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1.0 Introduction 
1.1 What is Transform 2045? 
Transform 2045 is the plan shaping the future of air, land and sea transportation to benefit the 
people of Sarasota and Manatee Counties. Led by the Sarasota/Manatee Metropolitan Planning 
Organization (MPO), Transform 2045 is the 2045 Long Range Transportation Plan (LRTP) update 
for Sarasota and Manatee counties. This plan presents the transportation improvements that are 
needed today, and in the future, to help move people and goods safely and efficiently about the 
community.  

Local governments rely heavily on transportation dollars from the federal and state government 
for developing a multi modal system that addresses the region’s transportation needs and is 
based on the future vision of the community. While the MPO does not implement transportation 
projects, it provides oversight in prioritizing funding for transportation projects – especially those 
receiving federal funds. 

Transform 2045 is the culmination of more than 20 months of collaboration and community 
involvement that relied on technical analysis, community visioning, and public engagement 
resulting in a list of transportation projects anticipated to be funded through 2045. Additionally, it 
is a roadmap to the future for the Sarasota/Manatee MPO that provides insight into what 
Manatee and Sarasota Counties could become through an evaluation of scenario-based planning 
and the development of a future vision. The resulting plan is built on three foundational building 
blocks that emerged from public involvement and outreach: Promote Economic Diversity, 
Preserve Environmental Health, Create Vibrant Places. 

Illustrated in Figure 1-1 are the key milestones that were accomplished. Community workshops, 
called TransForums were held to inform the public of key assumptions and requirements while 
also providing an opportunity for feedback followed by online surveys. Transform 2045 provides 
a framework of goals and objectives consistent with federal and state requirements and local 
agency comprehensive plans.  



Chapter 1: Introduction 

 1-2 

 

Figure 1-1: Transform 2045 Development Schedule 

The first TransForum event, held in January 2019, laid the groundwork for identifying the topics 
affecting the future of the region. A REGION that includes 

• Resilient Environment 
• Economic Diversity 
• Growing Strategically 
• Interdependent Communities 
• One Region 
• Next Generation Technologies 

A separate stand-alone report, 2045 Long Range Transportation Plan Background Research Report, 
includes a detailed review of the assumptions and factors that led to the development of the 
LRTP along with key takeaways from the January 2019 workshop. 

1.2 What is the Role of the Sarasota/Manatee MPO 
The MPO planning process is a continuing, comprehensive and cooperative (“3C”) multi modal 
transportation planning process required for urbanized areas with a population of 50,000 people 
(23 CFR 450.310). MPOs are established by state and federal laws through an interlocal 
agreement to provide a process for local governments within the region to coordinate with the 
Florida Department of Transportation (FDOT), the Federal Highway Administration (FHWA), and 
the Federal Transit Administration (FTA).  

Originally created in 1978, the Sarasota/Manatee MPO is the regional transportation planning 
entity for Sarasota and Manatee Counties. Today, the Sarasota/Manatee MPO is governed by a 
17-member Board comprised of elected officials representing both counties, nine (9) cities, and a 
representative of the Sarasota Manatee Airport Authority. The Florida Department of 
Transportation (FDOT) District 1 Secretary serves as a non-voting advisor. 
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Because of the unique characteristics of the North 
Port-Port Charlotte Urbanized Areas, the MPO 
coordinates the development of the LRTP alongside 
the Charlotte County/Punta Gorda MPO. 
Coordination beyond the Charlotte County/Punta 
Gorda MPO includes coordination covering all of 
Florida Department of Transportation (FDOT) 
District 1 to include the Collier MPO, Heartland 
Regional Transportation Planning Organization 
(TPO), Lee County MPO, and Polk TPO. Figure 1-2 
identifies the counties of District 1                                                                             

The Transform 2045 LRTP is one of the core 
mandates carried out by the MPO and is governed 
by Federal law and regulations found in Title 23 United 
States Code (USC) Section 134, Title 49 USC Section 
5303, and codified in Title 23 CFR Part 450 as well as Florida Statutes found in Chapter 339.175 
and is a requirement for all urbanized areas with a population greater than 50,000 persons. 

As an MPO planning for the North Port-Sarasota-Bradenton metropolitan area, requirements for 
the Sarasota/Manatee MPO are further defined in Federal law as a Transportation Management 
Area (TMA) when the urbanized area population exceeds 200,000. 

Coordination in developing the 2045 LRTP also includes local government partners that 
contribute to the creation and validation of future growth patterns. Addressing these growth 
patterns, which are reflected in the local government comprehensive plans, helps to determine 
the necessary transportation investments. These investments are prioritized through the 2045 
LRTP based on the vision and adopted goals of the MPO. 

1.3 What are the requirements of Transform 2045? 
The Transform 2045 LRTP was developed to be consistent with the requirements of the FAST 
Act, which was signed into law on December 4, 2015. The FAST Act is the first federal law 
passed in more than a decade that provides long-term funding for surface transportation 
planning and investment. As with previous transportation laws, the FAST Act includes a series of 
metropolitan planning factors that ensure that the work of the MPO is based on a continuous, 
cooperative, and comprehensive (3C) process. Appendix 1-A includes a checklist outlining the 
completed LRTP requirements of the LRTP to aid in the LRTP review and compliance 
determination. 

 

  Figure 1-2: Map of FDOT District 1 
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1.3.1 Federal Requirements 

1.3.1.1 National Goals and Performance Measures  
Guiding the development and funding of the nation’s transportation system are a series of goals 
that have been developed for the purposes of accountability in transportation investments and 
improved decision making (23 USC 150). These seven goals include 

1) safety 
2) infrastructure condition 
3) congestion reduction 
4) system reliability 
5) freight movement and economic vitality 
6) environmental sustainability 
7) reduced project delivery delays 

Furthering the importance of these goals, the FAST Act continued the requirements for MPOs 
and State DOTs to evaluate, track, and assess certain performance measures. Performance 
Based Planning was formally introduced into the Metropolitan Planning Process through the 
Moving Ahead for Progress in the 21st Century Act (MAP-21). Since MAP-21 was signed into law 
on July 6, 2012, passage of the FAST Act continues to emphasize the importance of 
performance-based metrics and the establishment of targets to guide future transportation 
investments. Through rule-making activities, the Federal Highway Administration (FHWA) and 
Federal Transit Administration (FTA) have identified performance measures related to the core 
program areas identified in Table 1-1.  

Appendix 1-B includes an assessment of the current transportation conditions of the federally 
required performance measures.  
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Table 1-1: Federal Planning Programs and Performance Measures 

Core Federal Program Performance Measures 

Highway Safety 

Number of fatalities 
Rate of fatalities 
Number of serious injuries 
Rate of serious injuries 
Number of non-motorized fatalities and serious 
injuries 

Transit Asset Management Equipment, rolling stock, Infrastructure and 
Facilities meeting good repair standards. 

System Preservation 
Percent of pavement in good condition based on 
roadway type 
Percent of bridges in good condition 

System Performance 

Level of travel time reliability - person miles 
Level of ravel time reliability – truck travel 
Peak hour excessive delay per capita* 
Non-single occupant vehicle travel* 
Reduction of on-road mobile source emissions* 

Transit Safety 

Reportable fatalities 
Reportable fatalities per vehicle revenue miles 
Reportable injuries 
Reportable injuries per vehicle revenue miles 
Reportable safety events 
Rate of reportable events per vehicle revenue 
miles 
System reliability 

* - reporting of these measures is not required by the Sarasota/Manatee MPO as a  
metropolitan area that meets current air quality conformity standards. 

1.3.1.2 LRTP Planning Factors 
With the passage of the FAST Act, two additional planning factors (resiliency and tourism) have 
been added to the Metropolitan Planning Process. Following are the ten planning factors that 
were applied to the development of the Transform 2045 LRTP. 

1) Economic Vitality: Support the economic vitality of the metropolitan area, especially 
by enabling global competitiveness, productivity, and efficiency. 

2) Safety: Increase the safety of the transportation system for motorized and non-
motorized users. 

3) Security: Increase the security of the transportation system for motorized and non-
motorized users. 
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4) Accessibility: Increase accessibility and mobility of people and freight. 
5) Environment: 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. 

6) Connectivity: Enhance the integration and connectivity of the transportation system, 
across and between modes, for people and freight. 

7) Efficient Management: Promote efficient system management and operation. 
8) Preservation: Emphasize the preservation of the existing transportation system. 
9) Resiliency: Improve the resiliency and reliability of the transportation system and 

reduce or mitigate stormwater impacts of surface transportation. 
10) Enhance Travel: Enhance travel and tourism. 

1.3.2 State Requirements 
The Metropolitan Planning Organization Advisory Council (MPOAC) and Florida’s MPOs have 
worked with the Federal planning partners (FHWA and FTA) and the FDOT to identify and 
document expectations relating to meeting federal long range planning requirements. The Federal 
Strategies for Implementation Requirements for LRTP Updates for the Florida Metropolitan Planning 
Organizations (MPOs), which can be found in Appendix 1-C, outlines a series of topics including 
stakeholder coordination, fiscal constraint, emerging issues, and a series of technical topics. 

1.3.3 Local Agency Comprehensive Plans 
A key to developing the LRTP is ensuring consistency with local comprehensive plans and 
identifying consistent themes within the region. The second TransForum event presented a 
summary of local agency plans and current projects.  Four key themes emerged from the 
comprehensive plans that were relevant for the MPO’s LRTP update. These included: 

• Accessibility – Access to affordable housing options near employment and transit 
service connecting affordable housing with employment 

• Reliability – Technology strategies for incident management  
• Congestion – Implementing congestion management strategies and encouraging non-

auto modes to reduce vehicle miles traveled 
• Resiliency – Mitigation and adaptation strategies including limiting new development in 

coastal high hazard areas 

At the conclusion of the event, participants were asked to invest $10 million MPO Bucks in the 
seven transportation related program areas. Shown in Figure 1-3, the top three priorities were 
Safety/Security/Preparedness, Equity/Livability, and Mobility/Congestion/Reliability. A full 
summary of the information presented at the TransForum event and the results of the 
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prioritization activity can be found in the stand alone report, 2045 LRTP TransForum Meeting 
Summary April 22, 2019. 

Public priorities for spending through 2045 

 

Figure 1-3: Investment Priorities from the April 22, 2019 TransForum Event 

1.4 How was Transform 2045 Developed? 
The key to this LRTP update is a focus on developing goals that are supported by performance 
measures and built on the guiding factors listed in the state and federal governing documents. 
Figure 1-4 illustrates how the Goals of the LRTP create a bridge between the National Planning 
Goals and the State Planning Emphasis Areas. These Goals guided the development of the LRTP 
technical analysis, public outreach, scenario planning, and project funding decisions. A larger 
version of Figure 1-4 is included in Appendix 1-D. 

The remainder of this report discusses each of the Goals of the 2045 LRTP along with the 
assessment undertaken by the MPO to address the key elements and develop a vision for the 
area.
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Figure 1-4: Matrix of Goals and Factors 
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2.0 Safety/Security 
The MPO is working to improve safety for all walkers, 
bicyclists, and drivers. 

The MPO plans for efficient evacuations and safe returns. 

Federal and state planning mandates require MPOs to 
address the safety and security of the transportation 
system for all motorized and non-motorized users in their 
planning processes. A major aspect of the Long Range 
Transportation Plan (LRTP) process is to identify areas of 
safety and security concerns on the transportation system 
and program specific initiatives and projects for funding 
that address these concerns. 

The primary documents that guide the Safety and Security 
goal within the LRTP are the annual Safety and Security 
Assessments Reports that track performance measures 
and set data-driven targets to improve those measures. 
These reports have been compiled in response to federal 
and state planning goals. 

2.1 2019 Safety Assessment Report  
The intended purpose of the Safety Assessment Report is 
to understand the current safety trends at the metropolitan 
level, report on the five federally required safety 
performance measures, and identify candidate priority 
corridors for implementing safety countermeasures. The 
analysis conducted in the report plays a key role in 
identifying the transportation needs and projects that are 
considered in the LRTP process.  

A key outcome of the Safety Assessment Report is to 
identify performance measure targets for the five required 
measures and report on progress in achieving these targets. 
Under the Highway Safety Improvement Program (HSIP), 
MPOs, along with the FDOT, are required to report on the 
following measures:  

Objectives 

Safety/Security 

Projects shall… 

Decrease vehicle 
crashes at hazardous 
locations 

Reduce crashes and 
conflicts between all 
users and modes 

Improve safety for 
vulnerable users 

Improve system for 
evacuation and recovery 

Provide education to 
increase safety and 
security 

Does the project… 

Address an identified motorized 
or non-motorized high crash 
location? 

Improve safety for vulnerable 
users? 

Improve traffic flow on an 
evacuation route? 

Project Prioritization 
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• Number of Fatalities; 
• Number of Serious Injuries; 
• Number of Non-motorized (Bicycle/Pedestrian) Fatalities and Serious Injuries; 
• Rate of Fatalities per 100 million Vehicle Miles Traveled (VMT); and 
• Rate of Serious Injuries per 100 million VMT  

The 2019 Safety Assessment Report set targets for the five year rolling average covering 2016 to 
2020 for each safety-related performance measure based on the historic trends and observations 
as listed in Table 2-1. Evaluating each performance measure’s trendline allows the MPO to make 
an informed decision when establishing future safety targets and to identify areas for focused 
attention and resources to make the transportation system safer. Fatalities and serious injuries 
have increased through 2018, a trend not unique to the Sarasota/Manatee region as fatalities have 
increased acorss the nation after the 2008 Recession.  

Table 2-1: Sarasota/Manatee Five-Year Rolling Averages 

Performance 
Measure 

2012 – 
2016 

Actual 

2013 – 
2017 

Actual 

2014 – 
2018 

Actual 

2015 – 
2019 

Adopted* 

2015 – 
2019 

Actual 

2016 – 
2020 

Adopted+ 
Number of 
Fatalities 

102 103 112 109 114  109 

Number of 
Serious Injuries 

1,136 1,283 1,430 1,438 1,481 1,438 

Non-Motorized 
Fatalities and 
Serious Injuries 

168 168 173 174 176  170 

Fatality Rate 1.32 1.37 1.51 1.63 1.46  1.46 
Serious Injury 
Rate 14.57 16.65 19.37 21.84 19.59  19.59 

   Target Achieved         Target Missed 
*Estimate based on available data through Mid-December 2019 and interpolated for 12 months 
+Numbers are based on trends 
Source: Signal4 Analytics, 2014-2018 and 2015-2019 

Mapping crashes by associating crash data with roadway segments aids the MPO in identifying 
the high crash corridors and priority areas for funding roadway improvements and safety 
projects within the region. Figure 2-1 shows the distribution of fatal and severe injury crashes 
from 2014 to 2019.This crash analysis contributes to the list of corridors in the 2045 LRTP that 
have been identified as having the potential to become multi modal corridors due to them being 
safety concern areas, evacuation routes, and tourism routes, among others. These locations are: 
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• SR 64/ Manatee Ave 
• SR 684/ Cortez Road 
• SR 780/ Fruitville Road 
• SR 72/ Stickney Point/ Clark Road 

In addition to mapping crash data, the 2019 Safety Assessment Report identified 20 crash 
corridors and 12 top priority locations along US 41 which were evaluated in the US 41 Multi Modal 
Emphasis Corridor (MMEC) Gap and Safety Analysis. In 2019, the MPO reviewed new crash data 
and compared it against these previous efforts to identify the most recent top 25 high crash 
intersections and the top 12 emerging high crash locations in the region. Table 2-2 shows the top 
25 high crash intersections in the area ranked by crash count, fatalities, and serious injuries based 
on 2015-2019 data; the table also includes a description of the analysis or projects associated with 
the crash locations.  

Table 2-2: Top 25 High Crash Intersections 

Rank Facility Limits Status 2045 LRTP 

1 US 41/ 14th St W at 53rd Ave W 
RSA performed 
and US 41 
Charette 

US 41 MMEC 

2 US 41/ 14th St W at Cortez Rd W 
RSA performed 
and US 41 
Charette 

US 41 MMEC 

3 Frutiville Rd at N Beneva Rd 

Recent 
improvement 
and Fruitville 
Study 

Multi Modal 
Corridor 

4 SR 70/ 53rd Ave E at Lockwood Ridge Rd   
4 Bee Ridge Rd at Beneva Rd   
5 University Pkwy at Lockwood Ridge Rd    
6 University Pkwy at Cooper Creek Blvd    
7 US 41/ S Tamiami Trl at Stickney Point Rd Construction US 41 MMEC 

8 US 41/ N Tamiami Trl at University Pkwy 

Project 
development 
and 
environment 
study 

US 41 MMEC 

9 Fruitville Rd at N Cattlemen Rd Fruitville Study Multi Modal 
Corridor 

10 US 41/ S Tamiami Trl at Bee Ridge Rd   US 41 MMEC 
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Rank Facility Limits Status 2045 LRTP 
11 US 41/ 14th St W at 57th Ave W US 41 Charette US 41 MMEC 
12 University Pkwy at Honore Ave   
12 US 41/ S Tamiami Trl  at S Sumter Blvd   US 41 MMEC 

13 Fruitville Rd at N Washington Blvd Fruitville Study 
Multi Modal 
Corridor 

14 US 41/ 14th St W at Bayshore Gardens Pkwy US 41 Charette  US 41 MMEC 

15 Fruitville Rd at Honore Ave Fruitville Study 
Multi Modal 
Corridor 

16 Bee Ridge Rd at Cattlemen Rd    

17 Cortez Rd at 26th St W 
RSA performed 
and recent 
Improvements 

Multi Modal 
Corridor 

17 Clark Rd at Beneva Rd  
Multi Modal 
Corridor 

18 Clark Rd at Honore Ave   
Multi Modal 
Corridor 

19 US 41/ S Tamiami Trl  at River Rd 
Safety 
assessment 
performed 

US 41 MMEC 

20 Bee Ridge Rd at Swift Rd   
21 US 301 at 15th St E    

22 US 41/ S Tamiami Trl  at Jacaranda Blvd 
Safety 
assessment 
performed 

US 41 MMEC 

23 SR 70/ 53rd Ave W at Tara Blvd Construction  

23 SR 70/ 53rd Ave E at US 301 
Right of way 
and 
construction 

 

24 Bee Ridge Rd at McIntosh Rd    
25 E Venice Ave at Jacaranda Commons    

Source: Signal4 Analytics, 2015-2019 

Gray rows indicate locations with high bicycle and/or pedestrian crashes. 

Table 2-3 contains the top 12 emerging high crash locations with 5 or more fatalities and serious 
injuries that have recently appeared in 2018-2019 data. The analysis conducted to identify the high 
priority crash locations and intersection forms the basis for prioritizing safety corridors which will 
then be reviewed for safety strategies and projects in the LRTP.  
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Table 2-3: Top 12 Emerging High Crash Locations 

Rank Facility Limits Status 2045 LRTP 
1 SR 70 E at Greenbrook Blvd   
2 SR 70/ 53rd Ave E at US 301/ 1st St    

3 Cortez Rd W  at 18th St W  Multi Modal 
Corridor 

4 US 41/ Tamiami Trl at 23rd St E  US 41 MMEC 
5 US 301/ 1st St at 32nd Ave W   
6 US 301 at 36th Ave E   
7 Cortez Rd W  at 37th St W   

8 SR 72/ Stickney Point Rd  at Gateway Ave/ Vacarro Rd  
Multi Modal 
Corridor 

9 SR 70/ 53rd Ave E at Caruso Rd   
10 US 41/ 14th St W at 30th Ave W  US 41 MMEC 
11 US 301 at Old Tampa Rd   
12 17th St at Lockwood Ridge Rd   

Source: Signal4 Analytics, 2018-2019 

Gray rows indicate locations with high bicycle and/or pedestrian crashes. 

A spatial review of the fatal and serious injury cash locations is shown in Figure 2-1. The locations 
of these crashes occurred primarily in the urbanized area with greater intensities shown in the 
darker colors in South Bradenton along US 41 and Cortez Road.  
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Figure 2-1: Fatal and Serious Injury Crash Frequency Distribution (2014-2019)  



Chapter 2: Safety/Security 

 2-7 

2.2 Evacuation Network  
The transportation system provides necessary emergency evacuation routes for citizens and 
serves as a deployment facility for first responders in the event of a natural disaster. The Sarasota-
Manatee region has numerous low-lying and coastal communities that are vulnerable to the 
impacts of storm surge and are placed into designated evacuation zones. The LRTP has 
specifically pledged to plan for efficient evacuations and returns, therefore considering 
shortcomings in the existing evacuation network is paramount. Projects that address bottlenecks, 
stormwater issues, and capacity can improve traffic flow along evacuation routes during an 
emergency. Designated hurricane evacuation routes and evacuation zones located within the 
Sarasota-Manatee region are identified in Figure 2-2. 

 

Figure 2-2: Flood Zones and Evacuation Routes 
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2.3 2018 Security Assessment Report 
The Security Assessment Report was developed in response to emergency recovery planning 
training the MPO received in 2018. The report documents existing regional hazard planning efforts, 
outlines current MPO practices, and identifies recommendations for the MPO moving forward. The 
information and recommendations from this report inform the long-term hazard mitigation and 
recovery planning process in the LRTP. 

Hazard mitigation plans at a county level were identified to provide guidance on how the MPO can 
build on existing efforts to further engage with and aid the hazards planning process for the area. 
The county level hazard planning documents the MPO reviewed included: 

• Comprehensive Emergency Management Plans (Manatee County 2018, Sarasota County 
[Southwest Florida] 2018) 

• Post Disaster Redevelopment Plans (Manatee County 2009, Sarasota County 2015) 
• Local Mitigation Strategies (Manatee County 2019, Sarasota County 2016) 
• Transportation Disadvantaged Service Plans with emergency preparedness components 

(Manatee 2019, Sarasota County 2019) 

After reviewing regional hazard planning strategies, the MPO took inventory of its current practices 
that provide data, analysis, and prioritization indicators that are relevant for hazards planning. 
These efforts included freight and project prioritization efforts, economic development planning, 
and Advanced Traffic Management Systems (ATMS). Ultimately, the report ended with 
recommendations to provide guidance for future steps for the MPO to take to engage in hazard 
planning.  

One of the main recommendations of the 2018 Security Assessment Report was to consider a 
more robust vulnerability/mitigation analysis of regional assets and infrastructure. The purpose of 
this analysis is to develop and apply new methods that integrate resilience corridor planning with 
transportation planning and decision making in order to assess and mitigate risks from all hazards 
that affect the Sarasota/Manatee region’s transportation system. The resulting methods, tools, 
processes and recommendations from this analysis will be documented and training will be 
included for MPO staff and jurisdictions so that the methods, tools, and processes can be 
incorporated in future efforts to develop transportation resilience plans for the Sarasota/Manatee 
transportation system and to enhance local and regional hazard mitigation plans. This 
recommendation is described in more detail in Goal 8 – Project Delivery.  
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3.0 Infrastructure/Resiliency 
The MPO identifies priority bridges and monitors pavement 
condition. 

The MPO plans for stormwater impacts to transportation.  

Resilient transportation infrastructure, especially in a coastal 
setting like Sarasota and Manatee Counties, is imperative to 
safely evacuate residents and maintain order after a storm, 
flooding, or extreme weather event. Well-maintained 
highways and bridges are critical since people rely on this 
infrastructure for life-sustaining and recreational purposes, 
national security, and the movement of people and goods. 
The MPO is already committed to maintaining and building 
infrastructure resiliency in its current efforts and this 
commitment is continued through the 2045 LRTP. 

Databases tracking the condition of 
highways and bridges in the MPO’s 
jurisdictional boundary show that 
most critical transportation 
infrastructure is in good condition. 
This puts the region in a positive 
position from a resiliency perspective. 
Special care will still need to be taken 
to maintain and improve the 

condition of existing critical infrastructure in good condition, 
especially considering the immediate impacts from storm 
surge, sunny day flooding, and intense weather and future 
intensification due to climate change.  

Several background reports were utilized or drafted to better 
inform how the 2045 LRTP addresses the topic of 
infrastructure resiliency, including:  

• 2045 LRTP Background Research Report (2019) 
• Bridge and Pavement Condition Reports 
• Security Assessment Report (2018) 
• FDOT Strategic Intermodal System Cost Feasible 

Plan 

Objectives 

Infrastructure / 
Resiliency 

Projects shall… 

Preserve and maintain 
the existing 
transportation system 

Retrofit and replace 
aging bridges to include 
multi modal options 

Identify and mitigate the 
effect of extreme 
weather events on the 
system 

Prioritization Factors 

Does the project… 

Address aging or deteriorating 
infrastructure on roads or 
bridges? 

Address flooding or stormwater 
issues in flood hazard areas or 
storm surge zones? 

Public Comment 

The public wants the LRTP to…  

“Reduce roadway flooding.” 

“Improve infrastructure in flood 
zones.” 

“Replace aging bridges.” 
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3.1 2045 LRTP Background Research Report (2019) 
Coastal development methods will have major implications to infrastructure resiliency. Shown in 
the 2045 LRTP Background Research Report, coastal areas, particularly on the barrier islands, may 
be constrained by the ability to obtain and/or the cost of flood insurance given flood risk 
designations from Federal Emergency Management Agency (FEMA). Transportation concern will 
be roadways located within High Risk Areas, depicted in Figure 3-1. 

The potential for sea level rise complicates flooding issues. Scenarios for 5- and 10-foot sea level 
rise based on National Oceanic and Atmospheric Association data show increases that mirror the 
location of high-risk flood areas. It can be expected that there will be significant impacts to coastal 
transportation infrastructure, especially on the barrier islands and sizable inland areas around 
Englewood and North Port. Special care in the LRTP will need to be taken to address these impacts 
by prioritizing flood control and related infrastructure hardening techniques.  

 

Figure 3-1: 2016 ACS Population and FEMA High Risk Areas 
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3.2 Bridge and Pavement Condition Reports 
The condition of bridges and roads of regional significance are tracked through the Florida 
Department of Transportation’s (FDOT) annual Pavement Condition Report and the Federal 
Highway Administration’s (FHWA) National Bridge Inventory and monitored by the MPO. More 
broadly, the state requires that an LRTP emphasizes the preservation of the existing transportation 
system. 

An important component of the MPO’s assessment of infrastructure resiliency is through FHWA 
performance measures. These measures include tracking the percentage of National Highway 
System (NHS), Interstate, and non-Interstate pavement and bridges in good or poor condition. 
Infrastructure is ranked on a scale from Good Condition, which suggests that no major investment 
is needed, to Poor Condition, which suggests that major investment is needed. According to the 
FHWA, these classifications are based on the lowest rating for a given bridge’s decks, 
superstructures, substructures, and culverts1.  

Based on this scale, and as displayed in Table 3-1, 21 regionally significant bridges in the MPO’s 
jurisdiction are rated as being in Fair condition – less than five percent of the total 495 National 
Bridge Inventory (NBI) bridges in the region shown in Figure 3-2. Additionally, one bridge of regional 
significance was previously rated as being in Poor condition, the Cortez Bridge over Sarasota Pass, 
but recent repairs improved the bridge rating to Fair. Continued bridge inspections and 
assessments should identify potential bridge deficiencies and include recommended repairs, 
rehabilitation, or replacement of bridges when ratings fall below Fair conditions. 

Less than a third of the bridges in the region are part of the NHS system.  The MPO has chosen to 
monitor and prioritize the complete bridge network.  There are a significant number of important 
bridges that are reaching the end of their 50-year life cycle that will need to be replaced in the next 
25 years (Table 3-2 and Table 3-3).  These bridges serve as gateways to urban centers, freight 
corridors, tourism connectors, and evacuation routes for hundreds of thousands of people.    The 
MPO Board actively supports the addition of multi modal facilities on all bridges with a special 
emphasis on Bus-on-Shoulder lanes for future micro and rapid transit as well as emergency 
management. 

 
1 US Department of Transportation, Federal Highway Administration. Definitions accessed at: 
https://www.fhwa.dot.gov/bridge/britab.cfm 

https://www.fhwa.dot.gov/bridge/britab.cfm
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Figure 3-2: National Bridge Inventory   
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Table 3-1: 2018 Regionally Significant Bridges Rated Fair 

Bridge Facility 2018 AADT 
Desoto Bridge US 41 64,500 

Palmer Canal Bridge Fruitville Road 58,000 

Phillippi Creek Bridge SR 780 and Beneva Road 55,000 

Hudson Bayou US 41 53,000 

Roberts Bay Bridge US 41 45,000 

North Creek US 41 41,500 

Catfish Creek US 41 41,500 

South Creek US 41 39,500 

Jupiter Waterway Bridge US 41 34,500 

Coon Key Waterway SR 789  34,000 

Intracoastal Waterway Bridge SR 72 26,500 

Terra Ceia Bay Bridge US 19 23,500 

Brookside Canal Bridge Wilkinson Road 21,500 

Shakett Creek Bridge Albee Farm Road 17,900 

Cedar Hammock Canal 26th St W 17,000 

Phillippi Creek Bridge Bee Ridge Road 17,000 

Cortez Bridge SR 684 15,100 

Anna Maria Bridge SR 64 14,800 

Phillippi Creek Bridge Webber St 11,200 

Cedar Hammock Canal 51st St W 10,600 

Longboat Key Pass SR 789  8,300 

Table 3-2: Regional Bridge Priorities 

Regional Bridge Priorities 
DeSoto Bridge 
Bradenton-Palmetto Connector 
Anna Maria Bridge 
Cortez Bridge 
Longboat Pass Bridge 
Coon Key Bridge 
Ringling Bridge 

Table 3-3: Local Bridge Priorities 

Local Bridge Priorities 
Braden River Bridge 
Wares Creek Bridge 
Whitaker Bayou Bridge 
Benderson Park Overpass 
Venice Avenue Bridge 
Myakkahatchee Creek Bridge 
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In addition to bridges, the condition of roadway pavement is also taken into consideration. As 
evidenced by Figure 3-3, the majority of roadways on the National Highway System within the 
MPO’s Planning Area are in Fair or Good condition.  

 

Figure 3-3: 2018 Pavement Condition, Sarasota/Manatee MPO vs. Florida 

These reports will remain crucial to tracking the condition of, and addressing deficiencies in, 
critical transportation infrastructure well into the 2045 LRTP planning horizon. The LRTP should 
prioritize correcting infrastructure in Fair or Poor condition while maintaining infrastructure in 
Good condition, ensuring that infrastructure can maintain resilience. 

3.3 Security Assessment Report 
In 2018, the MPO was identified by the Federal Transit Administration (FTA) as one of six regions 
in the United States to receive training on developing an emergency recovery plan. The culmination 
of this training was the Security Assessment Report, a document that included significant review 
of existing plans, policies, and strategies and that ultimately resulted in three primary 
recommendations for the MPO moving forward.  

These recommendations included: 

• Consider a more robust vulnerability/mitigation analysis for regional assets and 
infrastructure as part of the LRTP process. 

• Act as a clearinghouse to disseminate best practices in resilient design and transportation 
practices. 

• Evaluate opportunities to coordinate hazard planning efforts at a regional scale with local 
jurisdictions. 

Each of these recommendations should be broadly considered within the LRTP. Because the MPO 
does not act as a direct maintaining agency, a role as a resource to county and municipal 
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governments offers a substantial opportunity to increase the resiliency of the transportation 
network. In this capacity, the MPO would serve as subject matter experts on threats to resiliency 
as well as how to best mitigate and overcome those threats. This role should be examined 
wherever appropriate within the LRTP document. 

3.4 SIS Cost Feasible Plan 
Strategic Intermodal System (SIS) facilities are a network of high-priority transportation facilities 
that serve as the primary means of moving people and freight between Florida’s diverse regions, 
as well as between Florida and other states and nations. Facilities on the SIS are crucial to 
hurricane evacuation and their continued, and increased, resiliency will be crucial to quickly 
rebounding after a storm or other hazard. Figure 3-4 shows the three broad goals of the SIS 
network, which include interregional connectivity, intermodal connectivity, and economic 
development. 

As part of consistency with Chapter 339.64(4)(d), F.S., FDOT develops an SIS Cost Feasible Plan 
(CFP). The CFP is designed to achieve the broad goals of balancing SIS needs with future revenues, 
development of a phased financial plan for identified projects, and to ensure consistency with 
goals of the Florida Transportation Plan (FTP) and the objectives of the SIS Policy Plan. In Manatee 
and Sarasota Counties, these projects are concentrated along the I-75 and SR 70 Corridors. The 
LRTP should take care to include these facilities in future resiliency efforts to best maintain their 
usefulness to the region, state, and nation. 

 
Figure 3-4: SIS Objectives, Courtesy FDOT 
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4.0 Mobility/Reliability 
The MPO monitors commute times to ensure optimum 
traffic flow. 

According to the Bureau of Economic and Business 
Research (BEBR), Sarasota and Manatee Counties are 
expected to grow by 31% in the next 15 years and more than 
60% by 20451. This population growth makes congestion 
management a key priority for the success of the region’s 
economy and residents. 

Congestion is an issue that faces all urbanized areas and is 
commonly caused by a myriad of reasons, such as: high 
traffic volumes, bottlenecks, traffic incidents, weather, work 
zones and roadway construction, inefficient traffic signal 
timing, and special events. Congestion is quantified through 
Level of Travel Time Reliability (LOTTR), a measurement of 
the consistency or dependability in travel times as 
measured from day to day or across different times of day.  

  

 
1 Bureau of Economic and Business Research (BEBR), Florida Population Studies, 2019. Projections of Florida Population by County, 
2020-2045, with Estimates for 2018. Volume 52, Bulletin 183. 

Mobility/Reliability 

Objectives 

Projects shall… 

Promote projects that 
reduce travel time 

Expand transportation 
options to reduce auto 
use 

Identify and expand 
connectivity in the 
regional network  

Use best practices to 
reduce congestion 

Does the project… 

Reduce congestion on current 
or future congested corridors? 

Address a corridor with low 
travel time reliability? 

Include multi modal options 
such as transit, bike lanes, 
sidewalks, and/or trails? 

Improve or expand the 
Sarasota/Manatee regional 
roadway network? 

Include operational 
improvements? 

Source: Federal Highway Administration (FHWA) 

Prioritization Factors 
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The MPO’s Congestion Management Plan (CMP) was created to comply with federal regulations 
and ensure optimum traffic flow. The following section describes in detail the MPO’s Congestion 
Management Plan.  

4.1 Congestion Management Plan Update (2019) 
The Congestion Management Plan Update (CMP) reviews the reliability of major roadways within 
Sarasota and Manatee Counties’ transportation network, including rural areas initially left out of 
the original 1997 CMP. The Federal Highway Administration (FHWA) requires that MPOs with a 
population over 200,000 residents must develop a congestion management process that is 
integrated into near-term improvement programs such as the Transportation Improvement 
Program (TIP). In that capacity, the CMP serves as a guide for allocating limited financial resources 
to best manage current and future congestion throughout the region. The CMP is applied through 
a systematic approach per FHWA guidance, outlined by Figure 4-1. 

 

Figure 4-1: Steps in the Congestion Management Process 

4.2 Data in the CMP 
Congestion Management is a data-driven process. In consideration of this, the primary data source 
that was used to develop the CMP was the National Performance Management Research Data Set 
(NPMRDS 2017) which captures speed information in time intervals of 5-, 10-, 15-, and 60-minutes 
within the National Highway System (NHS). The NHS includes Interstate highways, US routes, and 
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state roads. Using this data, average speeds were determined for the weekday PM peak hour (5-6 
PM) and then used for further analysis identifying average speed, delay, and reliability for the 
network.  

The top ten most unreliable intersections and roadway segments were identified using NPMRDS 
2017 data and updated by the MPO in 2020 (Figure 4-2 and Table 4-1, respectively). Targeting 
these identified crucial intersections and segments will help guide project prioritization during the 
LRTP process and aid the MPO in allocating limited dollars to the projects with the largest impact.  

 

Figure 4-2: Top 10 Unreliable Intersections – Level of Travel Time Reliability (All Time Periods) 
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Table 4-1: Locations of Most Unreliable Segments (PM Peak Period) 

Segment Roadway From To County LOTTR 
1 10th St W Manatee Ave W 6th Ave W Manatee 2.00 

2 S Washington 
Blvd Mound St Main St Sarasota 1.92 

3 I-75 N of Bee Ridge Rd FL-780/Fruitville Rd Sarasota 1.80 
4 1st St 26th Ave E FL-64/Manatee Ave Manatee 1.74 
5 9th St W 6th Ave E US-301 Blvd W Manatee 1.69 
6 US Highway 301 63rd Ave E FL-70/53rd Ave Manatee 1.67 
7 Tamiami Tr N 10th St E FL-64/Manatee Ave Manatee 1.62 

8 E Venice Ave Tamiami Trail S 
US-41 Byp/FL-
45/Venice Byp N Sarasota 1.60 

9 8th Ave W Green Bridge (N) 10th St W Manatee 1.60 

10 9th St W 
FL-64/Manatee 
Ave Green Bridge (S) Manatee 1.57 

 

4.3 Congestion Management Performance Measures 
The FHWA requires the development of congestion management performance measures. For the 
Sarasota/Manatee MPO, nine such performance measures are tracked: 

1. Vehicle Fatalities 
2. Non-Motorized Fatalities and Serious 

Injuries 
3. Serious Injuries 
4. Rate of Fatalities 
5. Rate of Serious Injuries 

6. Delay 
7. Level of Travel Time Reliability 

(LOTTR) 
8. Truck Travel Time Reliability (TTTR) 
9. Average Travel Speed 

 

The Florida Department of Transportation (FDOT) also sets performance measures for the percent 
of person-miles traveled on both the Interstate and non-Interstate NHS that are reliable. The MPO 
exceeded each target in 2014, 2016, and 2018, providing facilities that are more reliable than the 
goal. Reliability on the Interstate, however, is on a downward trend while reliability on the non-NHS 
system is increasing. 

The CMP provides a consistent framework for responding to congestion and, importantly, 
prioritizing projects for implementation by considering relevant FHWA performance measures.  
The MPO uses the Regional Traffic Management Center (RTMC) to monitor performance 
measures six through nine in real time, ensuring compliance with FDOT and federal regulations.  
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4.4 Alleviating Congestion  
To address the negative impacts of congestion, the CMP identifies the following broad techniques 
that can be applied: 

• Advanced Traffic Management System 
(ATMS) | A comprehensive network of 
sensors that provide data to a centralized 
place for management of congestion 
through dynamic driver messaging, or 
improved traffic routing. 

• Alternative Lane Use | Unconventional 
strategies to increase throughput such as 
bus only lanes and dedicated truck lanes. 

• Managed Lanes | Managed lanes are 
highway lanes operated with restrictions 
to improve overall performance, such as 
high occupancy vehicle lanes or managed 
toll lanes 

• Transportation Systems Management & 
Operation | TSM&O allows FDOT to 
monitor roadway conditions and create 
changes, like signal timing adjustments, 
in real time to rapidly address congestion. 

• Ramp Metering | This approach limits how 
many vehicles can enter a limited access 
roadway at a time using traffic signals, 
reducing congestion associated with 
merging onto a highway. 

 

• Variable Speed Limits | This method 
reduces congestion and improves safety 
by adjusting speed limits based on 
specific conditions like during rush hour 
or a weather event. 

• Incident Response | Incident response 
promotes prompt clearing of traffic 
crashes, reducing congestion associated 
with incidents on major roadways.  

• Roadside Assistance Programs | Roadside 
assistance programs result in faster 
debris removal, assistance to stranded 
motorists, better traffic management and 
control, and allow emergency responders 
to focus on other responsibilities instead 
of blocked through lanes.  

• Special Event Strategies | Special event 
strategies, such as managing transit, 
parking, and operations, can help reduce 
the congestion associated with major 
events like baseball games or concerts.  

• Data Management for Traveler Information | 
Providing information to drivers through 
technologies like dynamic message 
boards can reduce congestion by giving 
drivers the information they need to avoid 
an upcoming incident.

 

The LRTP should take each of these techniques into consideration, and how each could further 
the goals and objectives of the LRTP, throughout the project prioritization process. 
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4.5 Evaluating Future Congestion 
The District 1 Regional Planning Model was utilized for assessing and determining future 
roadway capacity needs based on future expected traffic demand. Regional coordination and 
testing of alternatives were conducted in partnership with the Charlotte County-Punta Gorda 
MPO, Lee County MPO, Heartland Regional TPO, Collier MPO, and Polk TPO. The Regional 
Planning Model uses a traditional four-step process (see Figure 4-3) to forecast traffic demand 
and transportation choice options for the future 2045 conditions.  

 

Figure 4-3: Four-Step Travel Demand Modeling Process 

This regionally coordinated approach allowed the MPO to better understand travel demands that 
cross county boundaries. Results from the initial deficiency analysis were completed in March 
2020. Six alternative networks were evaluated during the model testing. In addition to testing 
alternative networks, beginning with alternative 4, the effect of connected and automated 
vehicles (CAV) was introduced. The testing of CAV was based on the 2018 FDOT Guidance for 
Assessing Planning Impacts and Opportunities of Automated, Connected, Electric and shared-Use 
Vehicles (ACES). Additional information can be found in the Travel Demand Model Memo. 

(1) Trip Generation - How many trips will I make?

(2) Trip Distribution - where will my trip take me?

(3) Mode Choice - How will I travel?

(4) Route Choice - Which roads will I travel on?
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5.0 Technology/Autonomy 
The MPO develops ways to better manage congestion. 

The MPO supports Advanced Traffic Management System 
(ATMS) technology to reduce traffic jams, coordinate traffic 
signals, keep buses on schedule, improve reliability, and 
manage parking more efficiently. 

Rapid advances in transportation technology are expected 
to radically transform how Floridians move around the state 
within the next few decades. Even today, people are turning 
to mobility on-demand like shared rides, shared e-scooters, 
and shared bicycles. In the same way, significant growth in 
e-commerce is already changing the way freight moves on 
our highways and local streets. This trend is expected to 
continue, with NASDAQ predicting in 2017 that by 2040 as 
much as 95% of shopping will be facilitated by e-commerce. 

To stay ahead of this shift, the MPO is taking these trends 
into consideration during the LRTP process and is already 
acting today. The transportation system of tomorrow will 
require many advanced roadside technologies to function 
properly and Sarasota and Manatee Counties already have a host of it in place: 520 traffic signals, 
287 closed-circuit television (CCTV) cameras, four arterial dynamic message signs (ADMS), 68 
microwave vehicle detection systems (MVDS), and 127 Bluetooth readers1. The LRTP prioritizes 
projects that can help expand this system, better preparing larger portions of the roadway network.  

This technology serves as the base towards achieving the transportation system of the future, 
including the 2045 Connected and Automated Vehicle Priority corridors of I-75, US-41, and the 
newly added SR-80/Fruitville Road corridor. 

The primary guiding document is the LRTP Technology Memorandum (2020), which summarizes 
a wide variety of topics related to transportation technology as it applies to the region's 
transportation system.  

 
1 Manatee County RTMC Reports, Q4 2019. 

Technology / 
Autonomy 
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Improve operating 
efficiency using 
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systems. 

Identify infrastructure 
needed for Autonomous 
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Shared-Use technology. 

Does the project… 

Expand the advanced traffic 
management system? 

Prioritization Factors 
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5.1 LRTP Technology Memorandum (2020) 
The LRTP Technology Report was drafted to better understand how emerging transportation 
technologies will impact cities within the LRTP’s planning horizon. The report reviewed the 
following specific items

• Technology and the LRTP’s Vision; 
• National and State Guidance; 
• Sarasota/Manatee MPO Response; and 
• LRTP Recommendations 

The following sections serve to summarize the key plans, trends, and guidance on transportation 
technology identified through the research conducted for the LRTP Technology Memo. 

5.1.1 LRTP Vision 
The 2045 LRTP update is a guide for developing the multi modal transportation system of 
tomorrow and is built upon the requirements of Federal and State law and emerging transportation 
issues. Mobility on Demand (MOD), autonomous vehicles (AVs), and connected vehicles (CVs) and 
their respective impacts on the transportation network are among the emerging issues identified 
by the FHWA. To help steer this process, the MPO developed a series of scenario planning 
exercises designed around robust stakeholder involvement. At the conclusion of this process on 
April 20, 2020, the MPO Board adopted a series of Vision Statements: 

Promote Economic Diversity:  
Attract high-tech businesses and employees, focus on port centers as 
economic engines, brand and plan for the higher education/cultural corridor 
on US-41, prepare transportation infrastructure for new technology. 
 
Preserve Environmental Health:  
Safeguard treasured environmental assets, plan for resiliency from storms 
and flooding, balance protection and land use, increase density, and decrease 
auto dependency. 
 
Create Vibrant Places:  
Increase housing and transportation choices, provide more multi modal 
options including safe walking and bicycling, preserve corridors for future 
premium transit to connect urban centers. 

In the spirit of achieving these visions, each of which includes or is impacted by a transportation 
technology component, the LRTP Technology Memo details national, state, and regional guidance 
for addressing transportation technology and resulting LRTP recommendations. 
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5.1.2 Key Takeaways from National and State Guidance 
Significant attention has been paid to the impending autonomous future and research efforts have 
been undertaken to understand and prepare for the adoption of emerging transportation 
technologies. The LRTP Technology Memo reviews leading industry research and publications 
from professional and research organizations to highlight the opportunities and challenges related 
to emerging transportation technologies. The Technology Memo identified that emerging 
transportation technologies present significant opportunities for good by reducing some crash 
types, increasing mobility access and choice, and increasing efficiencies in the transportation 
system.  

The Technology Memo also identified areas where agencies and policy makers need to take an 
active role in addressing the changes that will be brought by emerging transportation technologies. 
One such example is the necessary evolution of transportation funding sources. Agencies will need 
to develop and advocate for new ways of funding transportation budgets, as autonomous vehicles 
(AVs), Alternative Fuel Vehicles (AFV), and electric vehicles (EVs) threaten to significantly shrink 
fuel tax revenue. The impact of these changes to state fuel tax revenue is shown as Figure 5-1 as 
described by the Center for Urban Transportation Research (CUTR). 

 

Figure 5-1: Combined State Fuel Tax Revenue Losses from AFV and AV Market Penetration 

A common thread throughout the national and state research efforts was that decisions made 
today will have major impacts on how new technologies will shape cities of the future so 
consideration of emerging technology and data sources are paramount as the MPO plans for the 
future transportation system. Many advanced technologies are best used on a regional level, MPOs 
can serve as an important resource to local agencies looking to implement such technologies. 
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MPOs should continue to coordinate with State and Federal authorities while staying abreast of 
emerging trends. 

Figure 5-2 shows three CV/AV trajectories based on information from the FDOT Automated, 
Connected, Electric and Shared-Use Vehicles (ACES) Guidebook. These trajectories can be used 
by the MPO as a starting point for their own long-range planning to assess how CV/AV trends may 
apply to the social, economic, and transportation vision for their region. 

 
Source: FDOT, “Guidance for Assessing Planning Impacts and Opportunities of ACES Vehicles,” 2018. 

 

Figure 5-2: Trajectories Towards CV/AV Advancements 

5.1.3 Sarasota/Manatee MPO Response 
The MPO has already begun to explore the implications of future transportation technology for the 
Sarasota/Manatee region. In 2019 and 2020, the Sarasota/Manatee MPO held a series of 
Intelligent Transportation Systems (ITS) workshops to educate the community about the national 
and statewide trends for integrating advanced transportation technology in the transportation 
network. These sessions addressed how MPOs can guide the development of these technologies 
in Sarasota and Manatee counties through inclusion in the LRTP. Additionally, these sessions 
served to coordinate with the MPO’s local implementing partners on a funding and investment 
strategy moving forward to best use the available Federal and State transportation revenues for 
technology-based solutions.  

The MPO has also pursued “big data” through a contract with software-as-a-service company, 
StreetLight, to obtain real-time data on traffic patterns and behavior along the region’s 
transportation networks for the update to the LRTP. Data sources such as this are a major 
opportunity for MPOs to affordably inform data-driven policy decisions. To date, the MPO has used 
this powerful new data source to analyze congestion and prioritize active transportation 
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infrastructure based on existing bicycle and walking origin-destination trends. The MPO is 
encouraged to look for opportunities to integrate this new real-time data into existing or future 
performance metrics. 

The LRTP Technology Report outlined a collection of emerging transportation technology trends 
and encouraged MPO staff to stay apprised of these trends as each evolves or emerges, especially 
as they pertain to the unique areas under the MPO’s jurisdiction or individual transportation 
networks. The emerging trends include:

• Land Use Policies - Integration of land 
use and transportation planning should 
be considered to promote more positive 
outcomes for ACES, AVs, and 
integration of transit-oriented 
development (TOD). 

• Electric Charging Stations - Publicly 
available charging stations will be 
needed as EVs approach wide adoption. 

• Smart Cities | An umbrella term that 
covers a multitude of technologies such 
as sensors to determine parking 
availability, pedestrian counts, and 
congestion. 

• Mobility-as-a-Service (MaaS) - An 
umbrella term covering many forms of 
shared mobility, including carsharing 
(e.g., Zipcar), microtransit options such 
as bike sharing and scooter sharing 
(e.g., B-Cycle, Bird), on-demand ride 

services (e.g., Lyft), and microtransit 
options (e.g., Via), and is often 
integrated into trip planning tools. 

• Microtransit - A form of MaaS that most 
often includes on-demand and pre-
scheduled transit completed by smaller 
vehicles such as vans or six-seat EVs. 

• Shared Mobility - A form of MaaS that 
involves the rental of small vehicles 
such as e-scooters, pedal bikes, and e-
bikes is expected to become more 
widespread in urban areas. 

• Mobility Data Standards and Data Privacy 
These data can be generated by shared 
micromobility vehicles, smartphones, 
on-board vehicle computers, or app-
based navigation systems. Data privacy 
policy will be needed to protect end 
users while helping to inform the 
planning process.

 

5.1.4 LRTP Recommendations 
As the primary guide of transportation over the next decade and beyond, the 2045 LRTP update 
provides a major opportunity to influence the way technology is incorporated into the 
transportation network. As development of the LRTP moves forward, impacts of emerging 
technology should especially be considered in the following categories: 

• Congestion Management – CV, ITS, and “smart city” technologies will, and already do, offer 
significant opportunities to enhance congestion management techniques. These 
technologies should be incorporated into the decision-making process whenever possible 
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when considering congestion management techniques, including the proposed TSM&O 
Committee noted later in the recommendations.  

• Funding Strategies – A shift in Florida’s vehicle fleet towards a larger proportion of shared-
use and electric vehicles will have a profound impact on revenue collected by Federal, State, 
and local government. Consideration should be paid to alternative funding mechanisms 
such as annual or usage fees. Flexibility should be encouraged as trends not yet envisioned 
for this sector continue to evolve. 

• Performance Measures – Consideration of emerging technologies is invaluable in tracking 
performance moving forward and must be included in the LRTP. Leveraging emerging data 
sources such as mobility data to measure project performance should be considered 
where appropriate.  

• Transit – Today’s transit ecosystem is already being “disrupted” as a result of the 
emergence of new MaaS technologies. This trend is expected to continue, especially as AV 
technology begins market penetration at meaningful levels. Transit decisions should 
consider these existing and future changes with a goal of producing a relevant and resilient 
transit network throughout the LRTP planning horizon.  

• Project Ranking – Consideration of future technologies, in the form of expanding the 
Advanced Traffic Management System, should be a component of the project ranking 
process in the 2045 LRTP. For example, a project that considers the impact of future 
technologies, builds in “future-proofing,” or incorporates an advanced technology should 
receive additional weight when compared to a similar project that does not. This technique 
will ensure that projects funded by the LRTP remain relevant well into the future. Future 
expansions of the project ranking criteria should be considered as the deployment of 
transportation-based technologies are advanced.  

• Transform 2045 TSM&O Committee – A Committee should be formed to ensure that 
application of advanced transportation technologies meets the intent of the LRTP and 
other regional transportation plans. The Committee’s members should include, at a 
minimum, subject matter experts in the fields of planning and engineering representing 
Federal, State, regional, or local authorities. These authorities should include counties, 
municipalities, transportation agencies or authorities, and other transportation-related 
fields as appropriate. 
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6.0 Economy/Tourism 
Keeping freight moving is essential to the local economy. 
 
Improve accessibility and multi modal connectivity by 
promoting proximity to jobs and efficient movement of 
freight and goods. 
 
Economy and Tourism within the LRTP can be easily 
concentrated into the following three categories: 

1. Job Access – Getting people to their jobs. 
2. Freight – Getting goods to people. 
3. Tourism – Serving the transportation needs of 

visitors. 

Regional jobs are primarily served by air, sea, truck, and rail 
through Sarasota-Bradenton Airport and Port Manatee. I-75, 
US 301, US 41, and the CSX and Seminole-Gulf Railways are 
the primary surface transportation routes used to transport 
goods to and through the region. 

The most crucial documentation to help achieve these three 
categories include: 

• Measuring Performance: Freight and Economic 
Development Report 

• Port Manatee Master Plan (2016) 
• Airport Master Plan Update Working Paper #1 

(2020) 

Florida’s economy has diversified significantly in the past 
decade and the state’s growing population consumes a 
wide range of goods and services. Freight transportation 
will continue to be supported and enhanced by a reliable 
transportation network, protecting an essential building 
block of the state’s economy. 

Although the economy has diversified significantly, the 
tourism sector still makes up the largest share of 
employment in Sarasota and Manatee counties. Naturally, 
tourism is also one of the largest generators of freight 

Objectives 

Economy/Tourism 

Projects shall… 

Stimulate economy in 
enterprise or economic 
development zones and 
opportunity zones 

Maintain the regional 
freight network 

Improve access to major 
tourist destinations 

Prioritization Factors 

Does the project… 
Address a need in a targeted 
enterprise or economic 
development zone? 
Make improvements to the adopted 
freight network? 
Provide new or improved access to 
a high freight activity center? 
Improve a route with high truck 
volume? 
Improve a route to a major tourist 
destination? 

Vision Statements 

• Attract high-tech businesses 
and employees 

• Focus on port centers as 
economic engines 

• Brand and plan for the higher 
education/cultural corridor on 
US-41 

• Prepare transportation 
infrastructure for new 
technology. 
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demand, concentrating the movement of goods and services towards the region’s barrier islands 
and urban centers. Maintaining access to these areas is crucial to continually enhancing this 
sector. 

6.1 Measuring Performance: Freight and Economic Development Report 
The Freight and Economic Development Report, produced in support of the 2045 LRTP, serves as 
an exhaustive overview of how the economies of Sarasota and Manatee Counties are driven by 
freight. The report was drafted with the essential goal of meeting the broad Moving Ahead for 
Progress in the 21st Century (MAP-21) requirement that MPOs improve the transportation network 
to make freight movement more efficient.  

To best understand freight and the economy, the plan reviewed the six largest job categories and 
freight generators for the region, their respective impact to the economy, and the primary networks 
(land, air/sea, and rail) that collectively serve each generator. This information is displayed by 
Figure 6-1. 

 

 

Figure 6-1: Major Regional Freight Generators 

Roads - I-75 serves as the primary freight corridor for the region, ultimately connecting Sarasota 
and Manatee Counties to Fort Myers, Naples, and Miami to the south and Tampa, Atlanta, Chicago, 
and beyond to the north. Segments of US 41, US 301, SR 64, SR 72, and SR 780/Fruitville Road 
also have a high share of truck volume.  

Bridges - Bridges are an especially important aspect of the regional transportation system, because 
the largest freight generator, tourism, is largely tied to the barrier islands. Quality bridges are 
paramount to keeping the tourism industry thriving. Although the region is home to nearly 500 
bridges, Table 6-1 illustrates the top five that are vital to the freight in the region.   

Tourism

51,300 jobs

5,910,300 
visitors in 

2017

Distribution

5,000+ 
jobs

Agriculture

55,700 
acres of 

vegetables

24,200 
acres of 

citrus

Manufacturing

16,245 jobs

Healthcare 
and Social 
Assistance

41,798 jobs

Government 
and Military

18,500 
employees

57 percent 
by public 

school 
districts
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Table 6-1: Bridges 2015 AADT and Truck Volume Share 

Facility Location AADT Truck 
Percentage 

SR 684 Cortez Road Bridge 15,700 4 percent 
SR 758 Siesta Drive Bridge 16,200 4 percent 
SR 64 Manatee Avenue Bridge 16,400 4 percent 

SR 72 
Stickney Point Road 
Bridge 25,000 3 percent 

SR 789 Ringling Causeway 35,000 4 percent 
  Source: FDOT Online Traffic Data (2015) 

Air and Sea - Sarasota-Bradenton International Airport (SRQ) and Port Manatee both serve as 
important components of the freight system. According to the 2020 SRQ Airport Master Plan 
Update Working Paper #1, the airport handled nearly 1 million passenger enplanements in 20191, 
a 44 percent increase over the previous year. Of similarly sized peer ports across Florida, Port 
Manatee had the highest import tonnage and the third highest export tonnage in 2015. Both 
facilities are discussed in more detail elsewhere in this chapter. 

Rail - The CSX and Seminole-Gulf railways serve the region. The Seminole-Gulf Railway is a short-
line service, moving goods between distribution centers for land transport. This facility runs from 
SR 70 to SR 780/Fruitville Road via two spurs that parallel US 301. The CSX Transportation 
Palmetto Subdivision serves a variety of customers, including Port Manatee and inland mining and 
agricultural operations. This facility runs from Oneco north to Tampa, with an east-west spur in 
Palmetto and connects the region to the national rail freight network. 

Of key importance to the region is the tourism industry. According to the report, the tourism 
industry brought approximately 8.9 million visitors to the region, employed 51,300 workers, and 
resulted in an economic impact of $3.3 billion. The industry is expected to grow at a rate of 2 to 4 
percent between now and 2035, continuing to increase demand for additional transportation 
improvements and services. One major transportation concern is facilitating the safe and 
convenient crossing of the Manatee River, improving connections between the region and Tampa 
Bay. The river is currently served locally by two bridges (DeSoto Bridge and Green Bridge) and I-75. 
A new bridge connection is being studied in the Project Development & Environment (PD&E) phase. 
Additional improvements should be sought to enhance the general circulation of visitors. Such 
improvements include the expansion and improvement of roadways, pedestrian and bicycle 
facilities, parking, transit and circulators, and related infrastructure. 

 
1 Sarasota Bradenton International Airport Master Plan Update, Working Paper 1, January 2020. 
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Ultimately, the plan recommended that the Sarasota/Manatee MPO proceed with the development 
of specific freight goals and objectives for the region. These goals should align with the goals and 
performance measures set by FDOT District 1, MAP-21, and the FAST Act. Any goals developed 
should reflect the nature of freight movement within the region to support the six major economic 
bases described above.  

Other Economic Drivers - A scenario planning and vision process was identified and undertaken to 
understand how the public preferred to see the region continue to grow. One component of this 
vision was to promote economic diversity. To help achieve economic diversity, the economic 
engines of baseball, beaches, and education were identified.  

The first, Major League Baseball (MLB) spring training, includes the Pittsburgh Pirates in Manatee 
County and the Baltimore Orioles and the Atlanta Braves in Sarasota County. Spring training is an 
important component of diversifying tourism in the region. Significant investment has already 
been made in this area through the construction of state-of-the-art stadium and spring training 
camp facilities to house each team. Continued investment in transportation infrastructure to 
ensure the vitality of and support for this industry should be pursued.  

The next major economic engine, beaches, focuses on the barrier islands from Anna Maria Island 
south to Manasota Key Beach. Maintaining and creating convenient access to these locations for 
tourists and locals alike is crucial to the economic vitality of the region. For this reason, the 
condition of bridges must be maintained while promoting mobility alternatives to these areas 
such as enhanced transit and shuttle service or improved bicycle and pedestrian networks. 

The third major economic engine identified was education. Although the vision aims to promote 
education at all levels – from elementary through high school, its focus is on postsecondary 
education. This engine will be fueled by enhancing access to USF and New College campuses. By 
doing so, high paying, high technology job providers will be attracted to the region. 

6.2 Port Manatee Master Plan 
Port Manatee is an 1,100 acre seaport that includes a large ship basin, a 40’ deep, 2.9-mile-long 
access channel, ten 40 foot berths, over 1,000,000 square feet of warehouse space, underground 
petroleum pipelines, and a containerized cargo area. The Port Manatee Master Plan, last updated 
in 2016, provides a framework for the port’s maintenance and expansion program through the next 
decade and beyond. The plan builds on previous efforts to help diversify operations, and generate 
local, regional, and statewide economic benefits. These economic benefits are significant: in 2018 
the port contributed more than $2.3 billion in local economic impact, supported more than 24,000 
jobs, and moved over 8 million tons of cargo, including petroleum, agricultural products, and 
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building materials2. Total tonnage, shown in Figure 6-2, is expected to increase steadily through 
2025. This additional freight volume will increase the burden on the nearby transportation network.  

 

Figure 6-2: Port Manatee Tonnage (in 000 short tons) 

As a designated Strategic Intermodal System 
(SIS) facility, access from the port to the rest of 
the state system is crucial. To facilitate this 
connection, the port has a landside 
transportation network that includes several 
internal roadways, and the Port Manatee 
Railroad, a seven-mile short-line system.  Both 
networks connect to US 41, the CSX Railroad, 
and other SIS facilities. Upgrades and 
expansions of these and other port facilities 
such as expanded berths, storage and 
container facilities, and access gates will have the potential to impact the roadway network 
adjoining the facility. Special care should be taken to ensure the adjoining roadways do not 
experience a reduction in level of service, potentially limiting the ability of goods to move in and 
out of this major economic driver.  

 
2 Port Manatee 2018 Business Directory, accessed at: 
https://www.portmanatee.com/wp-content/uploads/2018/03/PMD_2018_web.pdf 

https://www.portmanatee.com/wp-content/uploads/2018/03/PMD_2018_web.pdf
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Perhaps the master plan’s most significant land-based improvement is the I-75 Port Connector 
Project which would provide a direct highway connection from I-75 to the port. Additional attention 
should be paid to activity levels at the port as volumes may increase to justify this project. Another 
significant roadway improvement, the US 41 Encouragement Zone (EZ) Crossing, is to provide a 
truck-only connection across US 41. When complete, the overpass will provide easier access for 
heavy freight vehicles serving the Port Manatee Encouragement Zone, which is an adjacent district 
with land use policies intended to enhance employment opportunities.  

Table 6-2 shows planned road and port improvements identified by the Port Master Plan Update.  

Table 6-2 - Planned Road and Port Improvements 

Project Name Description Limits 

Moccasin Wallow Road New 4-lane roadway with multi 
modal improvements 

US 41 to Gatewood 
Drive 

Moccasin Wallow Road 
Reconstruction WB approach to 
provide dedicated turn and through 
lanes 

At US 41 

US 41 Encouragement Zone 
Crossing Grade separated crossing At US 41 

Cold Storage Warehouse Capacity Improvement Port 

Intermodal Container and Cargo 
Transfer Yard 

Phase I Port 

Rail to Dockside Capital 
Improvements Intersection Improvement Port 

North Dock Street and Piney 
Point Road Intersection Improvement At US 41 

I-75 Connector PD&E US 41 to I-75 

Berth 9 Rehab and Construction Port Improvement Port 
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6.3 Sarasota-Bradenton International Airport Master Plan 
Sarasota-Bradenton International Airport (SRQ) is a public airport with two runways, a commercial 
service terminal, three fixed base operators (FBOs), and hosts tenants including restaurants and 
support services for commercial airlines and passengers. FDOT estimates that SRQ contributes 
over $1.3 billion to the state economy each year through on-airport spending and visitor spending3. 

Existing and projected enplanements were estimated as part of the Airport Master Plan Update. 
As shown in Figure 6-3, steady growth at a rate of 1.7 percent is forecasted through 2039. This 
growth will help to continue to drive the tourism industry in the region.  

 

Figure 6-3: Market Share of Enplanements Forecast 

SRQ does not currently accommodate any scheduled cargo carriers, though approximately 
200,000 pounds of cargo moves through the airport as “belly freight” (onboard passenger aircraft) 
on an annual basis. According to the Forecasts of Aviation Activity master plan document, state-
wide growth of air cargo is expected to be approximately 2.5 percent annually. However, because 
SRQ does not currently accommodate scheduled cargo carriers and does not plan to in the near-
term, a 1.5 percent annual increase is expected instead.   

Sarasota-Bradenton International Airport is an important component of the largest employment 
industry in the region. Accordingly, the LRTP process should promote safe and convenient 
connections to and from the airport for visitors to and residents of the region.  

 
3 March 2019 Florida Statewide Economic Impact Study, SRQ Summary Report. Accessed at: 
https://www.fdot.gov/aviation/economicimpact.shtm 
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7.0 Environment/Conservation 
The MPO incorporates public health in project priorities.  

The MPO must balance planned growth and environmental 
protection. 

The Sarasota-Manatee region is committed to responsible 
environmental stewardship, as the region’s livability, 
economic well-being, and very identity are dependent on the 
following factors: healthy shorelines, clean water, sustained 
wildlife communities, and abundant recreation, as reflected 
in the process, community feedback, and results of the 
LRTP update process. 

Three of the primary documents and partnerships that 
guide the way that the LRTP addresses the topics of 
Environment/Conservation include: 

• 2045 LRTP Environmental Mitigation Report; 
• National Estuary Program Comprehensive 

Conservation and Management Plans – Coastal and 
Heartland National Estuary Partnership (CHNEP) 
and Sarasota Bay Estuary Program (SBEP); and 

• Tampa Bay Regional Resiliency Coalition (TBRPC).  

7.1 2045 LRTP Environmental Mitigation  
Sarasota and Manatee Counties are home to numerous 
ecological assets and waterbodies. To recognize these 
assets and expand upon federal planning factors, the MPO 
articulated its own environment and conservation goals in 
the LRTP. Environment and conservation are important 
considerations when managing expansion and 
redevelopment activities as the region continues to develop 
through 2045 and beyond. 

Impacts to water resources and habitat need to be 
considered as the region develops. Roadway capacity 
improvement projects (roadway widening, new 
construction, etc.) and new land development increase 
negative environmental impacts such as net losses of 

Objectives 

Environment / 
Conservation 

Reduce vehicle miles 
traveled 
Safeguard critical habitat, 
wetlands, and endangered 
species 

Support green 
infrastructure, energy 
conservation, and natural 
redevelopment 

Achieve climate 
appropriate tree cover, 
community-wide 

Promote environmental 
and public health 

Increase infill development 
to reduce urban sprawl 

Prioritization Factors 

Are projects… 
Away from critical habitat, 
wetlands, and endangered species? 
Located within a designated infill 
development area? 

Vision Statements 

• Safeguard treasured 
environmental assets 

• Plan for resiliency from storms 
and flooding 

• Balance protection and land 
use 

• Increase density and decrease 
auto dependency. 
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floodplain storage, alteration to existing hydrological patterns, and increased concentrations of 
pollutants that run off into rivers, streams, and the Gulf. Priority waterbodies and impaired 
watersheds in the Sarasota Manatee region are identified by the Florida Department of 
Environmental Protection (FDEP) and are depicted in Figure 7-1. As noted, transportation projects 
can significantly impact aspects of the environment including wildlife and their habitats, air quality, 
wetlands, and groundwater resources. Federal regulations require the LRTP to identify 
environmental assets and concerns and indicate potential locations for mitigation strategies to 
address the environmental impacts of transportation projects. Table 7-1 provides potential 
mitigation strategies by environment/resource type. 

Mobile source greenhouse gas (GHG) emissions are one of the most significant transportation-
related environmental concerns. High levels of traffic congestion increase GHG emissions 
because of the increase in time cars spend idling in traffic, emitting carbon monoxide, as well as 
other pollutants. As the Sarasota Manatee region grows, GHG emissions can be mitigated by 
better integrating transportation and land use planning which facilitates multi modal activity as 
well as implementing roadway strategies that reduce congestion and result in smoother traffic 
flow. The LRTP and the Congestion Management Process (CMP) look to develop and support 
policies, programs, and incentives, which address Vehicle Miles Traveled (VMT) reduction, improve 
multi modal transportation options, and support cleaner transportation practices. 

Transportation infrastructure can both impact sensitive environmental areas and be vulnerable to 
the environment and climate related events such as major weather events, natural disasters, and 
sea level rise. Currently, there are 21 regionally significant bridges in the MPO’s jurisdiction that are 
rated as Fair condition and therefore, vulnerable to the environmental events described above. The 
LRTP aligns with federal planning goals to prioritize maintenance of existing infrastructure, like 
bridges, to uphold the structural integrity and physical longevity of public assets for the Sarasota-
Manatee Region. Additionally, considering opportunities to increase the resiliency of the region’s 
transportation infrastructure (e.g. traffic signals, irrigation systems, etc.) through renewable, 
weather-tolerant energy sources can improve the regions ability to adapt to the compounding 
effect of sea level rise, increased storm activity, and storm surge. Identifying infrastructure 
conditions and vulnerability to environmental impacts are considered when prioritizing projects in 
the LRTP to plan for, and allocate funds to, future transportation needs or rehabilitation projects 
to improve the longevity and adaptability of the region’s transportation system. 
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Table 7-1: Potential Mitigation Alternatives by Resource Impact Type 

Resource Impact 
Type 

Potential Mitigation Alternative 

Wetlands and 
Water Resources 

• Restore degraded wetlands 
• Create new wetland habitats  
• Enhance or preserve existing wetlands 
• Improve stormwater management  
• Purchase credits from local federal and/or state approved 

mitigation banks 

Forested and Other 
Natural Areas 

• Use selective cutting and clearing  
• Replace or restore forested areas 
• Preserve existing vegetation 

Habitats  

• Construct underpasses, such as culverts/critter 
crossings/wildlife shelves 

• Other design measures to minimize potential fragmenting of 
animal habitats 

Streams 
• Stream restoration 
• Vegetative buffer zones  
• Strict erosion and sedimentation control measures 

Threatened or 
Endangered 
Species 

• Preservation  
• Enhancement or restoration of degraded habitat 
• Creation of new habitats  
• Establish buffers around existing habitat and foraging grounds 
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Figure 7-1: Priority Waterbodies and Impaired Waters 
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7.2 Tampa Bay Regional Resiliency Coalition (RRC)  
The RRC is coordinated by the Tampa Bay Regional 
Planning Council (TBRPC) and serves as a regional 
alliance among local government jurisdictions in the 
six-county Tampa Bay region, including Manatee 
County. The focus of the RRC is to amplify the 
environmental stewardship efforts of coastal 
municipalities as well as implementing climate 
change adaptation measures and mitigation 
strategies at the watershed-scale. The RRC coordinates climate adaptation and mitigation 
activities across county lines to advance local and regional responses and preparations for 
economic and social disruption projected to result from sea-level rise. The LRTP should take care 
to consult the RRC in developing project priorities and policies to address climate risks and to 
improve transportation system resiliency. 

7.3 National Estuary Program Comprehensive Conservation and Management Plans (CCMP) 
The landscape of Central and Southwest Florida has changed over time with population growth, 
development, agriculture, and mining activities. The water quality and ecological integrity of two 
significant marine waterbodies and their associated watersheds in Sarasota and Manatee 
Counties are monitored by two National Estuary Programs: the Coastal and Heartland National 
Estuary Partnership (CHNEP) and the Sarasota Bay Estuary Program (SBEP). These National 
Estuary Programs are managed by a partnership of elected officials from city and county 
governments, resource managers, as well as commercial and recreational resource users who are 
working to improve and protect the water and wildlife in the region. Each of the programs develop 
and implement a CCMP that establish goals, objectives, policies, and actions to guide regional 
water and wildlife protection and restoration efforts. The MPO uses the policies and action plans 
from the CCMPs to provide guidance for minimizing the adverse effects on coastal and inland 
water systems caused by growth. Ensuring that sensitive environments are protected is a key 
component of balanced planned growth. 

The CHNEP service area extends along the Gulf Coast from Donna & Roberts Bays south to Estero 
Bay and inland to Florida’s Heartland including the Peace River and Caloosahatchee River basins. 
The 2019 CHNEP CCMP announced the addition of 716 square miles to their service area to 
encompass the freshwater basin of the Caloosahatchee River, depicted by Figure 7-2. This 
expansion was critical to better protect and restore the Caloosahatchee River and the waterways 
that feed the Charlotte Harbor. The climate risks found to pose the highest threat to the CHNEP 
service area were overloaded stormwater systems, septic failure, loss of coastal vegetation, and 
habitat loss or degradation. Addressing these concerns, the CHNEP CCMP’s four Action Plans 
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focused on water quality improvement, hydrological restoration, fish, wildlife, and habitat 
protection, and public engagement.  

The SBEP extends 50 miles along the Gulf Coast from Palma Sola Bay south to Blackburn Bay 
(Figure 7-2). The SBEP CCMP was adopted in 2014 and is in the process up being updated. The 
SBEP CCMP contains seven Action Plans, each addressing a different focus area in Bay 
restoration. The key focus areas of the Action Plans include water quality, habitat restoration, and 
recreation and stewardship. 

   

Figure 7-2: CHNEP (Left) and SBEP (Right) Service Areas 



 

 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 

Chapter 8 
Equity/Livability 
 

  



 

 i 

Table of Contents 
8.0 Equity/Livability ........................................................................................................... 8-1 

8.1 Accessibility ........................................................................................................ 8-2 
8.1.1 What is accessibility like in Sarasota/Manatee? ................................ 8-3 

8.2 Limited English Proficiency ............................................................................. 8-3 
8.2.1 LEP Assessment for the Sarasota/Manatee MPO ............................. 8-4 

8.3 Active Transportation Plan .............................................................................. 8-5 
8.3.1 Existing Conditions ................................................................................... 8-6 
8.3.2 Identifying an Active Transportation Vision Network ........................ 8-6 
8.3.3 Opportunities for Implementation ......................................................... 8-7 
8.3.4 Who are the Users? ................................................................................... 8-8 

8.4 Transit Development Plans ............................................................................. 8-8 
 

List of Figures 
Figure 8-1: Vehicles Available for Occupied Housing Units ....................................... 8-1 
Figure 8-2: Zero Vehicle Households ............................................................................. 8-2 
Figure 8-3: Accessibility illustrated by travel time ....................................................... 8-3 
Figure 8-4: Limited English Proficiency populations ................................................... 8-4 
Figure 8-5: ATP Vision Network ....................................................................................... 8-7 
Figure 8-6: Bicycle Design User Profiles ........................................................................ 8-8 
 

List of Tables 
Table 8-1: Future Transit Options ................................................................................... 8-9 
 

Supporting Documents 
• Regional Accessibility Analysis 
• Limited English Proficiency Plan 
• Active Transportation Plan 
• MCAT Transit Development Plan 
• SCAT Transit Development Plan 

 



Chapter 8: Equity/Livability 

 8-1 

8.0 Equity/Livability 
The MPO incorporates access, equity, and multiple 
modes in project priorities.  

The MPO plans for people of different ages, 
backgrounds, and abilities by prioritizing trails and an 
active transportation network.  

Four primary documents guide the way that the LRTP 
addressed the topics of Equity and Livability. These 
include: 

• The Regional Accessibility Analysis (2018) 
• Limited English Proficiency Plan (2017)  
• The Active Transportation Plan (2019) 
• Sarasota County and Manatee County 

Transit Development Plans 

The location of households that do not own a vehicle 
is one indicator of potential inequity within a 
transportation system. In fact, as shown by Figure 8-1 
only about 5% of households in the region do not own 
a vehicle, and almost 50% of households have at least 
one vehicle. In Sarasota and Manatee Counties, these 
households tend to be centered around the downtown 
areas of Palmetto, Bradenton, Sarasota, and Venice 
and are shown in more detail as Figure 8-2. 

 

Figure 8-1: Vehicles Available for Occupied Housing 

Units 

Equity/Livability 

Projects shall… 

Increase access to bus stops 
and transfer stations; and 
availability of park and rides. 

Expand access to essential 
services and affordable 
housing 

Improve access for persons 
with disabilities 

Ensure equity in all 
transportation decisions 

 
Prioritization Factors 

Does the project… 
Improve access to transit? 
Improve access to transit in low-
income or minority communities? 
Improve access to affordable housing? 
Provide access for low income or 
minority communities? 
Provide accessibility for bicycle and 
pedestrians? 
Provide accessibility to food, medical, 
or education facility? 

Objectives 

Vision Statements 

• Increase housing and 
transportation choices 

• Provide more multi modal options 
including safe walking and 
bicycling 

• Preserve corridors for future 
premium transit to connect urban 
centers. 
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Figure 8-2: Zero Vehicle Households 

8.1 Accessibility 
One of the most promising strategies for communities to evaluate how their development and 
mobility goals are promoting a more equitable transportation network is to adopt transportation 
planning and project selection performance measures. These performance measures help 
evaluate if projects are meeting what matters most to the community: increasing access to 
opportunities, destinations, essential services, or even friends and family. Ultimately, this approach 
can expand the equity conversation by helping to identify communities that don’t have appropriate 
access to opportunities such as access to jobs, healthcare, or services. This lack of access may 
be indicative of larger or parallel issues in the community. The MPO addressed the topic of 
accessibility in detail in its 2018 Regional Accessibility Analysis Metrics Report. 
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Figure 8-3: Accessibility illustrated by travel time 

Accessibility, whether walking, biking, driving, or using transit, is measured as the number of 
destinations reachable in a given travel time. It is a powerful performance metric used to gauge 
how well a region addresses investments in auto, walking, bicycling, and transit projects (Figure 
8-3). The most common accessibility metrics include number of jobs or essential services (e.g., 
groceries, medicine, banks, parks) reachable in a defined travel time (e.g., 30 or 60 minutes).  

8.1.1 What is accessibility like in Sarasota/Manatee? 
A multi modal accessibility analysis provided the following key insights by mode:  

• Auto accessibility indicated that local access to jobs within 30 minutes radiate from 
Bradenton and Sarasota, as expected, and that most of the region is relatively accessible.  

• Transit accessibility illustrated how fewer job opportunities are available to the transit 
riders within 30 minutes. Most of the accessibility is concentrated in the cities of Sarasota 
and Bradenton, with some additional pockets of accessibility in places like Venice. 
Although the radius of opportunities expands if looking at accessibility within 60 min, the 
overall pattern remains the same.  

• Bicycle accessibility is like transit and is heavily concentrated in the downtown areas. 
• Walk accessibility to work is feasible realistically only in downtown areas and along major 

corridors. 

8.2 Limited English Proficiency 
The MPO is responsible for ensuring access to the planning process and information to residents 
in Sarasota and Manatee counties who do not speak or read English proficiently. People who do 
not speak English as their primary language and who have a limited ability to read, speak, write, or 
understand English are considered limited English proficient, or “LEP.” The production of 
multilingual publications and documents and/or interpretation at meetings or events will be 
provided upon request. Figure 8-4 depicts the LEP population in the region. The MPO is ensuring 
that all segments of the population, including people who are LEP, get involved or have the 
opportunity to be involved in the transportation planning process. 
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Figure 8-4: Limited English Proficiency populations 

8.2.1 LEP Assessment for the Sarasota/Manatee MPO 
As a recipient of federal funding, the MPO must take reasonable steps to ensure meaningful 
access to the information and services it provides. As noticed in the Federal Register/ Volume 70, 
Number 239/ Wednesday, December 14, 2005/ Notices, there are four factors to consider in 
determining “reasonable steps”. 

• Factor 1. The number and proportion of LEP persons in the eligible service area; 
• Factor 2. The frequency with which LEP persons encounter MPO programs; 
• Factor 3. The importance of the service provided by MPO programs; and 
• Factor 4. The resources available and overall cost to the MPO. 
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The DOT Policy Guidance gives recipients of federal funds substantial flexibility in determining 
what language assistance is appropriate based on a local assessment of the four factors listed 
above. Additional information on the analysis and results of this assessment were included in an 
appendix to the MPO’s Public Participation Plan as the Limited English Proficiency Plan, 2017.1 

8.3 Active Transportation Plan 
In 2019, the MPO prepared the Active Transportation Plan. Active transportation is movement that 
utilizes physical activity, either fully or in part to get to your desired destination. A safe and 
comprehensive active transportation network accommodates people of different ages, 
backgrounds, and abilities by providing a variety of routes and modes by which to access essential 
destinations and neighboring jurisdictions, providing economic and social opportunities for people. 
An effective network has many benefits: 

Improve safety for all modes - In September 2018, the MPO adopted a Vision Zero initiative and has 
been working with FDOT and local jurisdictions to eliminate traffic related fatalities and serious 
injuries in the Sarasota/Manatee region by performing road safety reviews and audits in high crash 
locations and increasing safety education in the community. Smart Growth America’s Dangerous 
By Design 2019 report rated the North Port-Sarasota-Bradenton area as the fourth most dangerous 
metropolitan area in the country for pedestrians2. Designing and operating roadways for safe 
speeds and convenient access for all users and increasing emphasis on safe bicycle and 
pedestrian access and mobility can help advance the MPO’s goal of Vision Zero. 

Improve multi modal mobility - The MPO seeks to customize active transportation solutions based 
on the function of the roadway, distinguishing facilities that support regional mobility from those 
that provide localized circulation and accessibility. This approach can improve efficiency and 
reliability for all modes, when compared to adding travel lanes on a limited number of roadways. 
Multi modal design also considers the needs of persons with disabilities, such as wheelchair users 
and people with reduced eyesight.  

Increase community health - Adding features that support safe walking and biking promotes 
increased physical activity for all and improves community health and quality of life. The Centers 
for Disease Control and Prevention has developed extensive resources as part of their Community 
Strategies Initiative to integrate walking and bicycling infrastructure in communities that will result 
in regular physical activity and improve public health outcomes3. 

 
1 Limited English Proficiency Plan, Sarasota Manatee MPO, 2017. Accessed at: 
https://www.mympo.org/files/40/Public-Participation-Plan/451/Limited-English-Proficiency-Plan-.pdf 
2 Dangerous by Design 2019, Smart Growth America. Accessed at: https://smartgrowthamerica.org/dangerous-by-
design/ 
3 CDC Community Strategies Initiative. Accessed at: https://www.cdc.gov/physicalactivity/community-
strategies/index.htm 
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Spur economic development - A network of streets designed for all modes enhances community 
connectedness, access to services, and recreational opportunities. Transportation investments 
prompt private development response. A Complete Streets approach to infrastructure investment 
spurs a corresponding development investment that supports a variety of uses and development 
types. Walkability and access to transit are becoming more critical to a community’s economic 
competitiveness, due largely to demand from millennials and baby boomers. 

8.3.1 Existing Conditions 
An area profile was prepared for the region by gathering socio-demographic information, 
employment statistics, current mode split, and taking inventory of the current state of the active 
transportation network. Areas with concentrations of low median household income, zero-car 
households, mobility dependent age groups, and lower median income and higher often have 
higher concentrations of transit dependent populations. 

Walk Scores were developed for the municipalities in Manatee and Sarasota counties using the 
publicly accessible, online platform containing the scores for thousands of cities and 
neighborhoods. Walk Scores for the Activity Centers identified in the ATP were given scores of 0 
to 100, with higher scores indicating greater walkability in an area. Downtown Sarasota and 
Palmetto have the highest walk score in the region, where, as indicated on the Walk Score site, 
daily errands can be completed without having to use a car. Some of the areas with the lowest 
Walk Scores include Bradenton Beach, Siesta Key, and Lakewood Ranch. Lower scores indicate 
that almost all daily errands require traveling by car. 

Trails throughout the region are used for both walking and bicycling and provide separated 
facilities for users of all levels to use with comfort. Most trails in the region are in Sarasota County, 
particularly east of I-75 around the Myakka State Park area. Trails in more urbanized areas include 
those along the barrier islands and along US 41/Tamiami Trail. Most planned trails are the 
segments of the SUNTrail alignment. The existing trails in Manatee County are sparse, found in 
the area northwest of Bradenton and east of I-75 closer to the Myakka Head airport. 

8.3.2 Identifying an Active Transportation Vision Network 
The ATP Vision Network includes the planned SUNTrail network as a spine throughout the region. 
The goal of the Vision Network is to build off this spine to connect the major activity centers in the 
region with a safe and comfortable car-free trip. The Vision Network was created by identifying 
gaps that could be filled to more closely align low stress routes combined with shortest path 
options, low-speed streets, and streets with an existing bike facility. The Vision Network shown in 
Figure 8-5 was created by taking advantage of existing bikeable segments and adjustments that 
would improve route directness and input from local planning activities. 

A near- term, focused on bike routes that exist today and smaller gaps that can be filled to improve 
route directness, was also developed as an incremental way for prioritizing implementation of the 
Vision Network.  
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Figure 8-5: ATP Vision Network 

8.3.3 Opportunities for Implementation 
The number of traditional funding sources for transit, bicycle, and pedestrian facilities continues 
to be limited. Most federal funding requires a match from state or local governments. Due to 
funding constraints, some transportation needs are left unmet without dedicated funding sources. 
The use of creative partnerships can enhance funding opportunities and/or financial 
arrangements. Potential partners may include major local or regional employers directly served by 
the active transportation network system. As active transportation spending is greatly affected by 
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annual budget and appropriation actions at the federal, state and local levels, dedicated local 
funding will offer the region increased flexibility to fund multi modal and flexible transportation 
options and to keep pace with evolving transportation, market and community trends. Local 
discretionary sales taxes are a common source of local tax revenue across the country. In 2016, 
Manatee County was one of several counties in the state to approve a sales tax for transportation. 

8.3.4 Who are the Users? 
For bicycling, different user types are considered throughout the Active Transportation Plan to 
understand the appropriate facilities to address both commuting and recreational needs. The 
typical characteristics that define a user’s profile are comfort level, bicycling skill and experience, 
age, and trip purpose. These characteristics fluctuate daily for users. A bicyclist may be willing to 
travel on a bike lane when commuting to work, but then choose a bike path separated from traffic 
when bicycling recreationally, for example. Research has identified different adult users with 
varying needs that travel by bicycle on roadways. These different users have been defined as those 
that are Interested but Concerned, Somewhat Confident, and Highly Confident. Figure 8-6 
illustrates the characteristics of the different bicyclists. 

 
Source: Adapted by Kittelson & Associates, Inc. from FHWA Separated Bike Lane Planning and Design Guide 

Figure 8-6: Bicycle Design User Profiles 

8.4 Transit Development Plans 
According to FDOT’s TDP Handbook, a Transit Development Plan (TDP) is 10-year horizon plan 
intended to support the development of an effective multi modal transportation system within a 
county. The TDP serves as the basis for defining public transit needs, a prerequisite to receive 
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State funds. TDP’s are required to be a transit provider’s planning, development, and operational 
guidance document – creating a crucial link between a transit system and the livability and equity 
in the communities that it serves. 

Manatee County Area Transit4 (MCAT) and Sarasota County Area Transit5 (SCAT) recently 
prepared an updated 10-Year TDP for their respective agency. Following the FDOT handbook, these 
plans address equity in detail including an exhaustive data collection effort that observes land use, 
socioeconomic, demographic, travel behavior, economic, and employment trends. This data 
collection effort informed each agency’s transit funding decisions. As Federal Grant recipients, 
MCAT and SCAT are also required to comply with Title VI policies, which prohibits them from 
discriminating against persons based on their race, color, or national origin. 

Transit funds identified in the revenue forecast are allocated to the local transit agencies to 
implement the county Transit Development Plans.  The MPO is also allowed to use federal funds 
for transit capital purchases if the local jurisdiction commits to operations and maintenance.  
While there are no specific projects identified for transit, the Manatee and Sarasota area transit 
agencies will be able to apply for route support on targeted multi modal corridors, to access funds 
for new transit technology, and to seek funding through the non-motorized fund pool for things like 
sidewalks to connect to transit stops. 

Table 8-1: Future Transit Options 

Future Transit Options 

Multi modal emphasis corridors 
TSMO transit management 
On demand service 
Transit accessibility 
Transit corridor preservation 
US 41 alternatives study 
Multi modal emphasis corridors 
Transit priority infrastructure 
Employee van pools 
Autonomous transit 

 
4 MCAT Transit Development Plan 2019-2028 Major Update. Accessed at: 
https://www.mymanatee.org/UserFiles/Servers/Server_7588306/File/Departments/MCAT/Agency%20Inf
ormation/Transit%20Development%20Plan/Manatee-Connect-TDP-Final-Report-1.pdf  
5 Sarasota County Transit Development Plan Major Update 2020-2029. Accessed at: 
https://www.scgov.net/home/showdocument?id=42942 

https://www.mymanatee.org/UserFiles/Servers/Server_7588306/File/Departments/MCAT/Agency%20Information/Transit%20Development%20Plan/Manatee-Connect-TDP-Final-Report-1.pdf
https://www.mymanatee.org/UserFiles/Servers/Server_7588306/File/Departments/MCAT/Agency%20Information/Transit%20Development%20Plan/Manatee-Connect-TDP-Final-Report-1.pdf
https://www.scgov.net/home/showdocument?id=42942
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The MPO Board supports the community vision to preserve key corridors for future premium 
transit to connect urban centers.  In fiscal year 2021 the MPO will conduct a transportation 
alternatives study on US 41, the interior spine of the regional transportation network, as the first 
potential premium transit corridor.  This is not about ‘taking a lane’ but it is about identifying where 
there may be right-of-way that could be used for bus stopping or passing lanes and other 
infrastructure improvements to support on-time 20-minute headways as a first step to a more 
robust transit network.  There is also support from the tourism community for employee van pools. 
I-75, US 41, and University Parkway have been identified as the first corridors to be retrofitted for 
autonomous vehicles and this may include autonomous transit. 
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9.0 Projects/Delivery 
The MPO serves as a steward of public resources. 

The MPO advances projects with a local match and 
encourages public/private partnerships to reduce delays in 
project development and completion. 

The MPO strives to achieve national, state, and local 
performance goals by prioritizing study recommendations. 

Project delivery is perhaps the most public-facing function 
of an MPO. Project delivery involves the actual expenditure 
of significant dollars – nearly $1.12 billion in FDOT’s Five-
Year Work Program in FY 2021-25 for the region – to 
improve mobility in the region. Any construction project also 
introduces the chance of schedule overruns, increasing 
delay for all road users. To help track progress and avoid the 
issue of time overruns FDOT, and the MPO by reference, 
established the core measure for project delivery as the 
percentage of projects completed within 20 percent of the 
original schedule.  

The LRTP has specifically pledged to reduce major project 
costs by maintaining the existing transportation system 
and investing in projects that enhance regional mobility and 
support multi modal accessibility and congestion 
management. This coordinates with the Federal Highway 
Administration’s MAP 21/FAST Act which requires LRTPs 
to promote jobs and the economy, reduce project costs, and 
expedite the movement of people and goods by 
accelerating project completion through eliminating delays 
in the project development and delivery process. 

The three primary documents that guide this goal within the 
LRTP are: 

• Central Manatee Network Alternatives Analysis 
Study (2020) 

• Sarasota/Manatee Barrier Island Traffic Study (2020) 
• US 41 Multi Modal Emphasis Corridor (2019) 

Objectives 

Projects/Delivery 

Projects shall… 

Analyze project 
readiness and monitor 
progress to reduce delay 

Prioritize projects with 
local match and/or 
public/private 
partnership 

Implement projects 
recommended from 
plans, studies, and the 
LRTP 

Prioritization Factors 

Does the project… 

Continue or complete an 
existing MPO priority project? 

Have a local match? 

Include a public/private 
partnership? 

Advance a local jurisdiction’s 
top priorities? 

Address an identified need in an 
FDOT or MPO feasibility study? 

Support a priority of the LRTP? 
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9.1 Central Manatee Network Alternatives Analysis  
 The Manatee River, an important regional ecological and cultural asset, also poses as a barrier to 
mobility within Central Manatee County. The Central Manatee Networks Alternative Analysis was 
commissioned to study and, ultimately, help alleviate some of these effects. The analysis reviewed 
mobility in the study area through the lens of the river, first identifying goals and objectives, then 
concept development, and culminating in project programming.  

The assessment identified projects that would improve traffic operations, transit, and bike/ped 
safety.  Generally, operational improvements involved modifying intersections, introducing turn 
lanes, and retiming traffic signals with a goal of reducing vehicular delay. Transit and pedestrian 
improvements focused on expanding capacity, route modifications, closing sidewalk gaps, and 
ADA improvements.  

Shared-use recreational trails were identified, providing a regional system to connect public 
schools, parks, a conference center, employment centers, and neighborhoods. Finally, bicyclist 
safety was focused on in a Bicycle Systems Plan, developed for people riding bikes, recommending 
improvements to over 60-miles of roadway ranging from arterials, to collectors, to local streets.  

The longest-term, most significant 
project proposed by the analysis is 
the replacement or addition of an 
additional bridge across the 
Manatee River. 12 total alternative 
corridors are shown in Figure 9-1 
along three different corridors. Each 
alternative is proposed to 
accommodate multi modal travel 
through a variety of approaches, 
including at-grade widening, 
elevated throughways, and a 
multiway boulevard. These 
alternatives will be subject to a 
PD&E and eventual funding for 
implementation.  
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Figure 9-1: Bridge Alternative Corridors 

Because of its extensive public engagement component, the assessment provides the MPO with 
significant opportunity to prioritize projects that meet the priorities of local jurisdictions. The 2040 
LRTP should evaluate and prioritize these projects to further its established objectives.  
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9.2 Sarasota/Manatee Barrier Islands 
Traffic Study 
The Sarasota/Manatee Barrier Islands Traffic 
Study was created to understand how best to 
move people on and off the barrier islands 
during peak season, a time when significant 
traffic congestion forms. The study 
segmented the barrier islands, Anna Maria 
Island, Holmes Beach, Bradenton Beach, 
Longboat Key, St. Armand’s Circle, and Lido 
Key, into two study subareas based on bridge 
access points.  

The study, which was finalized in February 
2020, initially identified the following six basic 
categories of issues impacting mobility in the 
study area: 

1. Roadway Capacity – Several intersections impede traffic flow.  
2. Parking Capacity – Parking on the island is limited relative to peak demand. 
3. Transit Connectivity – Several major gaps exist, impeding access without a car. 
4. Micromobility and Nonmotorized Options – Comprehensive, dedicated networks for 

alternate modes do not exist. 
5. Planning and Wayfinding – No dynamic signage or wayfinding currently exist. 
6. Bridges – Drawbridges contribute to delay throughout the day. 

The study is project-driven, providing a multitude of opportunities to improve mobility within the 
study area, one that is crucial to the region’s economy. Projects were first individually ranked by 
the four selected Measures of Effectiveness (MOEs), including Number of Persons Served, 
Reduction in Vehicle Miles Traveled, Emission Reduction, and Cost. These four rankings based on 
MOEs were combined into a final, weighted ranking to make up the top 25 projects. Broadly, the 
proposed solution strategies are focused into six main categories, including: 

1. Alternate Modes 
2. Guest Education 
3. Parking 

4. Rideshare 
5. Staffing 
6. Roadway Utilization

The MPO has prioritized recommendations for funding through the Transportation Improvement 
Program according to goals and priorities identified by the local municipal partners. The resulting 
Barrier Island Traffic Study Priority Projects are shown as Table 9-1.  
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Table 9-1: Barrier Island Traffic Study Priority Projects 

Rank Facility (Project) Limits Description of Improvement 

1 
SR 64/Manatee Ave/ 
Anna Maria 

from SR 789 to 
Perico Bay 

New/Replacement Bridge 
including Bus-on-Shoulder 

2 SR 684/Cortez Rd 
from SR 789 to 123rd 
St W 

New/Replacement Bridge 
including Bus-on-Shoulder 

3 SR 789/Ringling/Coon Key 
from Bird Key to 
Sarasota Harbor W 

New/Replacement Bridge 
including Bus-on-Shoulder 

4 
SR 789/Gulf of Mexico Dr 
/Longboat Pass 

from North Shore to 
Coquina Beach New/Replacement Bridge 

5 SR 789/Gulf of Mexico Dr 
from Longboat Pass 
Bridge to 27th St N Multi Modal Capacity 

6 SR 789/Gulf of Mexico Dr 
from 27th St N to 
Palm Dr/Gulf Dr 
Intersection 

Multi Modal Capacity 

7 John Ringling Causeway 
East of Coon Key 
Bridge to East of 
John Ringling Bridge 

Multi Modal Improvements 

8 SR 789/Gulf of Mexico Dr at Broadway St Roundabout 
9 SR 684/Cortez Rd at 75th St W Turn Lanes 

10 SR 789/Gulf of Mexico Dr at Longboat Club Rd Roundabout 

11 SR 789/Gulf of Mexico Dr 
Within Town of 
Longboat Key limits Multi Use Trail 

 

This study serves as an example of pre-vetted projects that were the result of substantial public 
involvement and data analysis. The 2045 LRTP should consider funding and implementation of 
these projects as a mechanism to support broader goals, including support of economic vitality.  
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9.3 US 41 Multi Modal Emphasis Corridor 
One of the MPO’s mechanisms for funding 
and delivering projects is the US 41 Multi 
Modal Emphasis Corridor (MMEC). The 
MMEC, which includes about 50 miles of US 
41 and Business 41 between Palmetto and 
North Port, was established by the 2035 
LRTP to assist with redevelopment and 
revitalization of the corridor through the 
allocation of funds intended specifically for 
multi modal transportation improvements.  

The MMEC Program provides funding to a 
wide variety of multi modal projects 
including pedestrian and bicycle facility 
improvements, lighting, traffic calming, 
trails, transit infrastructure, ITS 
improvements, intersection and access 
management improvements, and 
landscaping. Selected projects must also 
follow a set of guiding principles and 
specific rules designed to promote both 
MPO and local goals, including improving 
safety, encouraging economic 
development, and having local support.  

To better prioritize funding, the MPO produced a report designed to identify gaps along the corridor 
based on analysis of past and current Transportation Improvement Plan (TIP) projects and local 
capital improvement programs. In sum, the report reviewed nearly 100 completed, under way, or 
planned projects. This analysis helped to gain a better understanding of how this collection of 
projects can help meet MPO goals and performance measures. 

Another focus of the report was completing a safety assessment of ten high-crash areas of 
concern along the corridor. This assessment resulted in both short- and long-term projects to 
enhance safety conditions at each specific location, including enhanced lighting and pedestrian 
crossings, new sidewalks, improved bicycle facilities, signage, and changes to intersection 
geometries. The report also proposed similar general corridor-wide considerations that, when 
complete, will enhance the safety of all road users and especially vulnerable road users like people 
walking or biking.  
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The MMEC stands as an excellent ongoing opportunity for the MPO to advance its stated priorities 
while continuing to build local support, leverage limited funding, and continue to further its overall 
commitment to providing safer streets for all road users. The 2045 LRTP should strive to continue 
and expand this program as a way to further its broader objectives of working with local partners 
to construct projects to improve mobility and safety throughout the region.  

9.4 MPO Planning Studies 
To advance the study recommendations developed of the MPO’s performance-based planning, 
three action plans are currently being developed for funding because of the LRTP analysis. These 
three scopes have been developed to address the goals of Equity/Livability through the Transit 
Alternatives Study, Safety/Security through the Safety Plan, and Infrastructure/Resiliency with the 
Resiliency/Vulnerability Assessments. 

9.4.1 Public Transportation Alternatives Study 
Since the 2035 Long Range Transportation Plan, US 41 has been one of the focus corridors of the 
Sarasota/Manatee MPO as a multi modal emphasis corridor. Transit service on US 41 is jointly 
provided by Sarasota County Area Transit (SCAT) and Manatee County Area Transit (MCAT) and 
has the highest ridership in the area connecting Downtown Bradenton and Downtown Sarasota. 
The highest efficiency routes include those operating along US 41, routes connecting Downtown 
Sarasota with the Airport and Lakewood Ranch, and routes connecting Downtown Bradenton with 
Anna Maria Island and Desoto Mall. This area experiences high peak season variation, particularly 
with routes serving the beaches. 

A Transit Concept and Alternatives Review (TCAR) will be conducted on US 41 to determine travel 
demands, define existing deficiencies and future transportation needs that support the MPO’s 
2070 Vision, discussed in chapter 11. A successful TCAR Study will provide the information 
necessary to request entrance into the Federal Transit Administration (FTA) project development 
stage and move the transit project into the Project Development and Environment (PD&E) Study 
phase. A TCAR Study of this nature is encouraged for seeking FTA funding and FDOT New Starts 
funds. 

9.4.2 Safety Plan: Fatality/Injury Reduction 
The Sarasota/Manatee MPO Board adopted Vision Zero as a long-term goal in September 2018 
and again in January 2020 to reduce fatalities and serious injuries. The purpose of this study will 
be to develop a plan to reduce fatalities and serious injuries in the Sarasota/Manatee region 
aligned with FDOT’s Driving Down Fatalities initiative and vision. 

The Safety Plan will serve as a roadmap that guides the MPO towards its ultimate vision of zero 
fatalities and serious injuries on the transportation system. This plan will build on the data-driven 
approach grounded in 5 years of fatal and serious injury crash data, roadway and traffic data, land 
use characteristics, and demographics that the MPO has been using for evaluating safety 
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performance. Additionally, the MPO’s Vision Zero Action Plan will provide an educational 
framework for jurisdictions to catalyze the development of their own local Vision Zero Action Plans. 

9.4.3 Resiliency/Vulnerability Assessment 
The MPO was selected as one of the six regions throughout the United States to receive training 
on developing an emergency recovery plan funded through an FTA research grant. The All Hazards 
Recovery Plan Workshop provided attendees with the tools, knowledge, skills, and resources to 
develop an emergency transportation recovery plan that includes coordinated transit, 
transportation demand management (TDM), and intelligent transportation system (ITS) strategies. 
This plan was developed recognizing the specific needs, resources, and relationships with 
emergency responders within each region. One of the recommendations of the 2018 Security 
Assessment Report was to consider a more robust vulnerability/mitigation analysis of regional 
assets and infrastructure. 

The purpose of this project is to develop and apply new methods that integrate resilience corridor 
planning with transportation planning and decision making to assess and mitigate risks from all 
hazards that affect the Sarasota/Manatee region’s transportation system. Vulnerability, risk and 
mitigation-evaluation methods and tools will be developed and applied to the region and refined 
based on lessons-learned and guidance provided by experts, stakeholders, and the All-Hazards 
Recovery Training. A process for developing implementation programs based on these analyses 
will also be developed and recommendations made to incorporate risk into the MPO’s project 
prioritization process. The resulting methods, tools, processes and recommendations will be 
documented and training will be included for MPO staff and jurisdictions so that the methods, 
tools, and processes can be incorporated in future efforts to develop transportation resilience 
plans for the Sarasota/Manatee transportation system and to enhance local and regional hazard 
mitigation plans. 
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10.0 Public Involvement/Engagement 
Involvement from elected officials, stakeholders, and the community at large is crucial to guide the 
development of the LRTP. Public engagement is essential for defining a future vision for the 
community and preparing a financially feasible transportation network for the region that reflects 
that vision. For this reason, the public engagement process was designed to ensure early and 
continuous opportunities for the public to express views on transportation issues and to become 
active participants in shaping the 2045 LRTP.  

10.1 Engagement Summary 
The MPO developed a comprehensive and creative public engagement plan to reach stakeholders 
in Sarasota and Manatee Counties including residents, local governments, community 
organizations and neighborhood associations, business and tourism associations, media, MPO 
board, MPO Committees, and advisory groups.  

The overall objectives of the Public Engagement Element are to encourage meaningful 
participation amongst the region’s diverse communities and to build support for the 2045 LRTP 
from both residents and the MPO’s partner agencies. To achieve these objectives the MPO used a 
variety of engagement strategies during the implementation of this plan. Figure 10-1 provides a 
summary of the 2045 LRTP public involvement strategies and the number of participants involved 
and Figure 10-2 shows the locations of various outreach efforts. 
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Figure 10-1: Public Involvement Summary  
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Figure 10-2: 2045 LRTP Public Engagement and Outreach Map 
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Public involvement was conducted throughout the LRTP process and each outreach activity 
contributed to one of the three main phases in the LRTP update which included: 

1. Identifying transportation needs; 
2. Scenario planning and visioning; and 
3. Project prioritization and Cost Feasible Plan. 

The following sections detail how the public involvement techniques were used to identify the 
region’s vision, future transportation needs, and prioritized transportation projects. Additional 
details regarding participation, results, and individual responses received from these outreach 
events can be found in the LRTP Public Outreach and Engagement Report. 

10.2 Guiding the Process 
To ensure consistency throughout the LRTP update process, the MPO established a Steering 
Committee and Advisory Group to guide the process and conducted briefings with the MPO Board, 
Technical Advisory Committee (TAC), Bicycle, Pedestrian, and Trails Committee (BPTC), and 
Citizen Advisory Network (CAN) at key intervals throughout the LRTP update. The Steering 
Committee, otherwise known as the Dream Team, worked to guide and advance the 2045 LRTP 
development process as well as gather input on major planning assumptions for the 2045 LRTP 
regarding environmental concerns, tourism, and economic development. Membership in the 
Dream Team included members of local chambers of commerce, economic development 
agencies, tourism agencies, environmental experts, and selected members of the TAC. The 
Advisory Group was comprised of young professionals and other people in the region under the 
age of 45 who were recruited through young professional groups, government agencies, private 
businesses, and other community partners. The Advisory Group took part in regular meetings and 
activities regarding the LRTP update and provided their input on transportation technology and 
future transportation needs in the area. The briefing meetings with the MPO Board and 
Committees were held throughout the project to discuss and review technical analyses and the 
development of the different phases involved in the 2045 update. Ultimately, the Board is the final 
authority to review the LRTP and consider its adoption. 
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Figure 10-3: Transform 2045 LRTP Steering Committee Events and Meetings 

 
95 Millennials 

 
7 Events/37+ Briefing Meetings 

10.3 Identifying Transportation Needs  
In the first phase of public involvement, the MPO gathered broad-based community input regarding 
how well the counties’ transportation system is currently performing and the types of 
transportation investments the MPO should make in the future. The MPO sought this input by 
conducting a survey and hosting community forums.  

The general survey, “Transform Tomorrow” asked the community about their travel patterns, 
transportation concerns, needs, and desires. The results from this survey helped the MPO 
understand the public’s transportation needs and attitudes toward potential solutions. There was 
significant interest and participation by the community in this first outreach survey that was used 
to guide the next phase of public involvement which included visioning and scenario planning in 
the MPO’s region.  

 

Figure 10-4 : 2045 LRTP Survey Advertisements and Outreach  

In an effort to build on and expand the engagement that was initiated with the survey, Regional 
TransForums were held to include a broader range of interested parties and address a wider 
perspective of future transportation needs in Manatee and Sarasota Counties for the 2045 LRTP. 
A major effort was undertaken by the LRTP project team to reach residents throughout Sarasota 
and Manatee Counties by hosting TransForums at 15 different locations across both counties 
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from Palmetto to North Port. TransForum events allowed the MPO Board, the TAC, CAN, and the 
public to provide advice and guidance at strategic junctures during the update. Each TransForum 
presented a transportation topic and encouraged participants to work with each other by providing 
their feedback regarding the topic of the forum. These TransForums were held on the following 
topics: 

• Southwest Florida 2045 TransForum –This TransForum was conducted with the MPO Board, 
Elected officials from District 1, FDOT, and the TAC and CAN with the intent of eliciting 
thoughts about both the economic and transportation possibilities for Manatee and 
Sarasota, including insights as to how transportation investments can foster economic 
development.  
 

• Neighborhoods TransForum – A bike, walk, and transit service expo was held for community 
members to share their insight on proposed walking, biking, and transit connections and 
identify multi modal transportation priorities.  
 

• 2045 LRTP TransForum – The purpose of this TransForum was to gather input from partner 
agencies including municipalities and other government entities in the region and to 
coordinate their respective comprehensive plans. Experts presented information on 
environment and resiliency, autonomous vehicles and smart cities, and the current state 
of “ALICE” – people who are Asset Limited, Income Constrained, Employed in the 
Sarasota/Manatee region. 
 

• ITS TransForum – The Sarasota/Manatee MPO, in partnership with FDOT, hosted an 
Intelligent Transportation System (ITS) TransForum related to the future of technology 
based operational improvements on the regional roadway network. 

Together, the input received through the Transform Tomorrow survey and TransForums 
developed a picture of the transportation challenges, needs, solutions, and opportunities in the 
region. These results laid the foundation for the next step of the LRTP process of developing 
transportation scenarios and the vision for the 2045 LRTP.  
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14 Experts 

 
390 TransForm 

Participants 

 
40 Unique Areas 

Represented 
 

 
13 Expo Booths 

 
4 TransForums 

 
2,000+ Survey Participants 

 

10.4 Scenario Planning and Visioning  
The second phase of public involvement included the development of the transportation scenarios 
and a vision for the 2045 LRTP. The MPO used the results from the surveys, meetings, and forums 
from the first phase of public involvement to inform the scenario planning and visioning process. 
To kick off this second phase, the MPO then held two TransForums and distributed follow-up 
surveys to identify the most popular elements from scenarios and confirm that the vision reflected 
what the community’s desires were for the transportation network. 

• Scenario TransForum – This forum presented four scenarios with an expert that described 
the impacts of each scenario to the region. Each scenario illustrated future types and 
locations of communities, each type influencing how people would travel in the future. After 
the presentations, attendees were given and asked to use “MPO Bucks” to vote on the 
scenario they felt best described the future they wanted to see. Then, an online survey was 
conducted to receive feedback from the community at large. Participants’ reactions to the 
scenarios helped the MPO better understand their preferences and were used to create a 
regional vision that set the context for transportation improvements developed for the 
Long Range Transportation Plan. 
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Figure 10-5: Voting for Future Transportation Scenarios with MPO Bucks 

• Vision TransForum - This forum was used to present to the public the Community Vision 
and describe how the scenario planning process and survey directly affected the 
development of the LRTP. Community members that attended the TransForum were asked 
to share their thoughts and vote on what they liked and disliked about each scenario using 
real-time polling software. These questions were also distributed as a survey online to 
solicit input from a larger audience. The Community Vision was finalized based on the 
community's input from the forum and survey. This Vision serves as the foundation of the 
LRTP and sets the context for funding and prioritizing transportation improvements in 
LRTP.  
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5 Experts 

 
400+ Survey 
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150+ TransForum Participants 

 

Figure 10-6: Vision TransForum Events 

10.5 Project Prioritization and Developing the Cost Feasible Plan 
The final stage of public involvement in the LRTP process was prioritizing transportation 
improvements for the Cost Feasible Plan and soliciting community input on the final LRTP 
document. On March 9, 2020, in response to the COVID-19 pandemic, Governor Ron DeSantis 
declared a public health emergency in Florida. As a result, the original plans for public involvement 
were modified to support the health and safety of the community in Sarasota and Manatee 
Counties. The MPO made a significant effort to adapt the in-person public outreach events into a 
wide range of online events to provide meaningful opportunities for citizens to participate in the 
final stages of the LRTP development. The original in-person open houses and meetings were 
modified to become virtual “Town Tour” presentations at Council and Commission meetings, a 
web-based interactive map and another online survey were introduced, bi-weekly podcasts with 
guest presenters were held, and a virtual “comment box” was created for the draft LRTP document.  

The MPO sought input from each member jurisdiction through “Town Tour” presentations and 
feedback from the community at large through an interactive web-based mapping tool and an 
online survey. The “Town Tour” presentations were conducted during each member jurisdiction’s 
City/County Council/Commission Board meetings and consisted of a review of the list of proposed 
transportation needs for each respective jurisdiction. This adaptation of the “Town Tour” presented 
an opportunity for greater coordination and participation between the MPO and each jurisdiction. 
Following the “Town Tour” presentations, the community was asked to leave comments on a web-
based interactive map to identify additional projects, issues, or other transportation related items 
should be addressed.  
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Alongside the interactive map activity, the online Transportation Investment Survey was 
conducted to ask the community to help prioritize transportation projects for the region’s 
transportation system over the next 25 years.  

 

Figure 10-7: 2045 LRTP Community Needs Web Map and Transportation Investment Survey 

The last step in the public involvement process involved providing the opportunity for the 
community to review and comment on the LRTP document to ensure that the main themes heard 
from the community engagement were reflected in the document. The Town Tour presentations, 
web-based interactive mapping activity, survey, and community comments were crucial steps in 
helping the MPO select which programs and projects to submit to state and federal transportation 
departments for funding in the Cost Feasible Plan. 

To effectively reach the public, including people who are traditionally underserved/ 
underrepresented, the ‘Tuesday Traffic Jam’ podcast program was created to be a more 
accessible format for digesting the technical information in the LRTP. The Tuesday Traffic Jam 
podcast was a virtual forum for people across the Sarasota/Manatee region to review LRTP 
documents and talk about transportation. LRTP documentation was released in 7 parts, over the 
course of 3 months, with each release accompanied by a Traffic Jam podcast episode featuring 
MPO staff and transportation experts discussing the topics of the released documentation. The 
goal of the podcasts was to answer questions from the community while also listening to their 
comments on the draft LRTP documents. Citizens could submit comments on the podcast 
webpage or in a formal comment box that was included on the LRTP project webpage.  
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In addition to the public involvement conducted during this stage of the LRTP process, the MPO 
identified an additional review and comment period of 30 days for the LRTP documentation prior 
to the adoption of the report. The 30-day review period ran from September 25 to October 26, 2020. 
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11.0 Scenario/Vision 
Florida has become the third most populous state in the 
nation, after California and Texas, with a 2019 population of 
nearly 21.5 million people. Annual growth rates for Florida 
routinely place the state in the top 10 for the nation and 
growth for the state and the region are projected to remain 
constant through 2045. Based on projections developed by 
the Bureau of Economic and Business Research (BEBR), 
Sarasota and Manatee Counties should anticipate reaching 
a regional population of over 1 million by 2045. Manatee 
County is expected to reach more than 550,000 people, 
becoming larger than Sarasota County at 522,000 people.  

Florida’s population has been aging, following nationwide 
trends. Overall, Sarasota and Manatee Counties have high 
median ages relative to other counties in Florida, ranking 64 
and 54 respectively out of 67 counties statewide. The 
Department of Elder Affairs anticipates that the population 
60 years of age and older will have larger increases through 
2040 relative to the working age population for both 
Sarasota and Manatee Counties. Continued growth of this group suggests that future 
transportation needs of an aging population will need to be considered. 

Effective planning begins with 
understanding past and current 
trends. Scenario planning for the 
LRTP started with a review of 
historic population distribution 
throughout Sarasota and Manatee 
Counties for each decade 
beginning in 1980. This review 
found that the population in 1980 
was concentrated along the coast 
near the historic downtowns of 
Bradenton and Sarasota with little 
population found east of I-75.  

Scenarios/Vision 

Themes 

Promote economic 
opportunities 

Preserve environment 
health and sustainability 

Provide place-type and 
travel choices 

Scenario Building Blocks 

1. Regional Systems 
2. Protected Lands 
3. Development Contexts 
4. Place Types 
5. Forecasts 
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In the following decades, the population has gradually spread south to the Venice and North Port 
areas and east of I-75 in areas such as Lakewood Ranch, Fort Hamer, and Parrish.  

11.1 Creating a Future Vision  
According to the American Planning Association, scenario planning is a tool that enables 
professionals, and the public, to respond dynamically to an unknown future. It assists them with 
thinking, in advance, about the many ways the future may unfold and how they can be responsive, 
resilient, and effective as the future becomes reality. Given the effectiveness of scenario planning 
for long range planning and the major impact that LRTPs have on the region’s future growth and 
development beyond transportation, the MPO implemented a multi-step scenario planning 
process. In doing so, a greater understanding of the public’s vision for the future was captured and 
applied to the LRTP by blending the best elements of three future scenarios.  

A major component of the visioning process was public outreach, especially through the 
Transform Tomorrow general survey and the TransForum in-person regional workshops. 
TransForums were held at multiple locations throughout the region addressing a wide range of 
topics. Attendees of these TransForums, and an online audience, were surveyed throughout a 
multi-step scenario planning and visioning process to ensure consensus and buy-in of the final 
vision. 

The outcome of the scenario planning process is the adoption by the MPO Board on March 23, 
2020 of three vision statements which, together, make up the vision for the region’s transportation 
system:  

Promote Economic Diversity: Attract high-tech businesses and employees, 
focus on port centers as economic engines, brand and plan for the higher 
education/cultural corridor on US-41, prepare transportation infrastructure 
for new technology.  

 

 

Preserve Environmental Health: Safeguard treasured environmental assets, 
plan for resiliency from storms and flooding, balance protection and land 
use, increase density, and decrease auto dependency. 

 

 

Create Vibrant Places: Increase housing and transportation choices, provide 
more multi modal options including safe walking and bicycling, preserve 
corridors for future premium transit to connect urban centers.  
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11.1.1 Building Blocks of Scenario Development 
The first step in the scenario planning process was to establish the building blocks which 
determined the scope of each scenario. The five building blocks selected for developing the 
scenarios and their reason for inclusion are: 

• Forecasts - To understand where and how residents would live and work and what types of 
jobs they would likely be engaged in, population data from BEBR were utilized. These data 
included BEBR’s Forecast Population, Households, and Jobs sets beginning at Year 2019 
and projected through 2070 and would allow population and jobs to be assigned to various 
place types to project growth. 

• Regional Systems - A major component of the LRTP is analyzing and understanding how 
the region’s built environment relates to its transportation needs. To achieve this 
understanding, the following major regional systems were identified: the economy, the 
environment, land development patterns and growth management policy, and the 
transportation network. 

• Protected Lands - The environment is a crucial element to the high quality of life within the 
region. Recognizing this, a GIS shapefile was created to identify existing conservation 
lands, legally protected wetlands, and lands at risk of a rise in sea level of four feet by 2070.  

• Development Contexts - Recognizing the importance of context to achieving livable 
communities, macro level development contexts were identified to reflect the diverse 
environments and land use development patterns that exist in the region. The contexts 
reviewed include coastal, urban corridor, interior suburban, suburban corridor, exterior 
suburban, and rural. These areas are shown as Figure 11-1. 
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Figure 11-1: Development Context Zones 
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• Place Types - After identifying generalized, macro level development contexts, the micro 
level was identified. The micro level was divided into place types and included more specific 
detail than the macro level, such as different building, parcel, and street patterns. These 
place types were divided into nine categories ranging from most (urban center) to least 
(agricultural) intense as shown in Figure 11-2.  

 

 

Figure 11-2: Place Types 

11.1.2 Crafting Scenarios 
 The scenarios were crafted based on the building blocks. In total, four scenarios were developed 
based on the key themes from the visioning workshop: Trend, Environmental Health, Economic 
Diversity, and Vibrant Places.  

Under the Trend scenario, transportation options stay the same. Economic development is 
continued with a reliance on tourism and retirees and environmental protection is maintained at 
the minimum wetland and flood zone requirements adopted now. Growth management follows 
existing patterns with continued development in urban centers and east of I-75 while 
transportation remains auto-oriented with multi modal improvements in urban centers.  

The Economic Diversity Scenario looks to promote opportunities for residents. For economic 
development, this trend looks to attract high-tech business and employees, and enhancing 
education at all levels with a special focus on the region’s four universities. This scenario maintains 
the trend for the environment, meeting minimum wetland and flood zone requirements. Growth 
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management is addressed by enhancing and planning mixed use centers for high technology 
businesses along the US-41 corridor and developing high-quality communities where these 
employees can live. Transportation under this scenario provides new, high technology roads that 
provide access to job centers and enhanced multi modal facilities in job centers.  

The Environmental Health Scenario balances economic development and population growth at 
sustainable levels, enhances the environment through estuary and upland/wetland protection, and 
strives for a reduction in carbon emissions. For growth management, this scenario would enforce 
the urban growth boundary east of I-75 and instead focus on infill and redevelopment of existing 
parcels. For transportation, this scenario focuses on providing enhanced transit with no new roads. 

Vibrant Places is a scenario that aims to provide choices for residents. Economic diversification 
focuses on urban centers and neighborhoods while the environment is maintained and protected 
at existing levels, plus a reduction in carbon emissions. Growth is focused along premium transit 
routes in the form of transit oriented development. For transportation, an investment in premium 
transit with bike and pedestrian improvements is made with minimal improvements to existing 
roads. 

Each scenario was intended to be theme-based, telling a story of how the region could change 
based on a set of guiding principles and decisions. The first step allocated BEBR’s projected 
household and job forecasts to each context zone and place type and set targets for each scenario. 
For example, housing units and jobs were not allocated to areas identified as environmental 
preservation lands or were allocated in greater numbers to areas deemed as urban centers. 

Scenario development patterns and performance was compared against the goals established by 
the MPO. Models projecting the future land utilization evaluated the total area of each place type 
(where people live and work), the number of jobs and households, and appropriate travel demand 
for each. The primary MPO goals used to evaluate the scenarios were: Mobility, Equity/Livability, 
Environmental Preservation, and Safety.  

For Mobility, each scenario had two measures applied to understand mobility and accessibility. 
The first, Multi Modal Time Productivity, calculates time productivity by quantifying the time spent 
commuting across the region during a congested period. The second, Multi Modal Distance 
Productivity, measures the productivity of each mode when compared across different land uses 
(such as riding bikes being more efficient than driving in a dense downtown area). The application 
of these two measures can be seen in Figure 11-3. 
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Figure 11-3: Mobility and Accessibility:  Multi Modal Time and Distance Productivity 

Figure 11-3 presents the Multi Modal Time Productivity (MTP) and the Multi Modal Distance 
Productivity (MDP) results for the base, or existing, condition and the four scenarios with each 
scenario, from left to right, accommodating more transportation system users. Travel time 
productivity increases in the future years across all scenarios, with the Vibrant Places scenario 
having the highest productivity. Travel distance productivity also increases, again with the 
Vibrant Places having the highest productivity. The high travel time and distance productivity for 
Vibrant Places is due to it being purposely designed to coordinate land use and transportation 
and investments in premium transit.  If land use and transportation system development follows 
the patterns described in any of the scenarios, the times it takes to travel in the region will be 
improved.  
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Figure 11-4: Composite Scenario Comparisons 

The Equity/Livability goal was measured by calculating the number of jobs and households located 
within multi modal place types and the share of non-auto trips based on the assignment of jobs 
and households to place types. The Environmental Preservation and Safety goals were measured 
by the estimating total emissions generated by motorized travel modes and potential crashes 
based on projected vehicle miles traveled by mode. The composite results of this analysis are 
shown as Figure 11-4 above. 

11.2 Building Consensus and Achieving a Vision  
Residents, partner agencies, and other stakeholders were engaged throughout the scenario 
planning process. This began with distilling themes from the third TransForum workshop to create 
scenario storylines. The storylines helped develop virtual versions of the future through geographic 
information system (GIS) data layers and modeling tools. The results of comparing each scenario 
to MPO goals was presented in the fourth TransForum workshop and online.  

Workshop attendees and online attendees weighed in with their preferences and opinions of the 
scenarios. Responses clearly indicated the desire for a future that shifts away from a continuation 
of current development and travel patterns as shown in the Trend scenario. Participants indicated 
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their desire to see a future that driven by increased economic diversity, protection of the region’s 
environmental resources and rural areas, and a range of options to live, work, and travel. 

To develop a cohesive vision from the scenario preferences, four tiers were produced to capture 
each aspect of the vision. The first tier, Environmental Health, looks to focus growth into areas 
west of the existing urban growth boundary to focus development away from rural and 
environmental lands to the east and to recognize the impacts of climate change for those areas 
to the west. The next two tiers involve the Economic Diversity of the US-41 corridor and regional 
access provided by I-75, Port Manatee, and the Sarasota-Bradenton International Airport. The 
fourth tier, Vibrant Places, joins the others together by providing transportation connections such 
as premium transit and express bus service, potential future inter-city rail, and new connections to 
close existing network gaps. 

To ensure that these changes were in line with what the public expected and was aligned with 
existing plans and policies of partner agencies, a final draft vision was shared online and at the 
fifth TransForum workshop. The majority of respondents in-person and online strongly agreed or 
agreed that the vision as presented promoted economic diversity, environmental health, and place 
type and modal choice.  

The final vision statements, presented in full at the introduction of this document and visualized 
below as Figure 11-5, will ultimately accomplish the following for the region:  

 

 

 

 

Promote Opportunities 

• Full range of jobs 
• Safe and efficient 

access to jobs and 
services 

• Affordable housing and 
transportation 

 

 

Preserve What is Important 

• Sustainability over 
generations 

• Resiliency from storms 
and flooding 

 

 

Provide Choices 

• Where to live 
(neighborhood types) 

• Where to work and shop 
(center types) 

• How to travel (modes)  
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The final adopted Vision Statement for the 2045 LRTP is as follows: 

Promote economic diversity, preserve environmental health, and create vibrant places. 

 

Figure 11-5: Vision Map 
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12.0 Cost Feasible Plan Context 
The LRTP development process is a 
balance of technical analysis, public 
engagement, and local agency 
coordination with the goal of 
producing a technically sound and 
community-supported vision of the 
future of Sarasota and Manatee 
counties’ transportation system. The 
Cost Feasible Plan serves as the 
guide for how revenue available to 
the MPO – over $2 billion in total – 
will be used to achieve this vision 
through a list of long-term projects 
between 2026 and 2045.  

One of the biggest challenges facing 
the Cost Feasible Plan is a constant 
issue: infrastructure needs almost always outstrip the amount of money available to fund them. In 
fact, one of the primary funding sources, the fuel tax, is collecting less revenue each year due to 
the fact that fuel efficiency is continually increasing, despite a rapidly increasing population. 
Compounding this issue, other sources of revenue, such as the penny infrastructure sales tax, are 
set to expire in 2024 and 2031 respectively in Sarasota and Manatee Counties.  

To make the best use of limited dollars, the MPO designed the Cost Feasible Plan to identify and 
fund those projects that increase the performance of the transportation system based on 
identified MPO goals shown in Figure 12-1. This strategy will help to achieve the vision for the 
future of the region’s transportation system, promoting economic diversity, preserving 
environmental health, and creating vibrant places.  

Figure 12-1: MPO Goal Areas 
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12.1 Summary of Projected Revenues 
Projected revenue in the context of the LRTP can be placed in two broad categories: State and 
Federal Revenue Programs and Local Revenue Programs. State and Federal Revenue Programs, 
shown graphically as Figure 12-2, typically include funding for bridges, safety, the Strategic 
Intermodal System (SIS), other arterials and right-of-way, Transportation Management Areas 
(TMAs), and Transportation Alternatives (TA) such as transit. For non-TA and non-TMA funds, 
most of these dollars, 90%, are allocated by the MPO and FDOT to state roads. The balance of 
these dollars can be allocated to local roads with a local match option. By matching impact fees, 
or other local funds like sales tax, with state investments, there is the potential to invest an 
additional $118 million in transportation system projects that support future development.   

 

Figure 12-2: State and Federal Revenue Programs 

Projects and priorities were presented to the 
public at several key milestones throughout 
the Plan development. 

Projects from recent local and MPO plans 
were considered for inclusion in the Cost 
Feasible Plan. 
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Local Revenue Programs, shown graphically as Figure 12-3, are used to address the remaining 
funding needs. These include state distributed fuel taxes, local option fuel taxes, and 
transportation impact fees stemming from new development. State fuel tax revenue is used for 
debt servicing and Operation and Maintenance (O&M) needs, while surtax and impact fee revenues 
are used to address growth. Local option fuel taxes dedicate up to 53% of revenue to debt service 
and O&M with the balance of funding eligible to be utilized for capacity improvements.  

 

Figure 12-3: Local Revenue Programs 

The total revenues available in the 25-year period between 2020 and 2045 include a total of $8.8 
billion in YOE dollars, including $4.6 billion in state/federal revenues, and $4.2 billion in local 
revenues (including SCAT and MCAT Capital and Operating funding). Of the $8.8 billion, $2 billion 
is prioritized by the MPO and the remaining $6.8 billion is prioritized in coordination with State and 
local governments.  

The Sarasota/Manatee MPO has projected revenue of $270 million in TMA funds that can be used 
on local roads.  The FDOT Revenue Forecasting Guidebook also allows up to 10% of FDOT non-
SIS highway construction/ROW funds to be used on local roads which is an additional $118 million.  
By creating a partnership between local jurisdictions and FDOT, matching impact fees or other 
local revenue with other arterial funds, FDOT and the MPO have the potential to fund a significant 
number of local and state capacity projects that support growth and new development.  This also 
allows the MPO to invest more of the TMA funds in the urban core on citizen priorities like 
redevelopment, transit, complete streets, and trails. Table 12-1 provides a summary of revenues 
by period and by source but, does not include the discretionary programs like Transportation 
Regional Incentives Program, Federal Transportation Alternative Funds, and New Starts. 
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Table 12-1: Summary of Local, State, Federal Revenues (in Millions of YOE $) 

Funding Source 2020 
2021-
2025 

2026-
2030 

2031-
2035 

2036-
2040 

2041-
2045 Total 

State/Federal Revenues1 

SIS Highways/ FIHS 
Construction/ ROW 

$18.0 $421.6 $142.3 $150.2 $1,676.4 $216.9 $2,625.5 

Other Roads Construction & 
ROW 

$20.6 $175.1 $223.9 $245.7 $257.7 $257.7 $1,180.6 

Transit $14.1 $78.3 $98.7 $108.1 $112.6 $112.6 $524.4 

TMA Funds $10.4 $52.0 $52.0 $52.0 $52.0 $52.0 $270.5 

TALU (Urban funds for 
TMA) $0.8 $4.0 $4.0 $4.0 $4.0 $4.0 $20.6 

Subtotal (State/Federal) $63.9  $731.0  $520.9 $559.9 $2,102.7 $643.2  $4,621.61 

Local Revenues2 

State-Levied Fuel Tax 
Revenue 

 
$9.9 

 
$55.3 

 
$64.1 

 
$75.5 

 
$89.0 

 
$104.5 

 
$398.6 

Local Option Fuel Tax 
Revenue 

$29.5 $163.0 $198.6 $234.5 $274.0 $318.0 $1,217.8 

Impact Fees  $25.8 $153.6 $170.4 $200.0 $264.6 $264.6 $1,078.9  

Local Transit Revenue3        

SCAT Local Capital 
Revenue $0.7 $2.6 $1.1 $2.0 $2.2 $2.3 $11.0 

SCAT Local Operating 
Revenue $24.3 $125.9 $131.3 $140.0 $146.8 $153.2 $721.4 

MCAT Local Capital 
Revenue $1.8 $0 $0 $0 $0 $0 $1.8 

MCAT Local Operating 
Revenue $9.1 $51.1 $62.3 $68.7 $73.7 $78.4 $343.3 

 
1 State/Federal Revenues from 2045 Revenue Forecast Sarasota/Manatee MPO (November 2018). 
2 Fuel tax collections and distribution rates as reported by the Florida Department of Revenue's Office of Tax Research. Municipal fuel 
tax distributions are not included. Fuel tax revenues projected decline 1% per year from the base assumption over time on a per 
capita basis to account for declining fuel consumption trends. 
Impact Fees revenues based on 2015-2045 household and employment forecasts, using current fee rates. 
3 SCAT and MCAT Local Capital and Operating funding encumbered to fund existing system capital and operating needs, 
respectively. 



Chapter 12: Cost Feasible Plan Context 

 12-5 

Funding Source 
2020 

2021-
2025 

2026-
2030 

2031-
2035 

2036-
2040 

2041-
2045 Total 

Surtax Revenue        

Sarasota County 
Infrastructure Sales Surtax $32.1 $182.0 $0 $0 $0 $0 $214.1 

Sarasota County 
Infrastructure Sales Surtax 
(debt committed) 

-$17.2 -$69.0 $0.0 $0.0 $0.0 $0.0 -$86.2 

Manatee County 
Infrastructure Sales Surtax $19.4 $112.6 $144.4 $37.0 $0 $0 $313.5 

Subtotal (Local) $135.4  $777.1 $772.1  $757.7  $850.4  $921.10  $4,214.2 

Total $199.3  $1,508.1 $1,293.0 $1,317.7 $2,953.1 $1,564.3 $8,835.8 
 

12.2 Project Prioritization  
The MPO project prioritization process, created by the Technical Advisory Committee and 
approved by the MPO Board, includes criteria aligned with national goals, Federal Highway 
Administration planning factors, and the Florida Department of Transportation performance 
framework. The location-based scoring criteria from the prioritization process were applied to each 
project in the plan to determine the order in which they should be considered for funding.  

The TAC also developed a methodology for weighting the performance measure categories for 
different types of projects. Each project application may be considered as either a community, 
regional, interregional, or active transportation facility. For example, a neighborhood project that 
improves walking and biking facilities would be an active transportation project. Widening a major 
facility from four to six lanes would be a regional or inter-regional project.  

 
Sample of segment scoring based on MPO’s prioritization criteria (Example: City of Bradenton) 



Chapter 12: Cost Feasible Plan Context 

 12-6 

The weighting, shown in Table 12-2, provides a way to objectively evaluate a wide variety of 
transportation facilities, alternatives, and modes. All eligible roads in Sarasota and Manatee 
Counties have been assigned a designation of community, regional, or inter-regional, with the 
option for active transportation weighting if the project emphasis is bicycle/pedestrian/transit 
oriented. In addition, each jurisdiction has the flexibility to choose how a project is to be scored. 

Table 12-2: Project Prioritization Weighting 

Planning Goal 
Max 
Points Community Regional Inter-Regional 

Active 
Transportation 

Safety/Security 15 40% 6.00 25% 3.75 25% 3.75 40% 6.00 

Infrastructure 
Condition 15 15% 2.25 15% 3.25 8% 1.20 5% 0.75 

Mobility/ 
Congestion/ 
Reliability 

15 6% 0.90 30% 4.50 40% 6.00 15% 2.25 

Economy/Freight 15 4% 0.60 10% 1.50 15% 2.25 5% 0.75 

Environment/ 
Livability 15 25% 3.75 10% 1.50 4% 0.60 30% 4.5 

Project Delivery 15 10% 1.50 10% 1.50 8% 1.20 5% 0.75 

Total 90 100% 15 100% 15 100% 15 100% 15 
 

12.3 Cost Feasible Plan  
12.3.1 Cost Feasible Plan Overview 
Cumulatively, the Cost Feasible Plan includes over $2 billion in transportation projects and 
investments that promote economic diversity, safety, preservation of environmental health, and 
the creation of vibrant places. 

There are a variety of diverse projects including roundabouts, significant intersections 
improvements, the development of complete streets, and multimodal corridors that encourage 
safety and reduce traffic congestion, fixing the most dangerous roads and intersections in the 
area. The plan includes $1.3 billion for over 100 individual projects in the region; as well as: 

 

65 Miles * of bicycle, pedestrian, and complete 
streets improvements  

 

160 Miles* of technology improvements for 
traffic management and future autonomous 
vehicles 
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55 Miles* of new roadways and roadway 
widenings 

 

20+ Projects for urban core redevelopment 
including 11 new roundabouts 

 

2 new Interchanges creating 2 new commerce 
centers to support economic diversity 

*Centerline miles 

12.3.1.1 Boxed Funds 
In addition to the fully and partially funded projects, Table 12-3 details $805 million in boxed funds 
for the following programs: 

• $300 million for multi modal corridor projects; for improvements US 41; SR 64/Manatee 
Ave; SR 789/Gulf Dr/Gulf of Mexico Dr/Ringling Causeway; SR 684/Cortez Rd/44th Ave; SR 
780/Fruitville Rd; SR 72/Stickney Point Rd/Clark Rd; and University Parkway. 

• $255 million for projects on state roads; to promote economic diversity, attract high-tech 
businesses, and enhance connectivity to major commerce centers. 

• $25 million for bicycle, pedestrian, trails, and transit projects; to create new trails and 
pathways, and for projects that improve walking, bicycling, and connections to transit. 

• $75 million for safety projects; to address the region’s high crash locations with the goal to 
reduce traffic deaths and serious injuries. 

• $75 million for resiliency projects; to protect high-risk, critical infrastructure, reduce roadway 
flooding, and protect against severe storms. 

• $72 million for technology projects; $67 million to better manage traffic congestion, 
incorporate autonomous vehicle infrastructure, and increase safety on the roadways and 
$5 million for TSM&O staffing and data management 

Table 12-3: Boxed Fund Allocation 

Boxed Fund Allocation 
(in YOE $) 

Multi Modal Emphasis Corridors (MMEC) $300 million 
FDOT Arterials/Other Roads (OR) $255 million 
Transportation Alternatives in Urban Areas (TALU) $25 million 
Safety $75 million 
Resiliency $75 million 
Transportation System Management and Operations (TSMO) $67 million 
TSMO Staffing/Data Management $5 million 
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12.3.1.2 SIS Projects 
The SIS program, representing the majority of Florida State Transportation Trust Fund (STTF) in 
terms of allocation to transportation improvements, is allocated to facilities at the regional level by 
FDOT. Three separate documents are prepared by FDOT as part of the SIS Funding Strategy, 
including the SIS Adopted 5-Year Plan, SIS Approved 2nd 5-Year Plan, and the SIS 2029-2045 Long 
Range Cost Feasible Plan (adopted 2018). The following projects were included in the SIS 2045 
Cost Feasible Plan: 

• US 19 I-275 Ramp from Skyway Bridge to Hillsborough County Line (through Design) 
• I-75 from North of University Parkway to CR 6/Moccasin Wallow Rd – managed lanes 
• I-75 from SR 681 to North of University Parkway – managed lanes 
• I-75 from south of River Road to SR 681 – managed lanes 
• SR 70 from CR 675 to DeSoto County Line – two to four lane widening 

Funding and timing of these SIS projects are included in Table 12-4. 

Table 12-4: SIS Cost Feasible Projects ($000’s in YOE) 

SIS 
Project 

ID 
Facility From To 

Improve. 
Type 

PE/PDE 

Year 

PE/PDE 

Cost 

ROW 
Year 

ROW 
Cost 

Const. 
Year 

Const. 
Cost 

Total Cost  

3378 US 19 
I-275 
Ramp 

Skyway 
Bridge 

Widen to 
6 Lanes 

2036-
2040 

$7,682     $7,682 

3339 I-75 
North of 
University 
Parkway 

CR 6 / 
Moccasin 
Wallow 
Road 

Managed 
Lanes 

2029-
2035 

$60,480 
2036-
2040 

$175,240 
2036-
2040 

$1,471,027 $1,706,747 

3463 I-75 SR 681 
North of 
University 
Parkway 

Managed 
Lanes 

2029-
2035 

$49,014 
2041-
2045 

$152,341   $201,355 

3338 I-75 
South of 
River 
Road 

SR 681 
Managed 
Lanes 

2029-
2035 

$34,200 
2041-
2045 

$64,538   $98,738 

3360 SR 70 CR 675 
DeSoto 
County 
Line 

Widen to 
4 Lanes 

2036-
2040 

$29,000     $29,000 

Const. = Construction 
Improve. = Improvement 
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12.3.1.3 Cost Feasible Projects 
Figure 12-4 and Table 12-4 depict all projects funded by the Cost Feasible Plan. Project cost and 
revenue details can be found in the Cost Feasible Plan Report. Table 12-4 also includes the LRTP 
goal(s) being addressed for each project. 

Transform 2045 Goals 

Equity/Livability  Projects/Delivery 

 Economy/Tourism  Infrastructure/Resiliency 

 Mobility/Reliability  Safety/Security 

 Technology/Autonomy  Environmental/Conservation 
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Figure 12-4: Funded and Partially Funded Projects 
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Table 12-5: Projects Funded through Construction in 2026-2045 (in 000’s of YOE $) 

Project 
ID Facility From To 

Improvement 
Type 

Const. 
Year LRTP Goals 

Total Cost  
($000's YOE) 

Manatee County Unincorporated 

MM19 15th St East 63rd Avenue 60th Avenue Drive E Complete Street 2030      $ 11,887 

MM22 15th St East 44th Ave East US 41 Complete Street 2035       $ 17,919 

MM34 15th St East 52nd Ave East 44th Ave East Complete Street 2035       $ 19,313 

TSMO51 26th St W 
El Conquistador Pkwy / 
Bayshore Gardens Pkwy SR 64 / Manatee Ave W ITS infrastructure 2030     $ 802 

TSMO50 301 Blvd E / 9th St W 8th Ave W County Line ITS infrastructure 2030    $1,402 

TSMO52 63rd Ave E / Saunders Rd US 41 Tuttle Ave ITS infrastructure 2040     $ 1,052 

MM18 9th St West Cortez Road 17th Avenue Complete Street 2030     $ 11,241 

TSMO57 Bayshore Gardens Pkwy 34th St W US 41 ITS infrastructure 2045     $ 354  

R31 Buckeye Road I-75 Fort Hamer Rd Widen to 4 lanes 
Partially 
Funded   $ 12,610 

R24 Commerce Connector US 41 Fort Hamer Rd New 2 lane 2035     $ 61,667  

MM29 Ellenton Gillette Rd Memphis Road Mendoza Road Complete Street 2030     $ 726  

R25 Fort Hamer Rd Buckeye Road County Line Road New 2 lane 2035      $ 19,536  

I15 I-75/ Port Manatee at Commerce Connector   New interchange 
Unfunded 
(for CST)    $ 62,111  

TSMO53 Lakewood Ranch Blvd SR 64 SR 70 ITS infrastructure 2045     $ 1,057  

R30 Moccasin Wallow Rd Carter Rd US 301 Widen to 4 lanes 2030     $ 49,234  

CMP9 SR 684/Cortez Rd 75th St US 41/14th St 
ITS adaptive 
control 2030     $ 533  

TSMO36 SR 684/Cortez Rd 75th St W 14th St W ITS infrastructure 2030     $ 672  

I10 SR 684/Cortez Road at 75th Street   
Intersection 
geometry 2030    $ 2,528  

TSMO33 SR 70/53rd Ave East US 301 Lockwood Ridge Rd ITS infrastructure 2030     $ 276  

TSMO32 SR 70/53rd Ave East Lockwood Ridge Rd I-75 ITS infrastructure 2030     $ 486  

TSMO40 SR 70/53rd Ave West 301 Blvd US 301 ITS infrastructure 2030     $ 289  
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Project 
ID 

Facility From To Improvement 
Type 

Const. 
Year 

LRTP Goals Total Cost  
($000's YOE) 

R22 University Parkway Lorraine Road Bourneside Boulevard Widen to 4 lanes 2030   $ 24,017  

R21 University Parkway I-75 Lorraine Road Widen to 6 lanes 2030    $ 24,450  

TSMO41 University Parkway US 41  I‐75 ITS infrastructure 2045     $ 1,923  

R11 University Parkway Bourneside Boulevard SR 70 New 4 lane 2045   $ 139,652  

TSMO20 University Parkway US 301 SR 70 CV infrastructure 2045     $ 1,442  

R28 Upper Manatee River Rd SR 64 Fort Hamer Rd Widen to 4 lanes 2035      $ 31,248  

R29 Upper Manatee River Rd Fort Hamer Rd Rye Road Widen to 4 lanes 2045      $ 82,484  

TSMO37 US 301 14th St W Sarasota County Line ITS infrastructure 2030     $ 1,353  

MM20 US 41/Tamiami Trail Edwards Drive Pearl Avenue Complete Street 2030     $ 12,177  

CMP10 US 41/Tamiami Trail Bayshore Gardens Pkwy 16th Ave ITS adaptive 
control 

2030     $ 803  

TSMO35 US 41/Tamiami Trail 44th Ave W 63rd Ave W ITS infrastructure 2030     $ 410  

Bradenton 

MM8 17th Avenue West US 41/14th Street 3rd Street West Complete Street 2030       $ 4,380  

MM4 3rd Avenue East (SR 64 
diversion) 

6th Street 7th Street East Complete Street 2030       $ 365  

MM30 6th Street West 17th Avenue 9th Avenue Complete Street 2030      $ 3,650  

MM6 9th Avenue West US 41/14th St 3rd Street West Complete Street 2030       $ 4,380  

MM7 9th Street West 9th Avenue 17th Avenue Complete Street 2030      $ 3,650  

BB1 Baseball Access Study       N/A    $ 500  

MM24 SR 64/Manatee Avenue 6th St/Green Bridge 75th St West Off road shared-
use path study 

N/A      $ 200  

MM24.1 SR 64/Manatee Avenue 6th St/Green Bridge 75th St West Off road shared-
use path 

2035      $ 8,700  

TSMO34 SR 64/Manatee Avenue 15th St W 27th St E ITS infrastructure 2030     $ 816  

CMP5 SR 64/Manatee Avenue 26th St 10th St ITS adaptive 
control 

2030     $ 213  

CMP33 SR 64/Manatee Avenue 43rd St W of 24th St ITS adaptive 
control 

2030     $ 160  
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Project 
ID 

Facility From To Improvement 
Type 

Const. 
Year 

LRTP Goals Total Cost  
($000's YOE) 

TSMO39 US 41 Business 8th Ave W 10th St W ITS infrastructure 2030     $ 349  

MM5 US 41/14th Street 9th Avenue 17th Avenue Complete Street 2030      $ 3,650  

TSMO31 US 41/Tamiami Trail 44th Ave US 301 ITS infrastructure 2030     $ 764  

Palmetto 

CS1 7th Street E/W Haben Boulevard 10th Avenue Complete Street N/A       $ 100  

CS1.1 7th Street E/W Haben Boulevard 10th Avenue Complete Street 2030      $ 5,621  

CMP38 8th Ave W Riverside Drive 10th Street W ITS infrastructure 2030     $ 110  

MM1 10th Avenue (US 41 
diversion) 

Riverside Drive 17th Street Complete Street 2030       $ 14,488  

MM3 Palmetto Trails Network 
Plan 

US 41/Riverside Drive Lincoln Park Off road shared-
use path 

2030      $ 3,622  

TSMO38 US 41 Bypass 10th St E 49th St E ITS infrastructure 2030     $ 478  

MM2 US 41 Bypass at Lincoln Park   Off road shared-
use path 

2030     $ 1,822  

I2 US 41 Bypass at 7th Street   Intersection 
geometry 

2030   $ 2,528  

I1 US 41/Tamiami Trail at 23rd Street West   Roundabout 2030     $ 4,860  

Bradenton Beach 

I4 SR 684/Cortez Road at SR 789/Gulf Drive   Roundabout 2030    $ 4,860 

MM10 SR 789/Gulf Drive Longboat Pass 27th Street N Complete Street 2030      $ 20,694  

Holmes Beach 

MM9 SR 789/Gulf Drive 27th Street N Palm Dr/Gulf Drive Complete Street 2040      $ 5,215  

I3 SR 64/Manatee Avenue at E Bay Drive  Roundabout 2030     $ 4,860  

R2 SR 64/Manatee Avenue 6th Avenue Gulf Drive Turn lane 2030   $ 298  

I19 SR 64/Manatee Avenue at Gulf Drive  Roundabout 2030      $ 4,860  

        



Chapter 12: Cost Feasible Plan Context 
 

 12-14 

Project 
ID 

Facility From To Improvement 
Type 

Const. 
Year 

LRTP Goals Total Cost  
($000's YOE) 

Sarasota County Unincorporated 

TSMO42 Beneva Rd SR 72 SR 780 ITS infrastructure 2045     $ 1,298  

R9 Dove Avenue Lorraine Road SR 72 New 2 lane 2045   $ 30,123  

R5 East-West Roadway C to SR 681   New 2 lane 2040   $ 15,374  

R18 Honore Ave Fruitville 17th Street Widen to 4 lanes 2030    $ 12,005  

TSMO44 Honore Ave Richardson Rd Bee Ridge Rd ITS infrastructure 2035     $ 670  

R17 Ibis Street Ibis Street Lorraine Road New 2 lane 2045   $ 6,025  

R10 Lorraine Road Palmer Boulevard Fruitville Road New 2 lane 2030   $ 12,931  

R8 Lorraine Road Knights Trail Road SR 72 New 2 lane 2035    $ 45,271  

MM21 N Tuttle Avenue MLK University Parkway Widen to 4 lanes 2040      

 
 $ 37,746  

I11 Pinebrook  Road at East Venice Ave   Intersection 
geometry 

2030     $ 8,982  

R6 River Road Winchester US 41 Widen to 4 lanes 2040     $ 54,302  

TSMO26 SR 72/Clark Rd SR 758/Bee Ridge Rd I-75 ITS infrastructure 2030     $ 1,048  

TSMO22 SR 758/Bee Ridge Rd US 41 R/W Line W of Mauna 
Loa Rd 

ITS infrastructure 2030     $ 987  

TSMO27 SR 758/Midnight Pass Rd SR 72 Higel Ave ITS infrastructure 2030     $ 547  

TSMO21 SR 780/Fruitville Rd US 301 Coburn Rd ITS infrastructure 2030     $ 1,028  

TSMO46 Tuttle Ave 17th St Siesta Drive ITS infrastructure 2040     $ 899  

R20 University Parkway US 301 I-75 Complete Street Unfunded 
(for CST)       $ 10,637  

TSMO28 US 41/Tamiami Trail Beneva Rd Proctor Rd ITS infrastructure 2030     $ 754  

MM27 US 41/Tamiami Trail E Venice Avenue Charlotte County Off road shared-
use path study 

na     $ 200  

MM27.1 US 41/Tamiami Trail E Venice Avenue Charlotte County Off road shared-
use path 

2040      $ 44,342  

CMP7 US 41/Tamiami Trail S of Bayshore Dr Vamo Rd ITS infrastructure 2030     $ 717  
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Project 
ID 

Facility From To Improvement 
Type 

Const. 
Year 

LRTP Goals Total Cost  
($000's YOE) 

CMP23 US 41/Tamiami Trail Shamrock Blvd Center Rd ITS adaptive 
control 

2030     $ 234  

TSMO29 US 41/Tamiami Trail River Rd Charlotte County Line ITS infrastructure 2030     $ 1,078  

TSMO45 Venice Ave US 41 B/Tamiami Trl Jacaranda Blvd ITS infrastructure 2045     $ 1,018  

City of Sarasota 

MM13 12th Street Orange Avenue to Tuttle Ave Complete Street 2035       $12,394  

MM31 12th Street US 41 Orange Avenue Complete Street 2040       $5,484  

BB2 Baseball Access Study    2030       $500  

MM25 Fruitville Rd/University 
Pkwy 

US 41 I-75 Off road shared-
use path study 

2030     $200  

MM25.1 Fruitville Rd/University 
Pkwy 

US 41 I-75 Off road shared-
use path 

2035       $14,546  

MM15 John Ringling Blvd East of Coon Key Bridge East of Ringling Bridge Complete Street 2030      $6,789  

MM33 N Tuttle Avenue Fruitville MLK Complete Street 2040      

 
 $16,347  

MM14 Ringling Blvd Payne Park to US 41 Complete Street 2030       $5,621  

R19 University Parkway US 41 US 301 Complete Street Unfunded 
(for CST)       $4,310  

TSMO23 US 301 Mound St Manatee County Line ITS infrastructure 2030     $731  

I8 US 41/Tamiami Trail at Main Street and at 
Ringling 

 Roundabout 2030     $8,344  

I7 US 41/Tamiami Trail at University  Intersection 
geometry 

2030     $2,341  

I9 US 41/Tamiami Trail at Myrtle and at MLK  Roundabout 2030     $8,332  

CMP8 US 41/Tamiami Trail SR 72/Stickney Point Rd N of Wood St ITS infrastructure 2030     $889  

I12 US 41/Tamiami Trail at 47th Street  Roundabout 2030     $4,860  

TSMO24 US 41/Tamiami Trail Dr. Martin Luther King Way Webber St ITS infrastructure 2030     $604  

I13 US 41/Tamiami Trail at Boulevard of the Arts 0 Roundabout 2030     $4,860  

I14 US 41/Tamiami Trail at Orange Ave 0 Roundabout 2030     $4,860  
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Project 
ID 

Facility From To Improvement 
Type 

Const. 
Year 

LRTP Goals Total Cost  
($000's YOE) 

CMP27 US 41/Tamiami Trail SR 780/Fruitville Rd SR 610/University Pwky ITS adaptive 
control 

2030     $468  

MM12 US 41/Tamiami Trail University Parkway Edwards Drive Complete Street 2030      $4,015  

North Port 

BB3 Baseball Access Study       2030    $500  

I17 I-75 at Yorkshire/Raintree   New interchange 2035    $60,142  

R16 Raintree Boulevard Harbor Boulevard Blueleaf Drive Widen to 4 lanes 2030    $23,681  

R7 Raintree Boulevard I-75 Desoto County Line New 2 lane 2040   $8,535  

MM17 US 41/Tamiami Trail Rockley Boulevard River Road Complete Street 2030      $27,228  

Venice 

MM16 E Venice Avenue US 41 US 41/Bus Tamiami Complete Street 2030       $4,818  

R26 Laurel Road I-75 Knights Trail Widen to 6 lanes 2030   $6,326  

R27 Laurel Road Knights Trail Jacaranda Blvd Widen to 4 lanes 2040      $27,177  

CMP28 US 41/Tamiami Trail Colonia Ln S of Bayshore Dr ITS adaptive 
control 

2030     $468  

TSMO25 US 41/Tamiami Trail SR 776 US 41B/Venetia Bay 
Blvd 

ITS infrastructure 2030     $887  

CMP22 US 41/Tamiami Trail Venice Bypass Colonia Lane ITS adaptive 
control 

2030     $180  

Longboat Key 

I5 SR 789/Gulf of Mexico 
Drive 

at Broadway Street  Roundabout 2030    $4,860   

I6 SR 789/Gulf of Mexico 
Drive 

at Longboat Club Road  Roundabout 2030     $4,860  

MM11 SR 789/Gulf of Mexico 
Drive 

on LBK  Complete Street 2030      

 
$18,388 
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Appendix 1A: FDOT LRTP Review Checklist  

 A-1 

Section A- Federal Requirements Where and How Addressed 

23 C.F.R. Part 450 – Planning Assistance and Standards 

A-1 Does the plan cover a 20-year horizon from the date of 
adoption?  
 
Please see the “Administrative Topics” section of the 
2018 FHWA LRTP Expectations Letter for guidance.  
 
23 C.F.R. 450.324(a) 

Chapter 1 Introduction (Section 1.3.1 Federal 
Requirements) 
Chapter 12 Cost Feasible Plan (Section 12.3) 
Background Research Report (Section 3) 

A-2 Does the plan address the planning factors described in 
23 C.F.R. 450.306(b)? 
Please see the “Fiscal Constraint” section of the 2018 
FHWA LRTP Expectations Letter for guidance.  
Please see the “New Requirements” section of the 2018 
FHWA LRTP Expectations Letter for guidance.  
Risk and Resiliency 
Does the plan improve the resiliency and reliability of 
the transportation system and reduce or mitigate 
stormwater impacts of surface transportation? 
Travel and Tourism 
Does that plan enhance travel and tourism? 
Please see the “Proactive Improvements” section of the 
2018 FHWA LRTP Expectations Letter for guidance.  
 
23 C.F.R. 450.324(a) 

Chapter 1 Introduction (Section 1.3.1-1.4) and Figure 
1-4 
Chapter 7 Environment/Conservation (Section 7.0 
&7.1) 
Environmental Mitigation Report (Section 1.1.2, 3, and 
Section 4) 
Chapter 3 Infrastructure/Resiliency  (Section 3) 
Chapter 6 Economy/Tourism 
Economy and Freight Report (Section 6.1-6.3) 
Cost Feasible Plan Technical Report (5.2 and 5.3) 

A-3 Does the plan include both long-range and short-range 
strategies/actions that provide for the development of 
an integrated multimodal transportation system 
(including accessible pedestrian walkways and bicycle 
transportation facilities) to facilitate the safe and 
efficient movement of people and goods in addressing 
current and future transportation demand? 
  
Please see the “Technical Topics” section of the 2018 
FHWA LRTP Expectations Letter for guidance.  
 
23 C.F.R. 450.324(b) 

Economy and Freight Report, (Section 4.2, 4.3, 5.2) 
Background Research Report, (Section 6) 
Chapter 12 Cost Feasible Plan 
Travel Demand Model Memo 
Chapter 8 Equity/Livability (Section 8.1 & 8.3) 
Chapter 2 Safety/Security (Section 2.1 & 2.3) 
 

https://www.ecfr.gov/cgi-bin/text-idx?SID=78330bbda702d727013904bac5da6fe8&mc=true&node=pt23.1.450&rgn=div5
http://www.fdot.gov/planning/Policy/metrosupport/Resources/LRTP%20Expectations%202018.pdf
http://www.fdot.gov/planning/Policy/metrosupport/Resources/LRTP%20Expectations%202018.pdf
http://www.fdot.gov/planning/Policy/metrosupport/Resources/LRTP%20Expectations%202018.pdf
http://www.fdot.gov/planning/Policy/metrosupport/Resources/LRTP%20Expectations%202018.pdf
http://www.fdot.gov/planning/Policy/metrosupport/Resources/LRTP%20Expectations%202018.pdf
http://www.fdot.gov/planning/Policy/metrosupport/Resources/LRTP%20Expectations%202018.pdf
http://www.fdot.gov/planning/Policy/metrosupport/Resources/LRTP%20Expectations%202018.pdf
http://www.fdot.gov/planning/Policy/metrosupport/Resources/LRTP%20Expectations%202018.pdf
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 A-2 

Section A- Federal Requirements Where and How Addressed 

A-4 Was the requirement to update the plan at least every 
five years met? 
 
Please see the “Administrative Topics” section of the 
2018 FHWA LRTP Expectations Letter for guidance.  
 
23 C.F.R. 450.324(c) 

Yes – Sarasota/Manatee MPO’s 2040 LRTP was 
adopted on December 2015 and Sarasota/Manatee 
MPO’s 2045 LRTP was adopted on October 26, 2020 

A-5 Did the MPO coordinate the development of the 
metropolitan transportation plan with the process for 
developing transportation control measures (TCMs) in a 
State Implementation Plan (SIP)?  
 
23 C.F.R. 450.324(d) 

N/A Sarasota/Manatee MPO is in an Air Quality 
Attainment Area and is not required to develop 
transportation control measures in a State 
Implemented Plan. 

A-6  Was the plan updated based on the latest available 
estimates and assumptions for population, land use, 
travel, employment, congestion, and economic activity? 
  
Please see the “Proactive Improvements” section of the 
2018 FHWA LRTP Expectations Letter for guidance.  
 
23 C.F.R. 450.324(e) 

Chapter 1 Introduction 
Chapter 6 Economy/Tourism 
Chapter 4 Mobility/Reliability  
Background Research Report (Section 3 and 4) 
Economy and Freight Report (Section 3,6,7) 
Travel Demand Model Memo 
Congestion Management Plan 2019 
Comprehensive Plan Review Report 

A-7 Does the plan include the current and projected 
transportation demand of persons and goods in the 
metropolitan planning area over the period of the plan?  
 
Please see the “Technical Topics” section of the 2018 
FHWA LRTP Expectations Letter for guidance.  
 
Please see the “Administrative Topics” section of the 
2018 FHWA LRTP Expectations Letter for guidance.  
 
23 C.F.R. 450.324(f)(1) 

Chapter 1 Introduction 
Background Research Report (Section 4) 
Chapter 6 Economy/Tourism (Section 6.1) 
Measuring Performance Freight and Economic 
Development Report 
Travel Demand Model Memo 
 

http://www.fdot.gov/planning/Policy/metrosupport/Resources/LRTP%20Expectations%202018.pdf
http://www.fdot.gov/planning/Policy/metrosupport/Resources/LRTP%20Expectations%202018.pdf
http://www.fdot.gov/planning/Policy/metrosupport/Resources/LRTP%20Expectations%202018.pdf
http://www.fdot.gov/planning/Policy/metrosupport/Resources/LRTP%20Expectations%202018.pdf
http://www.fdot.gov/planning/Policy/metrosupport/Resources/LRTP%20Expectations%202018.pdf
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 A-3 

Section A- Federal Requirements Where and How Addressed 

A-8 Does the plan include existing and proposed 
transportation facilities (including major roadways, 
public transportation facilities, intercity bus facilities, 
multimodal and intermodal facilities, nonmotorized 
transportation facilities, and intermodal connectors that 
should function as an integrated metropolitan 
transportation system, giving emphasis to those 
facilities that serve important national and regional 
transportation functions over the period of the 
transportation plan? 
 
23 C.F.R. 450.324(f)(2) 

Chapter 12 Cost Feasible Plan (Section 12.2 and 12.3) 
Chapter 9 Project/Delivery 
Chapter 3 Infrastructure/Resiliency  (3.3-3.4) 
 

A-9 Does the plan include a description of the performance 
measures and performance targets used in assessing 
the performance of the transportation system in 
accordance with §450.306(d)? 
 
Please see the “New Requirements” section of the 2018 
FHWA LRTP Expectations Letter for guidance.  
 
23 C.F.R. 450.324(f)(3) 

Chapter 12 Cost Feasible Plan (Section 12.2) and Cost 
Feasible Plan Technical Report (Section 4) 
Chapter 1 Introduction (Section 1.3.1- 1.3.3, Table 1-1, 
and Figure 1-4) 
Appendix 1-B- System Performance Report 
Chapter 2 Safety/Security (Section 2.1) 
Chapter 3 Infrastructure/Resiliency (Section 3.2) 
Chapter 4 Mobility/Reliability (Section 4.3) 
Chapter 8 Equity/Livability (Section 8.1) 

A-10 Does the plan include a system performance report and 
subsequent updates evaluating the condition and 
performance of the transportation system with respect 
to the performance targets described in §450.306(d), 
including progress achieved by the metropolitan 
planning organization in meeting the performance 
targets in comparison with system performance 
recorded in previous reports, including baseline data?  
 
Please see the “New Requirements” section of the 2018 
FHWA LRTP Expectations Letter for guidance.  
 
23 C.F.R. 450.324(f)(4)(i) 

Yes, in Appendix 1-B- System Performance Report 

http://www.fdot.gov/planning/Policy/metrosupport/Resources/LRTP%20Expectations%202018.pdf
http://www.fdot.gov/planning/Policy/metrosupport/Resources/LRTP%20Expectations%202018.pdf
http://www.fdot.gov/planning/Policy/metrosupport/Resources/LRTP%20Expectations%202018.pdf
http://www.fdot.gov/planning/Policy/metrosupport/Resources/LRTP%20Expectations%202018.pdf
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 A-4 

Section A- Federal Requirements Where and How Addressed 

A-11 Did the MPO integrate in the metropolitan 
transportation planning process, directly or by 
reference, the goals, objectives, performance measures, 
and targets described in other State transportation 
plans and transportation processes, as well as any plans 
developed under 49 U.S.C. chapter 53 by providers of 
public transportation, required as part of a 
performance-based program including: 
 
(i) The State asset management plan for the NHS, as 
defined in 23 U.S.C. 119(e) and the Transit Asset 
Management Plan, as discussed in 49 U.S.C. 5326; 
(ii) Applicable portions of the HSIP, including the SHSP, 
as specified in 23 U.S.C. 148; 
(iii) The Public Transportation Agency Safety Plan in 49 
U.S.C. 5329(d); 
(iv) Other safety and security planning and review 
processes, plans, and programs, as appropriate; 
(v) The Congestion Mitigation and Air Quality 
Improvement Program performance plan in 23 U.S.C. 
149(l), as applicable; 
(vi) Appropriate (metropolitan) portions of the State 
Freight Plan (MAP-21 section 1118); 
(vii) The congestion management process, as defined in 
23 CFR 450.322, if applicable; and 
(viii) Other State transportation plans and transportation 
processes required as part of a performance-based 
program. 
Please see the “New Requirements” section of the 2018 
FHWA LRTP Expectations Letter for guidance.  
 
23 C.F.R. 450.306 (d)(4) 

Chapter 1 Introduction (Section 1.3.1- 1.3.3, Table 1-1, 
and Figure 1-4) 
Chapter 2 Safety/Security (Section 2.1) 
Background Research Report (Section 6) 
Chapter 3 Infrastructure/Resiliency  (Section 3.4) 
Chapter 4 Mobility/Reliability (Section 4)  
Travel Demand Model Memo 
Chapter 6 Economy/Tourism (Section 6.1-6.3) & 
Economy and Freight Report 
Chapter 8 Equity/Livability (Section 8.4) 
Chapter 9 Project/Delivery (Section 9.4) 

http://www.fdot.gov/planning/Policy/metrosupport/Resources/LRTP%20Expectations%202018.pdf
http://www.fdot.gov/planning/Policy/metrosupport/Resources/LRTP%20Expectations%202018.pdf
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 A-5 

Section A- Federal Requirements Where and How Addressed 

A-12 Does the plan include operational and management 
strategies to improve the performance of existing 
transportation facilities to relieve vehicular congestion 
and maximize the safety and mobility of people and 
goods? 
 
Please see the “Technical Topics” section of the 2018 
FHWA LRTP Expectations Letter for guidance.  
 
23 C.F.R. 450.324(f)(5) 

Chapter 2 Safety/ Security (Section 2.1-2.3) 
Chapter 4 Mobility/Reliability (Section 4.2-4.4) 
Chapter 12 Cost Feasible Plan (Section 12.3) 
Economy and Freight Report, (Section 6) 
Background Research Report pgs. 30-34 
 

A-13 Does the plan include consideration of the results of the 
congestion management process in TMAs, including the 
identification of SOV projects that result from a 
congestion management process in TMAs that are 
nonattainment for ozone or carbon monoxide?  
 
Please see the “Technical Topics” section of the 2018 
FHWA LRTP Expectations Letter for guidance.  
 
23 C.F.R. 450.324(f)(6) 

Chapter 4 Mobility/Reliability (Section 4.1-4.4) 
Congestion Management Plan 2019 
 
Chapter 12 Cost Feasible Plan (Section 12.3) and Cost 
Feasible Plan Technical Report  
 
 
Sarasota/Manatee MPO is not designated as an Air 
Quality non-attainment area. 

A-14 Does the plan include assessment of capital investment 
and other strategies to preserve the existing and 
projected future metropolitan transportation 
infrastructure, provide for multimodal capacity increases 
based on regional priorities and needs, and reduce the 
vulnerability of the existing transportation infrastructure 
to natural disasters?  
 
23 C.F.R. 450.324(f)(7) 

Chapter 7 Environment/Conservation (Section 7.0 
&7.1) 
Environmental Mitigation Report (Section 2.1.4 and 
Section 4) 
Chapter 3 Infrastructure/Resiliency (Section 3) 
Chapter 11 Scenarios and Vision (Section 11.1 and 
11.2) 
Chapter 9 Project Delivery (Section 9.1-9.4) 
Chapter 12 Cost Feasible Plan (Section 12.3) 

A-15 Does the plan include transportation and transit 
enhancement activities, including consideration of the 
role that intercity buses may play in reducing 
congestion, pollution, and energy consumption in a 
cost-effective manner and strategies and investments 
that preserve and enhance intercity bus systems, 
including systems that are privately owned and 
operated, and including transportation alternatives, as 
defined in 23 U.S.C. 101(a), and associated transit 
improvements, as described in 49 U.S.C. 5302(a)?  
23 C.F.R. 450.324(f)(8) 

Chapter 5 Technology/Autonomy (Section 5.1.3-5.1.4) 
Chapter 8 Equity/Livability (Section 8.4, Table 8-1) 
Chapter 9 Project Delivery (Section 9.1-9.4) 
Chapter 12 Cost Feasible Plan (Section 12.3) 

http://www.fdot.gov/planning/Policy/metrosupport/Resources/LRTP%20Expectations%202018.pdf
http://www.fdot.gov/planning/Policy/metrosupport/Resources/LRTP%20Expectations%202018.pdf
http://www.fdot.gov/planning/Policy/metrosupport/Resources/LRTP%20Expectations%202018.pdf
http://www.fdot.gov/planning/Policy/metrosupport/Resources/LRTP%20Expectations%202018.pdf
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 A-6 

Section A- Federal Requirements Where and How Addressed 

A-16 Does the plan describe all proposed improvements in 
sufficient detail to develop cost estimates? 
 
Please see the “Fiscal Constraint” section of the 2018 
FHWA LRTP Expectations Letter for guidance.  
 
23 C.F.R. 450.324(f)(9) 

Chapter 12 Cost Feasible Plan (Section 12.3) and Cost 
Feasible Plan Technical Report (Section 5) 

 

A-17 Does the plan include a discussion of types of potential 
environmental mitigation activities and potential areas 
to carry out these activities, including activities that may 
have the greatest potential to restore and maintain the 
environmental functions affected by the metropolitan 
transportation plan? 
 
Please see the “Technical Topics” section of the 2018 
FHWA LRTP Expectations Letter for guidance.  
 
23 C.F.R. 450.324(f)(10) 

Chapter 7 Environment/Conservation (Section 7.1) 
Environmental Mitigation Report (Section 2.1.4 and 
Section 3) 

A-18 Does the plan include a financial plan that demonstrates 
how the adopted transportation plan can be 
implemented? 
 
Please see the “Fiscal Constraint” section of the 2018 
FHWA LRTP Expectations Letter for guidance.  
 
23 C.F.R. 450.324(f)(11) 

Chapter 12 Cost Feasible Plan (Section 12.3) and Cost 
Feasible Plan Technical Report (Section 5) 
 

A-19 Does the plan include system-level estimates of costs 
and revenue sources to adequately operate and 
maintain Federal-aid highways and public 
transportation?  
 
23 C.F.R. 450.324(f)(11)(i) 

Chapter 12 Cost Feasible Plan (Section 12.1) and Cost 
Feasible Plan Technical Report (Section 3.2.5) 

http://www.fdot.gov/planning/Policy/metrosupport/Resources/LRTP%20Expectations%202018.pdf
http://www.fdot.gov/planning/Policy/metrosupport/Resources/LRTP%20Expectations%202018.pdf
http://www.fdot.gov/planning/Policy/metrosupport/Resources/LRTP%20Expectations%202018.pdf
http://www.fdot.gov/planning/Policy/metrosupport/Resources/LRTP%20Expectations%202018.pdf
http://www.fdot.gov/planning/Policy/metrosupport/Resources/LRTP%20Expectations%202018.pdf
http://www.fdot.gov/planning/Policy/metrosupport/Resources/LRTP%20Expectations%202018.pdf
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 A-7 

Section A- Federal Requirements Where and How Addressed 

A-20 Did the MPO, public transportation operator(s), and 
State cooperatively develop estimates of funds that will 
be available to support metropolitan transportation 
plan implementation, as required under §450.314(a)? 
 
Please see the “Proactive Improvements” section of the 
2018 FHWA LRTP Expectations Letter for guidance.  
 
23 C.F.R. 450.324(f)(11)(ii) 

Chapter 12 Cost Feasible Plan (Section 12.1) and Cost 
Feasible Plan Technical Report (Section 3) 

A-21 Does the financial plan include recommendations on 
additional financing strategies to fund projects and 
programs included in the plan, and, in the case of new 
funding sources, identify strategies for ensuring their 
availability? 
 
23 C.F.R. 450.324(f)(11)(iii) 

Chapter 12 Cost Feasible Plan (Section 12.1) and Cost 
Feasible Plan Technical Report (Section 3) 
 

A-22 Does the plan's revenue and cost estimates use inflation 
rates that reflect year of expenditure dollars, based on 
reasonable financial principles and information, 
developed cooperatively by the MPO, State(s), and 
public transportation operator(s)?  
 
23 C.F.R. 450.324(f)(11)(iv) 

Chapter 12 Cost Feasible Plan (Section 12.1 & 12.3) 
and Cost Feasible Plan Technical Report (Section 3 & 
5) 

A-23 Does the financial plan address the specific financial 
strategies required to ensure the implementation of 
TCMs in the applicable SIP?  
 
23 C.F.R. 450.324(f)(11)(vi) 

N/A Sarasota/Manatee MPO is not designated as an 
Air Quality non-attainment area. 

A-24 Does the plan include pedestrian walkway and bicycle 
transportation facilities in accordance with 23 
U.S.C.17(g)? 
 
23 C.F.R. 450.324(f)(12) 

Chapter 8 Equity /Livability (Section 8.3.2-8.3.3) 
Chapter 9 Project/Delivery (Section 9.3 & 9.4.1) 
Chapter 12 Cost Feasible Plan (Section 12.2 & 12.3) 

http://www.fdot.gov/planning/Policy/metrosupport/Resources/LRTP%20Expectations%202018.pdf
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 A-8 

Section A- Federal Requirements Where and How Addressed 

A-25 Does the plan integrate the priorities, goals, 
countermeasures, strategies, or projects for the 
metropolitan planning area contained in the HSIP, 
including the SHSP, the Public Transportation Agency 
Safety Plan, or an Interim Agency Safety Plan?  
 
Please see the “Technical Topics” section of the 2018 
FHWA LRTP Expectations Letter for guidance.  
 
23 C.F.R. 450.324(h) 

Chapter 1 Introduction (Section 1.3.1) 
Chapter 2 Safety/Security (Section2.1) 
Chapter 12 Cost Feasible Plan (Section 12.2 & 12.3) 

A-26 Does the plan identify the current and projected 
transportation demand of persons and goods in the 
metropolitan planning area over the period of the plan? 
  
23 C.F.R. 450.324(g)(1) 

Background Research Report (Section 4) 
Chapter 6 Economy/Tourism (Section 6.1) 
Chapter 4: Mobility/Reliability (Section 4.1) 
Measuring Performance Freight and Economic 
Development Report 
Travel Demand Model Memo 
 

A-27 Did the MPO provide individuals, affected public  
agencies, representatives of public transportation 
employees, public ports, freight shippers, providers of 
freight transportation services, private providers of 
transportation (including intercity bus operators, 
employer-based commuting programs, such as carpool 
program, vanpool program, transit benefit program, 
parking cashout program, shuttle program, or telework 
program), representatives of users of public 
transportation, representatives of users of pedestrian 
walkways and bicycle transportation facilities, 
representatives of the disabled, and other interested 
parties with a reasonable opportunity to comment on 
the transportation plan using the participation plan 
developed under §450.316(a)? 
 
23 C.F.R. 450.324(j) 

Chapter 10 Public Involvement (Section 10) 
Public Participation Plan pg. 6-9 
Long Range Transportation Survey Results (Section 1) 
Starting on June 16, 2020, the MPO held a bi-weekly 
podcast releasing individual draft chapters of the 
LRTP.  The full draft LRTP was made available for a 30-
day public review period beginning on September 
25th. 

http://www.fdot.gov/planning/Policy/metrosupport/Resources/LRTP%20Expectations%202018.pdf
http://www.fdot.gov/planning/Policy/metrosupport/Resources/LRTP%20Expectations%202018.pdf
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 A-9 

Section A- Federal Requirements Where and How Addressed 

A-28 Did the MPO publish or otherwise make readily 
available the metropolitan transportation plan for public 
review, including (to the maximum extent practicable) in 
electronically accessible formats and means, such as the 
World Wide Web? 
 
Please see the “Stakeholder and Coordination Input” 
section of the 2018 FHWA LRTP Expectations Letter for 
guidance.  
 
Please see the “Administrative Topics” section of the 
2018 FHWA LRTP Expectations Letter for guidance.  
 
23 C.F.R. 450.324(k), 23 C.F.R. 450.316(a)(1)(iv) 

The approved plan was made available for review 
electronically on the project website and at locations 
around the MPO’s region. Additionally, the MPO 
hosted podcast about each of the LRTP Chapters and 
posted the podcasts on the MPO’s YouTube channel. 
Chapter 10 Public Involvement (Section 10.5) 

A-29 Did the MPO provide adequate public notice of public 
participation activities and time for public review and 
comment at key decision points, including a reasonable 
opportunity to comment on the proposed metropolitan 
transportation plan? 
 
Please see the “Stakeholder and Coordination Input” 
section of the 2018 FHWA LRTP Expectations Letter for 
guidance.  
 
23 C.F.R 450.316(a)(1)(i) 

Chapter 10 Public Involvement (Section 10) 
Public Participation Plan 

A-30  In developing the plan, did the MPO seek out and 
consider the needs of those traditionally underserved by 
existing transportation systems such as low-income and 
minority households?  
 
Please see the “Stakeholder and Coordination Input” 
section of the 2018 FHWA LRTP Expectations Letter for 
guidance.  
 
Please see the “Proactive Improvements” section of the 
2018 FHWA LRTP Expectations Letter for guidance.  
 
23 C.F.R 450.316(a)(1)(vii) 

Chapter 10 Public Involvement (Section 10) 
Public Participation Plan pg. 6-9 
Long Range Transportation Survey Results (Section 1) 
Chapter 8 Equity/Livability (Section 8.1 -8.2) 

http://www.fdot.gov/planning/Policy/metrosupport/Resources/LRTP%20Expectations%202018.pdf
http://www.fdot.gov/planning/Policy/metrosupport/Resources/LRTP%20Expectations%202018.pdf
http://www.fdot.gov/planning/Policy/metrosupport/Resources/LRTP%20Expectations%202018.pdf
http://www.fdot.gov/planning/Policy/metrosupport/Resources/LRTP%20Expectations%202018.pdf
http://www.fdot.gov/planning/Policy/metrosupport/Resources/LRTP%20Expectations%202018.pdf
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 A-10 

Section A- Federal Requirements Where and How Addressed 

A-31  Has the MPO demonstrated explicit consideration of 
and response to public input received during 
development of the plan?  If significant written and oral 
comments were received on the draft plan, is a 
summary, analysis, and report on the disposition of the 
comments part of the final plan? 
 
Please see the “Stakeholder and Coordination Input” 
section of the 2018 FHWA LRTP Expectations Letter for 
guidance.  
 
23 C.F.R. 450.316(a)(1)(vi) & 23 C.F.R. 450.316(a)(2) 

Chapter 10 Public Involvement (Section 10) 
Chapter 11 Scenarios and Vision (Section 11.1-11.2) 
Long Range Transportation Survey Results  

A-32 Did the MPO provide an additional opportunity for 
public comment if the final plan differs significantly 
from the version that was made available for public 
comment and raises new material issues which 
interested parties could not reasonably have foreseen 
from the public involvement efforts? 
 
Please see the “Stakeholder and Coordination Input” 
section of the 2018 FHWA LRTP Expectations Letter for 
guidance.  
 
23 C.F.R 450.316(a)(1)(viii) 

There were no significant changes between the draft 
plan and the final plan document adopted in October 
2020. 
 

A-33 Did the MPO consult with agencies and officials 
responsible for other planning activities within the MPO 
planning area that are affected by transportation, or 
coordinate its planning process (to the maximum extent 
practicable) with such planning activities? 
 
Please see the “Proactive Improvements” section of the 
2018 FHWA LRTP Expectations Letter for guidance.  
 
23 C.F.R. 450.316(b) 

Yes, the MPO consulted with agencies and officials 
responsible for other planning activities within the 
MPO planning area through outreach activities such 
as “Town Tour” presentations at each member 
jurisdiction’s City/County Council/Commission Board 
meetings. 
 
Chapter 10 Public Involvement (Section 10) 
Chapter 11 Scenarios and Vision (Section 11.1-11.2) 
Chapter 1 Introduction (1.1-1.4) 
Chapter 10 Public Involvement (Section 10) 
Long Range Transportation Survey Results (Section 1) 
Travel Demand Model Memo (Section 1-2) 
 

http://www.fdot.gov/planning/Policy/metrosupport/Resources/LRTP%20Expectations%202018.pdf
http://www.fdot.gov/planning/Policy/metrosupport/Resources/LRTP%20Expectations%202018.pdf
http://www.fdot.gov/planning/Policy/metrosupport/Resources/LRTP%20Expectations%202018.pdf
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Section A- Federal Requirements Where and How Addressed 

A-34 If the MPO planning area includes Indian Tribal lands, 
did the MPO appropriately involve the Indian Tribal 
government(s) in the development of the plan?  
 
23 C.F.R 450.316(c) 

N/A 

A-35 If the MPO planning area includes Federal public lands, 
did the MPO appropriately involve Federal land 
management agencies in the development of the plan? 
 
23 C.F.R 450.316(d) 

N/A 
  

A-36 In urbanized areas that are served by more than one 
MPO, is there written agreement among the MPOs, the 
State, and public transportation operator(s) describing 
how the metropolitan transportation planning 
processes will be coordinated to assure the 
development of consistent plans across the planning 
area boundaries, particularly in cases in which a 
proposed transportation investment extends across 
those boundaries? 
 
23 C.F.R. 450.314(e) 

The MPO’s Intergovernmental Coordination and 
Review (ICAR) Review was signed on 6/23/2015 and 
included in the MPO’s UPWP. The North Port and 
Sarasota-Bradenton UZA’s cross county lines between 
Sarasota and Charlotte counties.  An interlocal 
agreement between Sarasota/Manatee MPO and 
Charlotte County-Punta Gorda MPO was established 
to ensure joint planning and coordination efforts as 
each MPO is responsible for a small geographic area 
in the other’s county. 
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1.0 Purpose   
This document provides language that Florida’s metropolitan planning organizations (MPO) may 
incorporate in Long-Range Transportation Plan (LRTP) System Performance Reports to meet the 
federal transportation performance management rules. Updates or amendments to the LRTP 
must incorporate a System Performance Report that addresses these measures and related 
information no later than: 

• May 27, 2018 for Highway Safety measures (PM1);  
• October 1, 2018 for Transit Asset Management measures; 
• May 20, 2019 for Pavement and Bridge Condition measures (PM2);  
• May 20, 2019 for System Performance measures (PM3); and 
• July 20, 2021 for Transit Safety measures. (Due to the emergency declaration resulting 

from the COVID-19 pandemic, FTA issued a Notice of enforcement discretion which 
delayed the initial deadline of July 20, 2020 for one-year) 

The document is consistent with the Transportation Performance Measures Consensus Planning 
Document developed jointly by the Florida Department of Transportation (FDOT) and the 
Metropolitan Planning Organization Advisory Council (MPOAC).  This document outlines the 
minimum roles of FDOT, the MPOs, and the public transportation providers in the MPO planning 
areas to ensure consistency to the maximum extent practicable in satisfying the transportation 
performance management requirements promulgated by the United States Department of 
Transportation in Title 23 Parts 450, 490, 625, and 673 of the Code of Federal Regulations (23 
CFR). 

The document is organized as follows: 

• Section 2 provides a brief background on transportation performance management; 
• Section 3 covers the Highway Safety measures (PM1);  
• Section 4 covers the Pavement and Bridge Condition measures (PM2);  
• Section 5 covers System Performance measures (PM3);  
• Section 6 covers Transit Asset Management (TAM) measures; and 
• Section 7 covers Transit Safety measures.  

2.0 Background 
Pursuant to the Moving Ahead for Progress in the 21st Century Act (MAP-21) Act enacted in 
2012 and the Fixing America's Surface Transportation Act (FAST Act) enacted in 2015, state 
departments of transportation (DOT) and metropolitan planning organizations (MPO) must apply 
a transportation performance management approach in carrying out their federally required 
transportation planning and programming activities. The process requires the establishment and 
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use of a coordinated, performance-based approach to transportation decision-making to support 
national goals for the federal-aid highway and public transportation programs.   

On May 27, 2016, the Federal Highway Administration (FHWA) and the Federal Transit 
Administration (FTA) issued the Statewide and Nonmetropolitan Transportation Planning; 
Metropolitan Transportation Planning Final Rule (The Planning Rule).1 This rule details how state 
DOTs and MPOs must implement new MAP-21 and FAST Act transportation planning 
requirements, including the transportation performance management provisions.   

In accordance with the Planning Rule, the Sarasota/Manatee MPO must include a description of 
the performance measures and targets that apply to the MPO planning area and a System 
Performance Report as an element of its Long-Range Transportation Plan (LRTP). The System 
Performance Report evaluates the condition and performance of the transportation system with 
respect to required performance targets, and reports on progress achieved in meeting the targets 
in comparison with baseline data and previous reports. For MPOs that elect to develop multiple 
scenarios, the System Performance Report also must include an analysis of how the preferred 
scenario has improved the performance of the transportation system and how changes in local 
policies and investments have impacted the costs necessary to achieve the identified targets.2 

There are several milestones related to the required content of the System Performance Report: 

• In any LRTP adopted on or after May 27, 2018, the System Performance Report must 
reflect Highway Safety (PM1) measures;  

• In any LRTP adopted on or after October 1, 2018, the System Performance Report must 
reflect Transit Asset Management measures;  

• In any LRTP adopted on or after May 20, 2019, the System Performance Report must 
reflect Pavement and Bridge Condition (PM2) and System Performance (PM3) measures; 
and   

• In any LRTP adopted on or after July 20, 2021, the System Performance Report must 
reflect Transit Safety measures. 

The Sarasota/Manatee MPO 2020-2045 Long Range Transportation Plan was adopted on 
October 26, 2020. Per the Planning Rule, the System Performance Report for the 
Sarasota/Manatee MPO is included for the required Highway Safety (PM1), Bridge and Pavement 
(PM2), System Performance (PM3), Transit Asset Management, and Transit Safety targets. 

 
1 The Final Rule modified the Code of Federal Regulations at 23 CFR Part 450 and 49 CFR Part 613. 
2 Guidance from FHWA/FTA for completing the preferred scenario analysis is expected in the future. As of August 2019, 
no guidance has been issued. 



Appendix 1B: System Performance Report 

 

 B-4 

3.0 Highway Safety Measures (PM1) 
Effective April 14, 2016, the FHWA established five highway safety performance measures3 to 
carry out the Highway Safety Improvement Program (HSIP). These performance measures are: 

1. Number of fatalities;  
2. Rate of fatalities per 100 million vehicle miles traveled (VMT); 
3. Number of serious injuries;  
4. Rate of serious injuries per 100 million vehicle miles traveled (VMT); and  
5. Number of non-motorized fatalities and non-motorized serious injuries. 

The Florida Department of Transportation (FDOT) publishes statewide safety performance 
targets in the HSIP Annual Report that it transmits to FHWA each year.  Current safety targets 
address calendar year 2018 and are based on a five-year rolling average (2011-2015). For the 
2018 HSIP annual report, FDOT established statewide HSIP interim safety performance 
measures and FDOT’s 2019 safety targets, which set the target at “0” for each performance 
measure to reflect the Department’s vision of zero deaths. 

The Sarasota/Manatee MPO adopted/approved their first safety performance targets on January 
22, 2018.  Table 3 -1 indicates the areas in which the MPO is expressly supporting the statewide 
target developed by FDOT, as well as those areas in which the MPO has adopted a target specific 
to the MPO planning area.   

Table 3-1: Highway Safety (PM1) Targets 

Performance Target 

Sarasota/Manatee MPO agrees to plan 
and program projects so that they 

contribute toward the accomplishment of 
the FDOT safety target of zero 

Sarasota/Manatee has 
adopted a target 

specific to the MPO 
Planning Area 

Number of fatalities    

Rate of fatalities per 100 million 
vehicle miles traveled (VMT) 

  

Number of serious injuries    

Rate of serious injuries per 100 
million vehicle miles traveled 
(VMT)  

  

Number of non-motorized 
fatalities and non-motorized 
serious injuries. 

  

 
3 23 CFR Part 490, Subpart B  
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The MPO analyzed safety data collected within the MPO planning area for the ten previous years 
related to safety performance measures in an effort to identify realistic, attainable safety 
performance targets based on historical data and projected trends. Following the FDOT’s 
designation of targets for the five safety performance measures, the Sarasota/Manatee MPO 
Board adopted their first targets for the 2014 – 2018 five-year rolling average on January 22, 
2018. The MPO has met the 2014 – 2018 targets for number of fatalities, number of serious 
injuries, fatality rate, and serious injuries rate. 

Table 3-2: 2014-2018 Highway Safety (PM1) Conditions and Performance 

Performance Measures 

Florida Statewide                
Baseline 
Performance 
(Five-Year Rolling 
Average 2014 - 
2018) 

FDOT 
5-year 
Targets 
1/1/14 to 
12/31/18 

Sarasota/ 
Baseline 
Performance 
(Five-Year 
Rolling 
Average 2014 
- 2018*) 

Sarasota/ 
Manatee 
Adopted  
5-Year 
Targets 
1/1/14 to 
12/31/18** 

Number of Fatalities 3,052 0 112 121 

Number of Serious Injuries 20,861 0 1,513 1,540 

Non-Motorized Fatalities and 
Serious Injuries 

3,447 0 1,430 171 

Fatality Rate 1.65 0 1.51 1.51 

Serious Injury Rate 11.06 0 13.37 19.37 
*Based on actual data through December 2018 
**Estimate based on available data through November 2017 and interpolated for 12 months  

After a careful analysis of data for the ten previous years, the MPO adopted their third round of 
targets for the 2016 – 2020 five-year rolling average on January 27, 2020 setting realistic, 
attainable safety performance targets based on historical statistics and projected trends. The 
MPO also supported FDOT’s target of “0” as a long-term goal and will continue to implement 
strategies that work towards accomplishing this goal. 
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Table 3-3: 2015-2020 Highway Safety (PM1) Conditions and Performance 

Performance Measures 

FDOT 
Projected 
2015 - 2019 
5-year Rolling 
Average 

FDOT 
5-year 
Targets 
1/1/15 to 
12/31/19 

Sarasota/ 
Manatee  
Adopted  
5-year Targets 
1/1/15 to 
12/31/19* 

Sarasota/ 
Manatee 
Projected 
2015 – 2019 
5-year Rolling 
Average** 

Sarasota/ 
Manatee 
Adopted  
5-year 
Targets 
1/1/16 to 
12/31/20** 

Number of Fatalities 3,177 0 109 115 109 

Number of Serious 
Injuries 

21,107 0 1,438 1,506 1,438 

Non-Motorized 
Fatalities and Serious 
Injuries 

3,801 0 174 170 170 

Fatality Rate 1.63  1.63 1.46 1.46 

Serious Injury Rate 10.85 0 21.84 19.59 19.59 

*Estimate based on available data through August 2018 and interpolated for 12 months 
**Estimate based on available data through November 2019 

3.1 Trend and Baseline Conditions  
To set the targets for 2019 and 2020, the MPO reviewed the actual annual crashes from 2011 to 
2019 and found that fatalities and serious injuries had been increasing throughout the years, 
following an upwards trend line. Now, using actual data through November of 2019, the projected 
numbers for 2019 and 2020 show an increase in number of fatalities and number of serious 
injuries but a decrease in nonmotorized fatalities and serious injuries. 
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Table 3-4: Sarasota Manatee MPO Annual Crashes from 2010 to 2020 

Performance 
Measures 

Annual Crashes 

2011 2012 2013 2014 2015 2016 2017 2018 
Actual 

2019 
Adopted 

2019 
Estimate* 

2020 
Trend** 

Number of 
Fatalities 

75 95 74 88 114 139 101 120 109 99 123 

Number of 
Serious 
Injuries 

764 777 695 955 1395 1858 1514 1428 1438 1335 1738 

Non-
Motorized 
Fatalities 
and Serious 
Injuries 

125 162 113 158 191 214 162 138 146 146 139 

Fatality Rate 1.031 1.302 1.00 1.15 1.44 1.70 1.23 1.43 1.63 2 2 

Serious 
Injury Rate 

10.500 10.648 9.35 12.52 17.60 22.72 18.36 17.03 21.84 22 24 

*Numbers are estimated based on available data through November 2019 and interpolated for 12 months. 
**Numbers are based on trends 

With the available data and 12-month interpolation for 2019, the MPO is projected to not meet 
their 2015 – 2019 safety targets, for number of fatalities and number of serious injuries. The 
MPO has projected a decrease in non-motorized fatalities and serious injuries, fatality rates, and 
serious injuries rates. The MPO has used the observed crash trends from 2011 through 2018 to 
project the rolling averages for the third round of safety targets for the period, 2016 – 2020. 

Table 3-5: Sarasota Manatee MPO Five-Year Rolling Averages 

Performance Measures 

5-Year Rolling Averages 

2011 - 2015 2012 - 2016 2013 - 2017 2014 - 2018 2015 -2019 2011- 
2015 

2012- 
2016 

Number of Fatalities 89 102 103 112 109 115 109 

Fatality Rate 1.18 1.32 1.38 1.51 1.63 1.46 1.46 

Number of Serious 
Injuries 

917 1136 1283 1430 1438 1506 1438 

Serious Injuries Rate 12.12 14.57 16.65 19.37 21.84 19.59 19.59 
Non-Motorized 
Fatalities and 
Serious Injuries 

150 168 168 173 174 170 170 

*Numbers are estimated based on available data through November 2019 and interpolated for 12 months. 
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The process used to develop the MPO’s Long Range Transportation Plan includes analysis of 
safety data trends, including the location and factors associated with crashes with emphasis on 
fatalities and serious injuries.  These data are used to help identify regional safety issues and 
potential safety strategies for the LRTP and TIP. 

3.2 Coordination with Statewide Safety Plans and Processes 
The Sarasota/Manatee MPO recognizes the importance of linking goals, objectives, and 
investment priorities to established performance objectives, and that this link is critical to the 
achievement of national transportation goals and statewide and regional performance targets. 
As such, the Sarasota/Manatee MPO 2045 LRTP reflects the goals, objectives, performance 
measures, and targets as they are available and described in other state and public 
transportation plans and processes; specifically the Florida Strategic Highway Safety Plan 
(SHSP), the Florida Highway Safety Improvement Program (HSIP), and the Florida Transportation 
Plan (FTP).    

• The 2016 Florida Strategic Highway Safety Plan (SHSP) is the statewide plan focusing on 
how to accomplish the vision of eliminating fatalities and reducing serious injuries on all 
public roads.  The SHSP was developed in coordination with Florida’s 27 metropolitan 
planning organizations (MPOs) through Florida’s Metropolitan Planning Organization 
Advisory Council (MPOAC).  The SHSP guides FDOT, MPOs, and other safety partners in 
addressing safety and defines a framework for implementation activities to be carried out 
throughout the State.  

• The FDOT HSIP process provides for a continuous and systematic process that identifies 
and reviews traffic safety issues around the state to identify locations with potential for 
improvement. The ultimate goal of the HSIP process is to reduce the number of crashes, 
injuries and fatalities by eliminating certain predominant types of crashes through the 
implementation of engineering solutions. 

• Transportation projects are identified and prioritized with the MPOs and non-metropolitan 
local governments. Data are analyzed for each potential project, using traffic safety data 
and traffic demand modeling, among other data. The FDOT Project Development and 
Environment Manual requires the consideration of safety when preparing a proposed 
project’s purpose and need, and defines several factors related to safety, including crash 
modification factor and safety performance factor, as part of the analysis of alternatives.  
MPOs and local governments consider safety data analysis when determining project 
priorities. 
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3.3 LRTP Safety Priorities 
The Sarasota/Manatee MPO 2045 LRTP increases the safety of the transportation system for 
motorized and non-motorized users as required.  The LRTP aligns with the Florida SHSP and the 
FDOT HSIP with specific strategies to improve safety performance focused on prioritized safety 
projects, pedestrian and/or bicycle safety enhancements, and traffic operation improvements to 
address our goal to reduce fatalities and serious injuries. 

The LRTP identifies safety needs within the metropolitan planning area and provides funding for 
targeted safety improvements.  The Sarasota/Manatee MPO has developed a project selection 
process that gives preference to projects that address an identified motorized or non-motorized 
high crash location; improve safety for vulnerable users; and improve traffic flow on an 
evacuation route.   

The Sarasota/Manatee MPO 2045 LRTP will provide information from the FDOT HSIP annual 
reports to track the progress made toward the statewide safety performance targets.  The MPO 
will document the progress on any safety performance targets established by the MPO for its 
planning area.   

The Sarasota/Manatee MPO 2045 LRTP emphasizes the MPO’s commitment to safety through 
the goals identified in the plan. One of the LRTP’s goals is Safety and Security, which includes the 
following objectives:  

• Decrease vehicle crashes at hazardous locations 
• Reduce crashes and conflicts between all users and modes 
• Improve safety for vulnerable users 
• Improve system for evacuation and recovery 
• Provide education to increase safety and security  

Additionally, the Sarasota/Manatee MPO supports safety programs including Safe Routes to 
Schools (SRTS) and the Community Traffic Safety Team (CTST) where local law enforcement, 
emergency responders, jurisdiction engineers, and the school board come together to tackle 
safety issues within the region.  

In FY 2017/18 the MPO conducted an in-depth analysis of all crashes. Using crash patterns 
identified throughout the region, the MPO developed a set of mitigation strategies aimed at 
improving safety. Working with FDOT and local partners, 20 high crash locations were identified 
as well as the top 12 emerging high crash corridors for further assessment and 
recommendations. Recommendations for improvements were submitted to FDOT for funding 
consideration in this and future LRTPs and TIPs. 

US 41 Multi Modal Emphasis Corridor is a program included in the past two LRTPs. In 2020, the 
MPO conducted the US 41 MMEC Gap and Safety Analysis in order to evaluate the MMEC 
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Program’s effectiveness and to determine if any changes to the program’s goals, objectives, and 
strategies are needed while assessing existing conditions along the corridor to identify potential 
safety and mobility assessments that address the MPO’s safety, mobility, and environmental and 
livability performance measures. 

The MPO developed Scenarios: Current Trend, Economic Diversity, Environmental Health, and 
Vibrant Places were evaluated based on 8 performance measures. To develop a cohesive vision 
from the scenario preferences, four tiers were produced to capture each aspect of the vision. The 
first tier, Environmental Health, looks to focus growth into areas west of the existing urban 
growth boundary to focus development away from rural and environmental lands to the east and 
to recognize the impacts of climate change for those areas to the west. The next two tiers 
involve the Economic Diversity of the US-41 corridor and regional access provided by I-75, Port 
Manatee, and the Sarasota-Bradenton International Airport. The fourth tier, Vibrant Places, joins 
the others together by providing transportation connections such as premium transit and 
express bus service, potential future inter-city rail, and new connections to close existing network 
gaps. Through review and public comment, the vision from the preferred scenario directs local 
policies, investments, and transportation projects addressed in the Cost Feasible Plan. There are 
92 projects in the Cost Feasible Plan that include off-road shared use paths, ITS infrastructure, 
roundabouts, complete streets projects, and intersection geometry improvements that address 
conditions and performance of highway safety and performance and efforts to achieve the 
highway safety performance targets. 

4.0 Pavement and Bridge Condition Measures (PM2) 
4.1 Pavement and Bridge Condition Performance Measures and Targets Overview 
In January 2017, USDOT published the Pavement and Bridge Condition Performance Measures 
Final Rule, which is also referred to as the PM2 rule. This rule establishes the following six 
performance measures: 

1. Percent of Interstate pavements in good condition; 
2. Percent of Interstate pavements in poor condition; 
3. Percent of non-Interstate National Highway System (NHS) pavements in good condition; 
4. Percent of non-Interstate NHS pavements in poor condition; 
5. Percent of NHS bridges (by deck area) classified as in good condition; and 
6. Percent of NHS bridges (by deck area) classified as in poor condition. 

For the pavement measures, five pavement metrics are used to assess condition:  
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• International Roughness Index (IRI) - an indicator of roughness; applicable to all asphalt 
and concrete pavements;  

• Cracking percent - percentage of the pavement surface exhibiting cracking; applicable to 
all asphalt and concrete pavements;  

• Rutting - extent of surface depressions; applicable to asphalt pavements;  
• Faulting - vertical misalignment of pavement joints; applicable to certain types of concrete 

pavements; and  
• Present Serviceability Rating (PSR) – a quality rating applicable only to certain lower speed 

roads.  

For each pavement metric, a threshold is used to establish good, fair, or poor condition.  
Pavement condition is assessed for each 0.1 mile section of the through travel lanes of mainline 
highways on the Interstate or the non-Interstate NHS using these metrics and thresholds.  A 
pavement section is rated as good if all three metric ratings are good, and poor if two or more 
metric ratings are poor.  Sections that are not good or poor are considered fair.  

The good/poor measures are expressed as a percentage and are determined by summing the 
total lane-miles of good or poor highway segments and dividing by the total lane-miles of all 
highway segments on the applicable system.  Pavement in good condition suggests that no 
major investment is needed and should be considered for preservation treatment.  Pavement in 
poor condition suggests major reconstruction investment is needed due to either ride quality or a 
structural deficiency. 

The bridge condition measures refer to the percentage of bridges by deck area on the NHS that 
are in good condition or poor condition.  The measures assess the condition of four bridge 
components: deck, superstructure, substructure, and culverts.  Each component has a metric 
rating threshold to establish good, fair, or poor condition.  Each bridge on the NHS is evaluated 
using these ratings.  If the lowest rating of the four metrics is greater than or equal to seven, the 
structure is classified as good.  If the lowest rating is less than or equal to four, the structure is 
classified as poor.  If the lowest rating is five or six, it is classified as fair.  

The bridge measures are expressed as the percent of NHS bridges in good or poor condition.  
The percent is determined by summing the total deck area of good or poor NHS bridges and 
dividing by the total deck area of the bridges carrying the NHS.  Deck area is computed using 
structure length and either deck width or approach roadway width. 

A bridge in good condition suggests that no major investment is needed.  A bridge in poor 
condition is safe to drive on; however, it is nearing a point where substantial reconstruction or 
replacement is needed. 
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Federal rules require state DOTs and MPOs to coordinate when setting pavement and bridge 
condition performance targets and monitor progress towards achieving the targets.  States must 
establish: 

• Four-year statewide targets for the percent of Interstate pavements in good and poor 
condition;  

• Two-year and four-year targets for the percent of non-Interstate NHS pavements in good 
and poor condition; and  

• Two-year and four-year targets for the percent of NHS bridges (by deck area) in good and 
poor condition.   

MPOs must establish four-year targets for all six measures.  MPOs can either agree to program 
projects that will support the statewide targets or establish their own quantifiable targets for the 
MPO’s planning area. 

The two-year and four-year targets represent pavement and bridge condition at the end of 
calendar years 2019 and 2021, respectively.   

4.2 Pavement and Bridge Condition Baseline Performance and Established Targets 
This System Performance Report discusses the condition and performance of the transportation 
system for each applicable target as well as the progress achieved by the MPO in meeting 
targets in comparison with system performance recorded in previous reports. Because the 
federal performance measures are new, performance of the system for each measure has only 
recently been collected and targets have only recently been established. Accordingly, this first 
Sarasota/Manatee MPO LRTP System Performance Report highlights performance for the 
baseline period, which is 2017. FDOT will continue to monitor and report performance on a 
biennial basis. Future System Performance Reports will discuss progress towards meeting the 
targets since this initial baseline report. 

Table 4 -1 presents baseline performance for each PM2 measure for the State and for the MPO 
planning area as well as the two-year and four-year targets established by FDOT for the State.   
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Table 4-1: Pavement and Bridge Condition (PM2) Performance and Targets 

Performance Measures 

Statewide 
Performance (2017 

Baseline) 

Statewide 2-
year Target 

(2019) 

Statewide 4-
year Target 

(2021) 

Sarasota/Manatee 
MPO Performance 

(2017 Baseline) 
Percent of Interstate 
pavements in good condition 66% n/a 60% 95% 

Percent of Interstate 
pavements in poor condition 0.1% n/a 5% 0% 

Percent of non-Interstate 
NHS pavements in good 
condition 

76.4% 40% 40% 40% 

Percent of non-Interstate 
NHS pavements in poor 
condition 

3.6% 5% 5% 1% 

Percent of NHS bridges (by 
deck area) in good condition 67.7% 50% 50% 92% 

Percent of NHS bridges (by 
deck area) in poor condition 1.2% 10% 10% 0% 

 

FDOT established the statewide PM2 targets on May 18, 2018.  In determining its approach to 
establishing performance targets for the federal pavement and bridge condition performance 
measures, FDOT considered many factors.  To begin with, FDOT is mandated by Florida Statute 
334.046 to preserve the state’s pavement and bridges to specific standards.  To adhere to the 
statutory guidelines, FDOT prioritizes funding allocations to ensure the current transportation 
system is adequately preserved and maintained before funding is allocated for capacity 
improvements.  These statutory guidelines envelope the statewide federal targets that have been 
established for pavements and bridges. 

In addition, MAP-21 requires FDOT to develop a Transportation Asset Management Plan (TAMP) 
for all NHS pavements and bridges within the state.  The TAMP must include investment 
strategies leading to a program of projects that would make progress toward achievement of the 
state DOT targets for asset condition and performance of the NHS.  FDOT’s TAMP was updated 
to reflect MAP-21 requirements in 2018. 

Further, the federal pavement condition measures require a new methodology that is a departure 
from the methods currently used by FDOT and uses different ratings and pavement segment 
lengths.  For bridge condition, the performance is measured in deck area under the federal 
measure, while the FDOT programs its bridge repair or replacement work on a bridge by bridge 
basis.  As such, the federal measures are not directly comparable to the methods that are most 
familiar to FDOT.  
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In consideration of these differences, as well as the unfamiliarity associated with the new 
required processes, FDOT took a conservative approach when setting its initial pavement and 
bridge condition targets.  

The Sarasota/Manatee MPO agreed to support FDOT’s pavement and bridge condition 
performance targets on September 24, 2018. By adopting FDOT’s targets, the Sarasota/Manatee 
MPO agrees to plan and program projects that help FDOT achieve these targets. 

The Sarasota/Manatee MPO recognizes the importance of linking goals, objectives, and 
investment priorities to established performance objectives, and that this link is critical to the 
achievement of national transportation goals and statewide and regional performance targets. 
As such, the Sarasota/Manatee MPO 2045 LRTP reflects the goals, objectives, performance 
measures, and targets as they are described in other state and public transportation plans and 
processes, including the Florida Transportation Plan (FTP) and the Florida Transportation Asset 
Management Plan.    

• The FTP is the single overarching statewide plan guiding Florida’s transportation future.  It 
defines the state’s long-range transportation vision, goals, and objectives and establishes the 
policy framework for the expenditure of state and federal funds flowing through FDOT’s work 
program. One of the seven goals defined in the FTP is Agile, Resilient, and Quality 
infrastructure.  

• The Florida Transportation Asset Management Plan (TAMP) explains the processes and 
policies affecting pavement and bridge condition and performance in the state. It presents a 
strategic and systematic process of operating, maintaining, and improving these assets 
effectively throughout their life cycle.  

The Sarasota/Manatee MPO 2045 LRTP seeks to address system preservation, identifies 
infrastructure needs within the metropolitan planning area, and provides funding for targeted 
improvements. The MPO uses a project prioritization process and project selection criteria 
related to pavement and bridge condition in the LRTP and TIP that prioritize projects that 
address aging or deteriorating infrastructure on roads and bridges. One of the LRTP’s goals is 
Infrastructure Resiliency, which includes the following objectives:  

• Preserve and maintain the existing transportation system  
• Retrofit and replace aging bridges to include multi modal options 
• Identify and mitigate the effect of extreme weather events on the system  

The annual Pavement Condition Report and the Federal Highway Administration’s (FHWA) 
National Bridge Inventory show that 21 regionally significant bridges in the MPO’s jurisdiction are 
rated as being in Fair condition. Additionally, one bridge of regional significance was previously 
rated as being in Poor condition, the Cortez Bridge over Sarasota Pass, but recent repairs 
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improved the bridge rating to Fair. Continued bridge inspections and assessments will identify 
potential bridge deficiencies and include recommended repairs, rehabilitation, or replacement of 
bridges when ratings fall below Fair conditions. 

Additionally, in 2018, the MPO’s Security Assessment Report was developed in response to 
emergency recovery planning training the MPO received in 2018. The report documents existing 
regional hazard planning efforts, outlines current MPO practices, and identifies 
recommendations for the MPO moving forward. The information and recommendations from 
this report inform the long-term hazard mitigation and recovery planning process in the LRTP. 

On or before October 1, 2020, FDOT will provide FHWA and the Sarasota/Manatee MPO a 
detailed report of pavement and bridge condition performance covering the period of January 1, 
2018 to December 31, 2019.  FDOT and the Sarasota/Manatee MPO also will have the 
opportunity at that time to revisit the four-year PM2 targets.  

The MPO developed Scenarios: Current Trend, Economic Diversity, Environmental Health, and 
Vibrant Places were evaluated based on 8 performance measures. To develop a cohesive vision 
from the scenario preferences, four tiers were produced to capture each aspect of the vision. The 
first tier, Environmental Health, looks to focus growth into areas west of the existing urban 
growth boundary to encourage development away from rural and environmental lands to the 
east recognizing the impacts of climate change for those areas to the west. The next two tiers 
involve the Economic Diversity of the US-41 corridor and regional access provided by I-75, Port 
Manatee, and the Sarasota-Bradenton International Airport. The fourth tier, Vibrant Places, joins 
the others together by providing transportation connections such as premium transit and 
express bus service, potential future inter-city rail, and new connections to close existing network 
gaps. Through review and public comment, the vision from the preferred scenario directs local 
policies, investments, and transportation projects addressed in the Cost Feasible Plan. There are 
46 projects in the Cost Feasible Plan that include road widening projects, additional lanes, and 
complete street projects that address preservation of the existing transportation system, 
pavement and bridge condition, and performance efforts to achieve the PM2 performance 
targets. 
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5.0 System Performance, Freight, and Congestion 

Mitigation & Air Quality Improvement Program Measures 

(PM3) 
5.1 System Performance/Freight/CMAQ Performance Measures and Targets Overview 
In January 2017, USDOT published the System Performance/Freight/CMAQ Performance 
Measures Final Rule to establish measures to assess passenger and freight performance on the 
Interstate and non-Interstate National Highway System (NHS), and traffic congestion and on-
road mobile source emissions in areas that do not meet federal National Ambient Air Quality 
Standards (NAAQS). The rule, which is referred to as the PM3 rule, requires MPOs to set targets 
for the following six performance measures: 

National Highway Performance Program (NHPP) 

1. Percent of person-miles on the Interstate system that are reliable, also referred to as 
Level of Travel Time Reliability (LOTTR); 

2. Percent of person-miles on the non-Interstate NHS that are reliable (LOTTR); 

National Highway Freight Program (NHFP) 

3. Truck Travel Time Reliability index (TTTR); 

Congestion Mitigation and Air Quality Improvement Program (CMAQ) 

4. Annual hours of peak hour excessive delay per capita (PHED); 
5. Percent of non-single occupant vehicle travel (Non-SOV); and 
6. Cumulative 2-year and 4-year reduction of on-road mobile source emissions (NOx, VOC, 

CO, PM10, and PM2.5) for CMAQ funded projects. 

In Florida, only the two LOTTR performance measures and the TTTR performance measure 
apply. Because all areas in Florida meet current NAAQS, the last three measures listed measures 
above pertaining to the CMAQ Program do not currently apply in Florida. 

LOTTR is defined as the ratio of longer travel times (80th percentile) to a normal travel time (50th 
percentile) over all applicable roads during four time periods (AM peak, Mid-day, PM peak, and 
weekends) that cover the hours of 6 a.m. to 8 p.m. each day. The LOTTR ratio is calculated for 
each roadway segment, essentially comparing the segment with itself. Segments with LOTTR ≥ 
1.50 during any of the above time periods are considered unreliable. The two LOTTR measures 
are expressed as the percent of person-miles traveled on the Interstate or non-Interstate NHS 
system that are reliable. Person-miles take into account the number of people traveling in buses, 
cars, and trucks over these roadway segments. To obtain person miles traveled, the vehicle miles 
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traveled (VMT) for each segment are multiplied by the average vehicle occupancy for each type 
of vehicle on the roadway. To calculate the percent of person miles traveled that are reliable, the 
sum of the number of reliable person miles traveled is divide by the sum of total person miles 
traveled. 

TTTR is defined as the ratio of longer truck travel times (95th percentile) to a normal travel time 
(50th percentile) over the Interstate during five time periods (AM peak, Mid-day, PM peak, weekend, 
and overnight) that cover all hours of the day. TTTR is quantified by taking a weighted average of 
the maximum TTTR from the five time periods for each Interstate segment. The maximum TTTR 
is weighted by segment length, then the sum of the weighted values is divided by the total 
Interstate length to calculate the Travel Time Reliability Index. 

The data used to calculate these PM3 measures are provided by FHWA via the National 
Performance Management Research Data Set (NPMRDS). This dataset contains travel times, 
segment lengths, and Annual Average Daily Travel (AADT) for Interstate and non-Interstate NHS 
roads.  

The PM3 rule requires state DOTs and MPOs to coordinate when establishing performance 
targets for these measures and to monitor progress towards achieving the targets. FDOT must 
establish:  

• Two-year and four-year statewide targets for percent of person-miles on the Interstate 
system that are reliable;  

• Four-year targets for the percent of person-miles on the non-Interstate NHS that are 
reliable4; and  

• Two-year and four-year targets for truck travel time reliability 

MPOs must establish four-year performance targets for all three measures within 180 days of 
FDOT establishing statewide targets. MPOs establish targets by either agreeing to program 
projects that will support the statewide targets, or setting quantifiable targets for the MPO’s 
planning area.  

The two-year and four-year targets represent system performance at the end of calendar years 
2019 and 2021, respectively.   

 
4 Beginning with the second performance period covering January 1, 2022 to December 31, 2025, two year targets will 
be required in addition to four-year targets for the percent of person-miles on the non-Interstate NHS that are reliable 
measure.  
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5.2 PM3 Baseline Performance and Established Targets 
The System Performance Report discusses the condition and performance of the transportation 
system for each applicable PM3 target as well as the progress achieved by the MPO in meeting 
targets in comparison with system performance recorded in previous reports. Because the 
federal performance measures are new, performance of the system for each measure has only 
recently been collected and targets have only recently been established. Accordingly, this first 
Sarasota/Manatee MPO LRTP System Performance Report highlights performance for the 
baseline period, which is 2017. FDOT will continue to monitor and report performance on a 
biennial basis. Future System Performance Reports will discuss progress towards meeting the 
targets since this initial baseline report. 

Table 5 -1 presents baseline performance for each PM3 measure for the state and for the MPO 
planning area as well as the two-year and four-year targets established by FDOT for the state.   

Table 5-1: System Performance and Freight (PM3) - Performance and Targets 

Performance 
Measures 

Statewide 
Performance 

(2017 
Baseline) 

Statewide 
2-year 
Target 
(2019) 

Statewide 
4-year 
Target 
(2021) 

Sarasota/Manatee 
MPO Performance 

(2017 Baseline) 

Sarasota/Manatee 
MPO 4-year Target 

(2021) 

Percent of person-
miles on the 
Interstate system 
that are reliable 
(Interstate LOTTR) 

82.2% 75.0% 70.0% 92% 80% 

Percent of person-
miles on the non-
Interstate NHS 
that are reliable 
(Non-Interstate 
NHS LOTTR 

84.0% n/a 50.0% 91% 70% 

Truck travel time 
reliability index 
(TTTR) 

1.43% 1.75 2.00% 1.43 2.10 

 

FDOT established the statewide PM3 targets on May 18, 2018.  In setting the statewide targets, 
FDOT reviewed external and internal factors that may affect reliability, conducted a trend 
analysis for the performance measures, and developed a sensitivity analysis indicating the level 
of risk for road segments to become unreliable within the time period for setting targets. One key 
conclusion from this effort is that there is a lack of availability of extended historical data with 
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which to analyze past trends and a degree of uncertainty about future reliability performance. 
Accordingly, FDOT took a conservative approach when setting its initial PM3 targets. 

The Sarasota/Manatee MPO agreed to support FDOT’s PM3 targets on September 24, 2018. By 
adopting FDOT’s targets, the Sarasota/Manatee MPO agrees to plan and program projects that 
help FDOT achieve these targets. 

The Sarasota/Manatee MPO recognizes the importance of linking goals, objectives, and 
investment priorities to established performance objectives, and that this link is critical to the 
achievement of national transportation goals and statewide and regional performance targets. 
As such, the Sarasota/Manatee MPO 2045 LRTP reflects the goals, objectives, performance 
measures, and targets as they are described in other state and public transportation plans and 
processes, including the Florida Transportation Plan (FTP) and the Florida Freight Mobility and 
Trade Plan.    

• The FTP is the single overarching statewide plan guiding Florida’s transportation future. It 
defines the state’s long-range transportation vision, goals, and objectives and establishes 
the policy framework for the expenditure of state and federal funds flowing through FDOT’s 
work program. One of the seven goals of the FTP is Efficient and Reliable Mobility for 
People and Freight. 

• The Florida Freight Mobility and Trade Plan presents a comprehensive overview of the 
conditions of the freight system in the state, identifies key challenges and goals, provides 
project needs, and identifies funding sources. Truck reliability is specifically called forth in 
this plan, both as a need as well as a goal.  

The Sarasota/Manatee MPO 2045 LRTP seeks to address system reliability and congestion 
mitigation through various means, including capacity expansion and operational improvements. 
The MPO uses a project prioritization process and project selection criteria related to addressing 
and reducing congestion through congestion mitigation measures in the LRTP and TIP. One of 
the LRTP’s goals is Mobility/Reliability, which includes the following objectives:  

• Promote projects that reduce travel time 
• Expand transportation option to reduce auto use 
• Identify and expand connectivity in the regional network  
• Use best practices to reduce congestion 

In the Congestion Management Process (CMP), the top ten most unreliable intersections and 
roadway segments were identified using (National Performance Management Research Data Set) 
NPMRDS 2017 data and updated by the MPO in 2020. Identifying these crucial intersections and 
segments helped guide project prioritization during the LRTP process and aid the MPO in allocating 
limited dollars to the projects with the largest impact. The Cost Feasible Plan includes funding for 
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an ITS infrastructure project along the US 301 in Sarasota County from Mound St to Manatee 
County line which is one of the top unreliable roadway segments. 

On or before October 1, 2020, FDOT will provide FHWA and the Sarasota/Manatee MPO a 
detailed report of performance for the PM3 measures covering the period of January 1, 2018 to 
December 31, 2019.  FDOT and the Sarasota/Manatee MPO also will have the opportunity at that 
time to revisit the four-year PM3 targets. 

The MPO developed Scenarios: Current Trend, Economic Diversity, Environmental Health, and 
Vibrant Places were evaluated based on 8 performance measures. To develop a cohesive vision 
from the scenario preferences, four tiers were produced to capture each aspect of the vision. The 
first tier, Environmental Health, looks to focus growth into areas west of the existing urban 
growth boundary to focus development away from rural and environmental lands to the east and 
to recognize the impacts of climate change for those areas to the west. The next two tiers 
involve the Economic Diversity of the US-41 corridor and regional access provided by I-75, Port 
Manatee, and the Sarasota-Bradenton International Airport. The fourth tier, Vibrant Places, joins 
the others together by providing transportation connections such as premium transit and 
express bus service, potential future inter-city rail, and new connections to close existing network 
gaps. Through review and public comment, the vision from the preferred scenario directs local 
policies, investments, and transportation projects addressed in the Cost Feasible Plan. There are 
83 projects in the Cost Feasible Plan that include ITS infrastructure, turn lanes, improved 
interchanges and roundabouts, and road widening projects that address system reliability and 
freight travel and support investments and efforts to achieve the PM3 performance targets. 

6.0 Transit Asset Management Measures 
6.1 Transit Asset Performance  
On July 26, 2016, FTA published the final Transit Asset Management rule. This rule applies to all 
recipients and subrecipients of Federal transit funding that own, operate, or manage public 
transportation capital assets. The rule defines the term “state of good repair,” requires that public 
transportation providers develop and implement transit asset management (TAM) plans, and 
establishes state of good repair standards and performance measures for four asset categories: 
transit equipment, rolling stock, transit infrastructure, and facilities. The rule became effective on 
October 1, 2018. 

Table 6 -1 below identifies performance measures outlined in the final rule for transit asset 
management.   
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Table 6-1: FTA TAM Performance Measures 

Asset Category Performance Measure and Asset Class 

Equipment Percentage of non-revenue, support-service and maintenance vehicles 
that have met or exceeded their useful life benchmark 

Rolling Stock Percentage of revenue vehicles within a particular asset class that have 
either met or exceeded their useful life benchmark 

Infrastructure Percentage of track segments with performance restrictions 

Facilities Percentage of facilities within an asset class rated below condition 3 on 
the TERM scale 

 

For equipment and rolling stock classes, useful life benchmark (ULB) is defined as the expected 
lifecycle of a capital asset, or the acceptable period of use in service, for a particular transit 
provider’s operating environment.  ULB considers a provider’s unique operating environment 
such as geography and service frequency and is not the same as an asset’s useful life. 

Public transportation agencies are required to establish and report transit asset management 
targets annually for the following fiscal year.  Each public transit provider or its sponsors must 
share its targets, TAM, and asset condition information with each MPO in which the transit 
provider’s projects and services are programmed in the MPO’s TIP.   

MPOs are required to establish initial transit asset management targets within 180 days of the 
date that public transportation providers establish initial targets.  However, MPOs are not 
required to establish transit asset management targets annually each time the transit provider 
establishes targets.  Instead, subsequent MPO targets must be established when the MPO 
updates the TIP or LRTP.   

When establishing transit asset management targets, the MPO can either agree to program 
projects that will support the transit provider targets, or establish its own separate regional 
transit asset management targets for the MPO planning area.  In cases where two or more 
providers operate in an MPO planning area and establish different targets for a given measure, 
the MPO has the option of coordinating with the providers to establish a single target for the 
MPO planning area, or establishing a set of targets for the MPO planning area that reflects the 
differing transit provider targets. 

To the maximum extent practicable, transit providers, states, and MPOs must coordinate with 
each other in the selection of performance targets. 
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The TAM rule defines two tiers of public transportation providers based on size parameters.  Tier 
I providers are those that operate rail service or more than 100 vehicles in all fixed route modes, 
or more than 100 vehicles or more in one non-fixed route mode.  Tier II providers are those that 
are a subrecipient of FTA 5311 funds, or an American Indian Tribe, or have 100 or less vehicles 
across all fixed route modes, or have 100 vehicles or less in one non-fixed route mode.  A Tier I 
provider must establish its own transit asset management targets, as well as report performance 
and other data to FTA.  A Tier II provider has the option to establish its own targets or to 
participate in a group plan with other Tier II providers whereby targets are established by a plan 
sponsor, typically a state DOT, for the entire group. 

A total of 28 transit providers participated in the FDOT Group TAM Plan (Table 6-2).  The 
participants in the FDOT Group TAM Plan are comprised of the Section 5311 Rural Program and 
open-door Section 5310 Enhanced Mobility of Seniors & Individuals with Disabilities FDOT 
subrecipients.  The Group TAM Plan was adopted in October 2018 and covers fiscal years 2018-
2019 through 2021-2022.  

Table 6-2: Florida Group TAM Plan Participants 

District Participating Transit Providers  
1 Good Wheels, Inc  

Central Florida Regional Planning Council 
DeSoto County Transportation 

2 Suwannee Valley Transit  
Big Bend Transit   
Baker County Council on Aging  
Nassau County Transit  

Clay Transit   
Ride Solutions  
Levy County Transit Ride Solutions 
Suwannee River Economic Council 
(SREC) 

3 Tri-County Community Council  
Big Bend District 3  
Santa Rosa Transit  
Gulf County ARC  

Calhoun Senior Citizen Center  
Liberty County Transit  
JTRANS  
Wakulla Transit 

4 No participating providers  
5 Sumter Transit  

Marion Transit  
Flagler County Public Transportation   

6 Key West Transit  
7 Neighborly Care Network  

Mid-Florida Community Service  
ARC Tampa Bay  

ARC Nature Coast  
PARC 

The Sarasota/Manatee MPO planning area is served by two (2) transit service providers: 
Manatee County Area Transit and Sarasota County Area Transit are considered Tier II providers. 
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The Sarasota/Manatee MPO LRTP was developed in cooperation with MCAT and SCAT. The 
MPO supports MCAT and SCAT’s transit asset targets and agrees to plan projects in the TIP that 
will, once implemented, make progress toward achieving the transit provider’s targets. The TIP 
has been evaluated and the anticipated effect of the overall program is that, once implemented, 
progress will be made towards achieving the transit asset performance targets. FTA funding, as 
programmed by the region’s transit providers and FDOT, is used for programs and products to 
improve the condition of the region’s transit assets. The focus of Sarasota/Manatee MPO’s 
investments that address transit state of good repair include:  

MCAT  SCAT 
• Operating fixed route  
• Capital for fixed route 
• Anna Maria Island Trolly enhanced 

transit services 
• Purchase vehicles/equipment  

• Operating fixed route 
• Capital for fixed route 

 

The transit asset management targets are based on the condition of existing transit assets and 
planned investments in equipment, rolling stock, and facilities. The targets reflect the most 
recent data available on the number, age, and condition of transit assets, and expectations and 
capital investment plans for improving these assets. Table 6-3 summarizes both existing 
conditions for the most recent year available, and the targets developed by MCAT, while Table 6-
4 shows the same for SCAT. 
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Table 6-3: Manatee County Area Transit (MCAT) Transit Asset Targets 

Asset Category Performance Measure Asset Class 
Useful Life 
Benchmark 

2020 Asset 
Condition 

2020/2021 
Target 

Rolling Stock 

Age - % of revenue vehicles within a 
particular asset class that have met or 
exceeded their ULB 

CU-Cutaway 5 years or 
200,000 miles 53% 60% 

MB-Motor Bus 12 and 10 years 
or 500,000 miles 

27% 30% 

MV-Minivans 4 years 0% 0% 

Equipment 

Age - % of non-revenue vehicles within 
a particular asset class that have met 
or exceeded their ULB 

Non 
Revenue/Service 
Automobile 

4 years or 
100,000 miles 63% 100% 

Non-Revenue/ 
Service Trucks 

4 years or 
100,000 miles 60% 75% 

Facilities 

Condition - % of facilities with a 
condition rating below 3.0 on the FTA 
Transit Economic Requirements Model 
(TERM) Scale 

Administration/ 
Maintenance 
Facility 

n/a 
0% 0% 

Passenger 
Facility 

n/a 
0% 0% 
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Table 6-4: Sarasota County Area Transit (SCAT) Transit Asset Targets 

Asset Category Performance Measure Asset Class 
Useful Life 
Benchmark 

2020 Asset 
Condition 

2020/2021 
Target 

Rolling Stock 

Age - % of revenue vehicles within a 
particular asset class that have met or 
exceeded their ULB 

Cutaway Buses 7 years and/or 
200,000 miles 12% 12% 

Motor Bus 12 years or 
500,000 

0% 4% 

Equipment 

Age - % of non-revenue vehicles within 
a particular asset class that have met 
or exceeded their ULB 

Non 
Revenue/Service 
Automobile 

4 years or 
100,000 miles 53% 76% 

Facilities 

Condition - % of facilities with a 
condition rating below 3.0 on the FTA 
Transit Economic Requirements Model 
(TERM) Scale 

Administration/ 
Maintenance 
Facility 

Rated under 3.0 
on TERM scale 0% 0% 

Passenger 
Facility 

Rated under 3.0 
on TERM scale 

0% 0% 

7.0 Transit Safety Performance 
The Federal Transit Administration (FTA) established transit safety performance management 
requirements in the Public Transportation Agency Safety Plan (PTASP) final rule, which was 
published on July 19, 2018. This rule requires providers of public transportation systems that 
receive federal financial assistance under 49 U.S.C. Chapter 53 to develop and implement a 
PTASP based on a Safety Management Systems approach. 

The PTASP must include performance targets for the performance measures established by FTA 
in the National Public Transportation Safety Plan, which was published on January 28, 2017. The 
transit safety performance measures are: 

• Total number of reportable fatalities and rate per total vehicle revenue miles by mode. 
• Total number of reportable injuries and rate per total vehicle revenue miles by mode. 
• Total number of reportable safety events and rate per total vehicle revenue miles by 

mode. 
• System reliability – mean distance between major mechanical failures by mode. 
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The PTASP rule takes effect on July 19, 2019. Each provider of public transportation that is 
subject to the rule must certify it has a PTASP, including transit safety targets for the above 
measures, in place no later than July 20, 2020. MPOs then have 180 days to establish transit 
safety targets for the MPO planning area. Once the public transportation provider establishes 
targets, it must make the targets available to MPOs to aid in the planning process. The 
Sarasota/Manatee MPO must reflect those targets in any LRTP and TIP updated on or after July 
20, 2021. 

Over the course of 2019-2021, the Sarasota/Manatee MPO will coordinate with public 
transportation providers in the planning area on the development and establishment of transit 
safety targets. Future TIPs will include a discussion of the anticipated effect towards achieving 
the transit safety targets.  



Federal Strategies for Implementing Requirements for LRTP Updates for the Florida MPOs 

January 2018 

The Federal Highway Administration (FHWA), in cooperation with the Federal Transit Administration (FTA), 

developed this document to provide clarification to the Florida Department of Transportation (FDOT) and 

Florida’s Metropolitan Planning Organizations (MPOs) regarding our expectations for meeting some of the 

requirements to be addressed in the next cycle of Long Range Transportation Plan (LRTP) updates. 23 CFR 

450.306, 316 and 324 describe the basic requirements of the scope of the metropolitan transportation planning 

process, including a documented public participation plan, and development and content of the LRTPs 

respectively.  

Addressing Current Requirements 

The following information is presented to highlight notable areas for improvement, as well as those of potential 

concern, in order to proactively assist the MPOs in meeting federal planning requirements.  These topic areas 

were selected based on a past history of issues observed with them through our general stewardship 

responsibilities, or through the oversight responsibilities via the Transportation Management Area (TMA) 

certification reviews.   FHWA and FTA would be pleased to work with FDOT and the MPOs to discuss 

interpretation examples and/or statewide templates as appropriate to support implementation consistency.  

Additional areas of concern may be addressed on an individual MPO basis as needed throughout the LRTP 

development process.  Citations noted refer to regulations published in the May 27, 2016 Federal Register. 

Stakeholder Coordination and Input 

Specific Public Involvement Strategies: MPOs are required to develop a written plan that documents and 

explicitly describes the procedures, strategies, and outcomes of stakeholder involvement in the planning process 

for all the MPOs products and processes, including, but not limited to, the timing of and timeframe for 

public/stakeholder input on the LRTP and its amendments.  The MPOs should take the time to ensure their LRTP 

outreach strategies in their public participation plan (PPP), whether documented in an overall MPO PPP or one 

specifically for LRTP outreach, are clear, transparent, and accurately describes when and how their stakeholders 

can be involved in the process.  To this end, having non‐transportation professional(s) review the document and 

provide their understanding of when and how long the public comment periods occur for the various planning 

products can be helpful to ensure the information is being interpreted as intended. {23 CFR 450.316(a)(1)} 

Public Involvement/Tribal/Resource Agency Consultation: Consultation on the MPO’s planning products 

(including the LRTP) with the appropriate Indian Tribal governments and Federal land management agencies 

(when the planning area includes such lands) is required to be documented. The interaction documentation with 

these stakeholders needs to outline the roles, responsibilities and key decision points for consulting with other 

governments and agencies. MPOs should ensure that their plans and/or documentation include such 

procedures.     

Additionally, State and local agencies responsible for land use management, natural resources, environmental 

protection, conservation and historic preservation are required to be consulted during the development of the 
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LRTP.   This consultation consists of comparisons of state conservation plans/maps, and inventories of natural or 

historical resources with transportation plans, as appropriate and if available.  This consultation process is also 

required to be documented, ideally in the public participation plan.  Note that the Tribal governments and 

resource agencies mentioned above are also required to be involved in the development of the various 

consultation processes with these agencies. {23 CFR 450.316(a)(1), (c), (d), (e); 23 CFR 450.324(g)} 

Measures of Effectiveness:  Many MPOs have what appear to be very successful strategies for reaching out and 

incorporating public comment into their products and processes.  However, there is no systematic confirmation 

or validation that the strategies are indeed working.  MPOs are required to periodically review the effectiveness 

of the procedures and strategies described within the public participation plan (PPP).  The PPP is also required to 

contain the specific measures used, the timing of, and the process used to evaluate the MPO’s outreach and PPP 

strategies.  Ideally, once the LRTP is developed, the outreach is evaluated, and then any needed changes to the 

outreach process are incorporated and documented in the PPP prior to the next LRTP update. {23 CFR 

450.316(a)(1)(x)} 

Fiscal Constraint  

Project Phases: Projects in LRTPs are required to be described in enough detail to develop cost estimates in the 

LRTP financial plan that show how the projects will be implemented. For a project in the cost feasible plan, the 

phase(s) being funded and the cost must be documented.  Additionally, the source of funding for each phase 

must be documented in the first 10 years of the LRTP. The phases to be shown in LRTPs include Preliminary 

Engineering (PE), Right of Way (ROW) and Construction.  PE includes both the Project Development and 

Environment (PD&E) and Design phases.  FHWA and FTA support the option of combining the PD&E and Design 

phases into an overall PE phase for these long range estimates.  Boxed funds can be utilized as appropriate to 

document the financing of smaller projects, such as sidewalks, or early phases of projects, such as PD&E. 

However, the individual projects utilizing the box need to be listed, or at a minimum, sufficiently described in 

bulk in the LRTP (i.e. PD&E for projects in Years 2020‐2025).  {23 CFR 450.324(f)(9), (f)(11); 23 CFR 450.326(h)} 

Full Time Span of LRTP (1st 5 Years): Plans are required to have at least a 20‐year horizon. The effective date of 

the LRTP is the date of the MPO adoption of the plan. As such, the MPO is required to have an LRTP that 

includes projects from the date of adoption projected out at least 20 years from that date.   The LRTP is a 

planning document that describes how the proposed projects will help achieve the regional vision.  The 

Transportation Improvement Program (TIP), however, is a reflection of the investment priorities which are 

established in the LRTP.  When adopting an updated LRTP, the projects in the previous LRTP are assessed and 

revised to acknowledge projects that have: 1) moved forward (these are typically removed from the updated 

LRTP), 2) shifted in time (these could be moved forward or back in implementation in the updated LRTP), and 3) 

been added or deleted based on the MPO’s current priorities.   The TIP is only a resource for determining which 

projects have moved forward.  The TIP, which is based on the previous LRTP, is not a substitute for the first 5 

years of the updated LRTP.  Additionally, the TIP is a 4‐year programming document that, in Florida, is adopted 

every year and thus expires annually.  When LRTPs “include the TIP”, it is a reference to a static and outdated 

document once the next TIP is incorporated into the Statewide Transportation Improvement Program (STIP), 

which occurs annually in Florida Therefore, the MPOs will need to show all of the projects, phases, and 
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estimates from the adoption date through the horizon year of the LRTP, which is considered the entire time 

period of the LRTP.  In addition, funding sources need to be shown for all projects from the adoption date 

through the first 10 years.  {23 CFR 450.324(a); 23 CFR 450.326(a)} 

Technical Topics 

SHSP Consistency: We have come a long way from “What is the Strategic Highway Safety Plan (SHSP)?” to having 

LRTPs address the safety of all users throughout the planning process.  We have proactively and successfully 

encouraged the MPOs to include a safety element in their LRTPs and be consistent with the Florida SHSP.  The 

changes to the planning regulations now require the goals, objectives, performance measures and targets of the 

Highway Safety Improvement Program (HSIP), which includes the SHSP, to be integrated into the LRTPs either 

directly or by reference.  However, the specific priorities, strategies, countermeasures and projects of the HSIP 

are not required to be integrated.  We continue to strongly encourage their incorporation where appropriate.  

{23 CFR 450.306(b)(2), (d)(4)(ii); 23 CFR 324(h)} 

The link to FDOT’s 2016 SHSP is:  http://www.fdot.gov/safety/SHSP2012/FDOT_2016SHSP_Final.pdf 

Freight: Florida’s MPOs have been proactive in assessing and incorporating their freight needs.  Freight shippers 

and providers of freight transportation services have been required to be incorporated into the stakeholder 

outreach that the MPO uses throughout the planning process and the LRTP to address the projected demand of 

goods transportation on the network.  Changes to the planning requirements now also encourage the 

consultation of agencies and officials planning for freight movements. With the National Highway Freight 

Program a core funding category of federal funds, having a solid basis for incorporating freight needs and 

projecting the freight demands will be key to the LRTP’s success for meeting its regional vision for the goods 

movement throughout the area.  Additionally, the planning regulations now require the goals, objectives 

performance measures and targets of the State Freight Plan to be integrated into the LRTPs either directly or by 

reference.    While freight is one of the planning factors, it deserves special emphasis, and will need to play a 

more prominent role in future LRTPs. The MPOs need to show a concerted effort to incorporate freight 

stakeholders and strategies into the next LRTP.  {23 CFR 450.306(b)(4), (b)(6); 23 CFR 450.316(a); 23 CFR 450.324 

(b), (f)(1), (f)(5)} 

Environmental Mitigation/Consultation: For highway projects, the LRTP must include a discussion on the types 

of potential environmental mitigation activities and potential areas to carry out these activities.  The 

environmental mitigation discussion in the LRTP must be developed in consultation with Federal, State and 

Tribal wildlife, land management and regulatory agencies.  The LRTP discussion can be at a system‐wide level to 

identify areas where mitigation may be undertaken (perhaps illustrated on a map) and what kinds of mitigation 

strategies, policies and/or programs may be used when these environmental areas are affected by projects in 

the LRTP.  This discussion in the LRTP would identify broader environmental mitigation needs and opportunities 

that individual transportation projects might take advantage of later.  MPOs should be aware that the use of 

ETDM alone is not environmental mitigation.  The use of ETDM is considered project screening and is not a 

system‐wide review of the planning area.  Documentation of the consultation with the relevant agencies should 

be maintained by the MPO.  {23 CFR 450.324(f)(10)} 
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Congestion Management Process:  The management of congestion has played an increasing role in the 

operations of transportation networks.  One of the key activities of the process is to evaluate the effectiveness 

of the strategies the process produces.  The MPO must demonstrate that the congestion management process is 

incorporated into the planning process.  The process the MPO uses can be documented separately or in 

conjunction with the LRTP.   The process is required to: 1) provide for the safe and effective integrated 

management and operations of the transportation network; 2) identify the acceptable level of performance;     

3) identify methods to monitor and evaluate performance; 4) define objectives; 5) establish a coordinated data

collection program; 6) identify and evaluate strategy benefits; 7) identity an implementation schedule; and 8)

periodically assess the effectiveness of the strategies. The congestion management process should result in

multimodal system measures and strategies that are reflected in the LRTP and TIP.  The new planning

requirements provide for the optional development of a Congestion Management Plan (CMP) that includes

projects and strategies that will be considered in the TIP.  This optional plan is different than documenting the

processes that the MPO uses to address the congestion management.  The CMP, if used, needs to 1) develop

regional goals, 2) identify existing transportation services and commuter programs, 3) identify proposed

projects, and 4) be developed in consultation with entities that provide job access reverse commute or job‐

related services to low‐income individuals.   {23 CFR 450.322}

Americans with Disabilities Act (ADA) Transition Plans: Government agencies with 50 or more employees that 

have control over pedestrian rights of way (PROW) must have transition plans for ADA.  Agencies with less than 

50 employees that have control over PROW must have an ADA Program Access Plan, describing how they 

provide access for those with disabilities to programs, services and activities.  MPOs that are a part of a public 

agency that has these responsibilities need to have a heightened awareness for these responsibilities and plans.  

However, all MPOs play an important role in ADA compliance by assisting agencies with sidewalk inventories, 

gap studies, etc.   MPOs can also go a good deal further, but should at a minimum serve as a resource for 

information and technical assistance in local government compliance with ADA. {28 CFR 35.105; 28 CFR 

35.150(d)} 

Administrative Topics 

LRTP Documentation/Final Board Approval:  The date the MPO Board adopts the LRTP is the effective date of 

the plan.   The contents of the product that the MPO adopts on that date includes at a minimum: 1) the current 

and projected demand of persons and goods; 2) existing and proposed facilities that serve transportation 

functions; 3) a description of performance measures and targets; 4) a system performance report; 5) operational 

and management strategies; 6) consideration of the results of the congestion management process; 7) 

assessment of capital investment and other strategies to preserve existing and future infrastructure; 8) 

transportation and transit enhancement activities; 9) description of proposed improvements in sufficient detail 

to develop cost estimates; 10) discussion of potential environmental mitigation strategies and areas to carry out 

the activities; 11) a cost feasible financial plan that demonstrates how the proposed projects can be 

implemented and includes system level operation and maintenance revenues and costs; and 12) pedestrian 

walkway and bicycle transportation facilities which are required to be considered, where appropriate, in 

conjunction with all new construction and reconstruction of transportation facilities, except where bicycle and 

pedestrian use are not permitted.   FHWA and FTA expect that at the time the MPO Board adopts the LRTP, a 
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substantial amount of LRTP analysis and documentation will have been completed, and all final documentation 

will be available for distribution no later than 90 days after the plan’s adoption. The Board and its advisory 

committees, as well as the public, should have periodically had opportunities to review and comment on 

products from interim tasks and reports that culminated into what is referred to as the final Plan. Finalizing the 

LRTP and its supporting documentation is the last activity in a lengthy process.  All final documents are required 

to be made readily available for public review and to be made available electronically.  The final document(s) 

should be posted online and available through the MPO office no later than 90 days after adoption date. The 

MPOs’ schedules for this round of LRTP development are expected to allow ample time for the Board to adopt 

the final LRTP product no later than 5 years from the MPOs’ adoption of the previous LRTP.  These adoption 

dates have recently been confirmed with each MPO. {23 CFR 450.324 (a), (c), (f), (k)} 

LRTP & STIP/TIP Consistency: The STIP and TIPs must be consistent with the relevant LRTPs as they are 

developed.  FHWA and FTA staff will be checking for this consistency during the STIP approval process. The 

results of previous reviews indicate that emphasis is still needed to ensure that projects are accurately reflected 

in both the TIP and STIP and that these projects are flowing from and are found to be consistent with the MPO’s 

LRTP.  Additionally, when amendments to the STIP/TIP are made, the projects must also be consistent with the 

LRTP from which they are derived.  When STIP/TIP amendments are received by FHWA and FTA, they will be 

reviewed for consistency with the applicable LRTP. Projects with inconsistencies between the STIP/TIP and the 

respective LRTP will not be approved for use of federal funds or federal action until the issue is addressed.  {23 

CFR 450.330; 23 CFR 450.218(b)}. 

New Requirements 
This section describes topics that may not currently be required by federal laws and rules to be addressed in 

LRTPs. As such, MPOs are not required to include these considerations in their current planning processes and 

plans. However, they will be required to be addressed for the next LRTP. 

New Planning Factors:  The MPO is required to address several planning factors as a part of its planning 

processes.  The degree of consideration and analysis of the factors should be based on the scale and complexity 

of the area’s issues and will vary depending on the unique conditions of the area.  Efforts should be made to 

think through and carefully consider how to address each factor. There are two new planning factors that need 

to be considered in the next LRTPs:  1) improving the resiliency and reliability of the transportation system and 

reducing or mitigating stormwater impacts of surface transportation; and 2) enhancing travel and tourism.  

Florida has a strong history of proactively addressing these transportation areas.  These experiences can be 

drawn upon to incorporate the new factors into the planning processes.  {23 CFR 450.306(b)9, (b)(10), (c)} 

Transportation Performance Management: As funding for transportation capacity projects becomes more 

limited, increasing emphasis will be placed on maximizing the efficiency and effectiveness of our current 

transportation system and the resources that build and maintain the system. As such, a performance‐based 

approach to transportation decision making will be required for the FDOT and MPOs.  As the MPOs and FDOT 

are aware, the performance measures required to be addressed in the LRTPs are documented in final rules that 

were published in the Federal Register on March 15, 2016 and January 18, 2017. The MPOs will set their targets 

C-5



in accordance with the schedule established in these final rules.  FDOT and the MPOs have flexibility as to the 

documentation and process used for setting the targets, as long as the targets are made publicly available once 

they are set.  The next LRTPs (when updated or amended after May 27, 2018) will be required to describe the 

performance measures and the targets the MPO has selected for assessing the performance of the 

transportation system.   

A system performance report will also be required to be included in the LRTPs.  The report is a tool that 

evaluates and updates the condition of the transportation system in relation to the performance measures and 

targets.  While guidance is still being developed, the report would include for each performance measure 

information such as: the target set; the baseline condition at the start of the evaluation cycle; the progress 

achieved in meeting the targets; and a trend‐type comparison of progress with previous performance reports.  

Depending on the timing of the LRTP, the date of the target setting, and length of the evaluation cycle, the LRTPs 

initially amended/updated after May 27, 2018 may not have a full cycle of specific information to include.  

However, the LRTPs need to include the data that is available and discuss how the MPO plans to use the full 

information once it does become available.  We recognize that these initial LRTPs will be developed during a 

transition period, and commit to working with the MPOs to ensure that the regulations are reasonably being 

addressed.  {23 CFR 450.306(d)(4); 23 CFR 450.324(f)(3), (f)(4)}   

For more TPM information and the tools tailored for Florida partners, please go to:  

https://www.fhwa.dot.gov/fldiv/tpm.cfm 

Multimodal Feasibility: The transportation plan shall include both long‐range and short‐range strategies/actions 

that provide for the development of an integrated multimodal transportation system (including accessible 

pedestrian walkways and bicycle transportation facilities) to facilitate the safe and efficient movement of people 

and goods in addressing current and future transportation demand. {23 CFR 450.324} 

Transit Asset Management:  The MPO is required to set performance targets for each performance measure, per 

23 CFR 450.306(d). Those performance targets must be established 180 days after the transit agency established 

their performance targets. Transit agencies are required to set their performance targets by January 1, 2017. If 

there are multiple asset classes offered in the metropolitan planning area, the MPO should set targets for each 

asset class. Planning for TAM/Roles and Responsibilities for MPOs and State DOTs can be found on the FTA 

website:  https://cms.fta.dot.gov/sites/fta.dot.gov/files/planning‐tam‐fact‐sheet.pdf 

Emerging Issues 
This section describes topics that may not currently be required by federal laws and rules to be addressed in 

LRTPs. As such, MPOs are not required to include these considerations in their current planning processes and 

plans. These issues are receiving considerable attention in national discussions. Each MPO has the discretion to 

determine whether to address these emerging topics in their LRTP at this time and the appropriate level of 

detail.  Beginning to address these issues early on may potentially minimize the level of effort needed to achieve 

future compliance. 
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Mobility on Demand (MOD):  Mobility on Demand (MOD) is an innovative, user‐focused approach which 

leverages emerging mobility services, integrated transit networks and operations, real‐time data, connected 

travelers, and cooperative Intelligent Transportation Systems (ITS) to allow for a more traveler‐centric, 

transportation system‐ of‐systems approach, providing improved mobility options to all travelers and users of 

the system in an efficient and safe manner.  Automated vehicles (AV), now being called Automated Driving 

Systems (ADS) and Connected Vehicles (CV) are two components of the overall MOD model.   

ADS (also known as self‐driving, driverless, or robotic) are vehicles in which some aspect of vehicle control is 

automated by the car. For example, adaptive cruise control, where the vehicle automatically speeds up, slows 

down, or stops in response to other vehicle movements in the traffic stream is an automated vehicle function.  

Connectivity is an important input to realizing the full potential benefits and broad‐scale implementation of 

automated vehicles.  The preliminary five‐part formal classification system for ADS is: 

 Level 0: The human driver is in complete control of all functions of the car.

 Level 1: A single vehicle function is automated.

 Level 2: More than one function is automated at the same time (e.g., steering and acceleration), but the

driver must remain constantly attentive.

 Level 3: The driving functions are sufficiently automated that the driver can safely engage in other

activities.

 Level 4: The car can drive itself without a human driver

CV includes technology that will enable cars, buses, trucks, trains, roads and other infrastructure, and our 

smartphones and other devices to “talk” to one another. Cars on the highway, for example, would use short‐

range radio signals to communicate with each other so every vehicle on the road would be aware of where 

other nearby vehicles are. Drivers would receive notifications and alerts of dangerous situations, such as 

someone about to run a red light as they’re nearing an intersection or an oncoming car, out of sight beyond a 

curve, swerving into their lane to avoid an object on the road. 

Rapid advances in technology mean that these types of systems may be coming on line during the horizon of the 

next LRTPs.  While these technologies when fully implemented will provide more opportunities to operate the 

transportation system better, the infrastructure needed to do so and the transition time for implementation is 

an area that the MPO can start to address in this next round of LRTP updates. 

Resources for additional information: 

Mobility on Demand: https://www.its.dot.gov/factsheets/pdf/MobilityonDemand.pdf 

Autonomous Vehicles: https://www.its.dot.gov/research_areas/pdf/WhitePaper_automation.pdf 

Connected Vehicles: https://www.its.dot.gov/cv_basics/index.htm 

Transportation Planning Capacity Building Connected Vehicle Focus Area: 

https://planning.dot.gov/focus_connectedVehicle.asp 
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Proactive Improvements 
This section describes topics that are not currently required by federal laws and rules to be addressed in LRTPs 

nor are they required by the May 27, 2016 regulation changes. As such, MPOs are not required to include these 

considerations in their current planning processes and plans.  These areas are intended to be a proactive change 

in the LRTPs to help Florida continue to make positive strides in long range planning. 

New Consultation:   There are two new types of agencies that the MPO should consult with when developing the 

LRTPs: agencies that are responsible for tourism and those that are responsible for natural disaster risk 

reduction.   These consultations are a natural evolution of implementing the new planning factors for which 

Florida has experience in doing.  {23 CFR 450.316(b)} 

Summary of Public Involvement Strategies: Seeking out and considering the needs of traditionally underserved 

populations is a key part of any public involvement process.  When the MPO carries out stakeholder 

involvement, they may use a variety of strategies.  These strategies ultimately demonstrate that their planning 

process is consistent with Title VI and other federal anti‐discrimination provisions in the development of the 

LRTP. In order to clearly demonstrate this consistency, the MPOs should summarize the outreach information. 

This information should be derived from the MPO’s public involvement plan elements. The public involvement 

summary should be supported by more detailed information, such as the specific strategies used, feedback 

received and feedback responses, findings, etc. The detailed information should then be referenced and 

included in the form of a technical memorandum or report that can be appended to the LRTP, or included in a 

separate, standalone document that is also available for public review in support of the LRTP.  {23 CFR 

450.316(a)(1)(vii)} 

Impact Analysis/Data Validation: In accordance with Title VI, MPOs need to have and document a proactive, 

effective public involvement process that includes outreach to low income, minorities and traditionally 

underserved populations, as well as all other citizens of the metropolitan area, throughout the transportation 

planning process.  Using this process, the LRTP needs to document the overall transportation needs of the 

metropolitan area and be able to demonstrate how public feedback and input helped shape the resulting 

plan. Where some MPOs struggle in using data to assess likely impacts, other MPOs attempt to use data to 

assess the needs.  Some look at a dollar spread among minority/non‐minority areas to determine equity.  This 

approach is probably not the best method to use, since higher dollar amounts might indicate capacity projects 

when the community needs more pedestrian connectivity, for example.   We suggest using the data tools found 

at https://www.fhwa.dot.gov/environment/environmental_justice/resources/data_tools/.  Additionally, as time 

passes it becomes more important to validate the 2010 census data being used.  School Boards, emergency 

service agencies, tax rolls and staff knowledge are all good sources to ensure data quality.  {23 CFR 

450.316(a)(1)(vii); 23 CFR 420.324(e)} 

FDOT Revenue Forecast:  To help stakeholders understand the financial information and analysis that goes into 

identifying the revenues for the MPO, we recommend the MPO include FDOT’s Revenue Forecast in the 

appendices that support the LRTP. {23 CFR 450.324(f)(11)(ii)} 
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Sustainability and Livability in Context: We encourage the MPO to implement strategies that contribute to 

comprehensive livability programs and advance projects with multimodal connectivity.  MPO policies and 

practices that support an integrated surface transportation system for all users that is efficient, equitable, safe, 

and environmentally sustainable will improve transportation choices and connectivity for all users especially 

those walking and bicycling.  Building partnerships with traditional and nontraditional stakeholders will facilitate 

the development and implementation of transportation projects that improve integration, connectivity, 

accessibility, safety and convenience for all users.  The MPOs are encouraged to identify and suggest contextual 

solutions for appropriate transportation corridors within their area and utilize the flexibilities provided in the 

federal funding programs to improve the transportation network for all users. {23 CFR 450.306(b)}   

Scenario Planning:  The new planning requirements describe using multiple scenarios for consideration by the 

MPO in the development of the LRTP.  If the MPO chooses to develop these scenarios, they are encouraged to 

consider a number of factors including potential regional investment strategies, assumed distribution of 

population and employment, a scenario that maintains baseline conditions for identified performance 

measures, a scenario that improves the baseline conditions, revenue constrained scenarios, and include 

estimated costs and potential revenue available to support each scenario.  {23 CFR 450.324(i)} 
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Appendix 1D: Matrix of Goals and Factors 
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