters and how the statewide revenue and program
estimates were developed for the 2040 Revenue Forecast.

Forecast Parameters

The planning horizon for the update of the Florida Transportation Plan will be at least 2040. The
guidelines adopted by the MPOAC call for a horizon year of 2040. As a result, this long range
revenue forecast includes estimates through 2040 to provide all MPOs with the state and federal
financial information needed for their plan updates.

Several fundamental decisions were made prior to preparing the forecast. Revenue forecasts
estimate the value of money at the time it will be collected (e.g., in 2020) and reflect future
growth in revenue, sometimes referred to as “current” or “year of expenditure” dollars. Since the
costs of transportation projects increase over time, the Department inflates project costs to
develop a cost-feasible Work Program in “year of expenditure” dollars. All amounts in the 2040
forecast are expressed in “year of expenditure” dollars.

Estimates for fiscal years 2013/2014-2017/2018 are based on the Tentative Work Program as of
November 28, 2012. Estimates for fiscal years 2018/19 through 2039/2040" were forecast based
on current federal and state law, the current FDOT federal aid forecast, the October 2012 state

revenue estimating conference forecast, and assume continuation of current Department policies.

Revenue Estimates

The forecast is based on state and federal funds that “pass through” the Department’s Work
Program. The forecast does not include estimates for local government, local/regional authority,
private sector, or other funding sources except as noted.

The forecast consolidates the numerous fund codes used by the FDOT into three major fund
categories: Federal, State, and Turnpike. Federal funds include all federal aid (e.g., Surface
Transportation Program) that passes through the Work Program. Turnpike funds include
proceeds from Turnpike tolls, bonds sold for Turnpike activities, and concession revenues. State
funds include the remaining state revenues, such as motor fuel taxes, motor vehicle fees, and
right-of-way bonds. Toll credits are used to match federal aid (referred to as “soft match’) so no
state funds are used to match regular federal programs.

' Assumptions related to the forecast of state and federal revenue sources will be documented in the “Appendix for
the Metropolitan Area Long Range Transportation Plan” to be provided by FDOT to each MPO.
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As shown in Table 1, revenues are expected to gradually increase in each five year period. There
are relatively more dollars per year in fiscal years 2014-2015 due to “carry-forwards” of funds
from prior fiscal years. The forecast also indicates that State revenues are expected to account
for an increasingly larger share of transportation dollars in Florida compared to federal revenues.

Table 1
Forecast of Revenues
2040 Revenue Forecast (Millions of Dollars)

Time Period
Major

Revenue 27-Year Total®
Sources 2014-15° 2016-20 2021-25 2026-30 2031-35 2036-2040 2014-2040
Federal® 5,113 9,542 9,687 9,719 9,664 9,664 53,389
31% 27% 26% 24% 23% 22% 25%

State 9,711 22,243 25,084 27,616 29,658 31,119 145,430
59% 64% 67% 69% 70% 70% 67%

Turnpike 1,680 3,044 2,745 2,931 3,200 3,410 17,011
10% 9% 7% 7% 8% 8% 8%

2

Total 16,505 34,829 37,516 40,266 42,522 44,193 215,830

! Based on FDOT Work Program as of November 2012.
2 Columns and rows sometimes do not equal the totals due to rounding.
* Federal revenues reflect “soft match” for federal aid.

Major Program Estimates

For the forecast, the Department’s major programs were collapsed into two categories: capacity
programs and non-capacity programs. Capacity programs are major FDOT programs that
expand the capacity of existing transportation systems. Non-capacity programs are remaining
FDOT programs that are designed to support, operate, and maintain the state transportation
system. Table 2 includes a brief description of each major program. Appendix A contains a
more detailed discussion of the programs and the types of activities eligible for funding in each.

Table 3 identifies the statewide estimates for the major programs in the 2040 Revenue Forecast.
The table shows that the Department anticipates that 48% of its total revenues will be spent on
the capacity programs during the 27-year forecast period.

FDOT is taking the lead in identifying planned projects and programs funded by the SIS
Highways Construction & ROW, Aviation, Rail, Intermodal Access and Seaport Development
programs as part of development of the SIS Cost Feasible Plan. MPOs are taking the lead in
identifying planned projects and programs funded by the Other Arterials Construction & ROW
and Transit programs. Guidance to MPOs for planning for projects after Fiscal Year 2018 for
funds available from Documentary Stamps Tax proceeds is provided in this Handbook.
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General Guidance on Using the Estimates

Metropolitan estimates are included in a separate document, entitled “Supplement to the 2040
Revenue Forecast Handbook” prepared for each MPO. Further guidance on use of these
estimates is provided in the last section of this Handbook, “Developing a Cost Feasible Plan.”

The metropolitan estimates are summarized into 5 fiscal year periods and a final 10-year period.
For planning purposes, some leeway should be allowed for estimates for these time periods (e.g.,
within 10% of the funds estimated for that period). However, it is strongly recommended that
the total cost of all phases of planned projects for the entire forecast period (e.g., 2014-2040) not
exceed the revenue estimates for each element or component of the plan.

When developing long range plans, MPOs do not need to use the same terminology used in the
Department’s 2040 Revenue Forecast (e.g., “Other Arterials Construction & ROW”). However,
MPOs should identify the metropolitan estimates from this forecast, the source of the revenues,
and how these revenues are used in documentation of their plan updates.

MPOs are encouraged to document project costs and revenue estimates for their long range
transportation plans for fiscal years 2014-2040. This will provide a common basis for analyses
of finance issues (e.g., unmet transportation needs). Appendix D includes inflation factors and
guidance for converting project costs estimates to Year of Expenditure dollars.
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Table 2
Description of the Major Programs Included in the 2040 Revenue Forecast

Capacity Programs

Non-Capacity Programs

SIS Highways Construction & ROW -
Construction, improvements, and associated right
of way on SIS highways (i.e., Interstate, the
Turnpike, other toll roads, and other facilities
designed to serve interstate and regional
commerce including SIS Connectors).

Safety - Includes the Highway Safety
Improvement Program, the Highway Safety Grant
Program, Bicycle/Pedestrian Safety activities, the
Industrial Safety Program, and general safety
issues on a Department-wide basis.

Aviation - Financial and technical assistance to
Florida’s airports in the areas of safety, security,
capacity enhancement, land acquisition, planning,
economic development, and preservation.

Resurfacing - Resurfacing of pavements on the
State Highway System and local roads as provided
by state law.

Rail - Rail safety inspections, rail-highway grade
crossing safety, acquisition of rail corridors,
assistance in developing intercity and commuter

rail service, and rehabilitation of rail facilities.

Bridge - Repair and replace deficient bridges on
the state highway system. In addition, not less
than 15% of the amount of 2009 federal bridge
funds must be expended off the federal highway
system (e.g., on local bridges not on the State
Highway System).

Intermodal Access - Improving access to
intermodal facilities, airports and seaports; and
acquisition of associated rights of way.

Product Support - Planning and engineering
required to “produce” FDOT products and
services (i.e., each capacity program; Safety,
Resurfacing, and Bridge Programs).

Seaport Development - Funding for
development of public deep-water ports projects,
such as security infrastructure and law enforce-
ment measures, land acquisition, dredging,
construction of storage facilities and terminals,
and acquisition of container cranes and other
equipment used in moving cargo and passengers.

Operations & Maintenance - Activities to
support and maintain transportation
infrastructure once it is constructed and in place.

Other Arterial Construction/ROW -
Construction, improvements, and associated right
of way on State Highway System roadways not
designated as part of the SIS. Also includes
funding for the Economic Development Program,
the County Incentive Grant Program, the Small
County Road Assistance Program, and the Small
County Outreach Program.

Administration - Resources required to perform
the fiscal, budget, personnel, executive direction,
document reproduction, and contract functions.
Also includes the Fixed Capital Outlay Program,
which provides for the purchase, construction,
and improvement of non-highway fixed assets
(e.g., offices, maintenance yards).

Transit - Technical and operating/capital
assistance to transit, paratransit, and ridesharing
systems.

Other —Primarily represents FDOT financial
commitments such as debt service and
reimbursements to local governments.
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METROPOLITAN AREA ESTIMATES

This section describes the information developed for MPOs from the 2040 Revenue Forecast and
guidance for using this information. The metropolitan estimates are for planning purposes only
and do not represent a state commitment for funding, either in total or in any 5-year time period.

Metropolitan estimates reflect the share of each state capacity program planned for the area. The
estimates can be used to fund planned capacity improvements to major elements of the
transportation system (e.g., highways, transit). FDOT will develop an appendix for MPO plans
that identifies statewide funding estimates and objectives for non-capacity programs.

Metropolitan Area Revenue and Capacity Program Estimates

The FDOT central office prepared district and county estimates from the statewide forecast
based on methods developed in consultation with MPOs, FDOT program managers, and district
staff. As explained in Appendix B, District staff developed MPO estimates consistent with
district and county shares of the statewide forecast, adjusted as needed to account for issues such
as differences between metropolitan area boundaries and county boundaries or Transportation
Management Area boundaries. The metropolitan estimates are included in a separate document,
entitled “Supplement to the 2040 Revenue Forecast Handbook.”

“Statewide” Capacity Programs

FDOT is taking the lead in identifying planned projects and programs funded by these major
programs: SIS Highways Construction & ROW, Aviation, Rail, Seaport Development and
Intermodal Access.! SIS Highways® Construction & ROW projects and revenues will be
provided to MPOs with the other elements of the revenue forecast. These estimates are for
planning purposes and do not represent a commitment of FDOT funding.

Other Capacity Programs

The Department has requested that MPOs take the lead in identifying planned projects and
programs funded by the Other Arterials Construction & ROW and Transit programs. MPOs may
use the total funds estimated for these two programs to plan for the mix of public transportation
and highway improvements that best meets the needs of their metropolitan areas. However, the
FDOT is responsible for meeting certain statutory requirements for public transportation funding.
As a result, MPOs are encouraged to provide at least the level of Transit Program funding for
transit projects and programs.

TMA Funds

FDOT provided estimates of funds allocated for Transportation Management Areas, as defined
by the U. S. Department of Transportation. They are the same as “SU” funds in the 5-Year
Work Program. It is strongly recommended that MPOs eligible for TMA Funds perform a

"FDOT continues to work with modal partners to identify aviation, rail, seaport, and intermodal access projects
beyond the years in work programs. However, FDOT and its partners have not been able to identify cost feasible
projects beyond the work program sufficiently to include them in the SIS Cost Feasible Plan and, therefore, in MPO
cost feasible plans.

* The 2040 update of the SIS Cost Feasible Plan includes all roads that are on the Strategic Intermodal System (SIS),
including Connectors between SIS Corridors and Hubs.
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thorough analysis of how these funds should be reflected in their long range plan. The following
is guidance for that analysis.

Planning for the Use of TMA Funds

MPOs eligible for TMA Funds were provided estimates of total TMA Funds. MPOs are
encouraged to work with FDOT district programming and planning staff to determine how to
reflect TMA Funds in the long range plan. Consideration should be given to:
e Programmed use of TMA Funds (Fiscal Years 2013-2018) among the various
categories in the FDOT revenue forecast. These include Other Arterials Construction
& ROW, Product Support (e.g., Planning, PD&E studies, Engineering Design,
Construction Inspection, etc.), SIS Highways Construction & ROW, Transit, etc.
¢ Planned use of TMA Funds — based on policies regarding the planned use of funds
through the long range plan horizon year.
e Clear articulation in the long range plan documentation of the policies regarding the
use of TMA funds, and estimates of TMA funds planned for each major program and
time period.

Transportation Alternatives Funds

FDOT has provided estimates of funds for Transportation Alternatives , as defined by MAP-21,
to assist MPOs in developing their plans. Estimates of Transportation Alternatives funds
allocated for TMAs (i.e., “TALU” funds) will be provided to each TMA.

Estimates of funds for areas with populations under 200,00 (i.e., TALL funds) and for any area
of the state (i.e., TALT funds) were also provided to MPOs. MPOs may desire to include
projects funded TALL or TALT funds in the long range transportation plan. If so, the MPO
should identify such projects as “illustrative projects” in its plan.

Funds for Off-System Roads

The Department has also estimated the amount of funds that may be used “Off-System” — funds
that could be used for planned programs or projects on roads that are not on the State Highway
System (i.e., roads owned by counties and municipalities). “Off-System” funds are included in
the Other Arterials program estimates, which are comprised of federal and state funds. By law,
state funds cannot be used for highway improvements not on the State Highway System, except
to match federal aid or for SIS Connectors owned by local governments. Federal funds included
in the Other Arterials program estimates may be used anywhere except for roads that are
functionally classified as local or rural minor collectors, unless such roads were on the federal-
aid system as of January 1, 1991.

All estimated TMA funds (see above) may be used on “Off-System” roads. The following is
guidance for estimating other federal funds that can be used for “Off-System” roads:

e MPOs in TMASs can assume all estimated TMA funds and 10% of the FDOT estimates of
Other Arterials Construction & ROW funds can be used for “Off-System” roads.

e  MPOs that are not in TMAs can assume that 15% of Other Arterials Construction &
ROW funds provided by FDOT can be used for “Off-System” roads.
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Preliminary Engineering Estimates

MPOs are encouraged to include estimates for key pre-construction phases in the LRTP, namely
for Project Development and Environmental (PD&E) studies and Engineering Design.

FDOT has included sufficient funding for these and other “Product Support”™ activities to
produce the construction levels in the 2040 Revenue Forecast. Costs for these phases for SIS
highways will be provided to MPOs in the 2040 SIS Highways Cost Feasible Plan. For projects
funded with the revenue estimates for Other Arterials Construction & ROW Funds provided by
FDOT, MPOs can assume that the equivalent of 22 percent of those estimated funds will be
available from the statewide “Product Support” estimates for PD&E and Engineering Design;
these funds are in addition to the estimates for Other Arterials Construction & ROW funds
provided to MPOs). MPOs should document these assumptions. For example, if the estimate for
Other Arterials Construction & ROW in a 5-year period is $10 million, the MPO can assume that
an additional $2.2 million will be available for PD&E and Design in the 5-year period from
FDOT “Product Support” estimates. If planned PD&E and Design phases use TMA funds, the
amounts should be part of (i.e., not in addition to) estimates of TMA funds provided to MPOs.

The Department encourages MPOs to combine PD&E and Design phases into “Preliminary
Engineering” in LRTP documentation. “Boxed” funds can be used to finance “Preliminary
Engineering”; however, the specific projects using the boxed funds should be listed, or described
in bulk in the LRTP (i.e., “Preliminary Engineering for projects in Fiscal Years 2021-25”).

Documentary Stamps Tax Funds

Chapter 2005-290, Laws of Florida (also referred to as Senate Bill 360) established recurring
appropriations to several major state transportation programs in 2005. Annually, up to $541.75
million (year of expenditure dollars) will be appropriated from proceeds from the Documentary
Stamps Tax. It should be noted that the legislation does not adjust the allocations for future
changes in Documentary Stamps Tax proceeds or inflation. There have been several statutory
changes since 2005, adjusting the sub-allocation of proceeds from the Documentary Stamps Tax
allocated to transportation programs. In addition, the major slowdown in the housing market has
led to significant reductions in Documentary Stamps Tax proceeds available for transportation
programs since 2005. Forecasts of these proceeds do not project a return to the statutory cap of
$541.75 million by 2040. The following information regarding transportation proceeds from the
Documentary Stamps Tax is guidance for the use of these funds in metropolitan long range
transportation plans.

Small County Outreach Program

Annually, 10% of the transportation proceeds is allocated for transportation projects in small
counties. The 2040 Revenue Forecast assumes these funds will not be available for projects in
metropolitan areas.

New Starts Transit Program

Annually, 10% of the transportation proceeds is allocated for major new transit capital projects
in metropolitan areas. MPOs have been provided statewide estimates of New Starts funds for
2019 through 2040. Generally, state eligibility requirements are:
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e Project must be a fixed-guideway rail transit system or extension, or bus rapid transit
system operating primarily on a dedicated transit right of way;

e Project must support local plans to direct growth where desired;

e State funding limited to up to 50% of non-federal share;

e Dedicated local funding to at least match state contribution; and

e Eligible phases are final design, right of way acquisition, construction, procurement of
equipment, etc.

MPOs may desire to include projects partially funded with statewide New Starts funds in the
long range transportation plan. Any commitment of these funds by FDOT should be documented
in the LRTP. Otherwise, the MPO should identify such projects as “illustrative projects” in its
plan along with, at a minimum, the following information:

e Description of the project and estimated costs;

e Assumptions related to the amount of statewide New Starts funding for the project; and

e Assumptions related to the share and amount of non-State matching funds for the project
(federal and local) and the likelihood such funding will be available as planned.

MPOs should work with their district office in developing and documenting this information.

Strategic Intermodal System

After allocations to the Small County Outreach Program and the New Starts Transit Program,
75% of the remaining Documentary Stamps Tax funds are allocated annually for the SIS. FDOT
will plan for these funds as part of the SIS Cost Feasible Plan and provide funding and project
information to MPOs.

Transportation Regional Incentive Program (TRIP)

After allocations to the Small County Outreach Program and the New Starts Transit Program,
25% of the remaining Documentary Stamps Tax funds are allocated annually for TRIP for
regional transportation projects in “regional transportation areas” (see s. 339.155(4) and s.
339.2819, Florida Statutes). The first $60 million of funds allocated to TRIP are allocated
annually to the Florida Rail Enterprise. MPOs have been provided estimates of TRIP funds for
2019 through 2040. TRIP will fund up to 50% of project costs.

MPOs may desire to include projects partially funded with TRIP funds in the long range
transportation plan. If so, the MPO should identify such projects as “illustrative projects” in its
plan along with, at a minimum, the following information:

e Status of regional transportation planning in the affected MPO area, including eligibility
for TRIP funding;

e Description of the project and estimated costs;

e Assumptions related to the share and amount of district TRIP funding for the project; and

e Assumptions related to the share and amount of non-State matching funds for the project
(federal and/or local) and the likelihood such funding will be available as planned.

MPOs should work with their district office in developing and documenting this information.
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TRIP Requirements in Florida Law'

Projects to be funded with TRIP funds shall, at a minimum: | In allocating TRIP funds, priority will be given to

projects that:

1. Serve national, statewide, or regional functions and
function as an integrated regional transportation 1. Provide connectivity to the Strategic Intermodal
system; System,;

2. Beidentified in the capital improvements element of a | 2. Support economic development and the
comprehensive plan that has been determined to be in movement of goods in rural areas of critical
compliance with Part II of Chapter 163, F. S. after July economic concern;

1, 2005, and be in compliance with local government | 3.  Are subject to a local ordinance that establishes
comprehensive plan policies relative to corridor corridor management techniques, including access
management; management strategies, right-of-way acquisition

3. Be consistent with the Strategic Intermodal System and protection measures, appropriate land use
Plan; and strategies, zoning, and setback requirements for

4. Have a commitment for local, regional, or private adjacent land uses; and
financial matching funds as a percentage of the overall | 4. Improve connectivity between military
project cost. installations and the Strategic Highway Network

or the Strategic Rail Corridor Network.

Non-Capacity Programs

“Non-Capacity” Programs refer to the FDOT programs designed to support and maintain the
state transportation system: safety; resurfacing; bridge; product support; operations and
maintenance; and administration. Consistent with the MPOAC Guidelines, FDOT and FHWA
have agreed that the LRTP will meet FHWA expectations if it contains a summary of FDOT
estimates to operate and maintain the State Highway System in the FDOT district in which the
MPO is located. FDOT provided these estimates in the “Supplement to the 2040 Revenue
Forecast Handbook.” FDOT has also included statewide funding for these programs in the
forecast to meet statewide objectives (e.g., ensure that 90% of FDOT-maintained bridges meet
Department standards) for operating and maintaining the State Highway System.

FDOT will provide an “Appendix for the Long Range Metropolitan Plan” to MPOs to include in
the documentation of their long range plans. The appendix is intended to provide the public with
clear documentation of the state and federal financial issues related to each MPO plan and to
facilitate reconciliation of statewide and metropolitan plans. The appendix will describe how
the statewide 2040 Revenue Forecast was developed and identifies the metropolitan area’s share
of the forecast’s capacity programs. In addition, the appendix will include the forecast’s
statewide estimates for non-capacity programs, which are sufficient for meeting statewide
objectives and program needs in all metropolitan and non-metropolitan areas. This appendix
should accomplish the goal of ensuring that sufficient funding will be available to operate and
maintain the state transportation system in metropolitan areas.

“Other”

The Department makes certain expenditures that are not included in major programs discussed
above. Primarily, these expenditures are for debt service and, where appropriate, reimbursements
to local governments. These funds are not available for statewide or metropolitan system plans.

's. 339.2819(4), Florida Statutes.
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OTHER TRANSPORTATION REVENUES

Local government revenues (e.g., taxes and fees, federal funds distributed directly to local
governments, local or regional tolls) play a critical role in providing local and regional
transportation services and facilities. The Department does not have access to detailed
information on local and regional revenue sources and forecasts of revenues expected from them.
Information on many of those sources can be found in Florida’s Transportation Tax Sources: A
Primer and the Local Government Financial Information Handbook." The following is guidance
to MPOs in the identification and forecasting of current revenue sources, potential new sources
and the development of long range estimates.

Current Revenue Sources

Initially, MPOs should identify sources of local and regional revenues that have funded
transportation improvements and services in recent years and are expected to continue. The
following is a summary of sources in some or all metropolitan areas in Florida.

Local Government Taxes and Fees

Local government sources include those that are dedicated for transportation purposes. In many
areas they are supplemented by general revenues allocated to specific transportation programs
(e.g., transit operating assistance may be provided from the general fund). Other sources are
available for transportation if enacted by one or more local governments in the metropolitan area.
Local government financial staff should have information on recent revenue levels, uses of
funds, trends, etc.

State Imposed Motor Fuel Taxes

Florida law imposes per-gallon taxes on motor fuels and distributes the proceeds to local
governments as follows: the Constitutional Fuel Tax (2 cents); the County Fuel Tax (1 cent); and
the Municipal Fuel Tax (1 cent). The County Fuel Tax receipts are distributed directly to
counties. The Constitutional Fuel Tax proceeds are first used to meet the debt service
requirements on local bond issues backed by the tax proceeds. The remainder is credited to the
counties’ transportation trust funds. Municipal Fuel Tax proceeds are transferred to the Revenue
Sharing Trust Fund for Municipalities, combined with other non-transportation revenues, and
distributed to municipalities by statutory criteria. The Constitutional Fuel Tax may be used for
the acquisition, construction, and maintenance of roads. The County Fuel Tax and Municipal
Fuel Tax may be used for any legitimate transportation purpose. Estimated distributions of these
sources can be found in the Local Government Financial Information Handbook.

Local Option Motor Fuel Taxes

Local governments may levy up to 12 cents of local option fuel taxes pursuant to three types of
levies. Recent proceeds from these optional motor fuel taxes for each county are contained in the
Local Government Financial Information Handbook.

' Florida’s Transportation Tax Sources, A Primer, is published annually by FDOT at:
http://www.dot.state.fl.us/officeofcomptroller/pdf/GAO/RevManagement/Tax%20Primer%202013%20JAN.pdf
and

Local Government Financial Information Handbook, is an annual publication of the Florida Legislature’s Office of
Economic and Demographic Research at http://edr.state.fl.us/Content/local-government/reports/Igfih12.pdf.
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First, a tax of 1 to 6 cents on every gallon of motor and diesel fuel may be imposed by an
ordinance adopted by the majority vote of the county commission or by countywide referendum
for up to 30 years. However, this tax is imposed on diesel fuel in every county at the rate of 6
cents per gallon. These funds may be used for any legitimate county or municipal transportation
purpose (e.g., public transportation operations and maintenance, road construction or
reconstruction). In addition, small counties (i.e., less than 50,000 as of April 1, 1992) may use
these funds for other infrastructure needs.

Second, a tax of 1 to 5 cents on every gallon of motor fuel sold may be imposed by a majority
plus one vote of the county commission or by countywide referendum. These funds may be used
for transportation purposes to meet the requirements of the capital improvement element of an
adopted comprehensive plan. This includes roadway construction, reconstruction, or resurfacing,
but excludes routine maintenance.

Third, a tax of 1 cent (often referred to as the Ninth-Cent Fuel Tax) on every gallon of motor and
diesel fuel sold may be imposed. A county can impose the tax on motor fuel by an extraordinary
vote of its board of commissioners or by referendum. However, this tax is imposed on all diesel
fuel sold in every county. These funds may be used for any legitimate county or municipal
transportation purpose (e.g., public transportation operations and maintenance, construction or
reconstruction of roads).

Other Transportation-Related Sources

Examples of these sources include public transportation fares and other charges, toll revenues
from local or regional expressway and/or bridge authorities', transportation impact fees, and
other exactions. The use of, and levels of proceeds from, these sources varies significantly
among metropolitan areas.

Property Taxes and Other General Revenue Sources

Most local governments finance some transportation facilities and/or services from their general
fund. These revenue sources include property taxes, franchise or business taxes, and local
government fees. The sources, funding process, eligible services, etc., vary widely among local
governments. Local government financial staff should have information on recent revenue
levels, uses of funds, trends, and other information needed by MPOs.

Discretionary Sales Surtaxes

A Charter County and Regional Transportation System Surtax of up to 1% may be levied by
charter counties, counties that are consolidated with one or more municipalities, and counties
within or under an interlocal agreement with a regional transportation or transit authority created
under Chapter 343 or Chapter 349, subject to a referendum. These funds may be used for fixed
guideway rapid transit systems, including the cost of a countywide bus system that services the
fixed guideway system. Proceeds may also be transferred to an expressway or transportation
authority to operate and maintain a bus system, or construct and maintain roads or service the
debt on bonds issued for that purpose.

"Toll revenues from Florida’s Turnpike and other toll facilities owned by the State are included in the 2040 Revenue
Forecast.
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A Local Government Infrastructure Surtax of either 0.5% or 1% may be levied for transportation
and other purposes. The governing authority in each county may levy the tax by ordinance,
subject to a successful referendum. In lieu of county action, municipalities representing the
majority of the county population may adopt resolutions calling for countywide referendum on
the issue and it will take effect if the referendum passes. The total levy for the Local
Government Infrastructure Surtax and other discretionary surtaxes authorized by state law (for
school construction, hospitals and other public purposes) cannot exceed 1%. See section
212.055, Florida Statutes, for more information on these discretionary sales surtaxes.

Federal Revenues

These are revenues from federal sources that are not included in the 2040 Revenue Forecast.
Examples include federal assistance for aviation improvements and capital and operation
assistance for transit systems. Potential sources distributed directly to local governments or
authorities include revenue from the Federal Airport and Airway Trust Fund, the Federal
Highway Trust Fund (Mass Transit Account), and the Federal General Fund.

Bond Proceeds

Local governments may choose to finance transportation and other infrastructure improvements
with revenue or general obligation bonds. These types of local government bonds are often
areawide and/or designed to fund programs (e.g., transportation, stormwater) and/or specific
projects. Primarily for this reason, analyses of the potential use of this source should be
undertaken separately from analyses of the use of bonds for toll facilities, where toll revenues
from specific projects are used for project costs and debt repayment.

Other Current Sources
Other possible sources include private sector contributions or payments, such as proportionate
share contributions. Often, these will be sources for specific projects or programs.

New Revenue Sources

Revenues from current sources have not been sufficient to meet transportation capacity,
preservation, and operational needs in Florida’s metropolitan areas. MPOs should examine the
potential for new revenue sources that could be obtained to supplement current sources to meet
those needs. This examination of each potential source should include analyses of:

e Authority (whether, and how, sources are authorized in current state and/or local laws
and ordinances);

e Estimates of proceeds through 2040;

¢ Reliability of the estimates (e.g., amount, consistency); and

e likelihood that the source will become available (e.g., the probability that the proceeds
will actually be available to fund improvements, taking into account issues such as
previous state and/or local government legislative decisions, results of previous
referenda, and commitments from decision makers).

Optional Sources Authorized by Current State Law

Communities in most metropolitan areas have not taken full advantage of some of the optional
and discretionary transportation revenue sources authorized by current state law. These include
the 9th-Cent Fuel Tax, the full 11 cents available from the Local Option Fuel Tax, the Charter
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County and Regional Transportation System Surtax, and the Local Government Infrastructure
Surtax. Where authorized, these sources are subject to either the approval of local governing
bodies or referenda.

“Innovative Financing” Sources

Typically, these are other sources that are used in some local areas in Florida or other states, but
are not used in a specific metropolitan area (e.g., toll facilities). Most require state and/or local
government legislative authorization before they can be established.

In addition, state and/or federal law has authorized several transportation finance tools that can
make additional funds available or accelerate the completion of needed projects. These tools are
described in Appendix C, “Leveraging, Cash Flow and Other Transportation Finance Tools.”

Development of Revenue Estimates

MPOs should develop estimates through 2040 for each current or new revenue source.

Typically, these will be annual estimates that should be summarized for longer time periods (e.g.,
5 years) for plan development purposes. MPOs should consult with financial planning staff from
local governments and service providers and consider the following issues.

Historical Data

Information should be obtained related to factors that may affect the revenue estimates, such as
recent annual proceeds and growth rates. MPOs should consider forecasting methodologies that
include the relationships of revenue growth rates to other factors (e.g., population growth, retail
sales), to assist with revenue projections, particularly if little historical data exist or annual
proceeds fluctuate significantly (e.g., proceeds from impact fees).

Adjustments for Inflation

Estimates of future revenue sources usually identify the value of money at the time it will be
collected (e.g., 2020), sometimes referred to as “year of expenditure” or “current” dollars, and
reflect future growth in revenue and inflation. If this is not the case, see Appendix D for factors
used for adjusting revenue forecasts to “year of expenditure” dollars.

Use of Revenues for Maintenance and Operations

About 50% of state and federal revenues in the 2040 Revenue Forecast is planned for “non-
capacity” state programs. The emphasis on “non-capacity” activities funded with local and
regional revenue sources may vary widely among metropolitan areas, but it is important to
ensure that sufficient local funds are planned for maintenance and operations activities. Those
revenues needed for non-capacity programs should not be considered to be available to fund
capacity improvements.

Constraints on the Use of Revenues

MPOs should identify any constraints or restrictions that may apply to a revenue source for its
use to fund multimodal transportation improvements. For example, federal and local transit
operating assistance may be limited to transit services and cannot be used to fund highway
improvements. Other constraints include any time limitations on the funding source, such as the
limitations on levies of discretionary sales surtaxes.
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DEVELOPING A COST FEASIBLE PLAN

Each MPO has established a process for updating its cost feasible plan for its metropolitan
transportation system. These processes include public involvement programs tailored to the
metropolitan area; schedules for identifying needs, resources, testing of alternative system
networks; and adoption. The Department, particularly through its district planning staff, is an
active partner in assisting each MPO in plan development. This section provides general
guidance and recommendations to MPOs in updating their cost feasible plans. The guidance
should be tailored to the plan development process established in each metropolitan area.

Project Identification

The long range plan will define the transportation system that best meets the needs of the
metropolitan area and furthers metropolitan and state goals. The system plan will be comprised
of transportation projects and/or programs that are expected to be implemented by 2040,
consistent with the MPOAC “Financial Guidelines for MPO 2040 Long Range Plans.” Projects
and programs for at least the years 2014-2018 will be identified in TIPs and FDOT Adopted
Work Programs'.

The following discusses projects or programs that should be identified for the years 2019-2040.
They should be considered as candidates for inclusion in the adopted long range system plan,
subject to each MPQO’s plan development process, including the reconciliation of all project and
program costs with revenue estimates. MPOs are encouraged to clearly identify “regionally
significant” projects, regardless of mode, ownership, or funding source(s).

“Statewide” Capacity Programs

The Department is taking the lead in identifying planned projects and programs funded by these
major programs: SIS Highways Construction & ROW, Aviation, Rail, and Intermodal Access.
SIS Highways Construction & ROW projects planned within metropolitan areas were provided
at the same time as the 2040 Revenue Forecast. These estimates are for planning purposes and do
not represent a commitment of FDOT funding.

MPOs are encouraged to review those projects with district staff, identify any projects or areas
that require further discussion, and reach agreement with district staff on how those projects will
be incorporated in the update of the metropolitan cost feasible plan.

Issues that may require further discussion include_candidate projects not included in the SIS
Highways Cost Feasible Plan. These may include projects or major project phases that could not
be funded by the estimates for the SIS Highways Construction & Right-of-Way program.
Information to be discussed should include: project descriptions and cost estimates, funding
sources (e.g., Other Arterials Construction & Right-of-Way funds; local, authority or private
sector sources), and relationship to other planned improvements.

" Several Florida MPOs are not scheduled to update LRTPs until 2015 and beyond. MPOs are encouraged to use the
latest information available in the TIP or FDOT Adopted Work Program for any years after FY 2018 that may be
available.

*See “Federal Strategies for Implementing Requirements for LRTP Update for the Florida MPOs, November 20127,
page 2, for a description of regionally significant projects.
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Other Capacity Programs

The Department has requested that MPOs “take the lead” in identifying projects or programs that
could be funded, or partially funded, by the state (1) Other Arterials Construction & Right-of-
Way and (2) Transit programs. Estimates of those funds have been provided to MPOs. Each
MPO should consider the mix of highway and transit projects and programs that best serves its
metropolitan area, and that the funding estimates for these two programs are “flexible” for the
years 2019-2040. MPOs are encouraged to work with district staff as candidate projects are
identified and reach agreement on how they will be incorporated in the update of the
metropolitan cost feasible plan. The following should be considered:

e Project Descriptions and Cost Estimates - MPOs should work with district staff, local
governments, authorities and service providers, and private sector interests to develop
project descriptions and cost estimates in sufficient detail for their planning process.
Projects may include improvements to the State Highway System, transit system
improvements, and components of Transportation System Management (TSM) and
Transportation Demand Management (TDM) programs such as intersection
improvements, traffic signal systems, ridesharing programs, and ITS projects.

e Costs of Major Phases - At a minimum, MPOs should identify construction, right-of-way,
and Preliminary Engineering (PD&E and Design phases) costs separately. These
estimates will be needed because (1) the Other Arterials program estimates include state
funding for construction plus right-of-way, and (2) sufficient funds have been estimated
to provide planning and engineering (i.e., “Product Support” as defined in Appendix A)
for all state capacity programs. Specific estimates for right-of-way costs should be used
for any project where such estimates exist. For other projects, the Department will
provide information on the relationship of construction and right-of-way costs to assist
with these calculations (see Appendix D for more information).

e Potential Supplemental Funding - MPOs should identify potential revenue sources that
could be used to supplement the estimates from the Other Arterials and Transit programs
to fund, or partially fund, these projects. This includes federal funds that are not part of
the Department’s revenue forecast, or revenues from local and private sector sources.

Other Projects and Programs

Revenue and project information provided by the Department is intended for those activities that
are funded through the state transportation program. Other transportation improvement activities
in metropolitan areas may include improvements to local government roads, transit programs
that are financed by local revenues and funds, and projects and programs for modes that are not
funded by the state program. It is recommended that the following types of information should
be developed for these candidate projects and programs: (1) project descriptions and cost
estimates, (2) costs of major phases, and (3) funding sources.

Development of a Cost Feasible Multimodal Plan
Development of a “cost feasible multimodal system plan” requires a balancing of high-priority
improvements with estimates for expected revenue sources, subject to constraints regarding how
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certain funding estimates can be used.! The Department has provided some flexibility for one-
third of the state and federal funds estimated for capacity improvements between 2019 and 2040.
Due to program constraints included in the 2040 Revenue Forecast and other sources (e.g.,
federal transit operating assistance), the following discussion of major system plan elements is
organized by transportation mode.

Highways
The highway element of the multimodal system plan will be comprised of current or proposed

facilities that are SIS highways, the remainder of the State Highway System, and appropriate
local roads. These three components must be examined separately because of the constraints
related to the use of revenue estimates for various programs.

SIS Highways

The MPO should identify planned improvements and funding for corridors on the SIS, consistent
with the 2040 SIS Highways Cost Feasible Plan and any adjustments agreed upon by the
Department. Such adjustments could result from agreements to supplement SIS funds to either
accelerate or add improvements to SIS Highways.

Remaining State Highway System (SHS)

The MPO should identify planned improvements and funding for corridors that are on the SHS,
but not on the SIS. Potential funding sources include the “flexible” funds from the State Other
Arterials and Transit programs, and funds from local or private sector sources that have been
identified as reasonably available.

Local Highways and Streets

The MPO should identify planned improvements and funding for local road facilities that should
be included in the long range plan. The Department has provided estimates of “off system”
funds in the statewide forecast that can be used for these improvements, provided they meet
federal eligibility requirements.” Other funds should include local or private sector sources that
have been identified as reasonably available.

Operational Improvements Programs

MPOs should identify program descriptions and funding levels for transportation system
management programs such as intersection improvements, traffic signal systems, and ITS
projects. Transportation demand management program descriptions and funding levels can be
identified in the highway element, in the transit element, or separately. Generally, such programs
should be funded with revenues estimated for the State Other Arterials and Transit programs or
local revenue sources.

"'See Appendix A for funding eligibility guidance for the major state programs.

2 MPOs may desire to include “illustrative projects” in their plan, partially funded with Transportation Regional
Incentive Program (TRIP) funds. See the guidance under “Documentary Stamps Tax Funds” in the “Metropolitan
Area Estimates” section of this handbook for more information.

SnOff system” funds estimated by the Department may be used anywhere except for roads that are functionally
classified as local or rural minor collectors, unless such roads were on a federal-aid system as of January 1, 1991.
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Transit

MPOs should identify transit projects and programs and funding for local or regional bus
systems and related public transportation programs in the transit element in cooperation with
transit providers. Demand management programs, including ridesharing, bicycle and pedestrian
projects can be included, or can be identified separately. Potential funding sources include the
“flexible” funds from the state Other Arterials and Transit programs, federal and local transit
operating assistance, and other funds from local or private sector sources that have been
identified as reasonably available.'

Balancing Planning Improvements and Revenue Estimates

It is expected that each MPO will test several alternative plans leading toward adoption of a cost
feasible multimodal plan for the metropolitan transportation system. The system alternatives
should examine different ways to meet state and metropolitan goals and objectives, and should
be analyzed within the context of the metropolitan area’s public involvement program. They
may contain alternative mixes of the candidate projects discussed above, alternative schedules
for implementation, and alternative improvements for specific projects (e.g., adding 2 lanes,
adding bus service). Throughout this process, MPOs should reconcile project costs with revenue
estimates, taking into consideration the revenues estimated for transportation improvements and
any flexibility or constraints associated with the estimates. (See Figure 1.)

State and federal estimates for 2019-2040 have generally been prepared in five-year time periods
to assist MPOs with the testing and staging of alternatives. For planning purposes, some leeway
should be allowed for estimates for these time periods. For example, the total cost of planned
projects for the period 2021-2025 for funding with the “flexible” Other Arterials and Transit
estimates should be within 10% of the funds estimated for that period. It is strongly
recommended, however, that the total cost of planned projects for the entire 2019-2040 period
not exceed revenue estimates for the entire period for each element or component of the plan.

As part of LRTP documentation, MPOs should identify all projects planned to be implemented
with federal funds within the first 10 years of the plan.

' MPOs may desire to include “illustrative projects” in their plan, partially funded with New Starts Program funds.
See the guidance under “Documentary Stamps Tax” in the “Metropolitan Area Estimates” section of this handbook
for more information.

*See “Federal Strategies for Implementing Requirements for LRTP Update for the Florida MPOs, November 2012,
page 2, for additional guidance for transit projects.
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APPENDIX A
STATE TRANSPORTATION PROGRAMS AND FUNDING ELIGIBILITY
2040 Revenue Forecast

This appendix defines the major program categories used in the 2040 Revenue Forecast and
provides guidelines for what types of planned projects and programs are eligible for funding with
revenues estimated in the forecast. Metropolitan plan updates that incorporate the information
from this revenue forecast should be consistent with these guidelines.

STATE TRANSPORTATION PROGRAMS

The 2040 Revenue Forecast includes all state transportation activities funded by state and federal
revenues. The basis for the forecast is the framework of the Program and Resource Plan (PRP),
the Department’s financial planning document for the 10-year period that includes the Work
Program. The PRP addresses over 60 programs or subprograms. See pages A10-A11 for a list
of programs and major subprograms and how they have been combined for the revenue forecast.

Major Program Categories

Revenue estimates for all state programs were combined into the categories shown in the table
below. The funding eligibility information in this document is organized according to these
emphasis areas and the responsibilities for project identification for each program. Each of the
major programs falls under one of the following PRP groups of programs:

e Product — Activities which ;
build the transportation Major Programs
infrastructure. ] SIS Highways Construction & Right-of-Way
* Product_Support B Plgnmng P |Other Arterial Construction & Right-of-Way
and engineering required to R | Aviation
produce the products. 0 |Transit
e Operations & Maintenance — D |Rail
Activities which support and U |
maintain transportation C Intermodal Access
infrastructure after it is T Seaport Development
constructed and in place. Safety .
e Administration — Activities Rgsurfacmg
required to administer the Bridge
entire state transportation 0
program. T |Product Support
H |Operations & Maintenance
E |Administration
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Planning for Major Programs

MPO long range plans will contain project and financial information for a wide range of
transportation improvements expected through 2040. The Department and MPOs share the
responsibility for identifying these improvements and the expected funding' for each.
Responsibilities, and the general level of detail required, include:

e Capacity Programs — to the extent possible, project descriptions and costs will be
developed for each transportation mode, consistent with estimated revenues, as follows:

- SIS Highways, Aviation, Rail, Seaport Development and Intermodal Access” — the
Department will take the lead in project identification in each metropolitan area.

- Other Arterials and Transit — each MPO will take the lead in project identification
within its metropolitan area.

e Non-Capacity Programs — the Department has estimated sufficient revenues to meet
statewide safety, preservation and support objectives through 2040, including in each
metropolitan area. It is not necessary to identify projects for these programs, so estimates
for these activities have not been developed for metropolitan areas. The Department will
prepare separate documentation to address these programs and estimated funding and
provide it to MPOs for inclusion in the documentation of their long range plans.

FUNDING ELIGIBILITY FOR MAJOR PROGRAMS

The FTP and metropolitan long range plans consider many types of transportation improvements
to meet long range needs, constrained by the funding expected to be available during the
planning period. The following are explanations of the types of projects, programs and activities
that are eligible for state and/or federal funding in each of the major categories contained in the
2040 Revenue Forecast.

“Statewide” Capacity Programs

The Department has “taken the lead” in the identification of planned projects and programs that
are associated with the Strategic Intermodal System (SIS) and will provide detailed information
to MPOs. As a result, metropolitan plans and programs that include state and federal funds for
these major programs should be coordinated and consistent with state long range plans and
programs. Each is discussed below.

SIS Highways Construction & Right-of-Way

The Strategic Intermodal System (SIS), including the Emerging SIS, includes over 4,300 miles
of Interstate, Turnpike, other expressways and major arterial highways and connectors between
those highways and SIS hubs (airports, seaports, etc.). The primary purpose of the SIS is to serve
interstate and regional commerce and long distance trips.

"The information in this document is limited to projects and programs funded with state and federal revenues that
typically are contained in the state 5-year Work Program. MPOs must also consider projects and programs in their
long range plans that may be funded with other sources available within the metropolitan area. These include local
government taxes and fees, private sector sources, local/regional tolls, and other sources each MPO may identify.

> FDOT continues to work with modal partners to identify aviation, rail, seaport, and intermodal access projects
beyond the years in work programs. However, FDOT and its partners have not been able to identify cost feasible
projects beyond the work program sufficiently to include them in the SIS Cost Feasible Plan and, therefore, in MPO

cost feasible plans.



Metropolitan plans and programs for SIS Highways should be consistent with the 2040 SIS
Highways Cost Feasible Plan, as provided to each MPO. Projects associated with aviation, rail,
seaport development and intermodal access may be funded under this program, provided that
they are included in the SIS Highways Cost Feasible Plan. Capacity improvement projects
eligible for funding in the current plan include:

e Construction of additional lanes;

e The capacity improvement component of interchange modifications;

e New interchanges;

e Exclusive lanes for through traffic, public transportation vehicles, and other high
occupancy vehicles;

e Bridge replacement with increased capacity;

e Other construction to improve traffic flow, such as intelligent transportation systems
(ITS), incident management systems, and vehicle control and surveillance systems;

e The preferred alternative defined by an approved multi-modal interstate master plan;

e Weigh-in-motion stations;

e Acquisition of land which is acquired to support the SIS highway and bridge construction
programs, and land acquired in advance of construction to avoid escalating land costs and
prepare for long-range development; and

e New weigh stations and rest areas.

The following activities are not eligible for funding from the SIS Highways Construction &
Right-of-Way program estimates: planning and engineering in SIS corridors (see Product
Support below), highway/road construction and right-of-way acquisition not listed above, and
support activities to acquire right-of-way (see Product Support below).

Aviation
The state provides financial and technical assistance to Florida’s airports. Projects and programs
eligible for funding' include:

e Assistance with planning, designing, constructing, and maintaining public use aviation
facilities;

e Assistance with land acquisition;

e “Discretionary” assistance for capacity improvement projects at certain airports. In 2012,
those meeting the eligibility criteria are Miami, Orlando, Ft. Lauderdale/Hollywood,
Tampa, Southwest Florida, and Orlando Sanford international airports.

The following activities are not eligible for funding from the Aviation program estimates:
planning and engineering to support state programs (see Product Support below), financial and
technical assistance for private airports, and “discretionary” capacity improvements at airports
other than those listed above.

"' See FDOT Work Program Instructions for additional funding eligibility and state matching funds requirements.

e



Rail

The state provides funding for acquisition of rail corridors and assistance in developing intercity
passenger and commuter rail service, fixed guideway system development, rehabilitation of rail
facilities and high speed transportation. Projects and programs eligible for funding' include:

¢ Financial and technical assistance for intermodal projects;

e Rail safety inspections;

e Regulation of railroad operations and rail/highway crossings;

e Identification of abandoned rail corridors;

e Recommendations regarding acquisition and rehabilitation of rail facilities; and

e Assistance for developing intercity rail passenger service or commuter rail service.

The following activities are not eligible for funding from the Rail program estimates: planning
and engineering to support state programs (see Product Support below), financial and technical
assistance for rail projects and programs not specified above.

Intermodal Access
The state provides assistance in improving access to intermodal facilities and the acquiring of
associated rights of way. Projects and programs eligible for funding include:

Improved access to intermodal or multimodal transportation facilities;
Construction of multimodal terminals;

Rail access to airports and seaports;

Inerchanges and highways which provide access to airports, seaports and other
multimodal facilities; and

e Projects support certain intermodal logistics centers™

The following activities are not eligible for funding from the Intermodal Access program
estimates: planning and engineering to support state programs (see Product Support below), and
programs not specified above.

Seaport Development

The state provides assistance with funding for the development of public deep water ports. This
includes support of bonds issued by the Florida Ports Financing Commission that finances
eligible capital improvements. Projects and programs eligible for funding and state matching
funds requirements vary among several programs. See FDOT Work Program Instructions for
more information.

The following activities are not eligible for funding from the Seaport Development program
estimates: planning and engineering to support state programs (see Product Support below),
programs not specified above, and financial and technical assistance at other ports.

' See FDOT Work Program Instructions for additional funding eligibility and state matching funds requirements.
2 See FDOT Work Program Instructions for funding eligibility and state matching funds requirements.




Other Capacity Programs

MPOs have been requested to “take the lead” in the identification of planned projects and
programs for the (1) Other Arterials Construction & ROW and (2) Transit programs. For 2014-
2018, MPOs should identify projects as contained in the Work Program. For all years after
2018, MPOs should plan for the mix of highway and transit programs that best meets the needs
of their metropolitan area. As a result, MPOs may identify either highway or transit
improvement programs and projects, consistent with the total amount of the two major programs,
and consistent with the following eligibility criteria.

Other Arterial Construction & Right of Way

The primary purpose of this program is to fund improvements on the part of the State Highway
System, or SHS, that is not designated as SIS. The approximately 8,000 miles of such highways
represent about 64% of the SHS. Projects and programs eligible for funding include:

¢ Construction and improvement projects on state roadways which are not on the Strategic
Intermodal System (SIS), including projects that:

o Add capacity;

o Improve highway geometry;

o Provide grade separations; and

o Improve turning movements through signalization improvements and storage capacity
within turn lanes.

e Acquisition of land which is acquired to support the SHS highway and bridge
construction programs, and land acquired in advance of construction to avoid escalating
land costs and prepare for long-range development;

e Construction and traffic operations improvements on certain local government roads' that
add capacity, reconstruct existing facilities, improve highway geometrics (e.g.,
curvature), provide grade separations, and improve turning movements through
signalization improvements and adding storage capacity within turn lanes; and

e Acquisition of land necessary to support the construction program for certain local
government roads, as discussed immediately above.

Use of these funds for road projects not on the SHS will effectively reduce the amount of funds
planned for the SHS and public transportation in the metropolitan area, the District and the state.

The following activities are not eligible for funding from the Other Arterial Construction &
Right-of-Way program estimates: planning and engineering in SHS corridors (see Product
Support below), highway/road construction and right-of-way acquisition not listed above,
support activities to acquire right-of-way (see Product Support below), land acquisition for
airports (see Aviation above), and land acquisition for railroad corridors (see Rail above).

" The Department has provided separate estimates of funds from this program that may be used on local government
roads that meet federal eligibility criteria (i.e., “off system”). By law, state funds cannot be used on local
government roads except to match federal aid, for locally owned SIS Connectors, and under certain subprograms
subject to annual legislative appropriations. Long range plans should not assume that state funds will be
appropriated for local government road improvements.
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Transit
The state provides technical and operating/capital assistance to transit, paratransit, and
ridesharing systems. Projects and programs eligible for funding include:

e Capital and operating assistance to public transit systems and Community Transportation
Coordinators, through the Public Transit Block Grant Program';

e Service Development projects, which are special projects that can receive initial funding
from the statez;

e Transit corridor projects that are shown to be the most cost effective method of relieving
congesting and improving congestion in the corridor;

e Commuter assistance programs that encourage transportation demand management
strategies, ridesharing and public/private partnerships to provide services and systems
designed to increase vehicle occupancy;

e Assistance with acquisition, construction, promotion and monitoring of park-and-ride
lots; and

e Assistance to fixed-guideway rail transit systems or extensions, or bus rapid transit
systems operating primarily on dedicated transit right-of-way under the New Starts
Transit Program.

The following activities are not eligible for funding from the Transit program estimates: planning
and engineering to support state programs (see Product Support below), and federally funded
financial and technical assistance for transit plans and programs for those funds that are not
typically included in the state 5-year Work Program (e.g., federal funds for operating assistance).

Non-Capacity Programs

Statewide estimates for all state non-capacity programs are an integral part of the 2040 Revenue
Forecast to ensure that statewide system preservation, maintenance, and support objectives will
be met through 2040. These objectives will be met in each metropolitan area, so it was not
necessary to develop metropolitan estimates for these programs. Neither the Department nor the
MPOs needs to identify projects for these programs. However, pursuant to an agreement between
FDOT and the Federal Highway Administration Division Office, FDOT has provided district-
level estimates of “Operations and Maintenance” costs on the State Highway System to MPOs
for inclusion in the documentation of their long range transportation plans. Those “Operations
and Maintenance” estimates are the total estimates for the State Resurfacing, Bridge, and
Operations & Maintenance programs.

' State participation is limited to 50% of the non-federal share of capital costs and up to 50% of eligible operating
costs. The block grant can also be used for transit service development and corridor projects. An individual block
grant recipient’s allocation may be supplemented by the State if (1) requested by the MPO, (2) concurred in by the
Department, and (3) funds are available. The Transportation Disadvantaged Commission is allocated 15% of Block
Grant Program funds for distribution to Community Transportation Coordinators.

*Up to 50% of the net project cost can be provided by the state. Up to 100% can be provided for projects of
statewide significance (requires FDOT concurrence). Costs eligible for funding include operating and maintenance
costs (limited to no more than three years) and marketing and technology projects (limited to no more than two

years).



The forecast for these programs and related information will be provided to each MPO in an
Appendix for inclusion in the documentation of their long range plan. The following information
on project eligibility for these programs is provided for informational purposes only.

Safety
Safety issues touch every area of the state transportation program to some degree. Specific

safety improvement projects and programs in this major program address mitigation of safety
hazards that are not included in projects funded in other major programs. Projects and programs
eligible for funding include:

e Highway safety improvements at locations that have exhibited a history of abnormally
high crash frequencies or have been identified as having significant roadside hazards;

e (rants to state and local agencies for traffic safety programs with the intent of achieving
lower levels and severity of traffic crashes; and

e Promotion of bicycle and pedestrian safety, including programs for public awareness,
education and training.

The following activities are not eligible for funding from the Safety program estimates: planning
and engineering to support state programs (see Product Support below), safety improvements
funded as a part of other major state programs (e.g., SIS construction), financial and technical
assistance for safety programs not specified above.

Resurfacing
The state periodically resurfaces all pavements on the State Highway System (SHS) to preserve

the public’s investment in highways and to maintain smooth and safe pavement surfaces.
Projects and programs eligible for funding include:

e Periodic resurfacing of the Interstate, Turnpike and other components of the SHS;

e Resurfacing or reconstructing of county roads in counties eligible to participate in the
Small County Road Assistance Program; and

e Periodic resurfacing of other public roads, consistent with federal funding criteria and
Department and MPO programming priorities.

The following activities are not eligible for funding from the Resurfacing program estimates:
planning and engineering to support state programs (see Product Support below), resurfacing that
is funded by other major state programs as a part of major projects that add capacity (e.g., SIS
and Other Arterials construction), thin pavement overlays which eliminate slippery pavements
(funded by the Safety Program), and resurfacing of other roads not specified above.'

Bridge
The state repairs and replaces deficient bridges on the SHS, or on other public roads as defined

by state and federal criteria. Projects and programs eligible for funding include:

'Other than the Small County Road Assistance Program, funds for resurfacing on “off system” projects are not
included in the forecast. Any planned “off system” resurfacing projects must be funded from the “off system” share
of the Other Arterials Construction & Right-of-Way estimates.
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e Repairs of bridges and preventative maintenance activities on bridges on the SHS;

e Replacement of structurally deficient bridges on the SHS';

e Replacement of bridges which require structural repair but are more cost effective to
replace;

e Construction of new bridges on the SHS;

e Replacement of structurally deficient bridges off the SHS but on the federal-aid highway
system, subject to state and federal policies and eligibility criteria; and

e Replacement of structurally deficient bridges off the federal-aid highway system, subject
to state and federal policies and eligibility criteria.

The following activities are not eligible for funding from the Bridge program estimates: planning
and engineering to support state programs (see Product Support below), and repairs to or
replacements of bridges on roads not specified above.

Product Support

Planning and engineering activities are required to “produce” the products and services described
in the major programs discussed above. These are functions performed by Department staff and
professional consultants. Costs include salaries and benefits; professional fees; and
administrative costs such as utilities, telephone, travel, supplies, other capital outlay, and data
processing. Functions eligible for funding include:

e Preliminary engineering (related to environmental, location, engineering and design);

e Construction inspection engineering for highway and bridge construction;

¢ Right of way support necessary to acquire and manage right-of-way land for the
construction of transportation projects;

e Environmental mitigation of impacts of transportation projects on wetlands;

e Materials testing and research; and

e Planning and Public Transportation Operations support activities.

Estimates for the Product Support program are directly related to the estimates of the product
categories of the 2040 Revenue Forecast. That is, these levels of Product Support are adequate
to “produce” the estimated levels of the following major programs: SIS Highways Construction
and Right-of-Way, Other Arterials Construction & Right-of-Way, Aviation, Transit, Rail,
Intermodal Access, Seaport Development, Safety, Resurfacing, and Bridge. As a result, the
components of metropolitan plans and programs that are based on state and federal funds should
be consistent with the total of the above “product” categories to ensure that sufficient Product
Support funding is available from state and federal sources through 2040°.

' The state Bridge Replacement Program places primary emphasis on the replacement of structurally deficient or
weight restricted bridges. Planned capacity improvements for bridges that are to be widened or replaced to address
highway capacity issues must be funded from the Other Arterials or SIS Highways Construction & Right-of-Way
major programs.

> MPOs are encouraged to include estimates for PD&E and Design phases in the LRTP, particularly for projects that
cannot be fully funded by 2040. See Page 13 of the 2040 Revenue Forecast Handbook for more information.
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The following activities are not eligible for funding from the Product Support program estimates:
planning and engineering to support plans or programs that are not eligible for funding from the
“Product” programs, and local and regional planning and engineering activities not typically
included in the state 5-year Work Program.

Operations & Maintenance
Operations and maintenance activities support and maintain the transportation infrastructure once
it is constructed and in place'. Functions eligible for funding include:

e Routine maintenance of the SHS travel lanes; roadside maintenance; inspections of state
and local bridges; and operation of state moveable bridges and tunnels;

e Traffic engineering analyses, training and monitoring that focus on solutions to traffic
problems that do not require major structural alterations of existing or planned roadways;

e Administration of and toll collections on bonded road projects such as toll expressways,
bridges, ferries, and the Turnpike; and

e Enforcement of laws and Department rules which regulate the weight, size, safety, and
registration requirements of commercial vehicles operating on the highway system.

The following activities are not eligible for funding from the Operations and Maintenance
program estimates: operations and maintenance activities on elements of the transportation
system not specified above.

Administration

Administration includes the staff, equipment, and materials required to perform the fiscal,
budget, personnel, executive direction, document reproduction, and contract functions of
carrying out the state transportation program. It also includes the purchase of and improvements
to non-highway fixed assets. Eligible functions and programs are:

e Resources necessary to manage the Department in the attainment of goals and objectives;

e Acquisition of resources for production, operation and planning units including personnel
resources; external production resources (consultants); financial resources; and materials,
equipment, and supplies;

e Services related to eminent domain, construction letting and contracts, reprographics, and
mail service;

e Costs for the Secretary, Assistant Secretaries, and immediate staffs; for the Florida
Transportation Commission and staff; and for the Transportation Disadvantaged
Commission; and

e Acquisition, construction and improvements of non-highway fixed assets such as offices,
maintenance yards, and construction field offices.

The following activities are not eligible for funding from the Administration program estimates:
administrative activities not specified above.

'Scheduled major repairs or replacements such as resurfacing, bridge replacement or traffic operations
improvements are parts of the Resurfacing, Bridge, and Other Arterial Highway programs, respectively.
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TABLE OF PROGRAM CATEGORIES
2040 REVENUE FORECAST AND PROGRAM & RESOURCE PLAN

2040 REVENUE PROGRAM & RESOURCE PLAN
FORECAST PROGRAMS SUBPROGRAMS
“PROGRAMS”
CAPACITY I. PRODUCT
A. SIS/Intrastate Highways |1. Interstate Construction
SIS Highways 2. Turnpike Construction
C t ti & Right 3. Other SIS/Intrastate Construction
onstruction ight- 4. SIS/Intrastate Traffic Operations
of-Way
C. Right-of-Way (part) 1. SIS/Intrastate
3. SIS/Intrastate Advance Corridor Acquisition
B. Other Arterial Highways 1. Arterial Traffic Operations
. 2. Construction
Other Arterial )
. K 3. County Transportation Programs
Construction & Right- 4. Economic Development
of-Way
C. Right-of-Way (part) 2. Other Arterial & Bridge

4. Other Arterial Advance Corridor Acquisition

D. Aviation 1. Airport Improvement
2. Land Acquisition
3. Planning
4. Discretionary Capacity Improvements
Public Transportation
* Aviation
* Transit E. Transit 1. Transit Systems
* Rail 2. Transportation Disadvantaged - Department
* Intermodal Access 3. Transportation Disadvantaged - Commission
- Seaport 4. Other
Development 5. Block Grants
P 6. New Starts Transit
1. High Speed Rail
F. Rail 2. Passenger Service
3. Rail/Highway Crossings
4. Rail Capital Improvements/Rehabilitation
G. Intermodal Access None

H. Seaport Development None

(No Subprograms; these are Documentary
L. N/A Stamps Tax funds not included in an Adopted
Work Program as of July 1, 2013.)

Documentary Stamps
Tax Funds




TABLE OF PROGRAM CATEGORIES
2040 REVENUE FORECAST AND PROGRAM & RESOURCE PLAN

2040 REVENUE PROGRAM & RESOURCE PLAN

FORECAST PROGRAMS SUBPROGRAMS
“PROGRAMS”

NON-CAPACITY PRODUCT (Continued)

Safety 1. Highway Safety
Rail/Highway Crossings (discontinued)
3. Grants

N

Safety

Interstate

Arterial & Freeway
Off-System
Turnpike

J. Resurfacing
Resurfacing

PwNR

Repair - On System
Replace - On System
Local Bridge Replacement
Turnpike

K. Bridge
Bridge

el N

Preliminary Engineering (all)
Construction Engineering Inspection (all)
Right-of-Way Support (all)
Environmental Mitigation

Materials & Research (all)

Planning & Environment (all)

Public Transportation Operations

1l. PRODUCT SUPPORT

Product Support

OmMmMOoO O ®m>

Operations & Maintenance (all)
Traffic Engineering & Operations (all)
Toll Operations (all)

Motor Carrier Compliance

11l. OPERATIONS &
Operations & MAINTENANCE
Maintenance

ono®pr

IV. ADMINISTRATION A. Administration (all)
Fixed Capital Outlay (all)
Office Information Systems

Administration

Oow

Notes:
- (all) refers to all levels of subprogram detail below the one shown in this table.
- Program and Resource Plan category “V. OTHER” is related to the “TOTAL BUDGET” and was included in
the 2040 Revenue Forecast as “Other” (i.e., not as a “Program”).
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APPENDIX B
DEVELOPMENT OF DISTRICT AND METROPOLITAN ESTIMATES
2040 Revenue Forecast

This Appendix describes how statewide and sub-state funding estimates for the major programs
were developed for the 2040 Revenue Forecast.

Statewide Estimates
Statewide estimates for major state programs were based on continuing current laws and policies
as of Fall 2012. The following are the major program categories used in the forecast.

“Statewide” Capacity Programs
SIS Highways Construction & ROW

Non-Capacity Programs

Aviation Safety .

Rail Re.surfacmg
Intermodal Access Bridge

Seaports Product Support

Operations & Maintenance

Other Capacity Programs Administration

Other Arterials Construction & ROW
Transit

The forecast of funding levels for the Department’s programs was developed based on the
Program and Resource Plan for Fiscal Years 2014-22 (reflecting the Tentative Work Program as
of November 28, 2012). Annual estimates of funding levels through 2040 were based on federal
and state laws and regulations and Department policies at the time the forecast was prepared.
For example, statewide funding levels were established to accomplish the program objectives for
resurfacing, routine maintenance, and bridge repair and replacement. These estimates were
summarized to reflect the major program categories used in the 2040 Revenue Forecast.

Sub-state Estimates

The Department prepared district and metropolitan estimates for highway and transit programs,
and certain other funds, included in the forecast. Central office staff developed district and
county estimates for these programs using the methods identified in Table B-1. Using the
information provided by the central office, district staff developed metropolitan estimates for
MPOs consistent with the district and county estimates, adjusted as needed to account for issues
such as metropolitan area boundaries (e.g., differences between metropolitan area boundaries and
county boundaries or TMA boundaries).

As with previous long range revenue forecasts, the Department is requesting that the MPOs take
the lead in identifying specific planned projects and programs funded by the Other Arterials &
ROW and Transit programs. The Department is taking the lead in identifying specific planned
projects and programs for the Strategic Intermodal System (SIS), including the 2040 SIS
Highways Cost Feasible Plan (i.e., cost estimates for projects planned within the MPO area).
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Table B-1

Methodology for District and Metropolitan Estimates from the 2040 Revenue Forecast

Major Capacity
Program Category Methodology
SIS Highways Based on the 2040 SIS Highways Cost Feasible Plan, Turnpike

Construction & ROW

excluded. Turnpike estimates provided by Turnpike Enterprise.
Funding estimates and projects to be provided to MPOs.

Other Arterials
Construction & ROW

Generally, distribute funding estimates by statutory formula. Also
develop estimates for TMA (SU) and Transportation Alternatives
funds in TMAs; those funds taken “off the top” before distributing
remaining funds. Apprise MPOs that at least some portion of these
funds can be planned for Transit. Develop “off system” estimates.

Transit Use statutory formula to distribute funds to Districts and counties to
distribute funds.

Aviation Because the primary use of Aviation funds is for airside
improvements not a part of MPO planning, develop only statewide
estimates.

Rail Because of uncertainties with long range passenger rail and absence

of commitments to specific rail corridors, develop only statewide
estimates.

Intermodal Access

The future of this program is not clear, given the creation of the SIS.
As a result, develop only statewide estimates

Seaport Development

Statewide estimates only, because the Florida Seaport Transportation
Economic Development Council identifies projects eligible for
funding.

Documentary Stamps
Tax Funds

e Allocate Transportation Regional Incentive Program (TRIP) funds
to Districts using statutory formula. Provide guidance for planning
to MPOs.

e Statewide estimates for New Starts Transit Program. Provide
statewide amounts and guidance for planning to MPOs.

Operations and
Maintenance Estimates

e Develop district-wide estimates of funding for Resurfacing, Bridge
and Operations & Maintenance programs and provide to MPOs,
per agreement between FDOT and FHWA Division Office related
to reporting Operations and Maintenance estimates for the State
Highway System in MPO LRTPs.




APPENDIX C
LEVERAGING, CASH FLOW AND OTHER TRANSPORTATION FINANCE TOOLS
2040 Revenue Forecast

Metropolitan areas are encouraged to consider “innovative” or non-traditional sources of funding
and financing techniques in their long range plans. These may include optional revenue sources
such as local option motor fuel taxes or local option sales taxes that are not currently in place,
toll facilities, public/private partnerships, and debt financing'. Several such sources or techniques
are available as a result of state and federal laws. Concurrence of the Department, and in
some cases the federal government, is required before projects or programs can be funded
through these sources. As a result, each MPO should coordinate with the Department
before including these sources and techniques in its long range plan.

The following is general guidance for specific sources. More detailed guidance can be obtained
from FDOT staff. Guidance on planning for future toll facility projects concludes this appendix.

Federal/State Transportation Finance Tools

Federal law allows several methods of transportation finance that provide opportunities to
“leverage” (make more useable) federal transportation funds. Most of the tools can be applied in
more than one state program. The tools are not identified separately in the Program and
Resource Plan, but the Department has established processes and criteria for their use. MPOs
should work closely with FDOT before including these and other federal financing tools as part
of their long range financial planning.

State Infrastructure Bank (SIB)

The SIB was originally established by the National Highway System Act of 1995 to encourage
state and local governments to identify and develop innovative financing mechanisms that will
more effectively use federal financial resources.

Florida has two separate SIB accounts: the federal-funded SIB account (capitalized by federal
money and matched with appropriate state funds as required by law); and the state-funded SIB
(capitalized with state funds and bond proceeds). The SIB can provide loans and other assistance
to public and private entities carrying out or proposing to carry out projects eligible for
assistance under state and federal law. Highway and transit projects are eligible for SIB
participation. See FDOT Work Program instructions for more details.

SIB applications are accepted during the published advertisement period via the FDOT online
application process (See http://www.dot.state.fl.us/officeofcomptroller/PFO/sib.shtm).

'Debt financing (borrowing implementation funds to be paid back from future revenues) should be analyzed
carefully before deciding to use it to fund projects. There are tradeoffs between building a project earlier than would
otherwise be the case and increased costs from interest and other expenses required to finance projects this way.
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Advance Construction (AC)

States can initially use state funds to construct projects that may eventually be reimbursed with
federal funds. These are state funds used to finance projects in anticipation of future federal
apportionments. Subsequently, the state can obligate federal-aid funds to reimburse the federal
share of those projects (i.e., the share that was initially funded with state dollars). This is a way
to construct federal-aid projects sooner than if Florida had to wait for future federal funding
obligations before construction could begin. Florida has used this financing tool for many years
to “advance” the construction of needed projects. AC has a greater impact on the timing of
project construction than on the amount of federal funds.

Flexible Match

Federal law allows private funds, materials or assets (e.g., right of way) donated to a specific
federal-aid project to be applied to the state’s matching share. The donated or acquired item
must qualify as a participating cost meeting eligibility standards and be within the project’s
scope. Such private donations will effectively replace state funds that would have been used to
match the federal aid, “freeing up” the state funds for use on other projects.

Toll Credits (Soft Match)

Federal law permits the use of certain toll revenue expenditures as a credit toward the non-
federal share of transportation projects. For example, the Turnpike is paid for with tolls, but it is
eligible for federal aid. A toll credit is a credit from the federal government for the unused
federal matching funds that could have been requested for Turnpike construction. This credit
can be used instead of state or local funds to meet federal match requirements for other
transportation projects, including transit.

Such credits free up state or local funds — that otherwise would have been used to match federal
aid — for other uses. Toll credits can only be used for transportation capital investments (e.g.,
highway construction, buses).

Transportation Infrastructure Finance and Innovation Act (TIFIA)

Federal law authorizes the United States Department of Transportation (USDOT) to provide
three forms of credit assistance for surface transportation projects of national or regional
significance: secured (direct) loans, loan guarantees, and standby lines of credit. USDOT awards
assistance on a competitive basis to project sponsors (e.g., state department of transportation,
transit operators, special authorities, local governments, private consortia). Various highway,
transit, rail, and intermodal projects may receive credit assistance under TIFIA.

State Transportation Finance Tools

Florida law establishes several programs that allow the state, local governments and
transportation authorities to cooperatively fund transportation projects sooner than would be the
case under traditional state programs. In addition, state funds can be used to assist local
governments and transportation authorities with pre-construction activities on potential toll
facilities, and to assist with state economic development. Each of these tools is established as a
separate category in the Department’s Program and Resource Plan.




Local Government Advance/Reimbursement Program

The Local Government Advance/ Reimbursement Program (LGARP) enables local governments
and transportation authorities to speed up delivery of state transportation projects. Local
governments can contribute cash, goods and/or services to the Department to initiate projects
sooner than scheduled in the Work Program.

Section 339.12, F.S., allows projects beyond the 5-year Work Program to be advanced, subject to
a statewide $250 million cap on commitments'. Most projects are eligible, except those that are
revenue producing.

Economic Development Program

The Other Arterials Construction Program contains an Economic Development sub-program. It
is administered by FDOT, in cooperation with the Department of Economic Opportunity. The
Program may provide funds for access roads and highway improvements for new and existing
businesses and manufacturing enterprises that meet certain criteria.

For the purposes of MPO plan updates, it has been assumed that the metropolitan area’s statutory
share of these funds will be available for transportation improvements and is a part of the funds
in the estimate of Other Arterial Construction & Right of Way provided to the MPO. MPOs
should not consider the Economic Development sub-program as a revenue source separate from,
or in addition to, the estimates provided by the Department for the 2040 Revenue Forecast.

Future Toll Facility Projects in Metropolitan Long Range Transportation Plans

FDOT, primarily through the Turnpike Enterprise, and local expressway authorities are currently
engaged in studies of the feasibility of new toll facilities or extensions of existing facilities. If a
MPO desires to include future toll facility projects in its long range plan, FDOT strongly
recommends that the MPO coordinate closely with FDOT and/or local authority staff to
determine if these facilities should be included in the plan (possibly as “illustrative projects”).
Issues to be considered include:

Local/regional support of elected officials and the public for the project;
Environmental, socio-economic and related impacts of the project;

Consistency with affected local comprehensive plans; and

Economic feasibility of the project (costs, revenues, debt service coverage, “value for
money” analysis?, etc.)

FDOT’s experience with analyses of economic feasibility for such projects suggests that it is
extremely difficult to meet debt service requirements for a new toll facility or extension solely
with toll revenues generated by the project, particularly in early years of operation. Often, the
difficulty varies depending upon the location of the facility (urban, rural, etc.). However, each

" There are statutory exceptions to the $250 million cap. See s. 339.12, F.S., for more information.
*“Value for money” analysis compares public and privately financed alternatives side-by-side before a financing
option is selected. This analysis is a strong tool for informing the public and ensuring that the public good has been

protected.



project is different based upon the location, competing roadways, and other factors. When little
project information is available, FDOT offers the following additional guidance to MPOs that
may desire to consider including future toll facility projects in their cost feasible long range
plans:

e For projects in suburban or emerging suburban areas, estimated toll revenues likely will
cover only a portion of the total project cost;

e For projects in urban areas, estimated toll revenues may cover a somewhat higher portion
of the cost of the project. However, project costs, particularly for right of way, are much
higher than in other areas;

e For projects in rural areas, possibly associated with proposed new land development
which will take time to materialize, estimated toll revenues in the early years likely will
be substantially lower than total project cost.

For the purposes of the metropolitan long range plan, MPOs should document the amount and
availability of revenues from other sources (e.g., local revenue sources, Other Arterials
Construction & ROW funds from the 2040 Revenue Forecast, private sector contributions, etc.)
expected to be available to finance the project cost. FDOT encourages MPOs to consult with the
Turnpike Enterprise and/or local authority for technical assistance on preparing early analyses
for possible toll facilities in the cost feasible long range plan.
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2040 Revenue Forecast
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Frequently Asked Questions

Does the revenue forecast reflect current laws and policies? The 2040 Revenue Forecast reflects state
and federal laws and policies as of Fall 2012, including MAP-21, 2012 Florida Statutes, FDOT policies, and the
October 2012 Revenue Estimating Conference results.

What Federal funds are included in the forecast? Only federal funds systematically budgeted in the
Florida Department of Transportation 5-year Work Program. (Certain federal funds are included in the Work Program,
either budgeted or non-budgeted, for the purposes of funding unique projects or programs, or to provide more complete
information on the project or program. The revenue forecast does not include these types of funds for the years after
2018.) Federal funds in the forecast include:

e Federal Aid Highway Program Categories: National Highway Performance Program (NHPP), Surface
Transportation Program (STP), Highway Safety Improvement Program (HSIP), Congestion Mitigation and Air
Quality (CMAQ), Metropolitan Planning (PL), and other federal fund categories.

e Federal Transit Administration Programs: Section 5310 (Elderly & Handicapped), Section 5311 (Small Urban and
Rural), RTAP (Rural Transit Administration Program), Section 5339 (Small Urban and Rural Buses/Facilities,
Section 5305(d) and Section 5305(e) Planning Grants.

Are TMA and Transportation Alternatives funds included? Estimates of Transportation Management
Area (TMA) and Transportation Alterntives (TA) funding levels have been developed.

Are there any estimates for FDOT “Fund Codes?” No separate estimates have been developed for
specific fund codes, other than the TMA and TA information discussed above.

What major program categories should be used for traffic operations-type projects or

programs? Funding for intersection improvements, Transportation System Management (TSM)-type programs,
ITS-type improvements, etc. should be financed using estimated funds for the Other Arterials Construction & Right-of-
Way Program. These types of projects may also be included in the 2040 SIS Highways Cost Feasible Plan developed
by the Department.

What funds are available for “off system” (i.e., not on the State Highway System)
improvements? State funds cannot be used for projects that are not on the State Highway System, except to match
federal aid, on locally-owned SIS Connectors, and select local assistance programs authorized in Florida Law. A
portion of the federal funds estimated for the Other Arterials Construction & Right of Way program may be used for
“off system” improvements. Separate specific estimates have been provided to MPOs. TMA funds may be used “off
system.” These “off system” funds may be used anywhere except for roads that are functionally classified as local or
rural minor collectors, unless such roads were on a federal-aid system as of January 1, 1991.

What funds are available for “enhancements” to resurfacing projects? Consistent with current state
policy, “enhancements” to resurfacing projects (sidewalks, landscaping, etc.) generally are not funded by the
Resurfacing Program. They should be funded from the estimates for the Other Arterials Construction & Right of Way
Program.

What funds are available for the Transportation Regional Incentive Program (TRIP)? FDOT
has developed estimates of TRIP funds for each FDOT District; the estimates are based on statutory direction for
allocating TRIP funds. MPOs have been provided guidance for including