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Introduction
Over the past two decades, transportation agencies have been increasing their use
performance-based planning to improve transportation decisionmaking and outcomes. Not
only has the federal government embraced this nationally through the last two transportation
legislations, the Florida Department of Transportation (FDOT) has also continued its
leadership and progress in performance-based planning. This trend has also been embraced
by the Sarasota/Manatee Metropolitan Planning Organization (MPO) through its long range
transportation planning process.
In its last long range transportation plan, the
2040 Strategic Mobility Plan, the MPO
articulated its own environmental
sustainability and community livability goals
(see box right) as important considerations
for decisionmaking. As a result, the MPO
wants to measure environmental
sustainability and community livability to
dovetail with and expand upon the federal
and state performance-based planning trend.

2040 Strategic Mobility Plan Environmental Sustainability and
Community Livability Goals
Goal 5 - Improve environmental sustainability and community
livability in coordination with local government comprehensive
plans.
Goal 2 - Improve accessibility and multimodal connectivity by
promoting proximity to jobs and efficient movement of freight
and goods.
Goal 4 - Improve management, operations, and coordination
to promote an efficient transportation system locally and
regionally.

The purpose of this report is to present a
new method for measuring environmental sustainability and community livability goals in
project prioritization process. The following activities help to develop this new method:

•
•

•

•
•

An understanding of the existing framework – a synthesis of the latest information from the federal
government and state requirements, analyzed against the challenges of past MPO efforts.
Data and best practices research – an inventory of relevant, easily available data at federal, state,
regional, and county levels, supplemented by a more detailed review of other MPOs that have also
attempted to address these similar issues in their project prioritization process.
Community and stakeholder workshop on performance measures – a one day community and
stakeholder workshop to discuss environmental and livability priorities and measures to aid in the
project selection process, funded through a technical assistance grant from Transportation for
America.
Baseline of regional multimodal accessibility – Analysis of access to jobs and essential services by
travel mode for residents of the region.
Recommended framework – a proposal for the MPO going forward. This framework can guide all
phases of planning but focuses on project prioritization.

This report summarizes the key insights from these activities above, ending with the recommended
framework to improve project prioritization process.
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Existing Framework
The federal and state requirements are the overarching regulatory framework in which the MPO can
develop its own framework. This coupled with the past MPO efforts provide important context for a new
recommended framework.

Federal and State Requirements
The 2012 surface transportation law, Moving Ahead for Progress in the 21st Century Act (MAP-21),
requires that the U.S. Department of Transportation (USDOT) and state departments of transportation
(DOTs) commit to performance-based planning. USDOT finalized the requirements for all mandated
measures in May 2017 and is now working with all 400-plus MPOs and 50 DOTs to develop transportation
performance measure frameworks to, at a minimum, address the federally mandated measures and
develop and apply additional measures of local importance.
MAP-21 covers these 12 required performance measures:
•
•
•
•
•
•
•

Pavement condition on the Interstate System and on remainder of the National Highway System
(NHS) (2)
Performance of the Interstate System and the remainder of the NHS (2)
Bridge condition on the NHS (1)
Fatalities and serious injuries—both number and rate per vehicle mile traveled--on all public roads
(4)
Traffic congestion (1)
On-road mobile source emissions (1)
Freight movement on the Interstate System (1) 1

The subsequent transportation reauthorization legislation, Fixing America's Surface Transportation (FAST)
Act (2015) updates MAP-21 by continuing the funding of the transportation system and adding two long
range transportation planning factors that emphasizes the value of freight, tourism, and resilience to the
transportation system. The federal requirements include setting future year targets for measures as part of
the performance-based monitoring and reporting of system.
Collectively the full list of transportation planning factors (see box below) includes several environmental
sustainability and community livability considerations. Air qualify, energy conservation, resiliency, and
stormwater impacts are examples of environmental sustainability considerations. Economic vitality,
accessibility, quality of life, and consistency between transportation and local planned growth are
examples of community livability considerations.

1 FHWA PlanWorks Glossary
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Long Range Transportation Planning Factors 2
1. Support the economic vitality of the metropolitan area, especially by enabling global competitiveness, productivity,
and efficiency;
2. Increase the safety of the transportation system for motorized and non-motorized users;
3. Increase the security of the transportation system for motorized and non-motorized users;
4. Increase accessibility and mobility of people and freight;
5. 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. Enhance the integration and connectivity of the transportation system, across and between modes, for people and
freight;
7. Promote efficient system management and operation;
8. Emphasize the preservation of the existing transportation system;
9. Improve the resiliency and reliability of the transportation system and reduce or mitigate stormwater impacts of
surface transportation; and
10. Enhance travel and tourism.

FDOT has not issued additional measures or guidance for evaluating community livability or environmental
sustainability past such measures as percentage of non-single occupancy vehicle travel, percentage of
sidewalk coverage, and percentage of bicycle lane coverage. FDOT also plans to report air quality
measures, such as annual hours of delay per capita. Currently this information is only available statewide
and for the seven largest metropolitan regions.

Measurement Efforts To-Date
The MPO had undertaken the first step in this approach by evaluating existing conditions through a report
series titled "Measuring Performance" that establish an analytical performance-based framework and
baseline for the federally mandated measures of congestion, safety, and state of repair, and for measures
of importance to the MPO.
Last year, the MPO developed and applied several measures to assess project performance related to
environmental sustainability and community livability: environmental mitigation, transit service, multimodal
livability, social justice, environmental streamlining, and transportation affordability. 3 Table 1 summarizes
those categories and relevant criteria with the full version in Appendix A: Existing Project Prioritization
Criteria.

2
3

https://www.law.cornell.edu/cfr/text/23/450.306
https://www.mympo.org/2040-long-range-transportation-plan
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Table 1 – Summary of the Existing Project Prioritization Criteria in Environment/Livability
CATEGORY
Environmental
Mitigation
(4 points)
Transit Service
(4 points)
Multimodal Livability
(2 points)

PRIORITIZATION SCORING CRITERIA
The project limits do not contain a critical habitat
The project limits do not require mitigation for wetland impacts
The project limits do not contain endangered species
Project improves access to transit center
Project addresses American Disabilities Act (ADA) retrofit improvements
consistent with ADA transition plan
Project includes transit shelters at priority stops
Project is located with a High or Low livability area
Project is located with a Medium livability area

Social Justice (2
points)

Multimodal project provides improved access for low-income
neighborhoods or areas with zero-vehicle households

Environmental
Streamlining (1 point)
Transportation
Affordability
(2 points max)

Environmental permitting not required
Multimodal project located in area where housing and transportation
cost exceeds 50% of income
Multimodal project located in area where housing and transportation
cost between 30% and 50% of income

Unfortunately, this framework did not lend itself to meaningful differences in project scores. In addition,
questions about data validity and availability affected certain criteria. For example with transportation
affordability, the Center for Neighborhood Technology’s “H+T Index” is a nationally known dataset
designed provide a more complete measure of affordability by accounting for the cost of housing and
transportation. 4 This measure estimates economic benefits to households because of greater multimodal
choices. However, the Sarasota/Manatee region has a high percentage of residents (24-40 percent) over
65, with many being affluent. As a result, the median household income is not properly reflected,
rendering the H+T Index ineffective.

4

https://htaindex.cnt.org/map/
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Data and Best Practices Research
The MPO’s goals define what data is needed, but data is inherently limited. Part of this effort is to
understand what non-transportation data is available to help support decisionmaking around projects. This
means that the data must:
•
•
•

Support meaningful differences in projects.
Be accessible and available to the MPO for use (cost)
Be available across both counties in the MPO.

In tackling these data question, there was an interest in understanding what data was available and other
MPOs best practices to understand their methods for tackling such issues.

Data Research
This task began with a detailed search for environmental sustainability and community livability related
datasets, such as:
•
•
•
•
•
•

Florida Geographic Data Library;
Florida Department of Health; Centers for Disease Control and Prevention and its subsidiaries;
The Opportunity Project;
ESRI/US Census Open Opportunity Data;
Cities of Sarasota, Bradenton, North Port, Venice, and Palmetto; and
Bicycling & Walking in the U.S. Benchmarking Project (see Appendix B– Inventory Dataset Sources).

The type and geographic level of data was noted for each source if the dataset was deemed relevant. For
example, analysis of access to local community services might include the datasets in Table 2:

Table 2 – Sample of data available related access to community services
Dataset Name
Critical Facilities
in Coastal
Geographies

Source
USGS Structures
Inventory
Database, (via
NOAA)
UF GeoPlan
Center (via FGDL)

Level
(June 2015) Coastal
states, coastal counties,
coastal portions of
states, coastal zones
(2015) State

FDOR (via FGDL)

(2010) State

Manatee County

(2011) County

Evacuation
Zones

Sarasota County

(2016) County

Public Safety
Map

City of Bradenton

(various years) County

Community and
Fraternal Centers
in Florida
Community
Center Parcels in
Florida
CommunityNeighborhood
Services Map
Viewer
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Information
(Point data) Law enforcement facilities, fire stations,
medical facilities, and schools
(Point data) Physical address and contact information
for community and related community-oriented
association facilities based on data found online
(Shape data) Obtained from 2010 tax data; needs to
be cross-referenced with Community and Fraternal
Centers
Programs and services provided by Manatee County's
Community Services and/or Neighborhood Services
Departments (including but not limited to non-profit
programs, affordable housing, churches,
neighborhood housing associations, schools and
libraries, and code enforcement zones)
(Point and shape data) Hospitals, hurricane
evacuation zones, evacuation routes, evacuation
shelters
(Point and shape data) Hospitals, fire stations, other
medical facilities, evacuation shelters, evacuation
routes, 2017 evacuation zones, DFIRM flood zones

This inventory provided a look at what types of data and measures are potentially available to use in the
project prioritization process and any future performance measurement work. The key topic areas in which
dataset information was captured include:
•
•
•

Health data – from data such as physical activities and other lifestyle factors to other genetic or
specific health conditions.
Equity and affordability – spanning such data as land use elements as well as socio-economic
conditions.
Access to opportunity/transportation – from direct transportation facilities to environmental
impacts or travel choice costs. 5

Through this review, it became clear that a significant amount of information is available, especially with
respect to health. However, there is little to no content consistency across jurisdictions – both in data
availability but also in the methodologies of collection. Further, much of the data is only available at the
county or city level and not geographically detailed enough for project prioritization. Table 3 summarizes
the broad set of data potentially available in these topic areas of health, equity and affordability, and
access to opportunity/transportation that were collected and inventoried during this project.

Table 3 – Summarized Available Data
Health
Physical Activity/Inactivity
Time spent walking and biking
Intensity of walking and biking
Miles of routes and trails
Fatality rates per 10K
Health Indicators (obesity, diabetes,
asthma, hypertension)
Walking commuters by income and race
Health status (excellent/good/poor)
Nutrition
Land use mix
Premature death (< age 75)
Poor or fair health (% adults reporting)
Poor physical health days (Avg # days/mo)
Poor mental health days (Avg # days/mo)
Low birthweight (% births <2500g)
Adult smoking (% currently)
Adult obesity (% BMI >= 30)
Overweight and obese
Asthma
Diabetes
Food environment index
% of adults with no leisure-time physical
activity
Access to exercise opportunities (%)
Excessive drinking (%)
Alcohol-impaired driving deaths (%)
Sexually transmitted infections
Teen births (ages 15-19)
Uninsured (# < age 65)

Equity and Affordability
Land use possibilities:
Environmental Characteristics
Residential Density 2010
Gross Household Density
Percent Single Family Detached Households
Regional Household Intensity
Coastal High Hazard Line
Community Development Districts
Evacuation shelters
Hospital Districts
Trails and Parks
Age-restricted housing developments
Central and local business districts
Capital improvements
Location of community services
Location of religious centers
Location of subdivisions
Socioeconomic status possibilities:
Median age (by race/ethnicity)
Median Household Annual Income
Median hourly wage by race/ethnicity
Percent working poor by race/ethnicity
Poverty
Children in poverty
Older adults in poverty
Percent people below poverty by
race/ethnicity
Earned income growth for full-time wage
and salary workers
Job and wage growth

Access to Opportunity/Transportation
Location of intercity bus facilities
Location of premium transit (existing, future)
Location of affordable housing near transit
Location of community services
Multimodal facilities (existing, needs, future)
Regional trip ODs
Transit stop locations
Transit Ridership
Mode Share to Work
Travel Time to Work
Vehicle access by household
Proximity to nearest transit stop
Transit service frequency
Pedestrian environment
Land use mix
Average Block Perimeter
Average Block Size
Intersection Density
Composite Neighborhood Scores
Compact Neighborhood Score (0-10)
Job Access Score (0-10)
Transit Access Score (0-10)
Employment Access Index
Employment Mix Index (0-100)
Transit Connectivity Index (0-100)
Transit Access Shed
Jobs Accessible in 30 Minute Transit Ride
Average Available Transit Trips per Week

A search for environmental data also was undertaken, but Florida DOT uses an extensive environmental screening process [“Efficient Transportation Decision
Making (ETDM)”] which is based on a strong inventory of data sources from the within the Florida Geographic Data Library.

5
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Health
Primary care physicians (ratio
population/physicians)
Dentists (ratio population/dentists)
Mental health providers (ratio
population/providers)
Preventable hospital stays
Diabetes monitoring
Mammography screening (Medicare
enrollees)
Social associations (rate)
Violent crime (rate)
Injury deaths (Number of injury deaths)
Air pollution - particulate matter
Air pollution: Exposure index
Air pollution: Unequal burden
Drinking water violations
Severe housing problems (Number of
households with at least 1 of 4 housing
problems: overcrowding, high housing costs,
or lack of kitchen or plumbing facilities)
Anencephaly
Asthma Emergency Department Visits and
Hospitalization
Birth Prematurity
Bladder cancer
Breast cancer (Gender: Female)
Busy Roadways: Percent of schools and day
care facilities within 500 feet of a busy
roadway
Childhood Lead Screening
Cleft Lip with or without Cleft Palate
Dog Bite Emergency Department Visits and
Hospitalizations
Fluoridated Water: Percent of population on
public water with optimally fluoridated water
supplies
Gastroschisis
Heart Attack Emergency Department Visits
and Hospitalizations
Hypoplastic Left Heart Syndrome
Hypospadias
Infant Mortality
Leukemia
Limb Deficiencies
Low Birth Weight
Lung and Bronchus cancer
Non-Hodgkin's Lymphoma

Equity and Affordability
Job and GDP growth
Income inequality: Gini

Access to Opportunity/Transportation
Annual Vehicle Miles Traveled per
Household
Transit Ridership % of Workers

Income inequality: 95/20 ratio
Income inequality (Ratio HH inc 80th% / HH
inc 20th%)

Annual Transportation Cost

Average Household Size

Annual VMT Cost

Average Commuters per Household

Annual Transit Cost

Annual Auto Ownership Cost

Autos per Household
Single-parent household

Annual Transit Trips

Unemployment

Annual GHG per Household

Median Home Value

Annual GHG per Acre

Household Survival Budget

Car access

Household Stability Budget

Commute time

ALICE counts

Household spending on transportation

ALICE household thresholds
High school graduation (rate)
Associates level degree or higher / Some
college

Average H+T Costs (% income)
Average Monthly Housing Cost

No high school diploma
Race/ethnicity by nativity and ancestry
Percent people of color (1980-2050)
Population growth by ethnicity (2000-2050)

Average Monthly Transportation Costs
Average Annual Household Vehicle Miles
Traveled
Percent of Workers Using Public Transit
Long commute - driving alone (Number of
workers who commute in their car, truck or
van alone)
Driving alone to work (Percentage of
workers who drive alone to work)

Contribution to growth: Immigrants

% Sidewalk Coverage

Contribution to growth: People of color

% Bike Lane/Shoulder Coverage

Percent people of color by age group
Diversity score
Share of workers earning at least $15/hour
by race/ethnicity
Homeownership
Disconnected youth
School poverty
Education levels and job requirements
Neighborhood poverty
Housing burden
Median Selected Monthly Owner Costs
Median Gross Monthly Rent
Percent Owner Occupied Housing Units
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Health
Ozone: Number of days with maximum 8hour average ozone concentration over the
National Ambient Air Quality Standard
Radon Screening: Number of Housing units
tested for radon
Sex Ratio: Ratio of male to female births
Spina Bifida without Anencephaly
Tetralogy of Fallot
Thyroid cancer
Transposition of the Great Arteries
Trisomy 21

Equity and Affordability

Access to Opportunity/Transportation

Percent Renter Occupied Housing Units
Number of housing units
Percent of pre-1950 housing units
Percent of housing units built between 1950
and 1979
Percent of housing units that are vacant
Percent of occupied housing units that use
wood, fuel oil, kerosene, coal, or coke as
heating fuel
Percent of housing units that lack complete
plumbing facilities
Number of housing units built between
1950 and 1979
Number of housing units
Number of pre-1950 housing units

Best Practices
Lacking federal and state guidance on these types of considerations, the best practices research focuses
on what other MPOs have developed with respect to community livability and environmental measures.
Defining Measures: In developing measures to support its long range transportation plan, the Chicago
Metropolitan Agency for Planning (CMAP) identified several helpful questions to evaluate potential metrics:
•
•
•
•
•
•

Is this a reasonable measure of what the plan hopes to achieve?
Is this measure understandable to a non-planner?
Are there any concerns about the quality of the underlying data?
What level of effort is required to update the indicator and is it a reproducible measure?
Can the data be updated with sufficient frequency to serve as a reliable benchmark for measuring
plan progress?
Are there alternative data sets available that could be used to support the indicator?

In addition, since the performance measures track the progress of plan implementation, CMAP reaffirmed
the need for indicators from actual measured values and not be reliant upon modeled or estimated
figures. 6
Communicating Measures: The Delaware Valley Regional Planning Council (DVRPC) developed an
indicator dashboard and fact sheets to answer the question, “How are we doing in the areas that matter?”
The dashboard tracks the region’s progress on measures within four umbrella categories – Transportation,
Economic, Community, and Environmental – that are for regional reporting in the LRTP, on the website,
and elsewhere. The information is written in plain language easily grasped by the public, with no more than
two graphics or charts per topic (Figure 1). These factsheets connect data to the story of the region,
communicating the value of the performance measurement process to citizens, agencies, and any
potential partners, and signaling the MPO’s alignment with state and federal goals and processes.
6http://www.cmap.illinois.gov/documents/10180/332742/Update+Indicator+Methodology+FINAL.pdf
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Figure 1: DVRPC Fact Sheet Examples7

Assessing Community Health: The Nashville Area MPO used its 2012 comprehensive household travel
survey 8 -- which included health and physical activity components -- to design a project prioritization
process to maximize public health outcomes. 9 This approach not only boosted its data capabilities, it also
supported an increase in the MPO’s long-term transportation budget, and the adoption of a funding
strategy that reserves 15 percent of federal Surface Transportation Program funds for active
transportation. 10 Projects were assessed by their ability to serve communities with the most need and
where they would most likely be used.
Analyzing Equity: In addressing equity concerns, most agencies include language about access and
opportunity, and specifically target low-income and minority populations. Some take a narrower approach
to equity; for example, Denver Regional Council of Governments (DRCOG) defines communities of need
based on transit programs, whereas the Delaware Valley Regional Planning Commission (DVRPC) focuses
on environmental justice. The Atlanta Regional Commission (ARC) identifies census block groups that
reflect high concentrations of minority and low-income residents to target additional transportation
investments. ARC’s previous equity calculations included more socioeconomic characteristics (seniors,
education, median housing values, poverty, race) 11 but scaled back to race and income to simplify
analyses.
https://www.dvrpc.org/TrackingProgress/
Middle Tennessee Transportation and Health Study,
http://www.nashvillempo.org/docs/research/Nashville_Final_Report_062513.pdf
9 Transportation for America, http://t4america.org/maps-tools/local-successes/nashville-public-health/
10 http://www.nashvillempo.org/regional_plan/health/
11 “PLAN 2040 RTP – Appendix C-3: Equitable Target Areas Technical Analysis Methodology,”
http://documents.atlantaregional.com/plan2040/docs/tp_PLAN2040RTP_appendC3_072711.pdf
7
8
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Supporting Complete Streets: To spur Complete Streets policy adoption by their partner municipalities, the
Massachusetts Department of Transportation (MassDOT) adapted the National Complete Street Coalitions’
scoring scale for project scoring. An interagency review committee scores local policies based on the 10element model. 12 Those that score higher receive preferred placement for funding.
Addressing Resilience: Many MPOs are struggling with defining these measures. ARC and CMAP are
determining resilience measures. Nearby, the Hillsborough MPO uses a transportation asset screening
process to identify the most critical and vulnerable facilities, allotting points to those projects that affect
that first tier of the most vulnerable to extreme events and critical infrastructure assets.
Quantifying Multimodal Accessibility: The Virginia Department of Transportation (VDOT) uses accessibility
to jobs, for disadvantaged populations, as an integral part of its project prioritization and selection
process. More detail on accessibility is provided in the next section as part of the regional analysis.
The best practices research helped provide an understanding of data availability and potential ways
forward for project prioritization on environmental sustainability and community livability considerations.
clarify several important insights. First, just because data is available it may not be usable at the
geographic level needed for project level decisions. Second, given the wealth of potential data, it becomes
critical to ensure that the data and metrics connect directly to goals and objectives as well. The goals
determined what data is effectively needed. Third, many of the datasets (or uses of them in transportation
planning) in livability and sustainability are still emerging; there is no one best practice yet. Finally, it was
also clear that many of the successful MPOs believed it was important to communicate the meaning of the
project metrics simply and effectively.

Massachusetts Complete Streets Funding Program, https://www.mass.gov/complete-streets-funding-program; and
http://www.massdot.state.ma.us/Portals/8/docs/CompleteStreets/FundingProgramGuidance.pdf
12
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Community and Stakeholder Workshop
In 2017, the Sarasota/Manatee MPO applied for and
received technical assistance from Transportation for
America (T4A) to improve its performance measuresbased project prioritization process. The technical
assistance provided by Transportation for America is
designed to help MPOs successfully respond to federal,
state and local requirements and to:
•
•
•

Understand federal laws and new state and local
performance measurement requirements;
Incorporate and respond to community concern
comprehensively and inclusively, and;
A welcoming face at the Robert L. Taylor
Use performance measures to select projects that
Community Complex in Sarasota.
reflect regional vision and goals.

The workshop team invited local participants from government, environment, health and social services to
learn about what the region has already accomplished and what it hopes to accomplish regarding how to
use environmental sustainability and community livability performance measures in making investment
decision. To start the conversation, workshop participants learned about innovative performance
measures used that connect transportation improvements with social justice, accessibility, economic
development, personal health, and other key issues.
Workshop conversations provided two key sets of insights – a full list of issues and metrics the MPO
should consider prioritizing, and from that list, which ones rise to the top. The full list of issues is
summarized into these areas:
•
•
•
•
•
•

•
•
•
•
•
•
•
•

Bicyclist/pedestrian safety and comfort,
including shade
Coordination with land use
Climate resilience/vulnerability to sea
level rise
Connections to neighborhoods and
destinations
Serve vulnerable communities
Affordable transportation options

Sustainable funding
Access to transportation choices
Community buy-in
Public health
GHG emissions
Asset management and budgeting
Reduce stormwater runoff
Protect sensitive lands

Through voting and small group discussions, the following areas and measures were distilled:
•

Multimodal Accessibility – participants prioritized the ability to connect with, or access, a variety of
work and non-work opportunities, or destinations, across all travel modes. Of particular interest
were:
o Identifying access for disadvantaged community members (i.e. environmental justice
communities, limited automobile access);
11

•

•

•

•

o Identifying essential services to prioritize and analyzed for differing community goals (i.e.
food and medical access).
Resilience – participants saw the value of adapting the City of Sarasota’s infrastructure approach
for the regional. Sarasota’s approach goes beyond simply identifying vulnerable infrastructure to
include determining what is irreplaceable or incapable of relocating when ranking adaptation
strategies. Participants added the lifespan of a project in the resiliency determination.
Displacement and regional housing and transportation affordability – to address displacement,
participants suggested identifying specific neighborhoods, corridors, and areas ripe for
gentrification. For affordability, participants suggested identifying low income areas where
investments in with multimodal facilities would support access to opportunities.
“Best in Class” points – participants suggested metrics that support sustainable and livable project
design, such as complete streets, and projects that improve many larger sustainability and livability
goals, such as affordable housing or stormwater management.
Sensitive lands/habitat – participants suggested the need to identify those lands that provide
buffers from extreme events, or were valued by the community, such as working agricultural lands.

12

Multimodal Accessibility
Both the community/stakeholders and the MPO identified interest in
multimodal accessibility as an important metric to be explored during
this project.
Multimodal accessibility, measured as the number of destinations
reachable in a given travel time, gauges how well land use patterns
and transportation networks connect activities (Figure 2). Higher
accessibility scores reflect higher connectivity. The measure provides
feedback on how changes in either land use or networks influence
connectivity. The most common accessibility metrics include number
of jobs or essential services (e.g., groceries, banks, parks) reachable
in a defined travel time (e.g., 30 or 60 minutes). Accessibility scores
Figure 2– Accessibility measures
for each travel modes provide an understanding of how well each
mode connects activities. Accessibility scores for differing
the number of destinations
neighborhoods provide a snapshot of disparities among
reachable in a given travel time.
neighborhoods.
Accessibility directly measures connectivity. Accessibility scores improve with either greater proximity
(higher land use densities and mixes) or mobility (network improvements, maintaining speed).
Transportation planning has long focused solely on improving connectivity through mobility strategies with
a focus on maintaining speed. In lower density suburban and rural areas, where proximity is low,
maintaining speed (or roadway level of service) is a reasonable strategy for improving connectivity.
Maintaining roadway level of service is less effective in urban and urbanizing areas where proximity takes
on a greater role in providing connectivity. Table 4 summarizes how accessibility differs from mobility.

Table 4 – Mobility versus Accessibility
Mobility
Emphasizes speed
Focuses on roads and vehicles
High mobility is achieved through
transportation system capacity and
operational improvements

Accessibility
Emphasizes choices (destinations, travel modes)
Focuses on transportation system users (people)
High accessibility is achieved through coordinated
transportation and land use planning (i.e., “smart
growth”)
Accounts for mobility, but tells more of the story

For the Sarasota/Manatee region, a baseline accessibility analysis was conducted that included the
following:
•

•

Multimodal Accessibility – the total number of jobs reachable from a given zone and for a given
mode (auto, transit, bike and walk). As noted above, the higher the score, the greater the
connectivity.
Accessibility Balance – the multimodal accessibility score for a given zone and mode divided by
corresponding total number of households reachable from the same zone and mode. Scores
indicate the balance of jobs and households from an accessibility perspective rather than a typical
zonal basis. Higher ratios indicate a better land use balance.
13

•

•

Network Connectivity – the difference in accessibility scores between travel times from a given
zone to other zones, by a given mode, on an actual network versus a score from a given zone and
given mode based on travel times of “perfect grid” network. The score indicates the influence of
network on connectivity, with higher scores indicating better network connectivity.
Essential Services – multimodal accessibility is scored based on access by certain groups, such as
low-income households, to targeted destinations, such as health care, to provide feedback on
livability goals.

Multimodal Accessibility
The multimodal accessibility analysis for the Sarasota-Manatee region provided the following key insights,
including but not limited to:
•
•

•
•

Automobile – Access scores are highest in along the US 41 and US 301 corridors between
Bradenton and Sarasota, and most of the region is relatively accessible (Figure 3).
Transit – Accessibility is highest in downtown Bradenton and Sarasota, with some additional
concentrations in places like Venice (Figure 4). As shown in the legend of Figure 4, the range of
transit scores are much lower than the range of auto scores shown in Figure 3. The relatively low
transit access scores indicate why transit mode share is low in the region.
Bicycle – Accessibility scores are highest in the downtown areas (Figure 5). As with transit, the
range of bike scores is much lower than the range of auto scores.
Walking – Accessibility is highest in downtown areas (Figure 6). As with transit, the range of walking
scores is much lower than the range of auto scores.

More information on the analysis is provided in Appendix C: Regional Accessibility Map Series and the
companion document Regional Accessibility Analysis. 13

13

Available upon request
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Figure 3– With autos, people have
access to jobs across the region.

Figure 4– With transit, people living in or
near major and minor activity centers
have access to jobs.

Figure 5– With bike, people living in or
near major centers have access to
jobs.

Figure 6– With walking, people living in
or near centers and along major
corridors have access to jobs, but in a
limited effect.
15

As noted above, the range of scores varied among modes, with non-auto modes scoring much lower. Nonauto mode accessibility can be compared as a percentage to auto accessibility to compute ratios of
accessibility. For example, transit to auto ratio is a measure of how many opportunities can be accessed by
transit when compared to auto. The higher the percentage in any given area, the higher the likelihood that
people will make a trip by transit. The same logic applies to both bike and walk modes. The ratios provide
a reasonable approximation of mode shares for any given location.
Figure 7 and Table 5 illustrate how the ratios differ among several locations in the region. The auto access
score in downtown Sarasota is 3.3 million. The transit score is only a fraction of the auto score (39,000, or
1.2 percent). Bike and walk scores in downtown Sarasota are even lower. Auto scores across the four
selected are nearly the same (between 3 and 3.5 million), but non-auto scores differ noticeably. Transit
scores in downtown Sarasota more than double those in downtown Bradenton and are nearly seven times
higher than those from the Robert L. Taylor Community Complex (RLTCC) area. Downtown Sarasota walk
scores are more than double those in downtown Bradenton and Palmetto.

Figure 7- Sarasota-Manatee region accessibility summary
Transit, bike and walk percentages in the image above represent proportions of auto trips, as indicated below.

Table 5 – Sarasota-Manatee region accessibility ratios
Jobs
by Auto

Jobs
by Transit

Transit Percent
of Auto

Jobs
by Bike

Bike Percent
of Auto

Jobs
by Walk

Walk Percent
of Auto

Sarasota

3,300,000

40,000

1.21%

30,000

0.91%

10,000

0.30%

Palmetto

3,000,000

9,000

0.30%

11,000

0.37%

4,000

0.13%

Bradenton

3,000,000

17,000

0.57%

16,000

0.53%

4,500

0.15%

RLTCC

3,500,000

6,800

0.19%

9,000

0.26%

400

0.01%

Multimodal accessibility results provide helpful insights into needed modal improvements, whether
transportation or land use strategies. For instance, the bicycle map (Figure 5) indicates high bike
accessibility areas, like downtown Sarasota, where supportive improvements, such as bike friendly
complete streets, make sense. It also indicates areas, like the US 41 corridor, where more significant
bicycle network investments or land use changes are needed to improve the likelihood for bike trips.
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Multimodal Balance, Network Connectivity, and Essential Services
The balance and connectivity measures provide insights into the reasons for multimodal accessibility score
variations in the region and potential transportation or land use strategies to increase scores. Essential
services analysis addresses a similar question but in services to specific types of opportunities that are
important for community livability.
Accessibility balance is the ratio of the jobs accessibility
score to the household accessibility score from a given zone
by a given mode. The closer the ratio is to 1, the higher the
balance. Figure 8 illustrates balance scores for bike trips.
The highest scores are in an area along US 301 between
Bradenton and Sarasota, reflecting an equilibrium between
the jobs rich downtowns in both cities and the residential
orientation between those two centers. The map supports
the investment in bike paths from this area into downtown
Bradenton and Sarasota. The lower ratios in downtown
Bradenton and Sarasota are due to the high number of jobs
relative to homes in both areas. A land use strategy of
increasing the number of homes relative to jobs in both
areas will increase ratios and the likelihood for more biking
trips in the downtown areas.
Network connectivity is the ratio of an accessibility score
Figure 8 - Jobs per household accessible by
from a given zone and mode based on travel times of the
biking
existing network to a score from the same zone and mode
based on the travel times of a “perfect network.” The ratio
indicates the influence of network connectivity on
accessibility scores, with higher ratios indicating higher
network connectivity. Figure 9 illustrates bike connectivity
scores across the region, and clearly reflects the dense
roadway networks in the regions downtown areas. Of note is
the area along US 301 between Bradenton and Sarasota
with the highest bike accessibility balance (Figure 8), has a
low network connectivity score, further supporting the need
for bike path improvements in the area. Further, the high
bike network connectivity in downtown Bradenton and
Sarasota, reinforces the focus on a land use strategy (adding
more housing in both downtowns) to increase bike trips in
those areas. While the high network connectivity in both
downtowns indicates the basic network infrastructure for
biking is in place, the infrastructure should be supported with
improvements that make biking more safe and enjoyable.

Figure 9 - Ratio of jobs accessible by
biking compared to a perfect grid
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Essential services are places that people access on a
regular basis, such as banks, educational facilities,
groceries, government offices, libraries, medical
facilities, shopping areas, and transportation facilities.
This measure identifies how many of these essential
services are accessible from a given point. Much of the
urban areas have decent accessibility to these essential
services by bike, but not by walking (see Figure 10
where yellow indicates accessibility to half of the eight
essential services). Residents of the more urban areas
can reach about half of the types of essential services.
The area with the best accessibility to the variety of
essential services is in North Port, particularly on the
eastern end near Port Charlotte. That’s not to say that
this area offers more variety of individual essential
services, but it does offer more of each category of
essential services. But rather, in Sarasota there may be
a larger variety of doctor’s offices, but in the southern
end of the County, residents are more likely to be able to
access at least one of most types of essential services.

Figure 10 – Access to essential services by
walking

Key Takeaways
These results presented can be the foundation for additional assessments or the recommended
framework:
•

•

•

•

Using the multimodal accessibility results to identify areas as multimodal target areas (with
supportive land uses and roadway network connectivity); these places with high levels of walk, bike,
and/or transit accessibility identify opportune places for investments in complete streets and nonmotorized infrastructure and can increase transit use by improving pedestrian access to stations.
Assessing potential transportation projects on their multimodal accessibility scores (or
improvements) as a prioritization criterion or measure of effectiveness in the needs assessment
process. This can help forecast return on investment of pedestrian-oriented projects in terms of
impact on walk demand, as well as evaluate claims about mode choice, internal trip capture, and
similar traffic impacts associated with land development.
Developing more customized applications of multimodal accessibility to help isolate particular
destinations, such as tourist destinations, to focus the results on specific areas of concern. Another
example of a customized analysis is to evaluate multimodal accessibility within one mile of an
existing or proposed transit station to evaluate the effectiveness of first/last mile access to transit.
Expanding the equity conversation by using multimodal accessibility to identify related issues such
as job skills mismatch, access to healthcare or healthy food, and ability to take advantage of
recreation. Accessibility scores can be geospatially cross-referenced with other populations to
identify inequities and to evaluate effectiveness of strategies in mitigating inequality of access.

These initial suggestions help outline the different approaches and ways that multimodal accessibility can
help the MPO meet its regional transportation and community goals.
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Recommended Framework
The proposed framework (Table 6) represents the synthesis of the insights from the existing framework,
best practice and data research, community/stakeholders workshop, and multimodal accessibility analysis
to revamp the project selection process. Appendix D: Crosswalk illustrates, in detail, the full inventory of
measures identified through this process against the proposed framework.
Principles guiding the development of the framework included:
•
•
•
•
•

Address data issues with previous criteria (e.g. H+T Index).
Identify and leverage non-transportation datasets.
Provide a regional understanding (versus side-by-side county comparisons).
Develop meaningful differences in the project selection.
Assess data availability, ease of use, and quality.

Similar to the previous criteria worksheet, listed in Appendix A: Existing Project Prioritization Criteria, the
proposed framework (Table 6) starts with the national goals and factors related to environmental
sustainability and community livability, then state and regional goals related to sustainability and livability.
Goals are supported by objectives; specific, measurable statements about how goals are attained, and
objectives are supported by measures: an expression based on a metric, used to establish targets and to
assess progress toward achieving the established targets
The framework defines measures and metrics for the following:
• Community plan support
Complete streets implementation
• Access to affordable housing
Transportation access, safety, and comfort
• Active transportation development
Investment in vulnerable communities
• Household accessibility to essential
Preservation of natural and cultural
services
resources
• Neighborhood livability
• Environmental mitigation
• Demonstrated community buy-in
• Community resilience
• Infill development
Three of the measures proposed however are more complex and require additional explanation and
potential data processing:
•
•
•
•

•
•
•

ABC Zones – index of livability using regional multimodal accessibility.
Vulnerability Target Zones – index of vulnerable communities, based on the ARC’s equity zones
best practice.
Preservation of Natural and Cultural Resources– relative environmental lands impacts assessment.

These measures are detailed after the proposed framework.
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Table 6: Proposed Project Prioritization Alignment
NATIONAL TRANSPORTATION GOAL

MAP-21 [23 U.S.C. 150(b)]

Environmental sustainability — To enhance the performance of the transportation system while protecting and enhancing the natural environment.
NATIONAL TRANSPORTATION PLANNING FACTORS

FAST Act [23 CFR 450.306(b)]

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.

NATIONAL PERFORMANCE
MEASURES AND TARGETS

MAP-21 [23 U.S.C. 150(c)]

On-road mobile source emissions

Increase accessibility and mobility of people and freight.
Enhance the integration and connectivity of the transportation system, across and between modes, for people and
freight.
Improve resiliency and reliability of the transportation system and reduce or mitigate stormwater impacts of surface
transportation.
FDOT GOAL AND OBJECTIVES

FTP Policy Element

Transportation solutions that support quality places to live, learn, work, and play
•
Plan and develop transportation systems that reflect regional and community values, visions, and needs.
•
Provide convenient, efficient accessibility to the transportation system for Florida’s residents and visitors.
•
Increase customer satisfaction with Florida’s transportation system.
•
Provide transportation solutions that contribute to improved public health.

FDOT PERFORMANCE MEASURES AND TARGETS
On-road mobile source emissions (not required in Florida)

SARASOTA/MANATEE MPO GOALS

2040 LRTP

Goal 5 - Improve environmental sustainability and community livability in coordination with local government comprehensive plans.
Related Goal 2 - Improve accessibility and multimodal connectivity by promoting proximity to jobs and efficient movement of freight and goods.
Related Goal 4 - Improve management, operations and coordination to promote an efficient transportation system locally and regionally.
OBJECTIVE (2040 LRTP)

MEASURE
Complete streets implementation: Project meets one of the following criteria:

5.1 Enhance community livability by minimizing transportation
impacts on neighborhoods and employing context-sensitive
design of transportation facilities.
(Related: 2.1 Maintain high level and quality of service on all
facilities for all modes, and ensure equitable provisions of
resources to transit, bicyclists, pedestrians, motorists, freight,
and transportation disadvantaged.)

•
•

Identified as a CS project, or
Local sponsor has received > 8/10 score for its CS policy, based on NCSC’s evaluation criteria.

Transportation access, safety, and comfort: Project includes any of the following:
•
ADA retrofits
•
Transit shelters
•
Green infrastructure elements
•
Uses an NACTO design guides or CNU/ITE collaboration manuals
Project sponsor(s) can present justification for elements not in above list.
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Investment in vulnerable neighborhoods: Project meets one of the following criteria:
•
At least 50% is within Very High Vulnerability Target Zone
•
At least 50% of project is within High or Medium Vulnerability Target ZoneError! Reference source not found.
5.2 Preserve and enhance agricultural and open space, improve
air quality, and minimize adverse impacts of transportation
capital projects on natural, cultural, and human resources.
5.3 Support, strengthen, and create multimodal walkable
centers that serve as attractive community focal points and
encourage redevelopment of established corridors, centers, and
neighborhoods to reduce sprawl, expand jobs and housing
choices, support transit service, and improve pedestrian safety
and accessibility.
(Related: 2.2 Coordinate transportation projects with land use
plans to maximize connectivity and efficiency of the
transportation network to key destinations.)
5.4 Support and develop energy efficient transportation
solutions that make use of new energy technologies,
infrastructure, and policies to support improved public health,
low impact development, use of low speed vehicles, and
alternative fuel sources.
5.3 Support, strengthen, and create multimodal walkable
centers that serve as attractive community focal points and
encourage redevelopment of established corridors, centers, and
neighborhoods to reduce sprawl, expand jobs and housing
choices, support transit service, and improve pedestrian safety
and accessibility.

4.3 Take appropriate steps to involve the entire community in
the development of plans, projects, and programs.)

Preservation of natural and cultural resources: Project has relatively low effects to natural and cultural resources
based on environmental resource evaluation
Community resilience: Project is listed in the Sarasota County Climate Adaptation Plan prioritization list; or project has
been evaluated in a like manner that assesses both critical need and vulnerability.
Infill development: Project is within one of the following:
•
Community Redevelopment Area,
•
US 41 multimodal emphasis corridor
•
Mixed-use zoning district
Community plan support: At least 25% of project is in a community vision implementation plan adopted by a public
agency within past 7 years
Access to affordable housing: Project connects to existing or future/funded affordable housing complex
Active transportation development (including transit): Project meets one of the following criteria:
•
Within ¼ mile of transit stop; or
•
Makes a demonstrably beneficial multimodal or destination connection (e.g., filling a bike lane or sidewalk
gap; connecting sidewalk to trailhead)
Household accessibility to essential services: Project must meet both criteria:
•
Within gap area on 30-minute essential services accessibility maps; and
•
Within ½ mile of qualified food, medical or educational facility
Neighborhood livability: Location within appropriate ABC Zone (includes multimodal accessibility, jobs/housing
balance, network connectivity)
Demonstrated community buy-in: Project meets one of the following criteria:
•
Project is identified through community-oriented, collaborative planning process or is the driver for such a
process.
•
Documented project support from health, social services, housing, or other qualified partner agency or
organization
Project sponsor(s) can present justification for elements not in above list.
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ABC Zones
The purpose of ABC Zones is to set the context for differing multimodal improvement strategies as shown
in Table 7. Zones with a combination of high accessibility, balance, and connectivity scores need
refinements rather than major changes and are well suited for enhancement strategies. For example,
complete street treatments enhance the walkability of streets in areas with high ABC walk scores. Land
use refinements, such as increased housing in job rich downtowns, fare well in zones with high
accessibility and connectivity scores but moderate balance scores. Network refinements, such as
increasing transit frequency, would fare well in zones with high accessibility and balance scores yet
moderate connectivity scores. Zones with moderate accessibility scores require greater transportation
investments and/or changes, and the types of strategies depend on the how balance, connectivity or both
score. The magnitude of changes needed in areas with low accessibility scores make such changes
impractical.

Table 7: Zone-Investment Matrix
Accessibility
High

Moderate

Balance
High Balance / High
High Balance /
Connectivity
Moderate Connectivity
Enhancement strategies Network refinements
(i.e., complete street
(i.e., increasing transit
improvements)
frequency, bike
sharrows)
NA
Structural network
investments (i.e.,
premium transit, bike
paths)

Connectivity
Moderate Balance /
Moderate Balance /
High Connectivity
Moderate Connectivity
Land use refinements
NA

Structural land use
changes (i.e., transitoriented development)

Structural network
investments and land
use changes

The first step in the ABC analysis is estimating scores for zones (census block groups) across the region.
Table 8 presents an initial set of thresholds to test in region, which may need to be adjusted in later, more
detailed analysis.

Table 8: Initial (Potential) ABC Thresholds
Walk
Bike
Transit

Mode

Moderate
1,000
3,000
3,000

Accessibility

High
3,000
9,000
9,000

Balance
High
Between 0.5 and 2
Between 0.5 and 2
Between 0.5 and 2

Figure 11 illustrates ABC bike scores based on the thresholds in Table 8.
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Connectivity
High
70%
70%
0.2%

Figure 11: Draft map of ABC Zones, based on a 30-minute bike travel shed
As noted above, the ABC maps provide insights into the relevant strategies for each mode in differing
areas of the region. Table 9 below illustrates the relevant bike strategies for the areas designated in
Figure 11.

Table 9: Zone Status to Possible Strategies
Zone
High ABC for bike
High AB and moderate C
High AC and moderate B
Moderate A and B, high C
Moderate A and C, high B
Moderate A, B and C

Bicycle Strategy
Identify potential safety needs to facilitate the already high level of bike
accessibility.
Development density and mix adequate, focus on bicycle network
improvements, including new paths, bike lanes, or sharrows
Development densities adequate, higher mix of either houses or jobs
needed
Increase development densities and mix of uses
Adequate mix of development, higher development densities and bicycle
network improvements needed.
Increases in development density and mix, bicycle network improvements
needed.
23

It is important to remember that this approach remains untested in the region. The thresholds above and
zone designations would require additional quantitative GIS analysis. Sarasota/Manatee’s accessibility
scores and these thresholds are relative to this region. These numbers would differ in more urban or more
rural regions.

Vulnerability Target Zones
Identification of areas to target for investment based on historical disadvantage would be modeled after
work done by the Atlanta Regional Commission for its Equitable Target Area Index (described in the
previous section). One strength of this approach is that it is sensitive to the degree of vulnerability a block
group may be experiencing. For example, it allows differentiating of vulnerability levels within disinvested
communities more effectively, helping to potentially target investments in a more equitable fashion. It also
is an adaptable approach. If new relevant data is available at the block level, it can then be incorporated
into the index at some point in the future. Whereas the Equitable Target Area Index uses poverty and race,
these Vulnerability Target Zones include additional considerations such as lack of education, linguistic
isolation, and transportation access.
#1 Developing the zones
First, each block group’s percentage is determined in the following categories and factors:
•

•

•

Financial stability:
o Percent of households in poverty: The percent of a block group’s households with income
levels below the federal “poverty level.”
o Percent of low-income households: The percent of a block group’s population in households
where the household income is less than or equal to twice the federal "poverty level.
Social/Demographic:
o Percent minority: The percent of individuals in a block group who list their racial status as a
race other than white alone and/or list their ethnicity as Hispanic or Latino. That is, all
people other than non-Hispanic white-alone individuals. The word "alone" in this case
indicates that the person is of a single race, not multiracial.
o Less than high school education: Percent of people age 25 or older in a block group whose
education is short of a high school diploma.
o Linguistic isolation: Percent of people in a block group living in linguistically isolated
households. A household in which all members age 14 years and over speak a non-English
language and also speak English less than "very well" (have difficulty with English) is
linguistically isolated.
o Individuals over 64: Percent of people in a block group over the age of 64.
Vehicle availability: the percent of households in a block group with zero cars available

These factors all are available through the Environmental Protection Agency’s EJ Screen and the American
Community Survey.
#2 Categorizing the results
Then, factors are used to categorize the block group’s percentage against the regional distribution:
•
•
•

Category 1: Percentage exceeds highest standard deviation from average
Category 2: Percentage is between second-highest and highest standard deviation
Category 3: Percentage is below second-highest standard deviation
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Each block group is assigned its highest category designation with each factor and then then each
category is combined into an index. The categories and factors above can be weighted and evaluated
during the analysis.

Preservation of Natural and Cultural Resources
Florida DOT uses an extensive environmental screening process [“Efficient Transportation Decision Making
(ETDM)”] that considers potential project effects to natural, cultural, and community resources early in the
planning phase and by providing early coordination with environmental resources agencies and the public.
The ETDM Process is supported by an Environmental Screening Tool (EST) that accesses data sources
within the Florida Geographic Data Library to support standard analyses to assess potential impacts to
environmental resources.
The EST analyses can also be used to assess the relative impacts to natural and cultural resources for
candidate projects (high, moderate, or low) based on the quantification of environmental features within
the 500-foot buffer. The natural and cultural resources proposed for this evaluation include the following.
•
•
•
•
•

•
•
•
•
•

Historic and Archaeological Sites
Recreation Areas
Coastal and Marine
Farmlands
Contamination

Floodplains
Wetlands
Special Designations
Water Quality and Quantity
Wildlife and Habitat

Table 10 outlines some potential thresholds for determining the potential relative effects.
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Table 10: Potential Thresholds
Environmental Resource
Historic and Archaeological Sites
Recreational Areas
Coastal and Marine
Farmlands
Contamination
Floodplains
Wetlands
Special Designations
Water Quality and Quantity
Wildlife and Habitat

Relative Potential Effect
LOW 0-4 features
MOD 5-9 features
HIGH > 10 features
LOW 0 features
MOD 1-2 features
HIGH > 3 features
LOW Project is not in a coastal area
MOD Project is in a coastal area but does not cross or abut tidal waterbody
HIGH Project crosses or abuts tidal waterbody
LOW 0.00 - 99.99 acres
MOD 100 - 349.99 acres
HIGH > 350.00 acres
LOW 0 features
MOD 1-9 features
HIGH > 10 features
LOW 0.00 – 4.99 percent
MOD 5.00 - 24.99 percent
HIGH > 25.00 percent
LOW 0.00 – 0.99 percent
MOD 1.00 - 9.99 percent
HIGH > 10.00 percent
LOW 0.00 – 0.99 percent
MOD 1.00 - 49.99 percent
HIGH > 50.00 percent
LOW Impaired Water and/or Outstanding Florida Water absent
MOD Impaired Water and/or Outstanding Florida Water present
LOW 0 features
MOD 1-4 features
HIGH > 5 features
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Next Steps
This document outlines a new approach for assessing projects based on all the original critical objectives.
However, certain measures may work better than others. Some may require additional data processing or
collection; others may need to be tested against the proposed projects. Table 11 assesses the overall data
effort for each measure based on its accessibility, availability, and is equality across both Sarasota and
Manatee counties. Many of the new proposed measures depend on the information provided by the
project sponsor or easily accessed via mapping tools. Others will require additional effort – mostly those
related to the more complex measures (ABC Zones, etc).

Table 11: Assessment of data effort by measure
MEASURE
Complete streets implementation:
•
•

Project identified as a CS project, or
Local sponsor has received > 8/10 score for its CS policy

Transportation access, safety, and comfort: Project includes any of the
following:
• ADA retrofits
• Transit shelters
• Green amenities, incl. stormwater management
• Uses an NACTO design guides or CNU/ITE collaboration manuals
Investment in vulnerable neighborhoods: Project meets one of the following
criteria:
• At least 50% is within Very High Vulnerability Target Zone
• At least 50% of project is within High or Medium Vulnerability Target
Zone
Preservation of natural and cultural resources: Project has relatively low
effects to natural and cultural resources based on environmental resource
evaluation
Community resilience: Project is listed in the Sarasota County Climate
Adaptation Plan prioritization list; or project has been evaluated in a like
manner that assesses both critical need and vulnerability.
Infill development: Project is with one of the following:
• A Community Redevelopment Area,
• Within US 41 multimodal emphasis corridor, or
• A mixed-use zoning district
Community plan support: At least 25% of project is in a community vision
implementation plan adopted by a public agency within past 7 years
Access to affordable housing: Project connects to existing or future/funded
affordable housing complex
Active transportation development (including transit): Project meets one of
the following criteria:
• Within ¼ mile of transit stop; or
• Makes a demonstrably beneficial multimodal or destination
connection (e.g., filling a bike lane or sidewalk gap; connecting
sidewalk to trailhead)
Household accessibility to essential services: Project must meet both criteria:
• Within gap area on 30-minute accessibility maps; and
• Within ½ mile of qualified food, medical or educational facility
Neighborhood livability: Location within appropriate ABC Zone (includes
multimodal accessibility, jobs/housing balance, network connectivity)
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Data Effort
Low- as provided by project sponsor or as
assessed by MPO staff
Low - as provided by project sponsor

Med- requires additional statistical analysis

Low – but does require additional analysis
within proposed thresholds.
Low - as provided by project sponsor
Low - as provided by project sponsor or easily
varied on a map.

Low - as provided by project sponsor
Low - as provided by project sponsor
Low - as provided by project sponsor or easily
varied on a map.

Low - as provided by project sponsor or easily
varied on a map.
Medium- requires additional statistical
analysis

MEASURE
Demonstrated community buy-in: Project meets one of the following criteria:
• Project is identified through community-oriented, collaborative
planning process or is the driver for such a process.
• Documented project support from health, social services, housing,
or other qualified.

Data Effort
Low - as provided by project sponsor

The MPO can use this report to assess its projects (both present and past), and it also serves as a
template for improved, regional data and performance measurement as performance-based planning
continues.
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Appendix A: Existing Project Prioritization Criteria
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Appendix B– Inventory Dataset Sources
Source or Database
Manatee County GIS
Sarasota County GIS
City of Sarasota GIS
City of Bradenton GIS
City of North Port GIS
City of Venice maps
City of Palmetto GIS
Manatee County CHA/CHIP
County Health Rankings (formerly CHSI)
United Way ALICE report
Open Opportunity Data
The Opportunity Project
Florida Health Charts
Florida Environmental Public Health Tracking
National Center for Health Statistics
Public Use Data Files (multiple health topics)
Healthy People (HP) 2020
Partners in Information Access for the Public Health Workforce
Behavioral Risk Factor Surveillance System
Bicycling & Walking in the U.S. Benchmarking Project 2016
H+T Index
National Equity Atlas

Agency/Organization
Manatee County
Sarasota County
City of Sarasota
City of Bradenton
City of North Port
City of Venice
City of Palmetto
Manatee Healthcare Alliance
RWJF / CDC
United Way of Florida
ESRI/US Census
(multiple sources)
FDOH
FDOH / CDC
CDC
CDC
US HHS
Multi-agency partnership
CDC
CDC
CNT
PolicyLink / USC
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Data year (latest)
Various
Various
Various
Various
Various
2016
2012
2015
2015
2015
Various
Various
2016
2016
Various up to 2017
Various
Various
Various
2015
2015
Various
Various
Links accessed in October 2017

Appendix C: Regional Accessibility Map Series
Figure 12- Job accessibility by driving by census block, 30 minutes
Those areas in orange have the highest jobs accessibility whereas those in green-blue are significantly less so.
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Figure 13– Job accessibility by transit by census block, 30 minutes
This map is heavily dependent on where transit service is provided by regional transit agencies. Those areas in orange have the highest jobs
accessibility by transit whereas those in blue are have significantly lower job accessibility by transit.
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Figure 14 – Jobs per household accessible by transit
Jobs per household accessible by transit is a measure of the total number of jobs accessible divided by the total number of households
accessible by transit. This gives some high-level measurement of jobs/housing balance at a normalized scale. A value close to 1.0 represents
an even mix of residential and non-residential land use, whereas other values represent an imbalance in either direction.
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Figure 15 – Ratio of jobs accessible by transit compared to accessibility by auto
This can be used to compute how many more opportunities could be reached if there were no connectivity issues. Transit connectivity is
measured against auto accessibility which would represent ubiquitous transit coverage. Areas in the orange are closest to that perfect grid
versus those in blue.
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Figure 16 – Transit Diagnostic Map (Access, Balance, Connectivity)
Zones are characterized by a combination of their accessibility, balance (jobs per household) and connectivity (comparison to a perfect
network) to identify potential strategies that could be targeted at these different zone types. An example of these strategies, for bikes, is found
in Table 9 in this document. Thresholds for these measures are listed in Table 8.
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Figure 17- Job accessibility by biking by census block, 30 minutes
The most accessible locations radiate out from the city centers in the region.
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Figure 18 – Jobs per household accessible by biking
Jobs per household accessible by biking is a measure of the total number of jobs accessible divided by the total number of households
accessible by biking. This gives some high-level measurement of jobs/housing balance at a normalized scale. A value close to 1.0 represents
an even mix of residential and non-residential land use, whereas other values represent an imbalance in either direction.
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Figure 19 – Ratio of jobs accessible by biking compared to a perfect grid
This can be used to compute how many more opportunities could be reached if there were no connectivity issues. Areas in the dark orange are
closest to that perfect grid versus those in blue.
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Figure 20 – Bike Diagnostic Map (Access, Balance, Connectivity)
Zones are characterized by a combination of their accessibility, balance (jobs per household) and connectivity (comparison to a perfect
network) to identify potential strategies that could be targeted at these different zone types. An example of these strategies, for bikes, is found
in Table 9 in this document. Thresholds for these measures are listed in Table 8.
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Figure 21- Job accessibility by walking by census block, 30 minutes
The most accessible locations radiate out from the city centers along specific corridors: US 41/Tamiami Trail throughout Sarasota and
Manatee Counties, SR 64/Manatee Ave through City of Bradenton and western Manatee County, Cortez Road in Manatee County, and along
US 301 through Sarasota.
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Figure 22 – Jobs per household accessible by walking
Jobs per household accessible by walking is a measure of the total number of jobs accessible divided by the total number of households
accessible by walking. This gives some high-level measurement of jobs/housing balance at a normalized scale. A value close to 1.0 represents
an even mix of residential and non-residential land use, whereas other values represent an imbalance in either direction.
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Figure 23 – Ratio of jobs accessible by walking compared to a perfect grid
This can be used to compute how many more opportunities could be reached if there were no connectivity issues. Areas in the orange are
closest to that perfect grid versus those in blue.
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Figure 24 – Walk Diagnostic Map (Access, Balance, Connectivity)
Zones are characterized by a combination of their accessibility, balance (jobs per household) and connectivity (comparison to a perfect
network) to identify potential strategies that could be targeted at these different zone types. An example of these strategies, for bikes, is found
in Table 9 in this document. Thresholds for these measures are listed in Table 8.
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Figure 25 – Access to essential services by biking
This map shows the number of essential services available by biking within 30 minutes. Note that most areas cannot access all essential
services by walking in the region.
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Figure 26 – Access to essential services by walking
This map shows the number of essential services available by walking within 30 minutes. Note that most areas cannot access all essential
services by walking in the region.
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Appendix D: Crosswalk
In the interest of space and readability, the following information is divided into two tables, each covering six measures.

Table 12: Performance Measures 1 to 6
Source
Existing
framework

Categories
Transit Service
Multimodal Livability

Social Justice
Environmental
Mitigation

Preliminary
framework

Environmental
Streamlining (1 point)
Transportation
Affordability (2 points)
Does the project help
reduce GHG per
capita?

Does the project
minimize
environmental
impacts during
development?

Does the project align
with regional
emergency

Criteria
ADA Retrofits
High/Medium/Low Livability
area
Improved access for lowincome neighborhoods or
areas with 0-vehicle
households
Critical Habitat
No wetlands mitigation
No endangered species

1. Complete
Streets

2. Access, safety,
and comfort

4. Essential
services access

5. Infill
development

6. Vulnerable
communities

X
X

No permitting
H+T >50%
30%<H+T>50%
Existing Center?
Improve multimodal
accessibility?
Increase active transportation
options?
Reduce impervious
surfaces/stormwater runoff?

3. Neighborhood
livability

X

X
X

X

X

X

X

X

X

X

X

X

Align with regional
environmental plans and
goals (water, climate, air,
land)?
Require environmental
permitting?
Located in an area at risk for
sea level rise or in a

X
X
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Source

Categories
management and
hazard mitigation
plans and goals?
Does the project
improve
transportation choices
for EJ communities?

Accessibility
analysis

Community
workshop

Accessibility by mode
Jobs accessible per
household by mode
Ration of jobs
accessible compared
to “perfect grid”
Essential services
access
Food access
Medical services
access
Bicyclist/pedestrian
safety and comfort,
including shade
Coordination with land
use
Climate
resilience/vulnerability
to sea level rise
Connections to
neighborhoods and
destinations

Criteria
worrisome floodplain
designation?

1. Complete
Streets

2. Access, safety,
and comfort

3. Neighborhood
livability

4. Essential
services access

5. Infill
development

6. Vulnerable
communities

X

X

Support greater network
redundancy?
Reduce transportation costs?

Reduce transportation costs
while not increasing housing
costs?
Improve accessibility for
transportation disadvantaged
populations (specifically for
higher wage employment or
educational opportunities)?
Increase access to healthy
food?
Increase access to care?

X

X

X
X

X

X
X
X

X
X
X

X

X
X

x
X

X
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X

X

Source

Categories
Serve vulnerable
communities
Affordable
transportation options
Sustainable funding
Access to
transportation choices
Community buy-in
Public health
GHG emissions
Asset management
and budgeting
Reduce stormwater
runoff

Criteria

1. Complete
Streets

2. Access, safety,
and comfort

3. Neighborhood
livability

4. Essential
services access

5. Infill
development

6. Vulnerable
communities
x

X

X

X

X

X
X

X

X

X

X

X

X

x
x

x

X

Table 13: Performance Measures 7 to 12
Source
Existing
framework

Categories
Transit Service
Multimodal Livability
(2 points)

Social Justice
Environmental

Preliminary
framework

Mitigation
Environmental
Streamlining (1 point)
Transportation
Affordability (2 points)
Does the project help
reduce GHG per
capita?

Criteria
ADA Retrofits
High/Med livability
area
Low livability area
Improved access for
low-income
neighborhoods or
areas with 0-vehicle
households
Critical Habitat
No wetlands
mitigation
No endangered
species

7. Community
plan outcomes

8. Demonstrated
community buy-in

X

9. Active
transportation

10. Sensitive
lands

11. Community
resilience

X

X

X

X

12. Environmental
streamlining

X

X
X

No permitting
H+T >50%
30%<H+T>50%
Is the project in an
existing center?

X
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X

Source

Categories

Does the project
minimize
environmental
impacts during
development?

Does the project align
with regional
emergency
management and
hazard mitigation
plans and goals?

Does the project
improve
transportation choices
for EJ communities?

Criteria
Does the project
improve multimodal
accessibility
(specifically, nonautomobile)?
Does the project
increase active
transportation
options?
Does the project
reduce impervious
surfaces/stormwater
runoff?
Does the project
align with regional
environmental plans
and goals (water,
climate, air, land)?
Does the project
require
environmental
permitting?
Is the project in a
location at risk for
sea level rise or in a
worrisome floodplain
designation?
Does the project
support greater
network connectivity
(specifically multiple
paths)?
Does the project
help reduce
transportation
costs?
Does the project
help reduce
transportation costs
while not increasing
housing costs?
Does the project
improve accessibility

7. Community
plan outcomes

8. Demonstrated
community buy-in

9. Active
transportation

10. Sensitive
lands

11. Community
resilience

12. Environmental
streamlining

X

X

X

X

X

X

X

X

X

X

X

X

X

X
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Source

Categories

Accessibility
analysis

Accessibility by mode
Jobs accessible per
household by mode
Ratio of jobs
accessible compared
to “perfect grid”
Essential services
access
Food access
Medical services
access
Bicyclist/pedestrian
safety and comfort,
including shade
Coordination with land
use
Climate
resilience/vulnerability
to sea level rise
Connections to
neighborhoods and
destinations
Serve vulnerable
communities
Affordable
transportation options
Sustainable funding
Access to
transportation choices
Community buy-in

Community
workshop

Criteria
for transportation
disadvantaged
populations
(specifically for
higher wage
employment or
educational
opportunities)?
Does the project
increase access to
healthy food?
Does the project
increase access to
care?

7. Community
plan outcomes

8. Demonstrated
community buy-in

9. Active
transportation

10. Sensitive
lands

11. Community
resilience

X

X

12. Environmental
streamlining

X
X
X
X
X

X

X

X

X
X

X

X

X

X

X
X
X

X
X
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X

x

Source

Categories
Public health
GHG emissions
Asset management
and budgeting
Reduce stormwater
runoff

Criteria

7. Community
plan outcomes

8. Demonstrated
community buy-in

X

X

X

9. Active
transportation
X
X

10. Sensitive
lands

11. Community
resilience
X

X
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12. Environmental
streamlining
x

Appendix D: Specifics of Environmental Criteria
Environmental Resource
HISTORIC & ARCHAEOLOGICAL
SITES

RECREATION AREAS

COASTAL AND MARINE

FARMLANDS

Supporting Data Sources
- Florida Site File Cemeteries
- Florida Site File Historic Bridges
- Florida Site File Historic Standing Structures B5
- List of Florida Site File Archaeological or Historic Sites
- National Register of Historic Places
- Resource Groups
- State Historic Highways
- Florida Marine Facilities
- Florida State Parks
- Geocoded Parks
- Geocoded Schools
- Greenways Ecological Priority Linkages
- National Park Projects
- National Parks and Seashores
- Coastal Barrier Resource System
- Environmentally Sensitive Shorelines
- National Marine Sanctuary Areas
- Seagrass Beds (continuous/discontinuous)
- Prime Farmland

CONTAMINATION

-

FLOODPLAINS

-

WETLANDS

Hazardous Waste Facilities
National Priority List Sits
Petroleum Contamination Monitoring Sites
Solid Waste Facilities
Storage Tank Contamination Monitoring Sites
Super Act Risk Sources
Super Act Wells
Superfund Hazardous Waste Sites
Toxic Release Inventory Sites
USEPA Resource Conservation & Recovery Act Regulated
Facilities
Coastline
DFIRM 100-year Floodplain
DFIRM Flood Hazard Zones
FEMA Flood Insurance Rate Maps
Special Flood Hazard Areas
National Wetland Inventory
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Relative Potential Effect
LOW 0-4 features
MOD 5-9 features
HIGH > 10 features

LOW 0 features
MOD 1-2 features
HIGH > 3 features

LOW Project is not in a coastal area
MOD Project is in a coastal area but does not cross or abut
tidal waterbody
HIGH Project crosses or abuts tidal waterbody
LOW 0.00 - 99.99 acres
MOD 100 - 349.99 acres
HIGH > 350.00 acres
LOW 0 features
MOD 1-9 features
HIGH > 10 features

LOW 0.00 – 4.99 percent
MOD 5.00 - 24.99 percent
HIGH > 25.00 percent
LOW

0.00 – 0.99 percent

-

SPECIAL DESIGNATIONS

-

WATER QUALITY & QUANTITY

WILDLIFE & HABITAT

-

South Florida Water Management District Wetlands Land
Use and Cover
Coastline
DFIRM 100-year Floodplain
DFIRM Flood Hazard Zones
FEMA Flood Insurance Rate Maps
American Indian Lands & Native Entities in Florida
Areas of Critical State Concern in Florida
Comprehensive Everglades Restoration Plan Project
Boundaries
Florida Forever Board of Trustees Projects
Florida Scenic Highways & Byways
List of Aquatic Preserves
National Estuarine Research Reserves
Other Outstanding Florida Waters
South Florida Water Management District Critical
Restoration Project
Special or Outstanding Florida Waters
Wild and Scenic Rivers
303(D) Impaired Waters
FDEP Springs
Principal Aquifers of the State of Florida
Recharge Areas of the Florida Aquifer
Sinkholes of Florida
USEPA National Pollutant Discharge Elimination System
Verified Impaired Florida Waters: Cycle 2 Group 2 Basins
Verified Impaired Florida Waters: Cycle 1 Group 1-5
Basins & Cycle 2 Group 1-3 Basins
Audubon’s Crested Caracara Occurrences in Florida
Bald Eagle Nesting Territories
Black Bear Range
Black Bear Road Kills
Caracara Consultation Area
Critical Habitat in Florida for the West Indian Manatee
Crocodile Consultation Area
Ecosystem Management Areas
FWC Black Bear Nuisance Reports
FWC Management Areas
FWC Wildlife Observations
Florida Managed Areas
Florida National Wildlife Refuges
Florida Natural Areas Inventory Bird Rookeries
Florida Natural Areas Inventory Element Occurrence
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MOD 1.00 - 9.99 percent
HIGH > 10.00 percent

LOW 0.00 – 0.99 percent
MOD 1.00 - 49.99 percent
HIGH > 50.00 percent

LOW Impaired Water and/or Outstanding Florida Water
absent
MOD Impaired Water and/or Outstanding Florida Water
present

LOW 0 features
MOD 1-4 features
HIGH > 5 features

-

Florida Natural Areas Inventory Managed Areas
Florida Panther Mortality
Florida Species Observations
Florida State Parks
Manatee Consultation Area
Manatee Zones
Panther Consultation Area
Panther Zones
Piping Plover
Piping Plover Consultation Area
Piping Plover Critical Habitat
Red-Cockaded Woodpecker Active & Inactive
Occurrences in Florida
Red-Cockaded Woodpecker Consultation Area
Scrub Jay Consultation Area
Scrub Jay Service Area
Sea Turtle Nests
Snowy Plover Nest Locations
Threatened or Endangered Species
Water Management District Lands
Woodstork Core Foraging Areas
Woodstork Nests
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