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METROPLAN ORLANDO BOARD MEETING AGENDA 

DATE: Wednesday, July 27, 2022 

TIME: 9:00 a.m. 

LOCATION: MetroPlan Orlando  
250 S. Orange Ave, Suite 200 
Orlando, Florida 32801 

Parking Garage: 25 W. South Street 

VIRTUAL PUBLIC ACCESS: To join the meeting from your computer, tablet or smartphone, use this link: 
https://us02web.zoom.us/j/88698253086?pwd=dWxtMEEvMWtRMVh2dUo5aTZNaFZmdz09 
Passcode: 446703 

To dial in, please see the calendar item for this meeting: 
MetroPlan Orlando Board 

COVID-19 Health & Safety Message 

The MetroPlan Orlando offices, in response to the COVID-19 pandemic, are following 
guidelines for group gatherings by limiting physical access for the board meeting to maintain 
safe social distancing. 

Members of the public may access this meeting virtually and participate via the Zoom link 
above, or by dialing in. A limited number of the public may attend in person, space permitting. 
We strongly encourage virtual participation in order to provide the safest meeting environment 
for board members, staff and the public. Virtual attendees can still make public comments 
(see public comment sections of this agenda for details). 

MetroPlan Orlando offers tips for virtual meeting participation on our website: 
• How to get technically set up for the virtual meeting
• About virtual meetings - MetroPlanOrlando.org/VirtualMeetings

Wireless access available 
Network = MpoGuest 
Password = mpoaccess 
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Commissioner Mayra Uribe, Board Chairwoman, Presiding 
 
 

Thank you for silencing your cell phones during the meeting. 
 

I. CALL TO ORDER AND PLEDGE OF ALLEGIANCE (Boardroom)    Chairwoman Uribe 
 

II. CHAIR’S ANNOUNCEMENTS          Chairwoman Uribe 
 
III. EXECUTIVE DIRECTOR’S ANNOUNCEMENTS      Mr. Gary Huttmann 
 
IV. FDOT REPORT         Mr. John Tyler 
 
V. CONFIRMATION OF QUORUM        Ms. Lisa Smith 
 

VI. AGENDA REVIEW          Mr. Gary Huttmann 
 

VII. COMMITTEE REPORTS   
  

Municipal Advisory Committee Council Member 
Keith Trace  

Community Advisory Committee     Mr. Jeffrey Campbell 
Technical Advisory Committee       Ms. Lee Pulham 
Transportation Systems Management & Operations Committee   Mr. Ramon Senorans 

 
VIII. PUBLIC COMMENTS ON ACTION ITEMS    
 

Public comments relating to Action Items may be submitted in advance of the meeting, by email to 
Comment@MetroPlanOrlando.org. Emailed comments will be provided to board members. Anyone 
attending virtually or in-person and wishing to speak during the meeting should complete an electronic 
speaker card. Each speaker has two minutes to address the board. The Chairperson will first recognize 
online attendees. Speakers should use the Raise Hand feature on the Zoom platform, and you will then 
be invited to unmute your microphone to speak. In-person speakers will be called next. Each speaker 
should state his/her name and address for the record. People wishing to speak on other items will be 
acknowledged in the same way, under Agenda Item XIII. 

 
IX. CONSENT AGENDA           (Tab 1) 

                                                                                                                                         
A. Minutes from June 8, 2022 Board meeting – page #5 
B. Approval of Contract Awards for Signal Retiming Contract (Jason) – page #11 
C. Approval of Financial Report for May 2022 - page #12 
D. Approval to Extend Sole Source Contract with the University of Florida for Maintenance of the Web-

based Crash Database – page #15 
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X. OTHER ACTION ITEMS   -   
 

A. Approval of the FY 2022/23 – FY 2026/27 TIP (Roll Call Vote)    (Tab 2) 
Mr. Keith Caskey, MetroPlan Orlando Staff 
The FDOT highway, Turnpike, Traffic Operations and Safety, bicycle and pedestrian, transit and 
commuter rail sections of the new TIP can be reviewed at the following link: 
https://metroplanorlando.org/wp-content/uploads/TIP-2327-Draft-P.pdf 
 

B. Approval of the FY 2027/28 – FY 2034/35 Prioritized Project List   (Tab 3) 
Mr. Alex Trauger, MetroPlan Orlando Staff 
A draft prioritized list of federal/state transportation projects can be reviewed using the following 
link: 
https://metroplanorlando.org/wp-content/uploads/MetroPlanOrlando_PPL_FY2026-
2035_v20220713.pdf 

 
XI. INFORMATION ITEMS FOR ACKNOWLEDGEMENT (Action Item)    (Tab 4)  

A. Executive Director’s Report – page #83 

B. FDOT Monthly Construction Status Report May & June 2022 – page #85 

C. PD&E Tracking Report – page #94 

D. Air Quality Report – page #95 

E. Bicycle Pedestrian Report – page #97 

F. Turnpike Widening Fact Sheet – page #100 

G. Save-the-Date Statewide Mobility Week Flyer – page #101 

H. Memo from Mr. Huttmann to Board – page #102 

I. Dangerous by Design Report – page #103 

 
XII. OTHER BUSINESS/PRESENTATIONS   

    
A. Target Speeds Initiative - Ms. Loreen Bobo, P.E, FDOT  
 

B. Status Report of the FDOT Truck Parking PD&E - Mr. Steven Buck, FDOT   
 

XIII. PUBLIC COMMENTS (GENERAL)   
 
Comments from the public, of a general nature, will be heard during this comment period. Each speaker 
has two minutes to address the board. Public comments submitted in advance of the meeting by email 
to Comment@MetroPlanOrlando.org will be provided to board members. People wishing to speak virtually 
or in-person during the meeting should complete an electronic speaker card. The Chairperson will first 
recognize online attendees. When called upon, speakers should use the Raise Hand feature on the Zoom 
platform, and you will then be invited to unmute your microphone to speak.  In-person speakers will be 
called next. Each speaker should state his/her name and address for the record. 

 
XIV. BOARD MEMBER COMMENTS       Commissioner Uribe  
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XV. NEXT MEETING:   Wednesday, September 14, 2022  

 
XVI. ADJOURNMENT   

 
Public participation is conducted without regard to race, color, national origin, sex, age, disability, religion, or family status. Persons wishing to 
express concerns, who require special assistance under the Americans with Disabilities Act, or who require language services (free of charge) 
should contact MetroPlan Orlando by phone at (407) 481-5672 or by email at info@metroplanorlando.org at least three business days prior to 
the event. 
 
La participación pública se lleva a cabo sin distinción de raza, color, origen nacional, sexo, edad, discapacidad, religión o estado familiar. Las 
personas que deseen expresar inquietudes, que requieran asistencia especial bajo la Ley de Americanos con Discapacidad (ADA) o que 
requieran servicios de traducción (sin cargo) deben ponerse en contacto con MetroPlan Orlando por teléfono (407) 481-5672 (marcar 0) o por 
correo electrónico info@metroplanorlando.org por lo menos tres días antes del evento. 
 
As required by Section 286.0105, Florida Statutes, MetroPlan Orlando hereby notifies all interested parties that if a person decides to appeal 
any decision made by MetroPlan Orlando with respect to any matter considered at such meeting or hearing, he or she may need to ensure that 
a verbatim record is made to include the testimony and evidence upon which the appeal is to be based.   
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MetroPlan Orlando Board 

MEETING MINUTES 

DATE:  Wednesday, June 8, 2022   

TIME:  9:00 a.m. 

LOCATION:        MetroPlan Orlando  
   Park Building 

 250 S. Orange Ave, Suite 200 
   Orlando, FL 32801 
 

 

Commissioner Mayra Uribe, Board Chair, Presided 
 

Members in attendance were: 

Hon. Pat Bates, City of Altamonte Springs 
Hon. Lee Constantine, Central Florida Expressway Authority 
Hon. Bob Dallari, Seminole County 
Hon. Jerry L. Demings, Orange County 
Hon. Buddy Dyer, City of Orlando  
Hon. Rebecca Wilson for Maribel Gomez Cordero, Orange County  
Hon. Cheryl Grieb, Osceola County  
Hon. Jim Fisher, City of Kissimmee  
Mr. M. Carson Good, GOAA 
Mr. Tom Green, Sanford Airport Authority  
Hon. Viviana Janer, LYNX/Central Florida Commuter Rail Commission  
Hon. Christine Moore, Orange County 
Hon. Bryan Nelson, City of Apopka 
Hon. Tony Ortiz, City of Orlando  
Hon. Victoria Siplin, Orange County 
Hon Keith Trace, Municipal Advisory Committee 
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Hon. Mayra Uribe, Orange County  
Hon. Art Woodruff, City of Sanford 
Hon. Jay Zembower, Seminole County 
 
Members attending the meeting via the Zoom Platform: 
 
Hon. Emily Bonilla, Orange County 
 
Advisors in Attendance 
 
Mr. Jack Adkins for Secretary John Tyler, FDOT District 5 
Mr. Shaun Germolus, Kissimmee Gateway Airport 
Dr. Dan Stephens for Jeffrey Campbell, Community Advisory Committee 
Mr. Ramon Senorans, Transportation Systems Management & Operations Committee 
Mr. Bill Wharton for Ms. Lee Pulham, Technical Advisory Committee 
 
Members/Advisors not in Attendance: 
 
Others in Attendance : 
 
Commissioner Olga Castano, City of Kissimmee 
Dr. Haofei Yu, University of Central Florida 
Mr. Ryan Matthews, GrayRobinson 
Ms. Anna Taylor, FDOT 
Ms. Kellie Smith, FDOT 
Ms. Rakinya Hinson, FDOT 
Mr. Jeremy Dilmore, FDOT 
Ms. Carol Scott, Florida’s Turnpike Enterprise 
Mr. James Boyle, LYNX 
Mr. Greg Moore, Brightline 
Mr. Bob O’Malley, Railroad Consultants 
Mr. Frank Caruso, KCG 
Mr. Jeff Piggrem, MetroPlan Orlando CAC Member 
 
Staff in Attendance : 
 
Mr. Gary Huttmann 
Mr. Jay Small, Mateer & Harbert     
Mr. Jason Loschiavo 
Ms. Virginia Whittington 
Mr. Nick Lepp 
Mr. Alex Trauger 
Mr. Keith Caskey 
Mr. Eric Hill 
Ms. Cynthia Lambert 
Ms. Mary Ann Horne 
Ms. Lisa Smith 
Ms. Cathy Goldfarb 
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I. CALL TO ORDER AND PLEDGE OF ALLEGIANCE 

 
Chair Uribe called the meeting to order at 9:00 a.m. and welcomed everyone. Commissioner 
Viviana Janer, Osceola County, led the Pledge of Allegiance. 
 

II. CHAIR’S ANNOUNCEMENTS  
 
Chair Uribe welcomed new Board member, Mr. Shaun Germolus, Kissimmee Gateway Airport, 
and recognized City of Kissimmee Commissioner Olga Castano in the audience, Alternate to 
Commissioner Jim Fisher.  Mayor Bates reported on the May 12th TDLCB meeting.  Chair Uribe 
acknowledged Commissioner Emily Bonilla who participated remotely.   
 
 

III. EXECUTIVE DIRECTOR’S ANNOUNCEMENTS  
 
Mr. Huttmann acknowledged alternates in attendance:  Commissioner Wilson, Orange 
County, Mr. Jack Adkins representing District 5 Secretary John Tyler, Dr. Dan Stephens 
representing CAC Chair Mr. Jeffrey Campbell, and Mr. Bill Wharton representing TAC Chair Ms. 
Lee Pulham.  He recognized special guest, City of Kissimmee Commissioner Olga Castano, 
and introduced the new LYNX Director of Planning, Mr. James Boyle.  He congratulated 
Brightline for their successful application and award of the CRISI grant.  He announced that 
the NARC annual meeting would be held in Columbus, OH June 12-15; the Floridians for Better 
Transportation Summer Camp scheduled for July 6-8; and the Central Florida MPO Alliance 
joint meeting with the Sun Coast TPA on June 10th in Haines City, FL.  He called attention to 
BFF enforcement efforts May 10-11 at various crosswalks in Orange, Osceola and Seminole 
counties.  He recognized MetroPlan Orlando staff member Sarah Larsen for her work on the 
Health Strategic Plan.  Mr. Huttmann thanked the Board members who attended the OIA 
South Terminal Tour on May 26th.  A short video highlighting the tour was shown.  He reminded 
members of the July board meeting date change from July 13 to July 27. Mr. Huttmann 
announced that Nick Lepp had accepted a position outside of the organization and as a part 
of the transition Alex Trauger will move into the Director of Transportation Planning position. 
 

IV. FDOT REPORT 
 
Mr. Adkins provided updates on the Wekiva Parkway Phases 6 and 7A, the Truck Parking 
Study, upcoming design/build efforts for I-4 Beyond the Ultimate projects (Sand Lake Road 
and the Daryl Carter Parkway interchanges).  Mr. Adkins also announced that June 20th is 
designated as a day to promote motorcycle safety. 

 
V. ROLL CALL AND CONFIRMATION OF QUORUM  

 
Ms. Lisa Smith conducted the roll call and confirmed that a quorum was physically present.  

 
VI. AGENDA REVIEW  

 
Mr. Huttmann noted there are no changes to the agenda. 
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VII. COMMITTEE REPORTS  
 

Advisory Committee reports from the April and May meetings were presented by the Municipal 
Advisory Committee, Community Advisory Committee, TSMO, and Technical Advisory 
Committee chairpersons or their designated alternates. 
  

VIII. PUBLIC COMMENTS ON ACTION ITEMS 
 
None 
 

IX. CONSENT AGENDA                                                                   
 
A. Minutes from May 11, 2022 Board meeting 
B. Approval of Financial Report for April 2022 
C. Approval of FY 2022 Year End Budget Amendment #5 

 

MOTION: Commissioner Janer moved approval of the information items for acknowledgement 
(Items A-C). Commissioner Grieb seconded the motion, which passed unanimously. 

 
X. OTHER ACTION ITEMS - NONE 

 
XI. INFORMATION ITEMS FOR ACKNOWLEDGEMENT (Action Item) 

 
A. Executive Director’s Report 
B. FDOT Monthly Construction Status Report, April 2022 
C. Air Quality Report 
D. Final Report Gray Robinson 2022 Legislative Session 
E. Bipartisan Infrastructure Law Technical Assistance Guide 
F. Memo from Mr. Huttmann re: Response to comments/questions from May Board 

Meeting 
 

MOTION: Commissioner Siplin moved approval of the information items for acknowledgement 
(Items A-F). Commissioner Dallari seconded the motion, which passed unanimously. 

XII. OTHER BUSINESS/PRESENTATIONS     
 

A. Preview of the Draft FY 2022/23 – FY 2026/27 TIP - Mr. Keith Caskey, MetroPlan Orlando 
staff  - The FDOT highway, Turnpike, Traffic Operations and Safety, bicycle and pedestrian, 
transit and commuter rail sections of the new TIP can be reviewed at the following link: 
https://metroplanorlando.org/wp-content/uploads/TIP-2023-2027-Preview.pdf 
 
Mr. Caskey explained that the Draft TIP was being presented for review and that action will be 
taken at the June/July committee and Board meetings.  He summarized the TIP and reviewed 
the projects with major changes; noted to Board members that he reorganized the TSMO 
projects,  that those projects now fall under the Traffic Ops and Safety category.  Mr. Caskey 
noted that toll road projects were not included as they are funded through a different source. 
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Mr. Caskey announced that the TIP public hearing is scheduled for Monday, June 20th at 11:30 
a.m. on Zoom.  

B. Preview of the Draft FY 2027/28 – FY 2036/37 Prioritized Project List - Mr. Alex Trauger 
MetroPlan Orlando staff  - A draft prioritized list of federal/state transportation projects can be 
reviewed using the following link: https://metroplanorlando.org/wp-
content/uploads/MetroPlanOrlando_PPL_2026-2035_WebDraft20220513.pdf 
 
Mr. Trauger reviewed the background information on the PPL, approach, considerations, 
funding programs, priority lists, and key priorities. He provided information on the project 
categories and funding sources, along with a look at next steps.  

C. Status of the 2023 Ozone Contingency Plan – Dr. Haofei Yu, University of Central Florida  
 
MetroPlan Orlando has partnered with the University of Central Florida to study how vehicle 
emissions impact the air quality in our region. The Ozone Contingency Plan explores how 
different scenarios may impact ozone levels and proposes strategies on mitigating emissions.  
 
Dr. Haofei Yu of UCF gave a presentation on the plan, which will be completed in 2023. Dr. Yu 
provided background information on ozone pollution including levels that violate the Clean Air 
Act standards, history of the local tri-county ozone levels, and ozone formation. He reviewed 
the goals, tasks, method, and current progress of the contingency plan. Dr. Yu detailed the 
results for 2011 and 2017 including spatial and temporal distribution for Orange, Osceola, 
Seminole and Lake Counties.  In addition, he covered the next steps in the study. Discussion 
ensued regarding other areas that might be close to violation, vehicles becoming more 
environmentally friendly, the effect of electric vehicles on ozone levels, and the use of 2017 
data in the report as well as some errors that were found. 
 

D. Report on the 2022 Legislative Session and look ahead to 2023 - Mr. Ryan Matthews, Gray 
Robinson 
 
Mr. Ryan Matthews, Gray Robinson provided Board members with an update on the 2022 
Legislative Session.  Mr. Matthews explained that the 2022 legislative session had two special 
sessions and was met with some highly contentious social issues that took up much of the 
legislative session.  He explained that the budget was not passed by the mandated deadline, 
which caused the session to be extended by three days.  He provided an overview of the 
approved budget and how transportation initiatives will be impacted.  He also commended 
Commissioner Uribe on her efforts during TD Day in Tallahassee noting that her visits with 
Central Florida delegation members helped get critically needed TD funding passed. Mr. 
Matthews discussed the bills that passed and did not pass.  He noted that the 2023 session 
will begin in March.  He added that this is an election year and new presiding officers will be 
elected.  Mr. Matthews noted that there is the potential for another special session before the 
election.  Discussion ensued regarding the value of visiting our delegation while they are in 
Tallahassee. The board directed staff to work with the legislative advocacy team to schedule 
a visit next year. Several board members expressed interest in participating. 
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XIII. PUBLIC COMMENTS (GENERAL)  

Ms. Judy Peters, Mt. Dora resident, addressed the Board with concerns of congestion and 
speeding at the juncture of U.S. Highway 441/Old 441 just outside of the Tangerine Rural 
Settlement.   
 

 
XIV. BOARD MEMBER COMMENTS         

 
Mr. Greg Moore, Brightline, expressed excitement with being the recipient of the CRISI grant, 
and for being a part of the Sunshine Corridor Partnership.  He explained that the grant funding 
will be used for project development approvals necessary to move the project forward.  He noted 
that he is hopeful with Brightline being the recipient of this grant, and that may lead to being 
the recipient of a much larger award in the future.   
 
Commissioners Dallari and Grieb thanked Ms. Carol Scott, Florida’s Turnpike Enterprise, for her 
coordination efforts with the S.R. 417 widening project between Seminole County, Winter 
Springs, and Oviedo, and the access point for Kissimmee Park Road for Osceola County and St. 
Cloud, respectively.   

 
XV. NEXT MEETING:   Wednesday, July 27, 2022  
 

XVI. ADJOURN BOARD MEETING 
  

There being no further business, the meeting adjourned at 10:39 a.m. The meeting was   
transcribed by Ms. Lisa Smith. Approved this 27th day of July 2022. 

  
   
 
                                                                               ______________________________________ 
                    Commissioner Mayra Uribe, Chair  
  
 
____________________________ 
Ms. Lisa Smith, 
Board Services Coordinator/Recording Secretary 

 

As required by Section 286.0105, Florida Statutes, MetroPlan Orlando hereby notifies all interested 
parties that if a person decides to appeal any decision made by MetroPlan Orlando with respect to any 
matter considered at such meeting or hearing, he or she may need to ensure that a verbatim record is 
made to include the testimony and evidence upon which the appeal is to be based.  
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        Board Action Fact Sheet 
   
        Meeting Date:     July 27, 2022 
 
        Agenda Item:     IX.B.     (Tab 1)  
 
        Roll Call Vote:     No 
 
 
 
Action Requested:   Approval is requested to award four contracts, pending contract 

negotiations, for a period of two years with an option to extend for an 
additional one-year period, with the following consultants to perform 
work related to the Traffic Signal Retiming Project. Funds are 
budgeted in FY 2023 and FY 2024 for this project. 

 
1. Faller, Davis & Associates  
2. Iteris 
3. Metric Engineering 
4. VHB 
 
Should negotiations fail with any of the proposers listed, MetroPlan 
Orlando will adjust the amount of work as necessary for three or less 
retiming contracts. 

 
Reason: To continue traffic signal retiming studies in the MetroPlan Orlando 

Area 
 
Summary/Key Information: A Request for Proposals (RFP) was advertised in May 2022 and a 

selection committee consisting of five TSMO committee members 
met and ranked five proposals received and short-listed to four. A 
second meeting was held to make a recommendation that the four 
short-listed firms be awarded contracts. 

 
MetroPlan Budget Impact: Funds are included in the FY’23 and FY’24 budgets to cover this 

expense. 
 
Local Funding Impact:  None 
 
Committee Action:  CAC:  N/A 
    TSMO:  N/A 
    TAC:  N/A 
    MAC:  N/A 
 
Staff Recommendation: Recommends approval 
 
Supporting Information: None    
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ASSETS

Operating Cash in Bank 2,268,585.94$         

Petty Cash 125.00$                    

SBA Investment Account 1,124,295.50$         

FL CLASS Investment Account 1,178,842.67$         

Rent Deposit 20,000.00$               

Prepaid Expenses 29,479.82$               

Accounts Receivable - Grants 444,283.38$            

Fixed Assets-Equipment 829,650.32$            

Accumulated Depreciation (499,427.38)$           

TOTAL ASSETS: 5,395,835.25$        

LIABILITIES

Accrued Personal Leave 412,550.13$            

TOTAL LIABILITIES: 412,550.13$           

EQUITY

FUND BALANCE:

     Nonspendable:

          Prepaid Items 29,479.82$               

          Deposits 20,000.00$               

     Unassigned: 4,933,805.30$         

TOTAL EQUITY: 4,983,285.12$        

TOTAL LIABILITIES & EQUITY: 5,395,835.25$        

Net difference to be reconciled: -$                           

 

METROPLAN ORLANDO
AGENCYWIDE

BALANCE SHEET
For Period Ending 05/31/22
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Variance % OF

REVENUES Current Y-T-D Budget Un/(Ovr) BUDGET

Federal Revenue $ $ 2,071,702.56            68.71%
State Revenue $ $ 45,623.95                  57.39%
Local Revenue $ $ -                              100.00%
Interest Income $ $ 430.71                       91.39%
Other $ $ (2,462.15)                   119.70%
Contributions $ $ -                              100.00%
Cash Carryforward $ $ 242,850.00                0.00%
Local Funds Transfer $ $ (1,409.63)                   246.23%
TOTAL REVENUES: $ 283,607.10           $ 5,922,386.56       $ 8,279,122.00       $ 2,356,735.44       71.53%

EXPENDITURES

Salaries $ $ 368,916.81                81.39%
Fringe Benefits $ $ 124,872.98                80.83%
Local Match-Transfer Out $ $ (1,409.63)                   246.23%
Audit Fees $ $ 11,500.00                  65.67%
Computer Operations $ $ 23,201.54                  74.62%
Dues & Memberships $ $ 9,421.24                    54.85%
Equipment & Furniture $ $ 27,329.97                  45.34%
Graphic Printing/Binding $ $ 20,158.00                  25.12%
Insurance $ $ 169.77                       99.42%
Legal Fees $ $ 23,446.70                  32.92%
Office Supplies $ $ 9,571.65                    50.91%
Postage $ $ 1,347.34                    68.67%
Books, Subscrips/Pubs $ $ 2,555.37                    70.68%
Exec. Dir 457 Def. Comp. $ $ 2,653.90                    87.94%
Rent $ $ 493.65                       99.83%
Equipment Rent/Maint. $ $ 8,328.90                    72.41%
Seminar & Conf. Regist. $ $ 29,181.34                  29.92%
Telephone $ $ 5,277.36                    67.64%
Travel $ $ 71,663.00                  15.52%
Small Tools/Office Mach. $ $ (135.65)                      104.52%
HSA/FSA Annual Contrib. $ $ 1,250.00                    90.00%
Computer Software $ $ 2,005.00                    86.63%
Contingency $ $ 16,639.00                  0.00%
Contractual/Temp Svcs. $ $ 578.00                       83.63%
Interest Expense $ $ 51,502.00                  0.00%
Pass-Thru Expenses $ $ 835,014.22                19.28%
Consultants $ $ 932,209.61                73.51%
Repair & Maintenance $ $ 1,247.50                    30.69%
Advertising/Public Notice $ $ 3,154.12                    72.97%
Other Misc. Expense $ $ 11,436.62                  22.15%
Contributions $ $ 25,950.00                  82.81%
Educational Reimb. $ $ 1,800.00                    0.00%
Comm. Rels. Sponsors $ $ 3,000.00                    71.43%
Indirect Expense Carryfwd. $ $ -                              0.00%

TOTAL EXPENDITURES: $ 348,014.42           $ 5,654,791.69       $ 8,279,122.00       $ 2,624,330.31       68.30%

AGENCY BALANCE: $ (64,407.32)            $ 267,594.87          
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METROPLAN ORLANDO
AGENCYWIDE REVENUES & EXPENDITURES

For Period Ending 05/31/22
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2,952.00

2,587,167.39

21,857.10

12,458.66

11,030.64

13,165.00

3,135.65

30,186.00

41,640.00

16,308.00

84,828.00

1,034,442.00

11,670.00

123.14

0.00

94,046.12

1,800.00

12,500.00

7,500.00

0.00

552.50

8,515.88

3,253.38

125,000.00

0.00

10,500.00

0.00

25,000.00

0.00

0.00

0.00

16,639.00

3,530.00

3,519,377.00
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Travel Summary – May 2022 
 

 

 
 
Traveler:  Nick Lepp 
 
Dates:   May 15-18, 2022 
 
Destination:  Fort Lauderdale, FL 
 
Purpose of trip:     AMPO Tech Symposium 

  
Cost:   $1,460.94 
 
Paid By:   MetroPlan Orlando Funds 
 

 
 
Traveler:  Sarah Larsen 
 
Dates:   May 17-20, 2022 
 
Destination:  Seattle, WA 
 
Purpose of trip:     WTS International Conference 

  
Cost:   $2,362.58 
 
Paid By:   MetroPlan Orlando Funds  
 

 
Traveler:  Virginia Whittington 
 
Dates:   May 22-24, 2022 
 
Destination:  Stuart, FL 
 
Purpose of trip:     CTD Vision Summit 

  
Cost:   $431.03 
 
Paid By:   MetroPlan Orlando Funds 
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Board Action Fact Sheet 

   
        Meeting Date:     July 27, 2022 
 
        Agenda Item:     IX.D.   (Tab 1) 
 
        Roll Call Vote:     No 
 
 
 
 
Action Requested:   Approval to Extend the Sole Source Contract with the University of 

Florida to Update MetroPlan Orlando’s Web-based Crash Database  
 
Reason: To provide web-based access to crash data and analytical tools to 

MetroPlan Orlando staff and partners through FY 2023. It is currently 
hosted at the University of Florida’s Geoplan Center. 

  
Summary/Key Information: Improvement in access to crash data and analysis contribute to the 

fulfillment of the requirement to include safety as a planning factor 
that a metropolitan planning organization must address in its 
transportation planning process and will support MetroPlan Orlando’s 
mission to make the roadways safer. This request is being handled in 
compliance with the Board-approved procedures for awarding sole 
source contracts. The sole source contract, which is permitted under 
our procurement rules since the contractor is another public entity, 
will be for a total amount of $36,000. Funds are included in our 
approved FY 2023 budget for this purpose. 

 
MetroPlan Budget Impact: N/A 
 
Local Funding Impact:  None 
 
Committee Action:  CAC:  N/A 
    TSMO:  N/A 
    TAC:  N/A 
    MAC:  N/A 
     
Staff Recommendation: Recommends approval 
 
Supporting Information: The Scope of Services for this project is located under tab 1. 
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EXHIBIT A  
 
 

FY 2022/2023 
CRASH GEOSPATIAL DATABASE UPDATE, ANALYSIS AND REPORTING 

 
1. PROJECT PURPOSE 
 
The purpose of the PROJECT is twofold: a) assist METROPLAN ORLANDO with the annual update 
and maintenance of the crash database, and b) assist with the reporting and analysis of crashes.  

The METROPLAN ORLANDO regional crash database is housed at University of Florida under 
Signal Four Analytics - a statewide crash data system, hosted at the University of Florida’s 
GeoPlan Center. The development and maintenance of Signal Four Analytics is funded by the 
State through a grant from Florida Traffic Records Coordinating Committee (TRCC). The state 
funding covers daily acquisition of the crash data from the Florida Department of Highway 
Safety and Motor Vehicles (FLHSMV), processing and loading of crash data daily, automated 
geocoding, new features and software updates, training, and site hosting. While these are 
valuable services for METROPLAN ORLANDO users, there are several items of a local nature that 
are not covered in the scope of work of the state grant.  

First, UF will continue to interactively geocode crashes on public roads for this fiscal year. 
Second, the regional database will need to be updated with traffic volumes on local roads 
needed to calculate crash rates and vehicle miles traveled (VMT). Finally, the University of 
Florida team will assist METROPLAN ORLANDO staff with several other tasks including working 
with law enforcement (LE) agencies to transition to crash mapping by officers and develop 
custom statistics and analysis to support METROPLAN ORLANDO’s mission to improve traffic 
safety. 

 

2. PROJECT TASKS 
 
TASK 1 – INTERACTIVE GEOCODING OF CRASH DATA 
The purpose of this task is to continue to interactively geocode long and short form crashes on 
public roads for the METROPLAN ORLANDO area. Based on historic data we expect about 34,000 
crashes to require interactive geocoding. In terms of overall geocoding success rate (both 
automatic and interactive), it is expected that about 95-96% of all the crashes on public roads 
will be geocoded successfully.  The other 4-5% is typically impossible to geocode due to 
insufficient location information on the crash form. 

TASK 2 – MAPPING OF CRASH DATA BY LAW ENFORCEMENT AGENCIES 
Interactive geocoding remains one of the most time-consuming efforts for maintaining a timely 
and complete crash database. To reduce, and potentially eliminate this effort, the state of 
Florida provides a free web-based geolocation tool for LE agencies and e-crash vendors in the 
state to use this tool to map crashes by officers. Due to these efforts, e-crash vendor TraCS 
have mandated the use of the tool for their agencies which has led to the reduction of the 
geocoding needs by about 22% in the Metroplan Orlando area.  To continue to reduce the 
interactive geocoding effort for the rest of the crashes, METROPLAN ORLANDO and UF will 
continue to jointly work with law enforcement agencies in the area to educate and encourage 
officers to map crashes while completing the crash reports, before submitting the reports to 

16



2 
 

FLHSMV. This will gradually reduce and eventually eliminate the need for interactive geocoding 
in the future. In this task METROPLAN ORLANDO staff and UF team will conduct meetings with 
the relevant law enforcement agencies in the area and their e-crash vendors to discuss this 
issue and provide any necessary guidance, training, and assistance to have LE officers of the 
tri-county area map crashes using the geolocation tool. This year we expect adoption of the 
tool by three agencies that are using SmartCOP, Orlando PD that is using TraCS, and we’ll reach 
out to FHP which report a large number of crashes in the area. 

TASK 3 – UPDATE SIGNAL 4 ANALYTICS GIS BASEMAP WITH LOCAL TRAFFIC VOLUME 
UF team will update the Signal Four Analytics GIS basemap with the local traffic volume which 
is required for calculation of crash rates on local roads and can be used to develop vehicle miles 
traveled. The local traffic volume will be obtained from a GIS file provided by Metroplan 
Orlando and it will be transferred to the Signal Four Analytics GIS basemap.  
 
TASK 4 – REPORTING AND ANALYSIS 
The UF team will support the METROPLAN ORLANDO staff with custom queries and analysis that 
METROPLAN ORLANDO staff may need.  This may include supporting staff with quarter reporting 
on crash data; critical reporting on nuances in the data; and an annual crash data analysis 
report to support staff recommendations. Other examples of reporting and analysis may include 
information to support staff efforts to achieve Vision Zero, address equity issues, or improve 
bike/ped safety challenges to name a few. The UF team will assist staff with analytical support 
to advocate for traffic safety initiatives to reduce fatalities and injuries. This effort may lead 
to policies and practices that improve road behavior that reduces the probability of crashes. 
 
3. BUDGET 
This is a fixed cost project. The estimated budget needed to accomplish the proposed tasks is 
shown in Table 1 below. It includes salaries and benefits, travel, and the University of Florida 
indirect cost. 
 

Table 1 – Estimated Budget 

 
 
Salaries: The base annual salary for each position is shown in the Annual Salary column. It assumes 
12 months, full time. The third column shows the estimated effort on this project in months and 
corresponding salary amount is shown in the fourth column followed by the fringe benefits. The 
roles and effort for each position are explained below: 
 
- The Principal Investigator (faculty) will devote his time to oversee the entire project. The PI 
will provide direction and leadership and coordinate all components of the project and coordinate 
with METROPLAN ORLANDO staff. 
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- The Assistant Research Scientist (faculty) will perform queries and conduct analysis as needed 
by METROPLAN ORLANDO staff and provide training and supervision for the undergraduate 
students. 
- The three Undergraduate Student Assistants will be responsible for conducting interactive 
geocoding year around and for updating the Signal Four GIS basemap with local data as well as 
assisting with quality assurance and testing.  
 
Travel: Travel is required to meet with METROPLAN ORLANDO staff to discuss project progress. 
Two trips are estimated. 
 
UF F&A Cost: This is the University of Florida Facilities and Administrative (F&A) Cost – also known 
as Indirect Costs (IDC). University of Florida charges a standard 10% of the total project direct cost 
for this funding source. Details about this requirement can be found at 
http://research.ufl.edu/dsp/proposals/budgeting/fa-rates-idc.html 
 
 
4. PAYMENT SCHEDULE 
METROPLAN ORLANDO will be billed in two lump sums, semi-annually, of $18,000 each. Progress 
reports are due with each invoice. 
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        Board Action Fact Sheet 
   
        Meeting Date:     July 27, 2022 
 
        Agenda Item:     X.A (Tab 2) 
 
        Roll Call Vote:     Yes 
 
 
 
Action Requested:   Board approval is requested for the FY 2022/23 – 2026/27 

Transportation Improvement Program (TIP) and Resolution No. 22-06. 
 
Reason: Approval of the TIP by the Board is required before the TIP can be 

submitted to FDOT and other state and federal agencies by the July 
deadline. 

 
Summary/Key Information: The FY 2022/23 – 2026/27 TIP includes: 
 

• Nearly $900 million in federal and state funds for highway projects, 
including the I-4 Ultimate and Beyond the Ultimate projects 

 
• Nearly $1.2 billion in funding for Florida’s Turnpike Enterprise 

projects, including major capacity projects on Florida’s Turnpike 
and SR 417 

 
• Nearly $160 million in federal and state funds for Traffic 

Operations and Safety projects 
 

• Over $98 million in federal and state funds for bicycle and 
pedestrian projects  

 
• Over $430 million in federal and state funds for transit projects 

 
• Nearly $192 million in federal and state funds for commuter rail 

projects 
 

• Over $309 million in federal and state funds for aviation projects 
 
MetroPlan Budget Impact: None 
 
Local Funding Impact: Over $5 billion in locally funded projects is included in the TIP for 

information purposes.  
 
Committee Action:  CAC:  Recommended for approval on June 22, 2022 

TSMO:  Recommended for approval on June 24, 2022 
TAC:  Recommended for approval on June 24, 2022 
MAC:  Recommended for approval on July 7, 2022 
 

Staff Recommendation: Recommends approval   
 
Supporting Information: These documents are provided at Tab 2: 
 
    Draft FY 2022/23 – 2026/27 TIP (link) 

https://metroplanorlando.org/wp-content/uploads/TIP-2327-Draft-
P.pdf 
 

     Proposed Board Resolution No. 22-06 
 
    (TIP public meeting comments will be provided separately.) 
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RESOLUTION NO. 22-06 
 

SUBJECT: 
Endorsement of FY 2022/23 - 2026/27 

Transportation Improvement Program 
 
 WHEREAS, MetroPlan Orlando is the organization designated by the Governor as being 
responsible, together with the State, for carrying out the provisions of 23 U.S.C. 134, as provided in 23 
U.S.C. 104 (f) (3), and capable of meeting the requirements of Section 3 (a) (2) and (e) (1), and 4 (a), 
and 5 (9) (1) and (1) of the Federal Transit Act 49 U.S.C. 1602 (a) (2) and (e) (1), 1603 (a) and 1604 (9) 
(1) and (1); and 
 
 WHEREAS, the Transportation Improvement Program, including the annual element, shall be 
endorsed annually by the MetroPlan Orlando Board and submitted (1) to the Governor and the Federal 
Transit Administrator and (2) through the State to the Federal Highway Administrator as provided in 23 
U.S.C. 450.316; 
 
 NOW, THEREFORE, BE IT RESOLVED by the MetroPlan Orlando Board that the FY 2022/23 - 
2026/27 Orlando Urban Area Transportation Improvement Program (TIP) is hereby endorsed as an 
accurate representation of the area's priorities as developed through a continuing, comprehensive 
planning process carried on cooperatively by the State and local communities in accordance with the 
provisions of 23 U.S.C. 134. 
 
 Passed and duly adopted this 27th day of July, 2022. 
 
 
 CERTIFICATE 
 
The undersigned duly qualified as Chairwoman of the MetroPlan Orlando Board certifies that the 
foregoing is a true and correct copy of a Resolution adopted at a legally convened meeting of the 
MetroPlan Orlando Board. 
 
       ____________________________________ 
       Commissioner Mayra Uribe, Chair                                                            
 
 
 
Attest: 
 
___________________________________ 
Lisa Smith, Sr. Board Services Coordinator 
and Recording Secretary 
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Public Comments on  
Transportation Improvement Program FY 2022/23-26/27 

(as of 7/14/22) 
 
Public Comment Period: 
June 20 – July 22, 2022 
 
This document serves as the official record of public comments for the 
Transportation Improvement Program to be presented to the 
MetroPlan Orlando Board on July 27, 2022.  
 
Comments were accepted in various ways: 

1. Written comment via email through 7/22/22 to 
comment@metroplanorlando.org 

2. Spoken comments will also be taken at the 7/27/22 Board 
meeting, where comments can be made virtually or in person 

 
Virtual Public Meeting 

The Transportation Improvement Program (TIP) virtual public meeting was held on June 20, 2022 at 11:30 
am. We had 88 attendees, 21 were panelists and 67 were public participants. There were 22 questions and 
answers submitted and 3 live public comments. The meeting recording was published on MetroPlan 
Orlando’s YouTube page and, to date, has been viewed 125 times. 

During the meeting, MetroPlan Orlando staff members provided an overview of the draft FY 2022/23-
2026/27 Transportation Improvement Program. Topics of discussion included federal/state funds 
programmed and  the Prioritized Project List. The plan includes projects that are programmed for funding 
over the next five years. A short tutorial video explaining the planning process was also shown. Staff 
presented highway, complete streets, bicycle and pedestrian, transit, transportation systems management 
and operations, and safety projects in Orange, Osceola and Seminole counties. Live polling questions were 
used to engage with the audience throughout the presentation. The program included a question and 
answer session with MetroPlan Orlando staff members and transportation partners. This was followed by a 
public comment session where audience members could make oral comments on the plan. 

Partners in attendance: 

Ms. Loreen Bobo, Florida Department of Transportation District 5 
Ms. Anna Taylor, Florida Department of Transportation District 5 
Ms. Rakinya Hinson, Florida Department of Transportation District 5 
Mr. Siaosi Fine, Florida’s Turnpike Enterprise 
Mr. Myles O’Keefe, LYNX  
Mr. Renzo Nastasi, Orange County 
Mr. Bill Wharton, Seminole County 
Mr. Cade Braud, City of Orlando 
Mr. Gus Castro, City of Orlando 
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Staff in attendance: 
 
Mr. Gary Huttmann, MetroPlan Orlando Staff 
Mr. Alex Trauger, MetroPlan Orlando Staff 
Mr. Keith Caskey, MetroPlan Orlando Staff 
Ms. Sarah Larsen, MetroPlan Orlando Staff 
Ms. Taylor Laurent, MetroPlan Orlando Staff 
Mr. Eric Hill, MetroPlan Orlando Staff 
Ms. Lara Bouck, MetroPlan Orlando Staff 
Mr. Mighk Wilson, MetroPlan Orlando Staff 
Ms. Virginia L. Whittington, MetroPlan Orlando Staff 
Ms. Cynthia Lambert, MetroPlan Orlando Staff 
Ms. Leilani Vaiaoga, MetroPlan Orlando Staff 
Ms. Lisa Smith, MetroPlan Orlando Staff 

Record of Public Comments Submitted Verbally 
The following verbal comments were received at the public meeting. 
 

Comment#: 
1 
 

Name: 
Jonathan Aman 

Date Received: 
6/20/22 

Comment Method: 
Verbal 

 
Mr. Jonathan Aman spoke concerning rail transit.  He commented that he feels that it is unfortunate that only 
those that live in the northeast corridor can enjoy the benefits of high-speed rail.  He also expressed that it 
would be good if Amtrak could link up with Brightline and offer a route segment to Tampa.   
 
 

Comment#: 
2 
 

Name: 
Sherri Brun 

Date Received: 
6/20/22 

Comment Method: 
Verbal 

 
Ms. Sherri Brun commented about the need to install Audible Pedestrian Signals for the visually impaired and 
blind population and the need to install a mid-block crossing on Conway Road between Michigan Avenue and 
Curry Ford Road.  MetroPlan Orlando staff provided information on how to request Audible Pedestrian Signals 
through the local partners. 
 

Comment#: 
3 
 

Name: 
John Douglas 

Date Received: 
6/20/22 

Comment Method: 
Verbal 

 
Mr. John Douglas commented on the need to put an end to “death gutters” with regard to bicycle safety and 
install a bike rack at Montgomery Road/Central Parkway in Altamonte to encourage use of the autonomous 
shuttle; improve commercial buses and provide transit at night in an effort to make them more accessible; 
curb speeding by narrowing streets; and to provide monorail service in the tourist area.   
 
 
 
[Note: A finalized version of this document will be provided to board members before the 7/27 MetroPlan 
Orlando Board meeting and after the public comment period closes on 7/22] 
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        Board Action Fact Sheet 
   
        Meeting Date:     July 27, 2022 
 
        Agenda Item:     X.B (Tab 3) 
 
        Roll Call Vote:     No 
 
 
 
 
Action Requested:   MetroPlan Orlando Staff requests adoption of the 2027-2035 Prioritized 

Project List (PPL). 
 
Reason: By state statute the Prioritized Project List needs to be transmitted to FDOT 

this year by August 1st. The MetroPlan Orlando Board last adopted the PPL 
on July7, 2021. To comply with state guidance, MetroPlan Orlando staff 
requesting the annual approval of the Prioritized Project List. 

 
Summary/Key Information: Items of particular significance for our Committees and the Board are as 

follows: 
 

• Priority lists and funding programs consistent with Board policy. 
 

• Prioritization approach consistent with 2045 MTP goals and objectives 
and quantitative network evaluation based on Board preference 
weighting. Weighting/criteria scoring emphasize vulnerable user safety. 

 

• No priority rank changes to Transit or Bike/Pedestrian lists. 
 

• Off-System Construction Program candidate projects identified. 
 

• TSM&O project bundles were created to support LAP procurement. 
 

• TMA (urban area) funding for special studies and the annual traffic 
signal retiming was identified in the PPL and UPWP to provide better 
linkage between MetroPlan Orlando core products. 

 

• Four (4) priority programs (ACES Demonstration, Countywide/Areawide 
Improvements, Sidewalk Gaps, and Off-System Safety Emphasis) still 
under development with TSM&O and Technical Advisory Committees. 
     

MetroPlan Budget Impact: None 
 
Local Funding Impact:  None 
 
Committee Action:  CAC:  Recommended Approval 
    TSMO:  Recommended Approval 
    TAC:  Recommended Approval 
    MAC:  Recommended Approval 
 
Staff Recommendation: Recommended Approval  
 
Supporting Information: These documents are provided at Tab 3: 

Prioritized Project List (PPL) 2027 – 2035 for adoption: 
https://metroplanorlando.org/wp-
content/uploads/MetroPlanOrlando_PPL_FY2026-2035_v20220713.pdf 
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Prioritized Project List 
2026 – 2035 

Revised Draft for Adoption (07.13.22) 
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Executive Summary 
Each year, MetroPlan Orlando updates the Prioritized Project List (PPL), a document that includes all the upcoming 
highway, bicycle, pedestrian, transit, aviation, and other transportation-related projects in our three-county region 
(Orange, Osceola, and Seminole Counties) that have been deemed cost feasible in the near term but may still have 
unfunded phases. The Prioritized Project List shows which projects are next in line for federal and state funding.  

The PPL is created in conjunction with the Transportation Improvement Program (TIP), which contains all 
transportation projects that are programmed for funding over the next five years.  As written in 23 U.S. Code § 134, 
all projects that receive federal funding “shall be selected for implementation from the approved TIP by the 
metropolitan planning organization designated for the area in consultation with the State and any affected public 
transportation operator.” In addition, the TIP and PPL must be consistent with the adopted Metropolitan Transportation 
Plan (MTP. The current TIP is planned from Fiscal Year (FY) 2021/22 to 2025/26 and the currently adopted MTP is 
planned through 2045. The PPL covers all projects that are awaiting funding and implementation in the first 10 years 
of the MTP’s Cost Feasible Plan that are not yet included in the TIP, thus this PPL covers FY 2026/27 to FY 2035/36. 

The PPL is organized into two core categories: 

National Highway System and State Roads 

This category contains projects on the National 
Highway System, State Roads, and Off-System 
Construction Assistance. The State Roads designation 
also contains other federal functionally classified 
roadways, but they are identified separately due to the 
MetroPlan Orlando Board Policy on the allocation of 
Transportation Management Area (TMA) funds 
apportioned to MetroPlan Orlando for being a Large 
Urbanized Area (population over 200,000). 

MetroPlan Orlando Multimodal System 

This category contains federally funded projects 
exclusively off the state highway system. Projects 
included in the MetroPlan Orlando Multimodal System 
are Roadway and Complete Streets, Safety Emphasis, 
Transportation System Management and Operations 
(TSM&O), TSM&O Area-Wide, Automated/ Connected/ 
Electric/Share (ACES) Demonstrations, Pedestrian & 
Bicycle Infrastructure, Safe Routes to School, Critical 
Sidewalk Gaps, and Regional Transit projects. 

To determine which project will be eligible for funding next, each of the projects on the PPL were ranked through a 
process known as performance-based planning. For projects of the National Highway System and State Roads, the 
MetroPlan Orlando Board and its subsidiary committees prioritize these projects for funding based on their potential 
to help achieve targets set for Safety, Travel Time Reliability, Bridge, and Pavement Condition performance measures. 
Projects in the MetroPlan Orlando Multimodal System are also ranked through performance-based planning and 
include additional, regionally focused objectives and targets. 

After this document is approved by the MetroPlan Orlando Board, it is submitted to the Florida Department of 
Transportation (FDOT). FDOT uses both the National Highway and State Road lists and MetroPlan Orlando’s 
Multimodal System (TMA) lists to program projects for funding in the FY 2021/22 - 2025/26 Work Program based on 
both the MetroPlan Orlando TMA priorities and the FDOT FY 2021/22 – 2025/26 Tentative Five-Year Work Program.  

It is important to note, most new projects or project phases are typically added into the fifth year of the Work Program. 
Once a project in the PPL has been fully funded through construction in the TIP and the FDOT Work Program, it is then 
removed from the PPL. Any projects/phases remaining on the PPL can be advanced to a higher priority over time, and 
new projects can eventually be added to this list of priority projects. 
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Legal Information 
The preparation of this report has been financed in part through grants from the Federal Highway Administration and Federal Transit 
Administration, U.S. Department of Transportation, under the State Planning and Research Program, Section 505 [or Metropolitan 
Planning Program, Section 104(f)] of Title 23, U.S. Code. The contents of this report do not necessarily reflect the official views or policy 
of the U.S. Department of Transportation. 

This document was developed for use by MetroPlan Orlando for planning purposes. MetroPlan Orlando is not liable for any direct, indirect, 
special, incidental, or consequential damages (such as, but not limited to, damages of loss of profits, business savings or data) related 
to the use of this document or information produced as a result of this document or its interpretation. This information is publicly available 
and is provided with no warranty or promises of any kind whatsoever, express or implied, including warranties for merchantability or 
fitness for a particular purpose. While every effort is made to confirm the accuracy of the information provided within this document and 
any analytical methods used to develop the information, no assurance of accuracy can be or is given. By using this document and the 
information in any way, the User is acknowledging this limitation, and is agreeing to use the document and the information therein at his 
or her own risk. 
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Abbreviations & Acronyms 
Planning Terms 

PPL Prioritized Project List 

TIP Transportation Improvement Program 

MTP Metropolitan Transportation Plan (our region’s 2045 long range transportation plan) 

UPWP Unified Planning Work Program (MetroPlan Orlando’s annual operating budget) 

TMA Transportation Management Area 

LAP Local Agency Program (FDOT program for local agencies to administer federal/state funds) 

Funding Categories 

DDR District Dedicated Revenue funds (State) 

FTA Federal Transit Administration funds (Federal) 

NHS National Highway System funds (Federal) – used for interstate highway projects 

TMA Transportation Management Area (Federal) – prioritized and programmed by MetroPlan Orlando 

SU Surface Transportation Program funds (Federal) – may be used for highway, transit, or enhancement 
(bicycle/pedestrian, beautification, etc.) projects in urban areas of greater than 200,000 population 

TALU Transportation Alternative funds (Federal) – used for Complete Streets, bicycle and pedestrian projects 

TRIP Transportation Regional Incentive Program funds (State) - used for regionally significant projects with 
a minimum of 50% in local matching funds required 

Project Phases 

PLN Planning / Feasibility Study 

PD&E Project Development and Environmental Study 

PE Preliminary Engineering (Design) 

ROW Right-of-Way Acquisition 

CST Construction 

CEI Construction-Engineering Inspection 
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Introduction 
The Prioritized Project List (PPL) is the annual technical process to determine which projects should be funded next 
within MetroPlan Orlando’s five-year Transportation Improvement Program (TIP). Both the TIP and the PPL are created 
in accordance with federal guidelines. While the TIP contains transportation projects that are currently or soon-to-be 
funded, the 2045 Metropolitan Transportation Plan, or the MTP, looks further out into the future. The PPL is the bridge 
between these two documents. The TIP, the PPL, and the MTP, act as our guidance for what should be funded in the 
short-term and in the long run. 

For the more information about the above referenced plans, visit the MetroPlan Orlando webpages below: 

Metropolitan Transportation Plan (MTP) –  
https://metroplanorlando.org/plans/metropolitan-transportation-plan 

Prioritized Project List (PPL) – 
https://metroplanorlando.org/plans/prioritized-project-list 

Transportation Improvement Program (TIP) –  
https://metroplanorlando.org/plans/transportation-improvement-program 

MetroPlan Orlando | Prioritized Project List Page 5 of 5628

https://metroplanorlando.org/plans/metropolitan-transportation-plan
https://metroplanorlando.org/plans/prioritized-project-list
https://metroplanorlando.org/plans/transportation-improvement-program


 

Planning & Prioritization Process 
Consistent with FHWA’s Transportation Performance Management (TPM) guidance, MetroPlan Orlando is using a data-
driven and context-sensitive approach to identify and assess candidate transportation projects for the Prioritized 
Project List (PPL). The intent of this process is to identify, select, and fund projects which best address regional 
transportation goals, objectives, and targets. The use of comparative criteria and the evaluation process described in 
the following sections to select projects is intended to guide and assist MetroPlan Orlando and its partner agencies in 
establishing the order in which projects may be implemented, based on forecasted funding levels.  

Approach 
The project assessment and prioritization process consists of two (2) key phases: 

1. Project Assessment and Comparative Analysis
Utilizing the evaluation criteria documented in the Methodology section of this document, eligible candidate projects 
are evaluated. Rankings and associated project costs for all phases are also considered as part of the annual update 
of the Prioritized Project List. During this step, MetroPlan Orlando staff ensures consistency with the adopted 
Metropolitan Transportation Plan (MTP) Cost Feasible Plan.  

2. Agency and Public Review of Preliminary Findings / Draft PPL
Following completion of project assessment and preparation of the draft PPL, MetroPlan Orlando staff, Technical 
Advisory Committee (TAC), and Transportation Systems Management & Operations (TSM&O) Advisory Committee 
members review the preliminary findings. Feedback from agency partners and other stakeholders will also be 
considered during this step in the process.  

This project prioritization process, summarized in Figure 1, is intended to complement MetroPlan Orlando’s regional 
planning, congestion management, and overall decision-making process. While ultimate discretion is granted to the 
MPO Board, the data-informed and objective-driven findings yielded from the assessment phase provides decision-
makers with the best information available, consistent with Transportation Performance Management best practices. 

Figure 1 | PPL Development Schedule 

January
PPL Update 

Kick Off 

February / March
Policy and process 
discussions with 

Committees and Board; 

Call for Projects 
(if necessary)

March / April
MPO updates PPL 

(network evaluation/ 
project rankings) based 

on Board direction

May / June
PPL Draft previewed to 
Committees and Board 

(Agency and 
Public Review) 

June
MPO considers and 

incorporates feedback 
received during   
agency / public 
comment period

June / July
PPL Final presented 

for approval

July
PPL submitted to FDOT 
and MPO staff uses for 

preparation of the 
TIP update.
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Method 
The intention of this evaluation is to use comparative criteria to evaluate projects and their relationships to the 
planning goals listed below. This methodology was developed for consistency with the MTP.  The criteria suggested in 
this process are not static and it is acknowledged that emphasis areas stressed by the federal and state government 
or special preferences by local governments and the MPO Board will change over time. This may lead to the addition 
of new factors and the elimination of others; these aspects can and will be considered in future updates of the MTP. 
As previously noted, the project assessment guidelines are intended to assist decision-makers in determining how 
well each transportation project, regardless of mode, reflects the planning objectives and performance targets.  

Projects were evaluated and prioritized consistent with the MTP’s Goals, Objectives, and Targets.  These long-range 
transportation system goals are shown in Figure 2. 

Figure 2 | Goals & Objectives 

Safety & Security 

Provide a safe and secure transportation system for all users. 

Reliability & Performance 

Leverage innovative solutions to optimize system performance. 

Access & Connectivity 

Enhance communities and lives through improved access to opportunities. 

Health & Environment  

Protect and preserve our region’s public health and environmentally sensitive areas. 

Investment & Economy 

Support economic prosperity through strategic transportation investment. 

Source: MetroPlan Orlando, 2045 MTP 

Multiple Criteria Decision Analysis 
By considering transportation industry evaluation best practices, local experience and professional judgment, the 
project prioritization process will use a Multiple Criteria Decision Analysis (MCDA) framework. MCDA is the term used 
to describe the formal approach of considering multiple criteria in helping individuals and groups of people make 
important decisions. In other words, it is a field of study that applies scientific methods and analysis to help decision-
makers choose between a series of competing and sometimes conflicting options. 
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Evaluation Criteria 
MetroPlan Orlando’s regional goals and 
objectives blended with the planning factors 
set forth in the federal FAST Act yielded 
28 criteria, or scoring factors, consistent with 
MPO funding policies to serve as the basis for 
the comparative evaluation. In this way, 
projects will be proposed, funded, and 
constructed, with their needs/benefits 
measured for consistency with the MTP’s 
goals and objectives. Figure 3 outlines the 
project evaluation criteria considered. 

It should be noted that while priority 
programming determines the order in which 
projects are pursued, several factors such as 
available funding and the need for additional 
analysis or design can influence the order in 
which projects are implemented. 

For more information about scoring and 
analysis, see Supplement B. 

Did you know?  Studies have shown that when 
making decisions, on average, people can 
only consider seven (± two) criteria when 
comparing different options.  

For complex programmatic decision making, 
Multiple Criteria Decision Analysis ensures 
that influencing factors are not overlooked, 
which could result in un-informed decisions 
and/or missed opportunities. 

  Figure 3 | Evaluation Criteria 

Goal Area Evaluation Criteria 

Safety & 
Security 

Crash Rate 

Fatal & Serious Injury Crash Rates 

Number of Pedestrian & Bicycle Crashes 

Evacuation Route Designation 

Reliability & 
Performance 

Travel Time Reliability (Auto) 

Unreliability on Constrained Corridor 

Fiber Optic Presence 

Segment Actively Monitored/Managed 

Relative Change: Future Congested Speeds 

Access & 
Connectivity 

Transit System Headways 

Population: ½ Mile of Non-Transit Corridor 

Jobs: ½ Mile of Non-Transit Corridor 

Food & Healthcare Locations: ½ Mile of Corridor 

Cultural & Recreational Locations: ½ Mile of Corridor 

MTP Centrality Analysis Score (Critical Sidewalk Need) 

Health & 
Environment 

Bicycle Level of Traffic Stress 

Residential Density: ¼ Mile of Multimodal Facility 

Non-Residential Density: ¼ Mile of Multimodal Facility 

Public Health Indicator Rates 

Intensity & Proximity: Environmental Justice Populations 

Relative Change: Vehicle Miles Traveled (2020 vs. 2045) 

Investment & 
Economy 

Percentage of Commercial Vehicle Traffic 

Statewide Truck Bottlenecks 

Intensity & Proximity: Freight Intensive Land Uses 

Relative Change: Vehicle Hours Traveled 

Cost Burdened Households:  ¼ Mile of Corridor 

Percentage of Visitor Traffic 

Cost of Congestion 
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Weighting 
Criteria weighting can be used to represent the overall preference and 
significance of goal areas in relation to one another. Weighting is typically 
applied following additive scoring and normalization. In determining goal 
area weight distribution, MPO staff utilized multiple feedback methods 
including public surveys, advisory committee recommendations, and board 
direction. Public research findings showed little variation between the 
categories, as it was seen as all goals are important and transportation impacts all 
aspects of our lives. Advisory Committees advocated for increased emphasis on 
safety and accessibility and the MetroPlan Orlando Board agreed and directed staff 
to further emphasize vulnerable user safety in the project prioritization process.  

Figure 4 summarizes the goal area weighting and emphasis based on the direction of the MetroPlan Orlando Board. 

Figure 4 | Goal Weighting and Emphasis 

Source: MetroPlan Orlando, Board Direction, February 2022 (Agenda Item: IX-B) 

It is important to note, a project’s overall score does not necessarily indicate that funding will be received. Rather, the 
evaluation process will:  

1. Assist local entities in regional collaboration to identify high impact priority projects;

2. Align projects with national goals which are used during funding decisions in regional and statewide
competitive/discretionary processes; and

3. Emphasize the use of data analytics and performance-based planning as required by federal law.

Safety & Security (33%)

Reliability & Performance
(13%)

Access & Connectivity (27%)Health & Envrionment (7%)

Investment & Economy
(20%)

MetroPlan Orlando | Prioritized Project List Page 9 of 5632



 

Funding Programs and Priorities 
The PPL is organized considering funding availability, project eligibility, and board direction. Consistent with the MTP, 
the priority list integrates board policy setting with project-level programing to advance mobility needs in the region.  

TMA Modal Allocation 

Beginning in 1992, the MetroPlan Orlando Board 
established a policy to distribute Transportation 
Management Area (TMA) Surface Transportation 
Program (SU+TALU) funds (i.e. federal funds that 
MetroPlan Orlando is responsible for prioritizing and 
programming) among the modal categories for 
capital projects. This policy creates four modal 
categories to which TMA funding is allocated: 

1. Multimodal / Complete Streets

2. Systems Management & Operations

3. Pedestrian and Bike Infrastructure

4. Eligible Transit Capital Improvements

The policy has been revisited regularly to allow for 
local input and investment direction. Effective 
FY 2020/21, funds are allocated to the established 
funding programs as shown in Figure 5. 

District Dedicated Revenue for Transit 

In May 2015, the MetroPlan Orlando Board adopted a premium transit operations funding policy; Resolution #15-08. 
Up to 30% of MetroPlan Orlando’s State District Dedicated Revenue (DDR) funds can be allocated for the operation 
of the premium transit projects. 

2045 MTP-Identified Funding Programs Implemented in the PPL 

In response to public feedback and findings from the 2045 MTP, targeted funding programs and sub-allocations were 
identified and adopted as part of the Cost Feasible Plan. These programs are consistent with the state and federal 
funding guidelines and strategically invest funds in alignment with planning goals and regional needs.   

Figure 6 illustrates the MTP-Identified funding programs and sub-allocations which are to be implemented in the PPL.  
To advance these funding programs, MetroPlan Orlando staff is committed to working with FDOT, local agencies, and 
the Technical and Transportation Systems Management and Operations Advisory Committees to identify eligible 
projects, analyze impacts/benefits, and fund near-term priorities. 

 

32%

30%

17%

21%

Multimodal /
Complete Streets

Eligible Transit
Improvements

Bicycle and
Pedestrian
Infrastructure

Systems
Management and
Operations

Note: Percentages calculated over a five-year period.

Figure 5 | TMA Modal Allocation Policy 
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Figure 6 | 2045 MTP Funding Policies / Programs Implemented in PPL; 2026 - 2045 

Source: MetroPlan Orlando, 2045 MTP Cost Feasible Plan. 
* Priority list still under development with TSM&O / Technical Advisory Committees.
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Interstate Highway System and 
Strategic Intermodal System 
This list contains projects on the Interstate Highway 
System (IHS), Strategic Intermodal System (SIS), and 
National Highway Freight Network (NHFN). These improvements 
are programed and implemented directly by FDOT in 
coordination with local agencies and MetroPlan Orlando. 

Who may apply for this program?  Local Governments and FDOT. 

What projects are eligible?  IHS, SIS, and NHFN transportation improvements (including but not limited to capacity, 
safety, Complete Streets, TSM&O, ITS, and freight-focused projects) sponsored by a local government partner or FDOT. 

How may funds be used?  Funds can be used for Planning, PD&E, Design, and Construction/CEI. 

What type of funding supports this program?  Federal and State “Other Arterial Funds” including District Dedicated 
Revenue (DDR) Funds. This list of projects is also funded using discretionary Strategic Intermodal System (SIS) and 
National Highway Freight Program (NHFP) funds administered by FDOT. 

What are the terms?  Funding is provided in cooperation with FDOT and FHWA. If LAP, local agency must be prepared 
to receive project-phase funding as scheduled. 

Are there additional requirements?  Project must demonstrate community support and environmental review must be 
completed/acceptable. 

Where are these projects identified in the 2045 MTP?  Cost Feasible Plan, Table 6. 

What are the top Interstate Highway System / SIS priorities? 

• I-4 Corridor (Polk/Osceola County Line to Seminole/Volusia County Line) – New Truck Parking Capacity

• I-4 (Osceola Pkwy to W of SR 528) – Ultimate Configuration for General Use & Managed Lanes

• I-4 (W of SR 528 to SR 535/Kirkman Road) – Ultimate Configuration for General Use & Managed Lanes

• I-4 (E of SR 434 to Seminole/Volusia County Line) – Ultimate Configuration for General Use & Managed Lanes

• I-4 (E of SR 535 to W of SR 535) – Interchange Improvements

• I-4 (at Sand Lake Rd) – Interchange Conversion to Diverging Diamond Interchange (DDI)

• I-4 (SR 535/Kirkman Rd to E of SR 434) – Ultimate Configuration for General Use & Managed Lanes

• I-4 (Polk/Osceola County Line to Osceola Pkwy) – Ultimate Configuration for General Use & Managed Lanes

• I-4 (W of Central Florida Pkwy to W of SR 528) – Add New WB Single Buffer Separated Managed Lane

• I-4 (E of SR 528 to W of SR 528) – Interchange Improvements

• SR 60 (Grape Hammock Rd in Polk Co. to E of Kissimmee River Bridge in Osceola Co.) – Widen to 4 Lanes

See detailed Priority List in Supplement A for additional information on state and federally funded projects on the 
Interstate Highway and Strategic Intermodal Systems as well as National Highway Freight Program priorities. 
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State Highway System 
This list encompasses projects of all types on the State Highway System. This includes 
capacity improvements, complete streets, safety, operations, and ITS investments. These 
improvements are programed and implemented directly by FDOT in coordination with local agencies and 
MetroPlan Orlando.  

Who may apply for this program?  Local governments and MetroPlan Orlando in coordination with FDOT.  

What projects are eligible?  On-state system transportation and mobility improvements (including but not 
limited to capacity, safety, Complete Streets, TSM&O, ITS projects). 

How may funds be used?  Funds can be used for Planning, PD&E, Design, and Construction/CEI. 

What type of funding supports this program?  Federal and State “Other Arterial Funds” including FDOT 
District Dedicated Revenue (DDR). 

What are the terms?  Funding is provided in cooperation with FDOT. 

Are there additional requirements?  Project must demonstrate community support and environmental review must be 
completed/acceptable. 

Where are these projects identified in the 2045 MTP?  Cost Feasible Plan, Table 9. 

What are the top State Highway System priorities? 

• SR 50 / Colonial Dr (Chuluota Rd to SR 520) – Widen to 6 Lanes

• SR 50 / Colonial Dr (SR 408 to Chuluota Rd) – Widen to 6 Lanes

• SR 526 / Robinson St (Rosalind Ave to Maguire Blvd) – Complete Streets

• SR 535 / S. Apopka-Vineland Rd (US 192 to SR 536/World Center Dr) – Widen to 6 lanes

• US 17/92 (Polk/Osceola County Line to Poinciana Blvd) – Widen to 4 lanes

• SR 434 (Franklin St to SR 417) – Complete Streets with Shared Use Path

• US 17/92 / John Young Parkway (Pleasant Hill Rd to Portage St) – Widen to 6 lanes with Urban Interchange

• US 17/92 (Nottingham St to Monroe St) – Construct Medians and Improve Bike/Pedestrian Safety

• SR 535 / Kirkman Rd (SR 536 to I-4) – Complete Streets / Safety / Operational Improvements

• US 17/92 (South of West 27th St to West 25th St) – Complete Streets

See detailed Priority List in Supplement A for additional information on state and federally funded projects on the 
State Highway System. 
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Off-System Construction Assistance (and TRIP) 
The program acknowledges the need for additional capacity and multimodal improvements off the 
State Highway System. To help local governments address existing safety, reliability, and future 
congestion challenges, MetroPlan Orlando has identified eligible federal funding, and beginning FY 
2026 will allocate 10% of federal (other arterial) funds to these local transportation needs. 
In addition, the Transportation Regional Incentive Program (TRIP) provides 
funds to improve regionally significant transportation facilities in the area. 
These projects are prioritized and programmed by MetroPlan Orlando 
and implemented by local agencies in coordination with FDOT. 

Who may apply for this program?  LAP-Certified local governments. 

What projects are eligible?  Any off-state system transportation improvement sponsored by a local government partner 
with prior phases identified in a Capital Improvement Plan. 

How may funds be used?  Funds may only be used for Construction / CEI.  Local agency must fund all other required 
phases. 

What type of funding supports this program?  10% of Federal “SA” Funds (a portion of “Other Arterial Funds”). 

What are the terms?  Funding is provided through a competitive process. Local agency must show commitment to 
advancing planning, PD&E, design, and ROW phases; and be prepared to receive construction funding as scheduled. 

Are there additional requirements?  Project must demonstrate community support and environmental review must be 
completed/acceptable. 

Where is funding identified for these projects in the 2045 MTP?  Cost Feasible Plan, Table 10. 

What are the unranked off-system construction assistance priorities? 

• Old Lake Wilson Rd (Sinclair Rd to SR 532) – Widen to 4 Lanes with Median

• Econlockhatchee Tr (Curry Ford Rd to Lee Vista Blvd) – Widen to 4 Lanes with Shared Use Path

• President Barack Obama Pkwy, Ph. 2 (Metrowest Blvd to Raleigh St) – New 4 Lane Road with Shared Use Path

• CR 532/Canoe Creek Rd (Pine Tree Dr to US 192) – Widen to 4 Lanes with Median

• CR 532/Canoe Creek Rd (Deer Run Rd to US 192) – Widen to 4 Lanes with Median

• Kelly Park Rd (Round Lake Rd to Plymouth Sorrento Rd) – Widen to 4 Lanes with Shared Use Path

• Winter Park Dr (at Queens Mirror, Crystal Bowl, Wilshire Dr) – Bicycle and Pedestrian Improvements

• Kelly Park Rd (Golden Gem Rd to Jason Dwelley Rd) – Widen to 4 Lanes with Shared Use Path

See detailed Priority List in Supplement A for additional information on the construction assistance projects. 
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Complete Streets & Context-Sensitive Improvements 

The Complete Streets project list includes projects off the state road system that are 
functionally classified. The projects in this list include non-capacity multimodal 
context-sensitive projects – in other words, a combination of bicycle & pedestrian, 
transit, and intersection improvements that improve safety and efficiency on roads 
without adding lanes. These projects are prioritized and programmed by MetroPlan 
Orlando and implemented by local agencies; in coordination with FDOT. 

Who may apply for this program?  LAP-Certified local governments. 

What projects are eligible?  Complete Streets and other context-sensitive improvements (non-capacity multimodal 
projects that use a combination of bicycle & pedestrian, transit, and intersection improvements to improve safety and 
efficiency on constrained roadways without adding lanes) located off the State Highway System sponsored by a local 
government partner. 

How may funds be used?  Funds can be used for Planning, PD&E, Design, and Construction/CEI. 

What type of funding supports this program?  Federal TMA Funds (SU and TALU). 

What are the terms? Funding is provided through a competitive process. Local agency must show commitment to 
complying with FDOT’s “4P” process and must be prepared to receive project-phase funding as scheduled. 

Are there additional requirements?  Project must demonstrate community support and environmental review must be 
completed/acceptable. 

Where are these projects identified in the 2045 MTP?  Cost Feasible Plan, Table 12.  

What are the top TMA-funded Roadway and Complete Streets priorities submitted for funding? 

• Construction for Winter Park Dr (Red Bug Lakes Rd to SR 434) – Complete Streets / Safety Improvements *

• Planning for Old Dixie Highway (Vick Rd to Hawthorne Ave) – Complete Streets

• Planning for South Park Ave / Clarcona Rd (US 441 / Main St to Cleveland St) – Complete Streets

• PD&E for Goldsboro Community Gateway Project (SR 46 to Persimmon Ave) – New 2-Lane Complete Street

• Construction for East Church Ave (Ronald Reagan Blvd to US 17/92) – Complete Street w/ Shared Use Path

• Planning for West Michael Gladden Blvd (South Park Ave to Bradshaw Rd) – Complete Streets

• PD&E for West Gore St (S Rio Grande Ave to Delaney Ave) – Complete Streets

• PD&E for Poinciana Blvd (Lizzia Brown Rd to Trafalgar Blvd) – Complete Streets

* Project requires local funding contribution.

See detailed Priority List in Supplement A for additional information on TMA funded Multimodal System Roadway & 
Complete Streets projects. 

MetroPlan Orlando | Prioritized Project List Page 15 of 5638



 

Safety Emphasis Projects 

MetroPlan Orlando is committed to providing a safe and secure transportation system 
for all users.  To provide targeted funding, the 2045 MTP established a new funding 
program to address regional safety issues off the state highway system. This list 
will include projects in areas with known safety issues and projects must show 
evidence of safety improvement/crash reduction potential. These projects will 
be prioritized and programmed by MetroPlan Orlando and implemented by local agencies; 
in coordination with FDOT. 

As noted in Figure 6, this list of priority safety emphasis projects is still under development.  

This process will be guided by MetroPlan Orlando’s Vulnerable User Safety Working Group, in coordination with the 
Technical Advisory Committee. Priority list guidelines, eligibility requirements, and evaluation/selection methodology 
will be established in the Summer of 2022 with a prospective call for projects in the Fall of 2022. These efforts will be 
in preparation for the 2023 annual update of the Prioritized Project List (PPL) and programming of funds, with projects 
beginning in Fiscal Year 2026 moving to the Transportation Improvement Program (TIP). 

(Remainder of page intentionally left blank) 
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TSM&O Corridor and Intersection Projects 
A list of Transportation Systems Management & Operations (TSM&O) projects is also included in 
the PPL. These are projects that use innovative strategies or leverage existing technology 
deployments to improve travel time reliability on existing roadways without adding capacity and 
utilize such methods as adding turn lanes at intersections, computerized traffic signal systems, 
integrated corridor management, traveler information, etc. The TSM&O category includes projects 
pertaining to incident management, Transportation Demand Management, and other related 
activities. These projects are prioritized and programmed by MetroPlan Orlando and implemented 
by local agencies, in coordination with FDOT. 

Who may apply for this program?  LAP-Certified local governments. 

What projects are eligible?  Any non-capacity project designed to improve safety and travel time reliability, facilitate 
data sharing, or enhance “future readiness”.  

How may funds be used?  Funds can be used for Planning, PD&E, Design, and Construction/CEI. 

What type of funding supports this program?  Federal TMA Funds (SU and TALU). 

What are the terms? Local agency must show commitment to complying with FDOT’s “4P” process and must be 
prepared to receive project-phase funding as scheduled. 

Are there additional requirements?  Project must demonstrate community support and environmental review must be 
completed/acceptable. The maximum federal/state funding per project is $5 million (all phases); local agency to fund 
expenses greater than $5 million. 

Where are these projects identified in the 2045 MTP?  Cost Feasible Plan, Table 11. 

What are the top TMA-funded TSM&O + ITS priorities submitted for funding? 

• PE and Construction for Pine St / Washington St Bundle (ID# B23) – Operational / Safety Improvements

• PE and Construction for Kaley Ave (I-4 to Orange Ave) – ITS / Technology Improvements

• PE for Church St Bundle (ID# B24) – ITS / Technology Improvements

• PE for Lawrence Slias Blvd / Neptune Rd Bundle (ID# B46) – ITS / Technology Improvements

• PE for Garland Ave Bundle (ID # B27) – Operational / Safety Improvements

• PE for Rosamond Dr / All American Blvd Bundle (ID# B5) – ITS / Technology Improvements

• PE for W South St / W Anderson St Bundle (ID# B25) – ITS / Technology Improvements

• PE for Livingston St (N Parramore Ave to Mills Ave) – ITS / Technology Improvements

See detailed Priority List in Supplement A for additional information on TMA funded Multimodal TSM&O/ITS projects. 
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ITS Area Wide Projects 
The intent of this program is to fund bundles of Intelligent Transportation 
Systems (ITS) projects or technology upgrades that are located throughout a 
city/county and/or across multiple corridors or intersections. The individual 
projects use innovative strategies or leverage existing technology deployments to 
improve safety and reliability on existing roadways, facilitate data-sharing or 
implement smart/technology upgrades over a prescribed area. The ITS category of 
projects includes incident management, transportation demand management, and 
other related activities. 

As noted in Figure 6, this list of areawide ITS projects is still under development.  

This process is guided by MetroPlan Orlando’s TSM&O Advisory Committee. Preliminary priority list guidelines and 
eligibility requirements, described below, were developed by a Working Group of the Advisory Committee. The TSM&O 
Working Group will reconvene in the Summer 2022 to establish an evaluation/selection methodology to prepare for 
a prospective call for projects in the Fall 2022. These efforts will be in preparation for the 2023 annual update of the 
Prioritized Project List (PPL) and programming of funds, with projects beginning in Fiscal Year 2026 moving to the 
Transportation Improvement Program (TIP). 

Who may apply for this program?  LAP-Certified local governments. 

What projects are eligible?  Non-capacity projects designed to improve safety and travel time reliability and enhance 
“future readiness” using innovations of technology. 

How may funds be used?  Funds can be used for Planning, Design, and Implementation/Construction/CEI. 

What type of funding supports this program?  Federal TMA Funds (SU and TALU). 

What are the terms?  Funding is provided through a competitive process. Local agency must show commitment to 
complying with FDOT’s project readiness process and must be prepared to receive funding as scheduled. 

Are there additional requirements?  Project must demonstrate community support and environmental review must be 
completed/acceptable. The specific locations (and project scope, as applicable) for project implementation must be 
listed and a map or GIS shapefile must also be provided.  

Where is funding identified for these projects in the 2045 MTP?  Cost Feasible Plan, Table 11. 
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ACES Demonstration Projects 

The intent of this program is to fund projects that will test various technologies and broaden 
the regional knowledge base around automated, connected, electric, and shared (ACES) 
vehicles, as identified in MetroPlan Orlando’s 2020 CAV Readiness Study.  These projects 
are prioritized and programmed by MetroPlan Orlando and implemented by local agencies, 
in coordination with FDOT. 

As noted in Figure 6, this list of ACES demonstration projects is still under development.  

This process is guided by MetroPlan Orlando’s TSM&O Advisory Committee. Preliminary priority list guidelines and 
eligibility requirements, described below, were developed by a Working Group of the Advisory Committee. The TSM&O 
Working Group will reconvene in the Summer 2022 to establish an evaluation/selection methodology to prepare for 
a prospective call for projects in the Fall 2022. These efforts will be in preparation for the 2023 annual update of the 
Prioritized Project List (PPL) and programming of funds, with projects beginning in Fiscal Year 2026 moving to the 
Transportation Improvement Program (TIP). 

Who may apply for this program?  LAP-Certified local governments. 

What projects are eligible?  Automated, connected, electric or shared vehicle pilot and demonstration projects that 
are consistent with the Florida Department of Transportation (FDOT) ACES plan or address a regional need/issue. 

How may funds be used?  Funds can be used for Planning, Design, and Implementation/Construction/CEI. 

What type of funding supports this program?  Federal TMA Funds (SU and TALU) and Local Funding. 

What are the terms?  Funding is provided through a competitive process. Local agency must show commitment to 
complying with FDOT’s “4P” process and must be prepared to receive project-phase funding as scheduled. 

Are there additional requirements?  Project must demonstrate community support or include a community outreach 
component to educate members of the traveling public and enhance awareness of these emerging technologies. 
Project sponsors of selected/funded projects are required to present/share lessons learned to the TSM&O Advisory 
Committee following project implementation. 

Where is funding identified for these projects in the 2045 MTP?  Cost Feasible Plan, Table 11. 
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Pedestrian & Bicycle Infrastructure Projects 
The list of Pedestrian and Bicycle cost feasible projects and programs include: local and 
regional trail projects that can be used by cyclists and pedestrians for recreational and/or 
commuting, on-street bicycle lanes, critical sidewalk improvements (particularly for safety 
purposes around public schools and transit routes), and other projects that will 
improve overall bicycle and pedestrian mobility. These projects are prioritized and 
programmed by MetroPlan Orlando and implemented by local agencies,  
in coordination with FDOT. 

Who may apply for this program?  LAP-Certified local governments.  

What projects are eligible?  Sidewalks, shared use paths, bike lanes, and paved trails for commuting or recreation. 

How may funds be used?  Funds can be used for planning, PD&E, design, and Construction/CEI. 

What type of funding supports this program?  Federal TMA Funds (SU and TALU). 

What are the terms? Funding is provided through a competitive process. Local agency must show commitment to 
complying with FDOT’s “4P” process and must be prepared to receive project-phase funding as scheduled. 

Are there additional requirements? Project must demonstrate community support and environmental review must be 
completed/acceptable. 

Where are these projects identified in the 2045 MTP?  Cost Feasible Plan, Table 13.  

What are the top TMA-funded Pedestrian and Bicycle Infrastructure priorities submitted for funding? 

• PE and Construction for Shingle Creek Trail Ph.4 (Alhambra Dr to Old Winter Garden Rd) – Shared Use Path *

• PE for Shingle Creek Trail (Yates Connector, Phase 2B) (Pleasant Hill Rd to Toho Vista) – Shared Use Path

* Project requires local funding contribution.

See detailed Priority List in Supplement A for additional information on TMA funded Pedestrian and  
Bicycle Infrastructure projects. 
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School Mobility / Safe Routes to School 
The School Mobility and Safe Routes to School program was identified in the 2045 MTP to 
address projects off the state highway system that promote walking and bicycling to school 
through infrastructure improvements, enforcement, tools, safety education, and incentives 
to encourage walking and bicycling to school. The program’s initiatives improve safety and 
levels of physical activity for students. These projects are prioritized and programmed by 
MetroPlan Orlando and implemented by local agencies, in coordination with FDOT. 

Who may apply for this program?  LAP-Certified local governments.  

What projects are eligible?  Projects that do not receive funding from FDOT’s Safe Routes to School (SRTS) program. 

How may funds be used?  Funds can be used for design and Construction/CEI. 

What type of funding supports this program?  Federal TMA Funds (SU and TALU). 

What are the terms? Funding is provided through a competitive process. Local agency must show commitment to 
complying with FDOT’s “4P” process and must be prepared to receive project-phase funding as scheduled. 

Are there additional requirements? Project must demonstrate community support and environmental review must be 
completed/acceptable. 

Where is funding identified for these projects in the 2045 MTP?  Cost Feasible Plan, Table 13. 

What are the top TMA-funded School Mobility / Safe Routes to School priorities? 

• Hickory Tree Elementary School (at Oakwind, Beachwood, Englewood)

• Laurel Ave / KOA Elementary School (KOA St to Berkshire Rd)

• Longwood Elementary School (N Grant Ave / Orange Ave and Highland Ave / Logan Ave)

• Midway Area Sidewalks (Spiar Ave to Beardall Ave)

• Reedy Creek Elementary School (Trafalgar Blvd / Pleasant Hill Rd/ Lizzia Brown Rd)

See detailed Priority List in Supplement A for additional information on TMA funded School Mobility / Safe Routes  
to School projects. 
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Critical Sidewalk Gaps (Bundles) 
MetroPlan Orlando’s Bicycle and Pedestrian assessment identified sidewalk gaps and a 
subset of “critical” gaps. The Critical Sidewalk Gaps program was established in the 
2045 MTP to provide a mechanism to advance “critical” gaps off the state highway 
system. To streamline project programming and implementation, the critical 
sidewalk gaps are bundled/packaged following FHWA best practices. These 
projects are prioritized and programmed by MetroPlan Orlando and 
implemented by local agencies, in coordination with FDOT.  

As noted in Figure 6, this list of sidewalk priorities is still under development.  

This process will be guided by MetroPlan Orlando’s Vulnerable User Safety Working Group, in coordination with the 
Technical Advisory Committee. Priority list guidelines, eligibility requirements, and evaluation/selection methodology 
will be established in the Summer of 2022 with a prospective review of eligible projects in the Fall of 2022. These 
efforts will be in preparation for the 2023 annual update of the Prioritized Project List (PPL) and programming of funds, 
with projects beginning in Fiscal Year 2026 moving to Transportation Improvement Program (TIP). 

(Remainder of page intentionally left blank) 
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Regional Transit Projects 
The list of transit projects shown in the PPL includes what are known as “premium transit” projects. 
These projects are defined by the Federal Transit Administration as “transit modes that provide 
higher comfort, capacity, speed and frequency than typical local bus operations or create a positive 
perception to users.” Projects meeting this definition include commuter rail, light rail, bus rapid transit 
(BRT), streetcars, etc. The PPL transit section also includes ongoing federal formula transit projects 
pertaining to the fixed-route bus service operated by LYNX, the local transit provider. Fixed-route bus 
service is not considered to be premium transit. 

MetroPlan Orlando has adopted a policy of using up to 30% of its state DDR funds for the operation of 
premium transit projects beginning in FY 2020/21. To qualify for the DDR funds, the projects must be 
identified as cost feasible in the 2045 MTP and must have gone through either an Alternatives Analysis or 
similar analysis to evaluate measures of effectiveness, costs, and benefits with study results being 
incorporated in the MTP. The transit projects in the PPL are split into five categories and ranked separately 
based on the types of the projects and the status of the planning/feasibility studies for the projects. 

The five transit project categories include: 

Category A – Projects identified as premium transit with construction funded in the 2045 MTP including completed 
transit planning/feasibility studies. Transit Concept and Alternatives Review (TCAR) are studies included in this section 
with the aim of advancing transit projects that qualify. Category A projects are eligible for DDR operating funds 
consistent with the MetroPlan Orlando Board resolution #15-08. 

Category B – Projects requiring or have completed planning/feasibility studies. These projects are eligible for DDR 
operating funds once construction is fully funded.  

Category C – This category includes enhancements to LYNX’s fixed route bus system. These projects are eligible for 
DDR funds except for operations and maintenance costs.  

Category D – This category encompasses ongoing federal formula transit projects including Transit Asset Management 
projects. Thirty percent of SU funds are allocated to projects in this category. These projects are eligible for DDR Funds 
except for operations and maintenance costs. 

Category E – This category includes local initiatives and service development projects for local jurisdictions to explore 
transportation alternatives that best serve the region. These projects may include CAV shuttles, circulators, trolleys, 
and other service expansion projects.  

Note: Estimated costs of remaining phases identified in the transit priority list do not include operational funds. 

See detailed Priority List in Supplement A for additional information on regional transit projects.  

MetroPlan Orlando | Prioritized Project List Page 23 of 5646



 

Supplement A - 
Prioritized Project Lists 
The Prioritized Project List is categorized based on network designation, funding eligibility and board policy. 
Figure 7 summarizes the individual lists which are elements of the regional transportation portfolio of projects. 

Figure 7 | PPL Funding Programs / Priority Lists 

Interstate Highway System + Strategic Intermodal System + National Highway Freight Network 
This program identifies Interstate Highway System (IHS) and Strategic Intermodal System (SIS) projects with unfunded phases 
identified in the FY 2021/22 – FY 2025/26 TIP. List also includes National Highway Freight Network regional priorities. 

State Highway System / State Road Projects 
This list of multimodal projects includes roadway widening, Complete Streets, TSM&O, pedestrian and bicycle, and safety 
improvements on the State Highway System. 

Off-System Construction Assistance (+TRIP) 
Ten percent from “Other Arterial Funds” are allocated to the Construction and CEI costs of regionally significant Off-State 
Highway System projects. List also includes projects identified for Transportation Regional Incentive Program (TRIP) funds. 

Complete Streets 
MetroPlan Orlando’s TMA funding policy allocates 32% of Urbanized Area funds to Off-State Highway System Complete Streets, 
context-sensitive, and safety improvements.  

Safety Emphasis 
TMA funds are allocated to addressing regional safety issues off the State Highway System. Eligible agencies must complete 
concept development and prepare a design scope. Projects will be evaluated by the Vulnerable User Safety Working Group. 

Transportation System Management & Operations & ITS (Intersections and Corridors) 
MetroPlan Orlando’s TMA policy allocates 21% of Urbanized Area funds to Transportation Systems Management & Operations, 
safety, and technology improvements off the state highway system. 

ITS Area Wide Improvements 
Projects may include multiple locations and expenses such as detection equipment, signal cabinets, CAV technology, and other 
eligible equipment as identified and prioritized by the TSM&O Advisory Committee. 

ACES Demonstration 
TMA funds are allocated to the demonstration of Automated, Connected, Electric, and Shared (ACES) vehicle technologies on 
the Federal Aid System as identified and prioritized by the TSM&O Advisory Committee. 

Regional Trails / Shared Use Paths 
MetroPlan Orlando’s TMA policy allocates 17% of Urbanized Area funds to off-State Highway System Bicycle and Pedestrian 
improvements including safety projects, paved trails and shared use paths. 

School Mobility / Safe Routes to School 
TMA funds are also allocated to address School Mobility (Safe Routes to Schools) projects that do not receive funding from the 
Florida Department of Transportation's Safe Routes to Schools (SRTS) program. 

Critical Sidewalk Gaps (Bundles) 
TMA funds are allocated to addressing critical sidewalk improvements, particularly for purposes of improving safety around 
public schools and near transit activity centers as identified and evaluated by the Vulnerable User Safety Working Group. 

Regional Transit 
MetroPlan Orlando’s TMA policy allocates 30% of Urbanized Area funds for eligible transit capital investments that expand the 
Public Transportation System.  
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Orange Blossom

 Trl
W

ashington St
SR 50 / Colonial D

r
0.66

Com
plete Streets

PD
&

E
0.346

$     





7.582
$

 
Orlando / Orange 

Co.

2194
43

2.74
23

SR 15 / Hoffner Ave
SR 551 / G

oldenrod Rd
SR 436 / Sem

oran Blvd
1.39

Com
plete Streets

PD
&

E
0.732

$     





19.867
$              

Orlando / Orange 
Co.
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State H
ig

h
w

ay System
 / State R

oad
 P

rojects - C
on

tin
u

ed

PLN
PDE

PE
RO

W
CST

M
TP ID

PPL 
Rank

2022 
N

etw
ork 

Score

Change in 
Rank from

 
2021

Roadw
ay / Facility

Est. Cost of 
Rem

aining Phases
(in m

illions)
Jurisdiction(s)

To
Length
(m

iles)
Project Type

Priority 
Phase

Phase
Am

ount (in 
m

illions)

Rem
aining Phase(s)

From
 

2158
44

2.72
23

SR 482 / Sand Lake 
Rd.

US 17/92/441 / 
Orange Blossom

 Trl
SR 527 / Orange Ave

2.26
Com

plete Streets
PD

&
E

1.192
$     





26.122

$              
Orange Co.

2022
45

2.70
-30

US 441 / Orange 
Blossom

 Trl
at Plym

outh Sorrento 
Rd

-
0.40

Operational / Safety
PE

0.373
$     




2.349
$

 
Orange Co.

2145
46

2.68
56

SR 434
M

aitland Blvd
SR 436

1.77
Com

plete Streets / Safety 
/ Ops

PD
&

E
1.170

$     





25.640
$              

Altam
onte Springs 

/ Sem
inole Co.

2030
47

2.67
-19

US 441 / Orange 
Blossom

 Trl
at Lake View

 D
r

-
0.40

Operational / Safety
PE

0.373
$     




2.349
$

 
Orange Co.

2172
48

2.65
90

SR 527 / Orange Ave
M

ichigan St
G

ore Ave
1.25

Com
plete Streets / Safety 

/ Ops
PD

&
E

0.826
$     





16.527

$              
Orlando / Orange 

Co.

2098
49

2.61
96

SR 50 / Colonial D
r

Fairvilla Rd
Bum

by Ave
4.87

Safety Im
provem

ents
PE

2.410
$     




15.199
$              

Orlando / Orange 
Co.

2154
50

2.58
75

SR 50 / Colonial D
r

Bum
by Ave

Old Cheney Hw
y

1.90
Com

plete Streets / Safety 
/ Ops

PD
&

E
1.251

$     





27.426
$              

Orlando / Orange 
Co.

2179
51

2.55
68

SR 50 / Colonial D
r

US 441 / Orange 
Blossom

 Tr
SR 527 / Orange Ave

1.00
Com

plete Streets / Safety 
/ Ops

PE
1.980

$     



8.250

$
 

Orlando / Orange 
Co.

2144
52

2.54
105

SR 434
Research Pkw

y
M

cCulloch Rd
1.68

Com
plete Streets / Safety 

/ Ops
PD

&
E

1.109
$     





24.307

$              
Orange Co.

2131
53

2.54
65

SR 50 / Colonial D
r

Kirkm
an Rd

Tam
pa Ave

3.10
Safety Im

provem
ents

PE
1.163

$     



6.588

$
 

Orlando / Orange 
Co.

21620
54

2.49
-9

SR 527 / Orange Ave
US 17/92

SR 426 / Fairbanks Ave
0.74

Com
plete Streets

PD
&

E
0.296

$     





5.928
$

 
W

inter Park / 
Orange Co.

2162
55

2.49
-10

SR 527 / Orange Ave
Clay St

US 17/92
0.68

Safety Im
provem

ents
PD

&
E





1.700

$
 

Orlando / W
inter 

Park / Orange Co.

2190
56

2.48
54

SR 426 / Alom
a Ave

G
oldenrod Rd

Orange / Sem
inole CL

0.17
Com

plete Streets 
w

/Shared Use Path
PD

&
E

0.113
$     





2.256

$
 

Orange Co.

2176
57

2.44
-21

SR 15 / N
arcoossee Rd

Lee Vista Blvd
SR 551 / G

oldenrod Rd
1.17

Com
plete Streets

PD
&

E
0.620

$     





13.585
$              

Orlando / Orange 
Co.

2169
58

2.42
85

SR 426 / Fairbanks Ave
I-4

Clay St
0.59

Com
plete Streets / Safety 

/ Ops
PD

&
E

0.391
$     





8.575

$
 

W
inter Park / 

Orange Co.

M
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State H
ig

h
w

ay System
 / State R

oad
 P

rojects - C
on

tin
u

ed

PLN
PDE

PE
RO

W
CST

M
TP ID

PPL 
Rank

2022 
N

etw
ork 

Score

Change in 
Rank from

 
2021

Roadw
ay / Facility

Est. Cost of 
Rem

aining Phases
(in m

illions)
Jurisdiction(s)

To
Length
(m

iles)
Project Type

Priority 
Phase

Phase
Am

ount (in 
m

illions)

Rem
aining Phase(s)

From
 

2173
59

2.42
2

SR 426 / Fairbanks Ave
Clay St

US 17/92 / Orlando 
Ave

0.50
Com

plete Streets / Safety 
/ Ops

PD
&

E
0.331

$     





7.258
$

 
W

inter Park / 
Orange Co.

2161
60

2.33
-21

SR 426 / Fairbanks Ave
US 17/92

Pennsylvania Ave
0.50

Com
plete Streets / Safety 

/ Ops
PD

&
E

0.332
$     





7.266

$
 

W
inter Park / 

Orange Co.

2010
61

2.34
-26

SR 15 / N
arcoossee Rd

G
oldenrod Rd

SR 528
2.58

ITS/Technology
PE

0.765
$     


3.293

$
 

Orlando / Orange 
Co.

2166
62

2.34
84

SR 50 / Colonial D
r

Tam
pa Ave

US 441 / Orange 
Blossom

 Trl
0.61

Com
plete Streets / Safety 

/ Ops
PE

1.211
$     




7.634
$

 
Orlando / Orange 

Co.

2170
63

2.29
28

SR 15 / Lake Underhill 
Rd

SR 15 / Conw
ay Rd

SR 15 / Anderson St
0.84

Com
plete Streets / Safety 

/ Ops
PD

&
E

0.558
$     





12.222

$              
Orlando / Orange 

Co.

2193
64

2.27
80

US 17/92 / M
ills Ave

SR 50 / Colonial D
r

Virginia D
r

0.75
Com

plete Streets / Safety 
/ Ops

PD
&

E
0.495

$     





8.620
$

 
Orlando / Orange 

Co.

2031
65

2.25
71

SR 426 / Alom
a Ave

Palm
etto Ave

Hall Rd
0.64

Operational / Safety
PE

0.603
$     




3.419
$

 
Sem

inole Co.

2153
66

2.20
83

SR 527 / Orange Ave
SR 50 / Colonial D

r
Princeton St

1.44
Com

plete Streets / Safety 
/ Ops

PE
2.859

$     



18.029

$              
Orlando / Orange 

Co.

2175
67

2.07
66

SR 15 / M
ills Ave

SR 526 / Robinson St
SR 50 / Colonial D

r
0.50

Com
plete Streets / Safety 

/ Ops
PD

&
E

0.333
$     





6.652

$
 

Orlando / Orange 
Co.

2163
68

2.03
59

SR 527 / Orange Ave
G

em
 St

Kelsey Rd
1.55

Com
plete Streets / Safety 

/ Ops
PD

&
E

1.198
$     





28.207

$              
Edgew

ood / 
Orange Co.

2182
69

1.85
60

SR 527 / Orange Ave
End of One-W

ay Split
Holden Ave

0.74
Com

plete Streets / Safety 
/ Ops

PD
&

E
0.575

$     





13.552
$              

Edgew
ood / 

Orange Co.

2187
70

1.83
91

SR 482 / Sand Lake Rd
Kirkm

an Rd
SR 423 / John Young 

Pkw
y

1.86
Com

plete Streets
PD

&
E

0.981
$     





21.494

$              
Orange Co.

2038
71

1.50
92

SR 414 / M
aitland Blvd

M
aitland Ave

US 17/92
0.57

Operational / Safety
PE

0.537
$     




3.044
$

 
Orange Co.

2112
72

1.48
86

SR 527 / Orange Ave
Holden Ave

G
atlin Ave

0.07
Safety Im

provem
ents

PE
0.388

$     



10.127

$              
Edgew

ood / 
Orange Co.

M
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O
ff System

 C
on

stru
ction

 A
ssistan

ce / T
R

IP
 P

rojects (T
M

A
-SU

 F
u

n
d

s w
/ T

R
IP

)

PLN
PDE

PE
RO

W
CST

8141
-

2.71
N

/A
Old Lake W

ilson Rd
Sinclair Rd

CR 532
2.49

W
iden to 4 Lanes w

ith 
M

edian
CST

$30.084
-

$
 

Osceola Co.

7423
-

2.34
N

/A
Econlockhatchee Trl

Lee Vista Blvd
Curry Ford Rd

2.33
W

iden to 4 Lanes w
ith 

Shared Use Path
CST

$26.298
-

$
 

Orlando / 
Orange Co.

7567
-

N
/A

N
/A

President Barack Obam
a 

Pkw
y - Phase 2

M
etrow

est Blvd
Raleigh St

0.82
N

ew
 4 Lane Roadw

ay
CST

$14.026
-

$
 

Orlando / 
Orange Co.

8001
-

2.76
N

/A
Canoe Creek Rd

Pine Tree D
r

US 192/441 / 13th St
3.321

W
iden from

 2 to 4 lanes
CST

$40.134
-

$
 

St. Cloud / 
Osceola Co.

8002
-

3.15
N

/A
Canoe Creek Rd

D
eer Run Rd

Pine Tree D
r

1.34
W

iden from
 2 to 4 lanes

CST
$16.250

-
$

 
St. Cloud / 
Osceola Co.

7371
-

1.90
N

/A
Kelly Park Rd

Round Lake Rd
Plym

outh Sorrento Rd
2.04

W
iden to 4 Lanes w

ith 
Shared Use Path

CST
$18.611

-
$

 
Apopka / 

Orange Co.

N
/A

-
N

/A
N

/A
W

inter Park D
rive 

Bicycle/Pedestrian 
Im

provem
ents (Bundled)

At Queens M
irror, Crystal 

Bow
l and W

ilshire D
r. 

-
1.00

Reconstruction w
ith 

TSM
O, Bike &

 Pedestrian 
Im

provem
ents

CST
$4.219

-
$

 
Casselberry / 
Sem

inole Co.

N
/A

-
N

/A
N

/A
Kelly Park Rd

G
olden G

em
 Rd

Jason D
w

elley Rd
2.08

W
iden to 4 Lanes w

ith 
Shared Use Path

CST
$4.000

-
$

 
Apopka / 

Orange Co.

Est. Cost of 
Rem

aining Phases 
(in m

illions)
Jurisdiction(s)

To
Length
(m

iles)
Project Type

Priority 
Phase

Phase 
Am

ount (in 
m

illions)

Rem
aining Phase(s)

From
 

M
TP ID

PPL 
Rank

2022 
N

etw
ork 

Score

Change in 
Rank from

 
2021

Roadw
ay / Facility

M
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C
om

p
lete Streets P

rojects (T
M

A
-SU

 +
 T

A
L

U
 F

u
n

d
s)

PLN
PDE

PE
CST

-
-

-
-

N
/A

Regionw
ide Special 

Studies
N

/A
1.000

$     
19.000

$
 

M
etroPlan 

Orlando

4011
1

2.60
7

W
inter Park D

r
Red Bug Lake Rd

SR 434
3.75

Com
plete Streets / 

Safety / Ops
CST

6.906
$     

-
$

 
Casselberry /
Sem

inole Co.

4019
2

3.11
1

Old D
ixie Highw

ay
Vick Rd

Haw
thorne Ave

0.67
Com

plete Streets
PD

&
E

0.353
$     




6.414
$

 
Apopka / Orange 

Co.

4006
3

2.71
2

S Park Ave / Clarcona Rd
US 441 / M

ain St
Cleveland St

1.26
Com

plete Streets
PD

&
E

0.668
$     




7.791
$

 
Apopka / Orange 

Co.

1807
4

2.60
N

/A
G

oldsboro Com
m

unity G
atew

ay
SR 46

Persim
m

on Ave / 8th 
St

0.50
N

ew
 2 Lane Roadw

ay / 
Com

plete Streets
PD

&
E

0.255
$     




4.967
$

 
Sanford / 

Sem
inole Co.

4004
5

2.51
-3

E Church Ave
N

 Ronald Reagan Blvd
US 17/92

1.18
Com

plete Streets 
w

/Shared Use Path
CST

4.916
$     

-
$

 
Longw

ood / 
Sem

inole Co.

4007
6

2.51
-2

W
 M

ichael G
ladden Blvd

S Park Ave
Bradshaw

 Rd
0.70

Com
plete Streets

PD
&
E

$     0.369


$
6.097

Apopk a / Orange 
Co.

4012
7

2.42
-6

N
 Central Ave

M
artin Luther King Blvd

W
 D

onegan Ave
1.51

Com
plete Streets

CST
4.937

$     
-

$
 

Kissim
m

ee / 
Osceola Co.

4005
8

2.26
2

W
 G

ore St
S Rio G

rande Ave.
D

elaney Ave
1.61

Com
plete Streets

PD
&

E
0.852

$     



8.833
$

 
Orlando / Orange 

Co.

4020
9

2.11
0

Poinciana Blvd
Lizzia Brow

n Rd
Trafalgar Blvd

0.99
Com

plete Streets
PD

&
E

0.522
$     




7.862
$

 
Osceola Co.

4014
10

1.59
-3

N
orth St Phase I

Raym
ond Ave.

Palm
 Springs D

r.
0.75

Com
plete Streets

PE
1.395

$     


4.615
$

 
Sem

inole Co.

M
TP 

ID
PPL 

Rank

2022 
N

etw
ork 

Score

Change in 
Rank from

 
2021

Roadw
ay / Facility

M
etroPlan Orlando UPW

P for Special Projects: $1,000,000 a year from
 2026 to 

2045 of TM
A funds to support perform

ance-based planning, data collection and 
m

onitoring, corridor and sub-area planning and feasibility studies.

Est. Cost of 
Rem

aining Phases
(in m

illions)
Jurisdiction(s)

To
Length
(m

iles)
Project Type

Priority 
Phase

Phase 
Am

ount (in 
m

illions)

Rem
aining Phase(s)

From
 

M
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T
SM

&
O

 +
 IT

S P
rojects (T

M
A

-SU
 +

 T
A

L
U

 F
u

n
d

s)

PLN
PDE

PE
RO

W
CST

B23
1

3.45
N

/A
Pine St

S Hughey Ave
S Rosalind Ave

0.42
Operational / Safety

PE
0.302

$     



1.714

$
 

Orlando / 
Orange Co.

B23
1

3.45
N

/A
W

ashington St
N

 G
arland Ave

N
 Rosalind Ave

0.36
Operational / Safety

PE
0.259

$     



1.470

$
 

Orlando / 
Orange Co.

3052
2

3.22
N

/A
Kaley Ave

I-4
Orange Ave S

0.69
ITS/Technology

PE
0.155

$     



0.567

$
 

Orlando / 
Orange Co.

B24
3

3.21
N

/A
Church St

Orange Blossom
 Trl

S D
ivision Ave

0.75
ITS/Technology

PE
0.169

$     



0.618

$
 

Orlando / 
Orange Co.

B24
3

3.21
N

/A
Church St

John Young Pkw
y

S Orange Blossom
 Trl

0.99
ITS/Technology

PE
0.222

$     



0.815

$
 

Orlando / 
Orange Co.

B24
3

3.21
N

/A
Church St

Hughey Ave
S Rosalind Ave

0.55
ITS/Technology

PE
0.124

$     



0.455

$
 

Orlando / 
Orange Co.

B46
4

2.98
N

/A
Law

rence Silas Blvd
N

eptune Rd
E Oak St

0.42
ITS/Technology

PE
0.094

$     



0.345

$
 

Kissim
m

ee / 
Osceola Co.

B46
4

2.98
N

/A
N

eptune Rd
Partin Settlem

ent Rd
Lakeshore Blvd

2.40
ITS/Technology

PE
0.540

$     



1.979

$
 

Kissim
m

ee / 
Osceola Co.

B27
5

2.84
N

/A
S G

ar land Ave
W

 Robinson St
SR 50 / Colonial D

r
0.51

ITS/Technology
PE

0.115
$     




0.421
$

 
Orlan do / 

Orange Co.

B27
5

2.84
N

/A
G

arland Ave
South St

W
 W

ashington St
0.38

Operational / Safety
PE

0.269
$     




1.526
$

 
Orlando / 

Orange Co.

B5
6

2.74
N

/A
Rosam

ond D
r

N
 Lake Orlando Pkw

y
N

 Orange Blossom
 Trl

0.36
ITS/Technology

PE
0.081

$     



0.296

$
 

Orlando / 
Orange Co.

B5
6

2.74
N

/A
All Am

erican Blvd
Edgew

ater D
r

Forest City Rd
0.56

ITS/Technology
PE

0.125
$     




0.458
$

 
Orange Co.

B25
7

2.70
N

/A
W

 South St
S Rio G

rande Ave
S D

ivision Ave
1.00

ITS/Technology
PE

0.226
$     




0.827
$

 
Orlando / 

Orange Co.

B25
7

2.70
N

/A
W

 Anderson St
US 17/92/441 / Orange 

Blossom
 Trl

S D
ivision Ave

0.75
ITS/Technology

PE
0.169

$     



0.621

$
 

Orlando / 
Orange Co.

B22
8

2.69
N

/A
Livingston St

N
 Parram

ore Ave
Highland Ave

0.94
ITS/Technology

PE
0.212

$     



0.777

$
 

Orlando / 
Orange Co.

B22
8

2.69
N

/A
Livingston St

Highland Ave
M

ills Ave N
0.58

ITS/Technology
PE

0.130
$     




0.476
$

 
Orlando / 

Orange Co.

M
TP ID

PPL 
Rank

2022 
N

etw
ork 

Score

Change in 
Rank from

 
2021

Roadw
ay / Facility

From
 

Est. Cost of 
Rem

aining Phases
(in m

illions)
Jurisdiction(s)

To
Length 
(m

iles)
Project Type

Priority 
Phase

Phase 
Am

ount (in 
m

illions)

Rem
aining Phase(s)
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T
SM

&
O

 +
 IT

S P
rojects (T

M
A

-SU
 +

 T
A

L
U

 F
u

n
d

s) - C
on

tin
u

ed

PLN
PDE

PE
RO

W
CST

M
TP ID

PPL 
Rank

2022 
N

etw
ork 

Score

Change in 
Rank from

 
2021

Roadw
ay / Facility

From
 

Est. Cost of 
Rem

aining Phases
(in m

illions)
Jurisdiction(s)

To
Length 
(m

iles)
Project Type

Priority 
Phase

Phase 
Am

ount (in 
m

illions)

Rem
aining Phase(s)

B30
9

2.60
N

/A
Lakeview

 Ave
Plant St

Fullers Cross Rd
2.07

ITS/Technology
PE

0.467
$     




1.711
$

 
W

inter G
arden / 

Orange Co.

B30
9

2.60
N

/A
Story Rd

Plant St W
D

illard St S
1.24

ITS/Technology
PE

0.280
$     




1.025
$

 
W

inter G
arden / 

Orange Co.

B30
9

2.60
N

/A
Lakeview

 Ave
Story Rd

E Plant St
0.48

ITS/Technology
PE

0.109
$     




0.399
$

 
W

inter G
arden / 

Orange Co.

B41
10

2.50
N

/A
Turnbull D

r
Sem

oran Blvd S
Com

m
ander D

r
0.19

ITS/Technology
PE

0.044
$     




0.160
$

 
Orlando / 

Orange Co.

B41
10

2.50
N

/A
Com

m
ander D

r
Hoffner Rd

Turnbull D
r

0.31
ITS/Technology

PE
0.069

$     



0.253

$
 

Orlando / 
Orange Co.

B41
10

2.50
N

/A
Com

m
ander D

r
Turnbull D

r
G

atlin Ave
0.72

ITS/Technology
PE

0.163
$     




0.598
$

 
Orlando / 

Orange Co.

B41
10

2.50
N

/A
Com

m
ander D

r
G

atlin Ave
Pershing Ave

0.25
ITS/Technology

PE
0.057

$     



0.208

$
 

Orlando / 
Orange Co.

B33
11

2.22
N

/A
Carrier D

r
International D

r
S Kirkm

an Rd
0.78

ITS/Technology
PE

0.176
$     




0.644
$

 
Orlando / 

Orange Co.

B33
11

2.22
N

/A
Ca rrier D

r
South Kirkm

an Rd
G

rand N
ational D

r
0.15

ITS/Technology
PE

0.033
$     




0.122
$

 
Orlando / 

Orange Co.

B33
11

2.22
N

/A
M

andarin D
r

W
 Sand Lake Rd

Vanguard St
0.77

ITS/Technology
PE

0.173
$     




0.635
$

 
Orange Co.

3063
12

2.20
N

/A
Am

elia St
Parram

ore Ave
Highland Ave

0.94
ITS/Technology

PE
0.211

$     



0.775

$
 

Orlando / 
Orange Co.

B26
13

2.19
N

/A
S Hughey Ave

W
 South St

W
 W

ashington St
0.38

ITS/Technology
PE

0.086
$     




0.314
$

 
Orlando / 

Orange Co.

B26
13

2.19
N

/A
Hughey Ave

Robinson St
W

 Colonial D
r

0.51
Operational / Safety

PE
0.361

$     



2.043

$
 

Orlando / 
Orange Co.

3261
14

2.19
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M

all; 103 - Silver Star Road; 105 - Pine Hills /
Kirkm

an / Universal; 200-A1 - AM
S - N
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10

C
LYN

X - Service Enhancem
ents - 

Phase III
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M
ultiple Routes

Capital
18.51
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-
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LYN
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Supplement B - 
Prioritization Criteria & Scoring Summary 

Framework 
This update to the annual process will continue to follow a funding program approach to project prioritization. 
Consistent with MetroPlan Orlando’s 2045 MTP: Cost Feasible Plan and Transportation Improvement Program (TIP) 
funding categories and allocation policies, this method helps ensure funding eligibility and seamless implementation 
into FDOT’s Five Year Work Program / State TIP. 

Evaluation Criteria 
MetroPlan Orlando’s regional goals and objectives blended with the planning factors set forth in the federal FAST Act 
yielded 28 criteria, or scoring factors, consistent with board funding programs/policies, to serve as the basis for the 
comparative evaluation. In this way, new projects will be proposed, funded, and constructed, with their need and 
impacts measured for consistency with the 2045 MTP’s goals and objectives.  Although there are no “right” or “wrong” 
evaluation criteria, there are useful and less useful ones.  The characteristics of good evaluation criteria are: 

• Accurate and unambiguous, meaning that a clear and accurate relationship exists between the criteria and
the real impacts/consequences;

• Comprehensive but concise, meaning that they cover the range of relevant consequences, but the evaluation
framework remains systematic and manageable with no redundancies;

• Direct and ends-oriented, meaning they report directly on the consequences of interest and provide enough
information that informed value judgments can reasonably be made;

• Measurable and consistently applied to allow comparisons across alternatives. This means the criteria should
distinguish the relative degree of impact across alternatives. It does not exclude qualitative characterizations
of impact, or impacts that can’t be physically measured in the field;

• Understandable, in that impacts and trade-offs can be understood and communicated by everyone involved;

• Practical, meaning that information can practically be obtained to assess them (i.e., data, models or expert
judgment exist or can be readily developed);

• Sensitive to the alternatives under consideration, so that they provide information that is useful in comparing
alternatives; and

• Explicit about uncertainty so that they expose differences in the range of possible outcomes (differences in
risk) associated with different policy or project alternatives.
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Overview of Evaluation Criteria 
Table B-1 outlines the project evaluation criteria to be considered. It should be noted that while priority programming 
determines the order in which projects are pursued, various factors such as available funding and the need for 
additional analysis or design can influence the order in which projects are implemented. 

Table B-1 | Project Evaluation Criteria 

Goal Area Evaluation Criteria 

Safety & Security 

Crash Rate 

Fatal & Serious Injury Crash Rates 

Number of Pedestrian & Bicycle Crashes 

Evacuation Route Designation 

Reliability & Performance 

Travel Time Reliability (Auto) 

Unreliability on Constrained Corridor 

Fiber Optic Presence 

Segment Actively Monitored/Managed 

Relative Change: Future Congested Speeds 

Access & Connectivity 

Transit System Headways 

Population: ½ Mile of Non-Transit Corridor 

Jobs: ½ Mile of Non-Transit Corridor 

Food & Healthcare Locations: ½ Mile of Corridor 

Cultural & Recreational Locations: ½ Mile of Corridor 

Centrality Analysis Score (Critical Sidewalk Need) 

Health & Environment 

Bicycle Level of Traffic Stress 

Residential Density: ¼ Mile of Multimodal Facility 

Non-Residential Density: ¼ Mile of Multimodal Facility 

Public Health Indicator Rates 

Intensity & Proximity: Environmental Justice Populations 

Relative Change: Vehicle Miles Traveled 

Investment & Economy 

Percentage of Commercial Vehicle Traffic 

Statewide Truck Bottlenecks 

Intensity & Proximity: Freight Intensive Land Uses 

Relative Change: Vehicle Hours Traveled 

Cost Burdened Households: ¼ Mile of Corridor 

Percentage of Visitor Traffic 

Cost of Congestion 

Source: MetroPlan Orlando 2045 MTP 
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Criteria and Scoring Logic 
The criteria and scoring logic applied to the region’s corridors will provide a quantitative assessment that will serve as 
the foundation for project prioritization. This assessment will provide decision-makers with the best information 
available for qualitative reviews and will guide MetroPlan Orlando’s investments through a data-informed and 
performance-based process. The following section (Tables B-2 through B-6) provides an overview of the method, logic, 
and data source of the evaluation criteria. Each component of the Criteria and Scoring Logic is summarized below: 
 

Performance Indicator  
Defines the metric which was used to align with the objectives of each goal. This alignment is the basis of the 
quantitative assessment and will be used to identify needs and prioritize based on the performance. 

Data Sources  
Provides the source of each indicator used within the data model. An in-depth explanation of each of the data sources 
can be found in Technical Series #2 of the adopted 2045 MTP.  

Method  
Includes a brief methodology of how each indicator was derived and/or assigned to the corridors within the data 
model. 

Logic  
Ties the performance indicator back to the objective and explains the thought process on why the assessment will 
result in a priority need. 

Scenario Planning 
Shows the performance indicators which will be evaluated across all four of the 2045 MTP’s scenario alternatives. 
The evaluation across the alternative’s scenario is largely based on the timeframe of data and analyses of the 
indicators (existing versus future conditions). 

Scoring Thresholds  
To distribute the scores within the modeling process, individual buckets were 
identified per dataset, based on the regional analyses.  The identification of 
these buckets can be done in a variety of ways based on statistical distribution 
of data, as shown at right. For this process, “Natural Breaks (Jenks)” were used 
to readily identify natural separation or “buckets” of data.  These naturally 
occurring separators were also compared with standard deviation and quantile 
to verify that the natural breaks were indeed following a normalized approach.  
The individual values were rounded to the nearest whole number or decimal to 
present clear and logical buckets for each data set. Lastly, each performance 
indicator has a maximum value of 1 point. It should be noted that the number 
of indicators in each goal area will have an impact on the scoring of each 
indicator. For example, the four indicators in the Safety & Security Goal each 
comprise of 25% of the total goal score, whereas the five (5) indicators in the 
Reliability & Performance Goal each account for 20% of the total goal score. 
This process is necessary to equalize the scoring and limit goal areas with 
more performance indicators from skewing results.  

Source: Microsoft, 2020 
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Table B-2 | Safety & Security Criteria and Scoring Logic 
Performance Indicator Description Scoring Thresholds 

Crash Rate 

Rate of vehicular crashes 
per 100 million vehicle 
miles traveled 

Source: Signal 4 
Analytics (2016-2020) 

Method: Three-year crash rates were collected and assigned to each corridor 
within the data model. 

Logic: Corridors which exhibit high crash rates should be prioritized for 
improvements which eliminate the safety concerns.  For example, a corridor with a 
crash rate over 6 indicates that its exposure to crashes has been higher than 
statewide averages for the past three years. 

Greater the crash rate, greater the need, greater the point allocation.  

Range Score 
0 - 2 0 
2.01 - 4 0.5 
4.01 - 6 0.75 
Over 6 1 

Unit: Rate 

Fatal and Serious Injury 
Crash Rates 

Rate of crashes which 
result in a fatality or 
serious injury 

Source: Signal 4 
Analytics (2016-2020) 

Method: Three-year fatal and serious injury crash rates were collected and 
assigned to each corridor within the data model. 

Logic: Corridors which exhibit a high rate of crashes involving a fatality or serious 
injury should be prioritized for improvements which eliminate the safety concerns. 

Greater the crash rate, greater the need, greater the point allocation. 

Range Score 
0 0 
0.01 - 1 0.25 
1.01 - 3 0.50 
3.01 - 5 0.75 
Over 5 1 

Unit: Rate 

Number of Pedestrian 
and Bicycle Crashes 

A crash which involves a 
pedestrian or a cyclist 

Source: Signal 4 
Analytics (2016-2020) 

Method:  Three-year data for pedestrian and bicycle crashes were collected and 
assigned to each corridor within the data model. 

Logic: Corridors which exhibit a high number of crashes involving a pedestrian or 
cyclist should be prioritized for improvements which eliminate the safety concerns. 

Greater the number of pedestrian and bicycle crashes, greater the need, greater 
the point allocation.  

Range Score 
0 0 
0.01 - 1 0.50 
1.01 - 3 0.1 
3.01 - 5 1.5 
Over 5 2 

Unit: Number 

Evacuation Route 
Designation 

A highway that is a 
specified route for an 
emergency evacuation 

Source: Division of 
Emergency Management 

Method: Corridors which serve as a designated evacuation routes were identified 
within the data model. 

Logic: Corridors with evacuation route designations provide critical infrastructure 
to help prepare for, respond to, and recover from emergencies. Designated 
evacuation routes will receive point allocation.  

Corridors designated as an evacuation route will receive point allocation for 
prioritization. 

Range Score 
No 0 
Yes 1 
Unit: N/A 
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Table B-3 | Reliability & Performance Criteria and Scoring Logic 
Indicator Description Scoring Thresholds 

Travel Time Reliability 
(Auto) 

The consistency or 
dependability in travel 
times measured as a 
ratio of the 80th 
percentile travel time to 
the average travel time. 

Source: Streetlight  

Method: Travel time reliability (TTR) data was obtained from Streetlight for 
automobiles (non-commercial) and assigned to each corridor within the data 
model. 

Logic: To improve travel time reliability on the transportation system, corridors with 
unreliable travel times should be prioritized for improvement. For example, if the 
TTR is 1.5 and your work commute takes 30 minutes on average, you would need 
to plan 45 minutes to ensure an on-time arrival, 80 percent of the time. 

Lesser the reliability, greater the need, greater the point allocation.  

Range Score 
0 – 1.10 0 
1.11 – 1.25 0.25 
1.26 – 1.5 0.50 
1.51 – 1.8 0.75 
Over 1.8 1 

Unit: Ratio 

Travel Time Reliability 
(Auto) on Constrained 
Corridors 

The consistency or 
dependability in travel 
times for automobiles on 
constrained corridors 

Source: Streetlight 

Method: Travel time reliability (TTR) data was obtained from Streetlight for 
automobiles (non-commercial) and assigned to constrained corridor within the 
data model. 

Logic: To improve travel time reliability on the transportation system, corridors with 
unreliable travel times for autos on constrained corridors should be prioritized for 
improvement. 

Lesser the reliability on constrained corridor, greater the need, greater the point 
allocation.  

Range Score 
0 – 1.10 0 
1.11 – 1.25 0.25 
1.26 – 1.5 0.50 
1.51 – 1.8 0.75 
Over 1.8 1 

Unit: Ratio 

Fiber Optics Presence 

Indication of fiber 
availability along a 
corridor 

Source: ITS Master Plan 
/ Maintaining Agencies 

Method:  Data provided by the Maintaining Agencies was used to determine the 
presence of fiber along a corridor. 

Logic: The presence of fiber allows the opportunity to implement active ITS 
solutions. For example, traffic signals which are connected via fiber allow 
operators and/or software to adapt and coordinate signal timings along a corridor. 

No fiber optics, greater the need, greater the point allocation.  

Range Score 
Yes 0 
No 1 

Unit: N/A 

Segment Actively 
Monitored and Managed 

Indication if a corridor is 
actively monitored or 
managed 

Source: ITS Master Plan 
/ Maintaining Agencies 

Method: Data provided by the Maintaining Agencies was used to determine if the 
corridor met the characteristics of an actively monitored and managed corridor. 
These characteristics include those with fiber in place; those with coordinated or 
interconnected signals; those with CCTVs, Bluetooth devices, DMS, electronic 
display signs, or MVDS in place; and those that are included within the Integrated 
Corridor Management (ICM) system being managed by FDOT. 

Logic: A segment that is actively monitored and managed allows the opportunity 
for better reliability & performance. 

No active management, greater the need, greater the point allocation.  

Range Score 
Yes 0 
No 1 
Unit: N/A 

Relative Change: Future 
Congested Speeds 

Comparison of the 2045 
speed to the existing 
speed 

Source: CFRPM v7 

Method: The 2015 and 2045 travel demand model were evaluated to quantify the 
change in congested speeds along a corridor. 

Logic: Corridors which exhibit the greatest decrease in future travel speed should 
be prioritized for improvement. 

Greater the decrease in speed, greater the need, greater the point allocation.  

Range Score 
Over 1 0 
1.0 – 0.82 0.25 
0.81 – 0.62 0.50 
0.61 – 0.30 0.75 
Less than 
0.30 

1 

Unit: Ratio 

MetroPlan Orlando | Prioritized Project List Page 45 of 5671



 

Table B-4 | Access & Connectivity Criteria and Scoring Logic 
Indicator Description Scoring Thresholds 

Transit System Headway 

The amount of time 
between transit vehicle 
arrivals at a stop 

Source: LYNX 

Method: GIS data was used to identify the transit headway along a corridor. An 
average headway was used when multiple transit lines were present. 

Logic: Increased transit frequency provides riders with greater flexibility and 
improves reliability and confidence of using transit as a travel mode. 

Greater the headway, greater the need, greater the point allocation.  

Range Score 
0 - 30 0 
31 - 45 0.50 
46 - 60 0.75 
Over 60 1 

Unit: Minutes 

Population within  
½ mile of Non-Transit 
Corridor 

2045 population totals 
from CFRPM TAZs in 
proximity to a corridor 
without transit 

Source: CFRPM v7, LYNX 

Method: Corridors without a transit stop were evaluated to determine the amount 
of population within ½ mile. 

Logic: To improve housing access to high frequency transit, corridors with the 
largest population and no transit should be prioritized for improvement. 

Greater the population with no access to transit, greater the need, greater the 
point allocation. 
 

Range Score 
0 – 2,000 0 
2,001 – 
7,000 0.50 

7,001 – 
11,000 0.75 

Over 
11,000 1 

Unit: Population 

Jobs within 
½ mile of Non-Transit 
Corridor 

2045 employment totals 
within CFRPM TAZs in 
proximity to a corridor 
without transit 

Source: CFRPM v7, LYNX 

Method:  Corridors without a transit stop were evaluated to determine the amount 
of employment within ½ mile. 

Logic: To improve employment access to high frequency transit, corridors with the 
largest population and no transit should be prioritized for improvement. 

Greater the jobs with no access to transit, greater the need, greater the point 
allocation.  

Range Score 
0 – 3,400 0 
3,401 - 
7,000  0.50 

7,001 - 
11,000 0.75 

Over 
11,000 1 

Unit: Employees 

Food & Healthcare 
Locations within  
½ mile of Corridor 

Proximity of land uses 
which provide food or 
healthcare opportunities 

Source: xWave, 4/2022 

Method: Proximity data for grocery stores, restaurants, markets, coffee shops, fast 
food restaurants, gyms, hospitals, pharmacies, and clinics was obtained from 
xWave. The number of these land uses within ½ mile of the corridor were totaled 
and scored (max score of 9 based on the 9 land use categories) 

Logic: To provide access to essential services across all modes of transportation, 
corridors which are in close proximity to food & healthcare locations should be 
prioritized for improvement. 

Greater the food and healthcare locations, greater the need, greater the point 
allocation. 

Range Score 
0 - 2 0 
3 - 4 0.25 
5 - 6 0.50 
7 - 8 0.75 
9 1 
Unit: Number 
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Table B-4 | Access & Connectivity Criteria and Scoring Logic (Continued) 
Indicator Description Scoring Thresholds 

Cultural & Recreational 
Locations within 
½ mile of Corridor 

Proximity of land uses 
which provide cultural & 
recreational 
opportunities 

Source: xWave, 4/2022 

Method: Proximity data for theme parks, golf courses, camping sites, libraries, and 
parks was obtained from xWave. The number of these land uses within ½ mile of 
the corridor were totaled and scored. 

Logic: To provide access to essential services across all modes of transportation, 
corridors which are in close proximity to cultural & recreational locations should 
be prioritized for improvement. 

Greater the cultural & recreational locations, greater the need, greater the point 
allocation. 

Range Score 
1 0.25 
2 0.50 
3 0.75 
4 1 

Unit: Number 

Sidewalk Critical Needs 

Critical needs identified 
based on functional 
class, sidewalk gaps, and 
proximity to transit, 
schools and generators 

Source: xWave, 4/2022 

Method: Corridors where a sidewalk critical need has been identified were scored 
for improvement.  

Logic: To improve pedestrian connectivity, corridors with sidewalk critical needs 
should be prioritized for improvement. 

Corridors where sidewalk critical needs are identified will receive point allocation 
for prioritization. 

Range Score 
1-4 0.5 
5 - 12 0.75 
Over 12 1 

Unit: Percent 

(Remainder of page intentionally left blank) 
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Table B-5 | Health & Environment Criteria and Scoring Logic 
Indicator Description Scoring Thresholds 

Bicycle Level of Traffic 
Stress 

Bicycle user’s level of 
comfort when using the 
roadway or bicycle facility 

Source: xWave, 4/2022  

Method: Corridor Bicycle Level Traffic of Stress (LTS) average scores were based 
on presence and type of bicycle facility, roadway speed, number of lanes, and 
volume. 

Logic: To improve bicycle user’s comfort, corridors with higher LTS scores should 
be prioritized for improvement. 

Greater the LTS, greater the need, greater the point allocation. 
 

Range Score 
Less than 
2.75 

0 

2.76 - 3 0.50 
3.1 - 3.5 0.75 
Over 3.5 1 

Unit: Score 

Residential Density 
within ¼ Mile of 
Multimodal Facility 

2045 residential dwelling 
unit totals from CFRPM 
TAZs in proximity to a 
corridor without 
multimodal facilities 

Source: CFRPM v7, LYNX 

Method: Corridors were evaluated to determine the amount of residential density 
(single family and multifamily dwelling units) within ¼ mile. The corridors were 
then compared to the availability of alternative modes of travel (transit, sidewalk, 
bike lane). If a corridor has less than 1,200 population, it will not be scored. 

Logic: To reduce delay and increase affordability for transportation and housing 
choices, corridors with the highest residential density should have access to a full 
range of travel modes. 

Greater the residential density with a lack of multimodal options, greater the 
need, greater the point allocation. 

Range Score 
Greater than 1,200 

3 modes 0 
2 modes 0.5 
1 mode 0.75 
0 modes 1 

Unit: Population 

Non-Residential Intensity 
within ¼ Mile of 
Multimodal Facility 

2045 Non-Residential 
totals within CFRPM TAZs 
in proximity to a corridor 
without multimodal 
facilities 

Source: CFRPM v7, LYNX 

Method:  Corridors were evaluated to determine the amount of non-residential 
intensity (Employees for Commercial, Industrial, and Service) within ¼ mile. The 
corridors were then compared to the availability of alternative modes of travel 
(transit, sidewalk, bike lane). If a corridor has less than 1,400 employment, it will 
not be scored. 

Logic: To reduce delay and increase affordability for transportation and housing 
choices, corridors with the highest non-residential intensity should have access to 
a full range of travel modes. 

Greater the non-residential intensity with a lack of multimodal options, greater the 
need, greater the point allocation.  

Range Score 
Greater than 1,400 

3 modes 0 
2 modes 0.5 
1 mode 0.75 
0 modes 1 

Unit: Employment 

Public Health 
Indicator Rates 

Risk score for chronic 
disease risk factors 
associated with physical 
inactivity along a corridor 

Source: 5-year American 
Community Survey Data 

Method: Quantify rate of population with health indicators associated with physical 
inactivity (Asthma, Obesity, Diabetes) then compare to the availability of sidewalks 
and bike facilities 

Logic: To reduce the health impacts associated with physical inactivity, corridors 
that serve areas with a higher risk for the associated chronic diseases should be 
prioritized. 

Greater the health risks, greater the need for active transportation facilities, 
greater the point allocation.  

Range Score 
0 - 0.4 0 
0.41 - 0.65 0.50 
0.66 - 0.83 0.75 
Over 0.83 1 
Unit: Score 

MetroPlan Orlando | Prioritized Project List Page 48 of 5674



 

Table B-5 | Health & Environment Criteria and Scoring Logic (Continued) 
Indicator Description Scoring Thresholds 

Environmental Justice 
(EJ) Populations 

Percentage of seven 
traditionally underserved 
communities (low 
income, minority, aging 
population, people with 
disabilities, zero-car 
households, limited 
English proficiency 
persons, female head of 
household with child), 
measured at the census 
tract level. 

Source: 5-year American 
Community Survey Data 

Method: A GIS assessment was conducted to determine the corresponding EJ 
score for the area adjacent to the corridor. The EJ score represents the number of 
underserved communities which exceed the regional average within a particular 
census block. 

Logic: To ensure that transportation decisions do not cause disproportionately 
high and adverse effects on low-income and minority populations, corridors with 
higher EJ population will be prioritized for improvements. 

Greater the EJ population, greater the need, greater the point allocation.  

Range Score 
1 0.25 
2 - 3 0.50 
4 0.75 
Over 4 1 

Unit: Score 

Relative Change: Vehicle 
Miles Traveled (VMT) 

Comparison of a 
corridor’s 2045 VMT to 
the existing VMT 

Source: CFRPM v7 

Method: The 2015 and 2045 travel demand model were evaluated to quantify the 
change in VMT along a corridor. 

Logic: Increased VMT results in increased greenhouse gas emissions, therefore 
corridors which exhibit the greatest increase in future VMT should be prioritized for 
improvements to other modes of travel that provide increased occupancy (transit) 
or active transportation (bike/pedestrian facilities). 

Greater the VMT increase, greater the need, greater the point allocation. 
 

Range Score 
0 - 1.10 0 
1.11 - 1.3 0.25 
1.31 - 1.6 0.50 
1.61 - 2.5 0.75 
Over 2.5 1 

Unit: Ratio 

(Remainder of page intentionally left blank) 
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Table B-6 | Investment & Economy Criteria and Scoring Logic 
Indicator Description Scoring Thresholds 

Percentage of 
Commercial Vehicles 

The number of heavy 
vehicles compared to the 
total traffic along a 
corridor 

Source: Streetlight 
 

Method: The truck volume was divided by the total volume to derive the 
percentage of commercial vehicles on each corridor. 

Logic: To promote transportation projects that expand and enhance economic 
prosperity, corridors which serve higher percentages of commercial vehicles 
should be prioritized for improvement. 

Greater the truck percentage, greater the need, greater the point allocation. 

Range Score 
0 - 10 0 
11 - 15 0.50 
16 - 20 0.75 
Over 20 1 

Unit: Percent 

Statewide Truck 
Bottlenecks 

Corridors ranked as Top 
10 and Top 100 
Statewide bottlenecks 

Source: Truck 
Bottlenecks NPMRDS 

Method: Top 10 and Top 100 truck bottlenecks within the MetroPlan Orlando 
region were reviewed and coded in the data model. 

Logic: To promote transportation projects that expand and enhance economic 
prosperity, corridors which have been identified as bottlenecks for commercial 
vehicles should be prioritized for improvement. Reduced congestion on these 
corridors will provide for efficient movement of goods and services throughout the 
region. 

Greater the rank of truck bottleneck, greater the need, greater the point 
allocation. 

Range Score 
Top 100 0.75 
Top 10 1 

Unit: Rank 

Freight Intensive Land 
Use within 
1-mile of Corridor

2045 industrial 
employment totals within 
CFRPM TAZs in proximity 
to a corridor 

Source: CFRPM v7 

Method: Corridors were evaluated to determine the amount of freight intensive 
land use (Industrial employment) within 1 mile 

Logic: To promote transportation projects that expand and enhance economic 
prosperity, corridors which serve as the last mile connection for freight should be 
prioritized for improvement. 

Greater the freight intensive land use, greater the need, greater the point 
allocation. 

Range Score 
0 - 50 0 
51 - 100 0.50 
101 - 200 0.75 
Over 200 1 
Unit: Employees 

Relative Change: Vehicle 
Hours Traveled (VHT) 

Comparison of a 
corridor’s 2045 VHT to 
the existing VHT 

Source: CFRPM v7 

Method: The 2015 and 2045 travel demand model were evaluated to quantify the 
change in VHT along a corridor. 

Logic: Corridors which exhibit the greatest increase in future VHT should be 
prioritized for improvements. For example, if a corridor is projected to have a 3.0 
ratio of VHT increase, the existing time spent traversing the corridor will be three 
times higher in the future 

Greater the VHT increase, greater the need, greater the point allocation.  

Range Score 
0 - 1.10 0 
1.11 - 1.4 0.25 
1.4 - 1.75 0.50 
1.76 - 2.8 .75 
Over 2.8 1 
Unit: Ratio 
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Table B-6 | Investment & Economy Criteria and Scoring Logic (Continued) 
Indicator Description Scoring Thresholds 

Cost Burdened 
Households within 
¼ mile of Corridor 

The percentage of 
families which pay more 
than 30 percent of their 
income for housing. 

Source: 5-year American 
Community Survey Data  

Method: Corridors were evaluated to determine the percentage of cost burdened 
households within ¼ mile of the corridor. 

Logic: To ensure that transportation decisions do not cause disproportionately 
high and adverse effects on cost burdened households, corridors with higher 
percentages will be prioritized for improvements. 

Greater the cost burdened households, greater the need, greater the point 
allocation. 

Range Score 
10 - 22 0.25 
23 - 27 0.5 
28 - 32 0.75 
Over 32 1 

Unit: Percentage 

Percentage of  
Visitor Traffic 

The percentage of visitor 
traffic to total traffic 
along a corridor  

Source: FDOT Central 
Florida Visitor Study – 
2018 

Method: The percentage of visitor traffic was assigned to each corridor within the 
data model. 

Logic: To improve the transportation experience for visitors and supportive-
industry worker, corridors which exhibit a high percentage of visitor traffic should 
be prioritized. 

Greater the percent of visitor traffic, greater the need, greater the point allocation.  

Range Score 
0 - 10 0 
11 - 25 0.25 
26 - 40 0.5 
41 - 60 0.75 
Over 60 1 

Unit: Percentage 

Cost of Congestion 

Comparison of a 
corridor’s cost of 
congestion between the 
2045 cost and existing 
cost. 

Source: CFRPM v7, 
U.S. Census Data 

Method:  The cost of congestion uses average delay along a corridor and 
multiplies by the estimated hourly income per county (average household income 
/ average household occupancy / 2080 hours per year). 

Logic: To reduce per capita delay for residents, visitors, and businesses, corridors 
with the highest cost per congestion should be prioritized for improvement. For 
example, if a 30 minute work commute takes you one hour, the additional 30 
minutes spent in congestion was measured as a cost. 

Greater the cost of congestion, greater the need, greater the point allocation. 

Range Score 
0 - 3 0 
4 - 5 0.5 
6 - 14 0.75 
Over 14 1 

Unit: Ratio 

(Remainder of page intentionally left blank) 
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Data Model Development 
The development of the automated GIS data model included combining multiple data sources and information into a 
singular base segmented roadway file that included the roads in the MetroPlan Orlando area. 

Prioritization Database and Roadway Network Development 
Prior to building the actual prioritization model, MetroPlan Orlando and HDR conducted a coordination meeting and 
reviewed assumptions, methodology and data sources; and to discuss availability and quality of the numerous input 
datasets from various sources including FDOT’s statewide Roadway Characteristics Inventory (RCI), U.S. Census 
American Community Survey (ACS), FDOT’s regional travel demand model (CFRPM), Signal Four Crash Database, 
regional/local land use data, LYNX transit routes/stops, and regional activity centers. The datasets then were compiled 
in a centralized file geodatabase (fGDB) and then processed as required for prioritization, as shown Figure B-1. A full 
list of data sources and model criteria is broken down in prior sections. 

Figure B-1 | Prioritization File Geodatabase 

A complete master roadway network forms the basis for developing a comprehensive regional prioritization. For this 
purpose, the existing MetroPlan Orlando base roadway network and segmentation was reviewed and updated to 
reflect both correct network geometry and attribute information. Updates included: 

• Splitting segments at (major) intersections to create logical/coherent network

• Standardizing roadway names (spelling, abbreviations, leading with state road number followed by local name
where applicable)

• Adding from/to descriptions for each segment

• Creating unique 5-digit roadway segment ID (starting with 1 for Seminole, 2 for Orange, 3 for Osceola)

• Adding database field to capture potential for future segment splits

For example, previously “Colonial Drive” appeared in many iterations in the database (e.g. “W Colonial Drive – SR50”, 
“SR 50 E Colonial Drive”, etc.). For consistency, the naming was standardized to “SR 50 / Colonial Dr” throughout the 
entire database. Figure B-2 shows an extract of the updated and standardized roadway database schema. 

Figure B-2 | Base Network Database Schema 
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Two (2) of the major inputs into the prioritization process, the xWave database and the latest Central Florida Regional 
Planning Model (CFRPM) model network, had to undergo a comprehensive network conflation. Network conflation is 
the process of merging transportation data associated with two or more linear networks of different 
geometry/segmentation with the intent of exchanging roadway segment characteristics between networks.  

The process of conflation allowed these various data sources to be combined through spatial analytics.  In some 
cases, the roadway segments were provided a buffer area in which select data was collected, such as the percent of 
population within ½ mile of the corridor; or in other cases used to identify which roadway segments have been 
identified as evacuation routes.  For example, the xWave network segmentation is much more fine-grained than the 
segmentation of the MetroPlan Orlando base roadway network. In order to summarize xWave network characteristics 
at the base network segmentation level, each xWave segment was assigned the corresponding MetroPlan Orlando 
base network segment ID via a coding process. The same conflation concept was applied to both the base (2015) and 
future (2045) CFRPM model networks. Figure B-3 shows an extract of the CFRPM network database with the 
MetroPlan Orlando base network segment ID added during conflation. 

Figure B-3 | CFRPM Network Database Following Network Conflation 

Other datasets such as RCI and ACS layers were clipped to the MetroPlan Orlando study area in order provide full 
coverage of the three-county area. After completing the conflation of the various data sets, GIS models were used to 
deliver automated and adjustable scoring mechanisms which could be changed by users to place additional emphasis 
on select characteristics. These GIS models programmatically evaluate each performance measure and deliver a score 
and value which corresponds to occurrence of the measure in relation to other roadway segments and the emphasis 
that performance measure has been given. 

Building the Prioritization Model 
The data-driven project evaluation and scoring was conducted utilizing ModelBuilder tools within the Esri ArcGIS 
Desktop environment. ModelBuilder is a visual programming language for building geoprocessing workflows. 
Geoprocessing models automate and document spatial analysis and data management processes. A model is 
represented as a diagram that chains together sequences of processes and geoprocessing tools, using the output of 
one process as the input to another process. An example of this script flow is shown in Figure B-4. 
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Figure B-4 | ModelBuilder Script Example 

A series of models was developed to compute values and scores for the various performance indicators such as 
environmental justice regions identifying areas of underserved populations, demand scores for actively managed 
corridors, freight intensive areas, transit system headways, conducting crash data analysis, identifying sidewalk critical 
needs, and assigning aggregate scores to each base roadway network segment. The model scripts are stored inside 
a toolbox with the fGDB containing the base roadway network along with all the other input datasets (see Figure B-5). 

Figure B-5 | Prioritization Model Script Toolbox 

For each performance indicator, a model computes the respective value of each roadway segment and then computes 
the indicator score ranging from 0 to 1 depending on the thresholds outlined in Tables B-3 through B-7. Both the 
indicator value and score are appended to the roadway segment attribute table and feed into the aggregate scores 
for each goal area which are then used to compute the overall comprehensive score (see Figure B-6 for extract of 
roadway segment attribute table). 

Figure B-6 | Base Roadway Network Database with Added Prioritization Results 
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Executing and Updating the Prioritization Model 
In order to conduct the prioritization, the model scripts need to be executed in sequence starting with Model 01. By 
default, each model points to the MetroPlan Orlando base roadway network (Roadway_Network_MP_Final) to serve 
as the input. This can be changed as needed by pointing to an updated version of the network or a subset of it that 
could represent a set of projects. Note: For the models to properly execute, the input network or project segment data 
needs to have the same database schema (i.e. attribute table fields) as the base roadway network. Each model 
generates values and scores for a specific performance indicator at a roadway/project segment which are being 
derived from indicator-specific input data. For example, model ‘01 Priority Scoring – Crashes’ computes values and 
scores for the three crash rate indicators under the safety & security goal area and utilizes the 5-year crash data from 
Signal Four which is contained in the GDB as ‘Crashes_All_2017_21_MP”. If this data were to be changed or updated, 
the model would need to be adjusted accordingly by pointing to new crash data layer. The same concept applies to 
the other models. 

Once all models have been executed, the prioritization is complete and values and scores for all performance 
indicators are created. The results are written in a tabular summary table (MP_Network_Prioritization.xls) listing values 
and scores for all performance indicators as well as aggregate scores by goal area along with the total composite 
score. 

Prioritization Results 
The results of the prioritization process are summarized in a geo-database containing all roadway segments with 
descriptions and prioritization scores/results by goal area. The results are visualized in an interactive map depicting 
segment scores by goal area as well as the composite score. More details on the prioritization process and results are 
provided in the Moving Forward section of the interactive Tracking the Trends publication.  

Segment-level information and attributes can also be accessed using MetroPlan Orlando’s Online Data Viewer: 
https://metroplanorlando.org/maps-tools/dataviewer (see “Network Evaluation” tab). 
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   TAB 4 
 



 
 

 
 
 
 
 
 
July 27, 2022 
 
 
To:  Commissioner Mayra Uribe, Board Chair 
  MetroPlan Orlando Board Members 
 
From:  Gary Huttmann, Executive Director 
 
Subject: Executive Director’s Report 
 

• I participated in several U.S DOT listening sessions on the Bipartisan Infrastructure Law 
• I attend the Brightline Phase III Tampa Extension calls as available to do so 
• I met with Emily Hanna on July 5 to discuss her budget and proposed scopes of work for the 

funding partners 
• I participated in the AMPO Joint Policy/Technical Committee Meeting on May 16 
• participated In the monthly MPO Director’s call with FDOT on July 21 
• I attended the Truck Parking Public Meeting in Seminole County on May 19 
• I attended the CAC meeting on June 22 
• I attended the TSMO meeting on June 24 
• I attended the TAC meeting on June 24 
• I met with the FDOT District Secretary on June 30 to discuss BTU Amendments and agency 

schedules as they relate to the MPO Planning Process 
• I attended the Sunshine Corridor Policy Working Group on June 30 
• I attended the Sunshine Corridor Technical Working Group on July 1 
• I met with Commissioner Cordero for our MetroPlan agenda review on July 11. 
• I met with the Orlando Economic Partnership’s Federal Lobbyist Team on July 18 to discuss 

opportunities for Central Florida in the IIJA. 
• I met with MetroPlan Board Chair Commissioner Uribe for our MetroPlan agenda review on 

July 20 
• I attended the MAC meeting on July 7 
• I met with Commissioner Dallari for our MetroPlan agenda review on July 21 
• I met with Commissioner Grieb for our MetroPlan agenda review on July 21 
• I attended the OEAP Open House on July 21 
• I met with Board Member Tom Green for our MetroPlan agenda review on July 22 
• I met with Mayor Demings for our MetroPlan agenda review on July 22 

FDOT 
 

• I continue regular monthly meetings with FDOT leadership team 
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Staff Recognitions 
 
MetroPlan Orlando’s Health Strategic Plan presented at the meeting of the Environmental Design 
Research Association last month in Greenville, SC.  Sarah Larsen of our staff managed that work.  
This is a great example of the national exposure our work is getting and in an area that is a non-
traditional product for MPOs. 
 
That same work was submitted and will be presented at the APA Florida meeting later this year.  
 
Congratulations to Sarah on her work and the positive attention it is receiving. 
 
Taylor Laurent, who is our new Manager of Transportation Planning, will be presenting Big Data for 
Complete Streets Planning at the AMPO National Conference later this year.  This will be a joint 
presentation with the Regional Planning Council (MORPC) from Columbus Ohio and with a Vendor of 
ours, StreetLight Analytics.  Taylor’s portion of the presentation will focus on our innovative 
approaches to complete streets planning and enhancing bicycle/pedestrian safety through policy, 
planning/engineering, and education. 
 
Eric Hill will participate in a panel discussion at the AMPO National Conference discussing MetroPlan 
Orlando’s Connected and Autonomous Vehicle Readiness Study.  Cynthia Lambert was also invited to 
the AMPO National Conference to discuss MetroPlan Orlando’s Digital Platform to Collect Public 
Feedback. 
 
Congratulations to all three staff members for the recognition of their work.  We can all be very proud 
of the accomplishment and the national recognition. 
 
OIA South Terminal 
 

• MetroPlan staff worked with the GOAA Team to arrange a second tour of the new South 
Terminal. That event is scheduled for August 4. 

 
Central Florida MPO Alliance & the SunCoast Transportation Planning Alliance (TPA) 
 

• Annual joint meeting of the organizations was June 10 in Haines City. 
 
National Association of Regional Councils 
 

• The NARC Annual meeting was held in Columbus Ohio June 12-15.  I serve on the Executive 
Director’s Council, one of two individuals representing the southeastern U.S. 

• Commissioner Constantine, who serves on the Board of Directors and chairs the 
Environmental Committee also attended the Annual meeting. 
 

Floridians for Better Transportation 
 

• I attended the FBT summer camp from July 6-8 in Boca Raton.   
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Florida Department of Transportation 

RON DESANTIS 
GOVERNOR 

605 Suwannee Street 
Tallahassee, FL  32399-0450 

JARED W. PERDUE, P.E. 
SECRETARY 

 

Improve Safety, Enhance Mobility, Inspire Innovation 
www.fdot.gov 

Orange, Seminole and Osceola Counties  
Project Status Update as of May 31, 2022 

 
The following is a brief status update on major FDOT road construction projects in Orange, 
Seminole and Osceola counties as of the May cutoff. The next cutoff date is June 30, 2022. 
Information is also available on www.cflroads.com. For questions, please contact Anna Taylor at 
386-943-5499 or via email at Anna.Taylor@dot.state.fl.us.  
 

ORANGE COUNTY 
 
Upcoming Projects: 
 
442880-1 S.R. 500 / U.S. 441 S.R. 500 / U.S. 441 from S.R. 429 Connector to Jones Ave. 
Resurfacing 

• Contract: E58A2 
• Contractor: Hubbard Construction Co. 
• Project Cost: $5.8 million 
• Project Start: May 2022 
• Estimated Completion: Early 2023 
• The Contractor has started clearing and grubbing 

 
442905-1 U.S. 441 from C.R. 437A / Central Ave. to Bradshaw Rd. Resurfacing 

• Contract: E58A4 
• Contractor: Hubbard Construction Co. 
• Project Cost: $3 million 
• Project Start: April 2022 
• Estimated Completion: Late Fall 2022 
• The Contractor has begun erosion control 

 
Current Projects: 
 
439237-1 & 441146-1 S.R. 535 (Kissimmee-Vineland Road) Resurfacing from south of 
International Drive to south of Hotel Plaza Boulevard 

• Contract E5Z93   
• Project Start: March 2021 
• Estimated Completion: Summer 2022 
• Contractor is performing concrete work throughout the project. Crews are also working 

on drainage, conduit tie-ins and pedestrian poles. In addition, paving is scheduled to 
start on the project 
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439880-7 Orange County Pedestrian Lighting Bundle G 
• Contract T5638 
• Project Start: January 2021  
• Estimated Completion: Summer 2022 
• Contractor is making intersection roadway lighting improvements on S.R. 426 

 
441144-1 & 435733-1 S.R. 527 (Orange Avenue) Resurfacing from S.R. 482 (Sand Lake 
Road) to Mandalay Road 

• Contract T5717   
• Project Start: August 2021 
• Estimated Completion: Summer 2022 
• The contractor is realigning crosswalks to comply with Americans with Disabilities Act 

(ADA) requirements, improving drainage and pedestrian signals, installing signs and 
pavement markings, and resurfacing existing roadway to accommodate buffered bike 
lanes 
 

437634-1 S.R. 551 (Goldenrod Road) from S.R. 408 to S.R. 50 
• Contract T5718 
• Contractor: Southland Construction, Inc. 
• Project Cost: $11.25 million 
• Project Start: August 2021 
• Estimated Completion: Summer 2023 
• The Contractor is installing storm structures and pipes, clearing and grubbing, installing 

underdrain cleanouts, and utility construction  
 

SEMINOLE COUNTY 
 
Current Projects: 
 
415030-6 Oviedo Ultimate S.R. 426 / C.R. 419 from Pine Avenue to Avenue B 

• Contract: T5736 
• Contractor: Masci Construction 
• Project Cost: $18.2 million 
• Project Start: January 2022  
• Estimated Completion: Summer 2024 
• The Contractor is performing drainage installation, clearing, pond grading, and 

embankment work 
 
441019-1 S.R. 419 from U.S. 17-92 to S.R. 434 

• Contract: T5720 
• Contractor: Southland Construction, Inc 
• Project Cost: $4.5 million 
• Project Start: November 2021 
• Estimated Completion: Late Spring 2022 
• The Contractor is performing milling, resurfacing, paving, striping, marking, form, and 

pouring ditch pavement. The contractor is also working on grade, form, F-Curb and 
Gutters, and ADA detectable warning mats 

86



Page 3 of 4 
 

 
436679-1, 436679-2, 436857-1 Resurfacing / Widening U.S. 17-92 from north of Lake Mary 
Boulevard to the north of Airport Boulevard, along with intersection improvements at 
Airport Boulevard 

• Contract: T5686 
• Contractor: Masci Construction 
• Project Cost: $10.4 Million 
• Project Start: March 2021  
• Estimated Completion: Summer 2022 
• The Contractor is working on sod placement, median widening, drainage, signalization, 

pond grading, and water-main / force-main 
 
434931-1 S.R. 436 from Boston Avenue to Anchor Road Improvements 

• Contract: T5680 
• Contractor: Masci Construction 
• Project Cost: $5 Million 
• Project Start: May 2020  
• Estimated Completion: Summer 2022 
• The paving crew will begin installing structural asphalt at Ronald Reagan Blvd. and 

Maitland Ave. The Contractor will install loops at intersections Rt. Roadway and Maitland 
Ave. No milling is to occur on this side of the intersection  

 
Completed Projects: 
 
441211-1 Countywide ATMS-DMS Phase 1 Seminole County 

• Contract: E5Z94  
• Project Start: May 2019  
• Completion: May 2022 

 
OSCEOLA COUNTY 

 
Current Projects: 
 
239714-1 S.R. 600 (U.S. 17/92) Widening from west of Poinciana Boulevard to Ham Brown 
Road (C.R. 535)  

• Contract E5Z33 
• Project Start: February 2019  
• Estimated Completion: Summer 2022  
• Contractor is sodding ditches, installing sidewalk, and mounting light poles and bases. 

Crews are also paving and working on the sound wall and driveway turnouts, install 
signs, add lanes, traffic signals, drainage improvements, install signs and pavement 
markings, and resurface existing roadway  
 

423446-9 SunRail Vehicle Storage and Light Maintenance Facility (VSLMF) Noise Wall 
• Contract E59A0 
• Project Start: September 2021  

• Estimated Completion: Fall 2022  
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• Contractor is building a noise wall at the Vehicle Storage and Light Maintenance 
Facility (VSLMF) for the Central Florida Rail Corridor (CFRC) near Kissimmee, 
Florida along the Old Tampa Highway 
 

437451-1 S.R. 530/U.S. 192 (West Vine Street) from east of Shingle Creek Regional Park to 
east of Hoagland Boulevard 

• Contract T5716 
• Project Start: October 2021  
• Estimated Completion: Summer 2022  
• Contractor is widening a new left turn lane and installing traffic signals. Crews are 

also making lighting upgrades 
 
441036-1 & 439487-1 U.S. 441 (Kenansville Road) Resurfacing from Okeechobee County 
Line to S.R. 60 and S.R. 60 Widening from east of S.R. 15 (U.S. 441) to west of S.R. 91 
(Florida Turnpike) 

• Contract T5688   
• Project Start: July 2021 
• Project was completed on May 26, 2022 

443958-1 & 444329-1 S.R. 400 (I-4) from Polk County line to west of S.R. 417  
• Contract T5728 
• Project Start: November 2021  
• Estimated Completion: Summer 2023  
• Contractor is milling and resurfacing, creating base work, shoulder treatment, drainage 

improvements, shoulder gutter, lighting, overhead sign structures, guardrail, bridge 
culvert widening, bridge rail retrofit, pavement removal, and signing and pavement 
marking 
 

444187-1 S.R. 400 (I-4) at C.R. 532 (Champions Gate Boulevard) DDI from Goodman Road 
to Kemp Road 

• Contract T5715 
• Project Start: July 2021  
• Estimated Completion: Fall 2022  
• Contractor is converting the existing diamond interchange to a diverging diamond 

interchange (DDI). This includes adding curb and gutter sections; and modifying 
stormwater ponds for the proposed roadway improvements 

 
447139-1 Pile Jackets, Joint Replacement Bridge Nos 920151 (SB) & 920152 (NB) 
Carrying S.R. 600 (U.S. 17/92) over Shingle Creek 

• Contract E57A6 
• Project Start: March 2022  
• Estimated Completion: Summer 2022  
• Contractor is rehabilitating and repairing the piles and joints on the southbound and 

northbound bridges that cross Shingle Creek.  
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Florida Department of Transportation 

RON DESANTIS 
GOVERNOR 

605 Suwannee Street 
Tallahassee, FL  32399-0450 

JARED W. PERDUE, P.E. 
SECRETARY 

 

Improve Safety, Enhance Mobility, Inspire Innovation 
www.fdot.gov 

Orange, Osceola, and Seminole Counties  
Project Status Update as of June 30, 2022 

 
The following is a brief status update on major FDOT road construction projects in Orange and 
Osceola counties as of the June cutoff. The next cutoff date is July 29, 2022. Information is also 
available on www.cflroads.com. For questions, please contact Anna Taylor at 386-943-5499 or 
via email at Anna.Taylor@dot.state.fl.us.  
 

ORANGE COUNTY 
 
Upcoming Projects: 
 
447395-1 S.R. 500 (Orange Blossom Trail) Milling & Resurfacing from Holden Avenue to 
34th Street 

• Contract E52B4   
• Project Start: July 2022 
• Estimated Completion: Summer 2023 
• Contractor is performing milling and resurfacing, curb reconstruction, sidewalk 

reconstruction, raised mid-block crosswalk construction, pedestrian refuge construction, 
curb return reconstruction, in-road lighting, pedestrian hybrid beacons, signalization, 
signing, striping, and lighting. 

 
442905-1 U.S. 441 from C.R. 437A / Central Avenue to Bradshaw Road Resurfacing 

• Contract: E58A4 
• Contractor: Hubbard Construction Co. 
• Project Cost: $3 million 
• Project Start: Summer 2022 
• Estimated Completion: Late 2023 
• The Contractor will start work on June 30.  
• The work will consist of resurfacing and the addition of bicycle lanes, curb 

reconstruction, and drainage repair.  
 

Current Projects: 
 
439237-1 & 441146-1 S.R. 535 (Kissimmee-Vineland Road) Resurfacing from south of 
International Drive to south of Hotel Plaza Boulevard 

• Contract E5Z93   
• Project Start: March 2021 
• Estimated Completion: Summer 2022 
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• Contractor is performing concrete work throughout the project. Crews are also working 
on drainage, conduit tie-ins and pedestrian poles. In addition, paving is scheduled to 
start on the project. 

 
439880-7 Orange County Pedestrian Lighting Bundle G 

• Contract T5638 
• Project Start: January 2021  
• Estimated Completion: Summer 2022 
• Contractor is making intersection roadway lighting improvements on S.R. 426. 

441144-1 & 435733-1 S.R. 527 (Orange Avenue) Resurfacing from S.R. 482 (Sand Lake 
Road) to Mandalay Road 

• Contract T5717   
• Project Start: August 2021 
• Estimated Completion: Summer 2022 
• The contractor is realigning crosswalks to comply with Americans with Disabilities Act 

(ADA) requirements, improving drainage and pedestrian signals, installing signs and 
pavement markings, and resurfacing existing roadway to accommodate buffered bike 
lanes. 

 
447807-1 Smart Orlando Downtown Advance 

• Contract E59A5 
• Project Start: June 2022 
• Estimated Completion: Summer 2023 
• The contractor is installing hardware and software to provide Transit Signal Priority 

(TSP) operations for signalized intersections and LYNX Buses in Orange County. 
 
442880-1 S.R. 500 / U.S. 441 S.R. 500 / U.S. 441 from S.R. 429 Connector to Jones 
Avenue Resurfacing 

• Contract: E58A2 
• Contractor: Hubbard Construction Co. 
• Project Cost: $5.8 million 
• Project Start: May 2022 
• Estimated Completion: Early 2023 
• The Contractor is performing clearing, grubbing, and starting to install storm 

pipes and sidewalks.  
 
437634-1 S.R. 551 (Goldenrod Road) from S.R. 408 to S.R. 50 

• Contract T5718 
• Contractor: Southland Construction, Inc. 
• Project Cost: $11.25 million 
• Project Start: August 2021 
• Estimated Completion: Summer 2023 
• The Contractor is performing night work on the storm drainage system. They continue 

to conduct force main work and water main and underdrain work during the day.  
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OSCEOLA COUNTY 
 
Upcoming Projects: 
None. 
 
Current Projects: 
239714-1 S.R. 600 (U.S. 17/92) Widening from west of Poinciana Boulevard to Ham Brown 
Road (C.R. 535)  

• Contract E5Z33 
• Project Start: February 2019  
• Estimated Completion: Summer 2022  
• Contractor is sodding ditches, installing sidewalk, and mounting light poles and 

bases. Crews are also paving and working on the sound wall and driveway turnouts, 
install signs, add lanes, traffic signals, drainage improvements, install signs and 
pavement markings, and resurface existing roadway.  
 

423446-9 SunRail Vehicle Storage and Light Maintenance Facility (VSLMF) Noise Wall 
• Contract E59A0 
• Project Start: September 2021  
• Estimated Completion: Fall 2022  
• Contractor is building a noise wall at the Vehicle Storage and Light Maintenance 

Facility (VSLMF) for the Central Florida Rail Corridor (CFRC) near Kissimmee, 
Florida along the Old Tampa Highway. 
 

437451-1 S.R. 530/U.S. 192 (West Vine Street) from east of Shingle Creek Regional Park to 
east of Hoagland Boulevard 

• Contract T5716 
• Project Start: October 2021  
• Project was completed on June 30, 2022. 

441036-1 & 439487-1 U.S. 441 (Kenansville Road) Resurfacing from Okeechobee County 
Line to S.R. 60 and S.R. 60 Widening from east of S.R. 15 (U.S. 441) to west of S.R. 91 
(Florida Turnpike) 

• Contract T5688   
• Project Start: July 2021 
• Project was completed on May 26, 2022. 

443958-1 & 444329-1 S.R. 400 (I-4) from Polk County line to west of S.R. 417  
• Contract T5728 
• Project Start: November 2021  
• Estimated Completion: Summer 2023  
• Contractor is milling and resurfacing, creating base work, shoulder treatment, drainage 

improvements, shoulder gutter, lighting, overhead sign structures, guardrail, bridge 
culvert widening, bridge rail retrofit, pavement removal, and signing and pavement 
marking. 
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444187-1 S.R. 400 (I-4) at C.R. 532 (Champions Gate Boulevard) DDI from Goodman Road 
to Kemp Road 

• Contract T5715 
• Project Start: July 2021  
• Estimated Completion: Fall 2022  
• Contractor is converting the existing diamond interchange to a diverging diamond 

interchange (DDI). This includes adding curb and gutter sections; and modifying 
stormwater ponds for the proposed roadway improvements. 

 
447139-1 Pile Jackets, Joint Replacement Bridge Nos 920151 (SB) & 920152 (NB) 
Carrying S.R. 600 (U.S. 17/92) over Shingle Creek 

• Contract E57A6 
• Project Start: March 2022  
• Estimated Completion: Summer 2022  
• Contractor is rehabilitating and repairing the piles and joints on the southbound and 

northbound bridges that cross Shingle Creek.  
 

 
SEMINOLE COUNTY 

 
Current Projects: 
 
415030-6 Oviedo Ultimate S.R. 426 / C.R. 419 from Pine Avenue to Avenue B 

• Contract: T5736 
• Contractor: Masci Construction 
• Project Cost: $18.2 million 
• Project Start: January 2022  
• Estimated Completion: Summer 2024 
• The Contractor is performing water main work, clearing, and grubbing. Lawton 

Avenue is currently closed throughout the summer for water main installation.  
 
441019-1 S.R. 419 from U.S. 17-92 to S.R. 434 

• Contract: T5720 
• Contractor: Southland Construction, Inc. 
• Project Cost: $4.5 million 
• Project Start: November 2021 
• Estimated Completion: Late Spring 2022 
• The Contractor is performing signalization, beginning storm drainage installation, and 

forming curbs, gutters, and sidewalks.  
 

436679-1, 436679-2, 436857-1 Resurfacing / Widening U.S. 17-92 from north of Lake Mary 
Boulevard to the north of Airport Boulevard, along with intersection improvements at 
Airport Boulevard 

• Contract: T5686 
• Contractor: Masci Construction 
• Project Cost: $10.4 Million 
• Project Start: March 2021  
• Estimated Completion: Summer 2022 
• The Contractor is performing pond construction and road widening construction. 

Paving will begin in a couple of weeks.  
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434931-1 S.R. 436 from Boston Avenue to Anchor Road Improvements 
• Contract: T5680 
• Contractor: Masci Construction 
• Project Cost: $5 Million 
• Project Start: May 2020  
• Estimated Completion: Summer 2022 
• The paving crew will begin installing structural asphalt at Ronald Reagan Boulevard. 

and Maitland Avenue.  
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January - May

Year
Fourth Highest 8-Hour Average 
(Displayed in Parts per Billion)

Date Year
Fourth Highest 8-Hour Average
(Displayed in Parts per Billion)

Date

2022 59 30-Mar 2022 59 2-Mar

2021 62 3-Apr 2021 62 22-Apr

2020 60 28-May 2020 60 23-Mar

2019 62 16-Mar 2019 72 10-May

61 65

60 60

Change (1) Change (5)

Year
Fourth Highest 8-Hour Average 
(Displayed in Parts per Billion)

Date Year
Fourth Highest 8-Hour Average
(Displayed in Parts per Billion)

Date

2022 64 30-Mar 2022 60 14-May

2021 60 3-May 2021 62 3-May

2020 62 28-May 2020 54 21-Mar

2019 65 17-Mar 2019 61 11-May

62 59

62 59

Change 0 Change 0

2022 Year-to-Date 3-Year Running Average:

Air Quality Monitoring: Ozone Attainment Status

As of June 1, 2022

(Displayed in Parts per Billion)
10-Year Historic Ozone Attainment Status 

Source: Florida Department of Enviromental Protection

Osceola Co. Fire Station - Four Corners (#C097-2002)

2021 3-Year Attainment Average:

2022 Year-to-Date 3-Year Running Average:

Skyview Drive (#L095-0010)

2021 3-Year Attainment Average:

2022 Year-to-Date 3-Year Running Average:

Seminole State College (#C117-1002)

2021 3-Year Attainment Average:

2022 Year-to-Date 3-Year Running Average:

Lake Isle Estates - Winter Park (#095-2002)

2021 3-Year Attainment Average:

50
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70
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85
90

Seminole State College

Osceola Co. Fire Station

Lake Isle Estates

Skyview Drive

Ozone Attainment Standard
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Air Quality Monitoring: Particulate Matter 2.5 Attainment Status

Year
Daily Average PM2.5 (micrograms 

per cubic meter)
Date

2022 16 1-Jan

2021 20 5-Feb

2020 22 15-Apr

2019 20 22-Jun

35

19

21

Year
Primary NO2  max one hour average 

(Parts per Billion)
Date

2022 28 4-Mar

2021 36 6-Apr

2020 34 10-Dec

2019 31 22-Mar

100

33

34

98th percentile, 3 year average - 2022

98th percentile, 3 year average - 2021

Source: Florida Department of Enviromental Protection

Air Quality Monitoring: Primary NO2 Attainment Status
As of June 1, 2022

Lake Isle Estates - Winter Park (#095-2002)

NO 2 max 1 hour average NAAQ Standard

98th percentile, 3 year average - 2021

As of June 1, 2022

PM 2.5 24 hour NAAQ Standard

98th percentile, 3 year average - 2022

Lake Isle Estates - Winter Park (#095-2002)
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100
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Primary NO2 Attainment Status
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Memorandum 
 
June 15, 2022 
 
To:  Community Advisory Committee 
 
From:  Mighk Wilson, Bicycle & Pedestrian Planner 
 
Subject: June 2022 Bicycle & Pedestrian Activity Update 
 
City of Kissimmee 

The City continues to work on installing Rectangular Rapid Flashing Beacons (RRFB’s) at 
intersections with safety concerns. Four RRFB’s will be installed at two intersections this 
summer. 

City of Casselberry 

The City has completed construction of the Quail Pond Circle Complete Street/Pedestrian 
Connectivity project, which features a new shared use path connecting N Sunset Drive to 
Lake Concord Park. The Queens Mirror Circle Pedestrian Safety Improvements project has 
also been completed, which features a new RRFB (rectangular rapid flashing beacon) and 
speed feedback signs. Recent data from the Best Foot Forward program at this location 
indicated a 90% driver yield rate after improvements were completed, compared to a 43% 
yield rate measured prior to installation of the improvements. The City has also installed a 
“pedestrian gateway”, a low cost crosswalk enhancement using in-street signs, across 
Crystal Bowl Circle at the Casselberry Elementary School entrance. 

Seminole County 

Lake Hayes Rd Sidewalks   
Limits: SR 434 to Riverdale Court 
Status: Majority of construction is complete. 
 
E Citrus St/Virginia/E Hillcrest/E Orange Sidewalks  
Limits: Varies 
Status: Majority of construction is complete. 
 
I-4 Overpass Cross Seminole Trail Connector Remediation 
Limits: Bridge segment 
Status: Remediation work ongoing. 
Celery/Mellonville Trail (Lake Monroe Loop) 
Limits: Sanford Riverwalk to SR 415  
Status: Design complete. ROW acquisition in process. 
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Hillview Dr Sidewalk 
Limits: SR 434 to east of Durango Way 
Status: Complete. 
 
EE Williamson Rd Trail Connector 
Limits: I-4 Bridge to CR 427/Ronald Reagan Blvd 
Status: Construction NTP issued March 2022. 
 
CR 419 at Snowhill Sidewalk    
Limits: Snowhill Rd to 7th Street 
Status: At 60% design plans. 
 
Oxford Rd Drainage & Sidewalk 
Limits: Derbyshire Road to East Blvd (sidewalk on west side only) 
Status: At 90% design plans. 
 
Old Lk Mary Rd Sidewalks  
Limits: Windtree Ct to W 25th Street 
Status: At 90% design plans. 
 
Orange Blvd/CR 431 Safety Improvements (includes Ped/Bike enhancements)  
Limits: SR 46 to Monroe Rd 
Status: Design and ROW acquisition in process. 
 
Cross Seminole Trail Connector Ramps at US 17-92  
Limits: CST at US 17-92 
Status: Coordination with FDOT underway. 
 
Wymore Rd Drainage, Bike & Ped Improvements 
Limits: Orange County line to Spring Valley Rd 
Status: Design Complete, Construction Bid advertised. 
 
Power Corridor Trail Study  
Limits: SR 434 to Cross Seminole Trail 
Status: Feasibility study complete, move to design next. 
 
Seminole Wekiva Trail Tunnels at SR 434 and SR 436 
Limits: SR 434 at Orange Blvd. SR 436 at Laurel St. 
Status: Design RFP issued May 2022 
 
Harmony Homes Subdivision Sidewalk 
Limits: Various streets within the neighborhood. 
Status: Construction RFP issued May 2022 
 
SR 434 Improvements to include Roundabouts and Bike/Ped/Trail improvements  
Limits: SR 417 to Franklin St. 
Status: At 60% design plans 
 
Sanlando Estates Sidewalks (Phase 1)  
Limits: Various streets in the neighborhood 
Status: Under construction 
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Goldie Manor Area Sidewalks  
Limits: Various streets in the neighborhood. 
Status: Under construction 
 
Longwood Hills Rd Sidewalks  
Limits: Heights Ln to Citrus Tree Ln. 
Status: At 90% design plans 
 
CR 426/Geneva Drive Sidewalks   
Limits: Lake Charm Dr to approximately 600 feet east 
Status: Project may not proceed. ROW issues 
 
Forest Lake Dr Sidewalk   
Limits: Academy Dr to SR 436. 
Status: At 60% design plans 
 
Howard Blvd Sidewalk  
Limits: Longwood Lake Mary Blvd to end of road (approx. 3,000 linear feet) 
Status: Construction RFP issued May 2022 
 
Oranole Road/Linneal Beach Sidewalks 
Limits: Orange County Line to Playa Way. 
Status: Public Involvement underway 
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 Study the corridor from north of 
SR 70 (Mile Post 152) to north of 
SR 60 (Mile Post 193), which is 
approximately 41 miles long and 
is located in St. Lucie, Indian 
River, Okeechobee and Osceola 
Counties
 Widening of Florida’s Turnpike
(SR 91) from four to six lanes 
will be evaluated
I mprove/modify the SR 60 
interchange at Yeehaw Junction 
will be evaluated
 Evaluate three new potential 
interchanges (locations are to be 
determined)

Project Need And Benefits

 Increases capacity
  Meets future travel demands
  Addresses roadway deficiencies

Project Description
Florida’s Turnpike (SR 91) from North of SR 70 (Okeechobee Road) to North of SR 60 (Yeehaw 
Junction) Study will analyze impacts to widening approximately 41 miles of Florida’s Turnpike. Florida’s 
Turnpike Enterprise identified the need to widen this portion of Florida’s Turnpike (SR 91) to add capacity 
that will accommodate future traffic volumes of freight and passenger vehicles linked to the projected 
growth in population and industry for the year 2045. The proposed project will provide improvements to 
Florida’s Turnpike (SR 91) evacuation route for Southeast Florida. The PD&E Study will evaluate the 
widening of Florida’s Turnpike (SR 91) from four to six lanes, evaluate improvements to the existing SR 
60 interchange, and evaluate three potential new interchange locations. 

Project Status
This PD&E Study is anticipated to be completed by Fall 2024. Design, Right of Way, and Construction 
phases are not currently funded but will be considered for funding upon a determination of a 
recommended alternative and the completion of the PD&E Study.

Fast Facts

Widen Florida’s Turnpike (SR 91) from North of SR 70 (Okeechobee 
Road) to North of SR 60 (Yeehaw Junction) (FPID 423374-2)

Blue Cypress

 Lake

Indian River County
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Osceola 
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Okeechobee 
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FPID: 423374-2

BEGIN STUDY
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July 2022 | Information is preliminary and subject to change. 
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STATEWIDE

278 STATEWIDE
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MEDIA 
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MEDIA IMPRESSIONS

2.6
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MILES
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FREE TRANSIT RIDESSAFETY ITEMS

DISTRIBUTED

30,000 12,000
SAFETY-RELATED
LITERATURE

SAVE THE DATE!
Mark your calendars for Mobility Week 2022 

from October 21 – 28, 2022.

Join communities around the state to promote safe and sustainable 
transportation choices. During Mobility Week, cities, counties, and 

transportation agencies host events and offer special promotions to 
encourage Floridians to try new transportation options.

Looking back at Mobility Week 2021

For news and updates, please visit MobilityWeekFL.com

To partner with FDOT, send an email to

Contact@MobilityWeekFL.com

101



 
 
 
 
 
July 12, 2022 
 
To:   Board and Committee Members 
 
From:   Gary Huttmann, Executive Director  
 
Subject:  Release of Smart Growth America’s Dangerous by Design 2022 Report 
 
Today, Smart Growth America released the latest edition of its Dangerous by Design report ranking the most 
dangerous metro areas in the nation for pedestrians. Here are highlights from the 2022 report: 
 

• Central Florida no longer tops this undesirable list of most dangerous metro areas for pedestrians – we are 
now #8. Overall, seven of the top 20 most dangerous metros are Florida cities. Florida has also improved on 
the list of states, now ranked at #2 (previously #1). 
 

• The 2022 version uses a new methodology, so a direct comparison to previous versions of the report is not 
possible. The new methodology measures pedestrian deaths per 100,000 residents over a five-year 
timeframe (2016-2020 compared with 2011-2015). The walking commute percentage and pedestrian 
danger index are no longer used. We welcome this change, as it provides a more apples-to-apples 
comparison to other regions and better characterizes areas like ours with few walking commutes. 
 

• The report notes that the situation for pedestrians is getting worse in nearly every metro across the nation, 
so a drop in rankings doesn’t necessarily mean good news. It just means other areas got worse more 
quickly. During the pandemic, while driving went down, fatalities went up nationally. Higher speeds, road 
design, and larger vehicles were noted as contributing factors in the increased pedestrian deaths.  
 

• From 2016-2020, Central Florida’s pedestrian fatality rate per 100,000 residents was 3.37, with a total of 
431 deaths. (Note: The report uses the urbanized area, which includes Orange, Osceola, Seminole and Lake 
counties.) The pedestrian fatality rate went down in 2020 during the pandemic. The 2021 data show we’re 
still on an overall downward trend from pre-pandemic rates in 2016-19. 

 
Central Florida’s change in ranking shows a slowing in the most dangerous pedestrian trends, and we view this as a 
direct result of the hard work and partnership in our region over the past decade. But there’s still a lot of work ahead 
of us. As my memo on this topic last year said, we’re committed to working on this issue with you until our region 
comes off this list and until no one dies walking on our roads. 
 
To that end, MetroPlan Orlando is pursuing a federal grant through USDOT’s Safe Streets and Roads for All program 
to help create a regional vision zero plan with specific local actions to move the needle on pedestrian safety – and 
we need your help. We’re asking as many local government and agency partners as possible to join us in this grant 
application. We’ve already been coordinating with technical staff to gauge initial interest. To our elected officials, I 
ask that you give your wholehearted support to your jurisdiction’s staff to join this grant pursuit. While some of this 
pedestrian safety work has already begun across the region, this initiative would advance the process significantly. 
 
We’ll continue to build support for pedestrian safety and to provide the facts, so that we can all work together to 
improve our region. Additional information about today’s report and our efforts is available on our website here: 

• Region Moves Ahead to Protect Pedestrians [News Post] 
https://metroplanorlando.org/transportation-news/region-moves-ahead-to-protect-pedestrians/  
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1
 is produced by applying the 1

1
.5

 percent increase for 2
0

2
1

 projected by the G
overnors 

H
ighw

ay Safety A
dm

inistration (G
H

SA
) to the federal FA

R
S data for 2

0
2

0
 used in this report.

Photo by Steve D
avis / Sm

art G
row

th A
m

erica

Pedestrian fatalities are up 6
2

 p
ercen

t 
since they began steadily rising in 2

0
0

9
 

follow
ing years of im

provem
ent.
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D
A

N
G

E
R

O
U

S B
Y

 D
E

SIG
N

 2
0

2
2

in
 d

ecad
es. 2 W

h
ile th

e o
fficial 2

0
2

1
 n

u
m

b
er 

fro
m

 th
e fed

eral d
ata set u

sed
 in

 th
is repo

rt 

is likely to
 d

iffer fro
m

 G
H

SA
’s prelim

in
ary 

estim
ates, w

e expect th
e in

crease fo
r 2

0
2

1
 

to
 b

e b
etw

een
 1

1
 an

d
 1

3
 percen

t h
igh

er th
an

 

th
e 6

,5
2

9
 d

eath
s reco

rd
ed

 in
 2

0
2

0
, a h

isto
ric 

ju
m

p.

O
u

r n
ew

 ap
p

ro
ach

 to
 assessin

g 
p

ed
estrian

 d
an

ger

T
h

e im
pact o

f th
e pan

d
em

ic o
n

 th
e d

ata 

typically u
sed

 in
 th

is repo
rt, co

u
pled

 w
ith

 

sign
ifican

tly h
igh

er fatality rates d
u

rin
g 

th
e pan

d
em

ic, req
u

ired
 a n

ew
 appro

ach
 to

 

assessin
g ped

estrian
 d

an
ger, w

h
ich

 also
 

allo
w

ed
 u

s to
 ad

d
ress th

e u
n

iq
u

e im
pacts o

f 

th
e pan

d
em

ic. O
n

e effect is th
at th

e ran
kin

gs 

in
 th

is ed
itio

n
 are n

o
t d

irectly co
m

parab
le to

 

previo
u

s ed
itio

n
s o

f D
an

gero
u

s by D
esign

. 

See section III for m
ore on how

 w
e changed our 

approach and the effect on the rankings. 

T
h

e pan
d

em
ic m

agn
ified

 w
h

at w
e’ve alw

ays 

kn
o

w
n

: O
u

r n
atio

n’s streets are d
an

gero
u

s 

by d
esign

, d
esign

ed
 prim

arily to
 m

ove cars 

q
u

ickly at th
e expen

se o
f keepin

g everyo
n

e 

safe. T
h

e resu
lt in

 2
0

2
0

 an
d

 2
0

2
1

 w
as a 

sign
ifican

t in
crease in

 all traffic fatalities, even
 

w
ith

 less d
rivin

g overall. 

2
0

2
0

’s reco
rd

 h
igh

 also
 m

arks an
 asto

n
ish

in
g 

6
2

 p
ercen

t in
crease sin

ce 2
0

0
9

, th
e year 

th
ese d

eath
s first started

 in
creasin

g after 

years o
f im

provem
en

t. In
 th

at tim
e perio

d
 

d
rivers stru

ck an
d

 killed
 a to

tal o
f 6

4
,0

7
3

 

peo
ple w

h
ile w

alkin
g. A

s w
ith

 past ed
itio

n
s, 

th
is repo

rt ran
ks th

e m
o

st d
ead

ly states an
d

 

m
etro

 areas, th
o

u
gh

 in
 a n

ew
 w

ay. See section 
IV

 for the state/m
etro rankings.

T
h

is p
ro

b
lem

 is gro
w

in
g even

 w
o

rse

W
h

ile D
an

gero
u

s by D
esign

 u
ses fed

eral 

d
ata th

at is co
m

plete o
n

ly th
ro

u
gh

 th
e en

d
 

o
f 2

0
2

0
, prelim

in
ary d

ata fo
r 2

0
2

1
 is jaw

-

d
ro

ppin
g. A

cco
rd

in
g to

 early estim
ates fro

m
 

th
e G

overn
o

rs H
ighw

ay Safety A
sso

ciatio
n

 

(G
H

SA
) released

 in
 M

ay 2
0

2
2

, 7
,4

8
5

 peo
ple 

w
alkin

g w
ere stru

ck an
d

 killed
 in

 2
0

2
1

, w
h

ich
 

w
o

u
ld

 b
e th

e h
igh

est n
u

m
b

er in
 4

0
 years 

an
d

 o
n

e o
f th

e b
iggest sin

gle-year ju
m

p
s 

“W
alkin

g” an
d

 in
clu

sive lan
gu

age
T

h
e d

ata in
 th

is repo
rt specifically 

exam
in

es o
n

ly th
e d

eath
s o

f peo
ple 

w
alkin

g an
d

 ten
d

s to
 u

se th
e sh

o
rth

an
d

 

o
f “ped

estrian
s” fo

r th
is reaso

n
. T

h
e 

fed
eral govern

m
en

t gro
u

ps peo
ple u

sin
g 

assisted
 m

o
b

ility d
evices in

 th
e sam

e 

catego
ry w

ith
 th

in
gs like skateb

o
ard

s, 

m
akin

g it ch
allen

gin
g to

 iso
late th

e 

im
pact o

n
 peo

ple w
ith

 d
isab

ilities. W
e 

ferven
tly b

elieve th
at m

akin
g o

u
r streets 

safer fo
r everyo

n
e ab

so
lu

tely m
ean

s fo
r 

peo
ple o

f all ages an
d

 ab
ilities, w

h
eth

er 

w
alkin

g, b
ikin

g, o
r u

sin
g assistive d

evices 

like w
h

eelch
airs o

r w
alkers. W

e co
n

tin
u

e 

to
 lo

o
k fo

r w
ays to

 b
etter in

co
rpo

rate 

d
ata th

at in
clu

d
es th

e d
an

ger th
at 

peo
ple w

ith
 d

isab
ilities face o

n
 o

u
r 

ro
ad

w
ays. A

cro
ss th

e b
o

ard
, b

etter 

d
ata are req

u
ired

 to
 assess th

e im
pact 

o
f cu

rren
t in

frastru
ctu

re. See our data 
recom

m
endations in section II.

Photo by Steve D
avis / Sm

art G
row

th A
m

erica
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D
A

N
G

E
R

O
U

S B
Y

 D
E

SIG
N

 2
0

2
2

W
h

en
 ro

ad
s are w

id
e an

d
 straigh

t, lan
es 

are w
id

e an
d

 plen
tifu

l, an
d

 in
tersectio

n
s are 

in
freq

u
en

t o
r n

o
n

-sign
alized

, peo
ple feel safe 

an
d

 co
m

fo
rtab

le d
rivin

g faster—
even

 w
h

en
 

th
e speed

 lim
it is lo

w
—

as th
e visu

als o
f U

n
io

n
 

A
ven

u
e in

 M
em

p
h

is, T
N

 illu
strate o

n
 th

e 

fo
llo

w
in

g tw
o

 pages.

H
igh

er sp
eed

s m
ake co

n
fl

ict h
ard

er to
 sp

o
t 

an
d

 avo
id

 an
d

 crash
es m

o
re d

ead
ly. T

h
e 

h
igh

er th
e speed

, th
e n

arro
w

er th
e d

river’s 

field
 o

f visio
n

, m
akin

g it h
ard

er to
 see an

d
 

an
ticipate po

ten
tial pro

b
lem

s b
y respo

n
d

in
g 

an
d

 slo
w

in
g d

o
w

n
 o

r sto
ppin

g th
e veh

icle. 

A
n

d
 th

e h
igh

er th
e speed

, any crash
es th

at 

d
o

 o
ccu

r are far m
o

re likely to
 lead

 to
 serio

u
s 

in
ju

ry o
r d

eath
. 

W
e sen

d
 d

rivers tw
o

 co
n

fl
ictin

g m
essages 

w
ith

 lo
w

 speed
 lim

its b
u

t d
esign

s th
at n

u
d

ge 

th
em

 to
w

ard
 h

igh
 speed

s. A
n

d
 th

en
, w

h
en

 

d
rivers fail an

d
 strike so

m
eo

n
e w

alkin
g o

r 

cro
ssin

g th
e street, w

e ru
sh

 to
 b

lam
e th

e 

d
river o

r perso
n

 w
alkin

g in
 spite o

f th
e fact 

th
at th

e tran
spo

rtatio
n

 agen
cy sh

o
u

ld
 b

e h
eld

 

respo
n

sib
le fo

r th
eir d

esign
 ch

o
ices.  

R
ead an insert from

 the N
ational A

ssociation of 
C

ity Transportation O
fficials (N

A
C

TO
) on page 

1
9

-2
1

 for m
ore on safer street designs.

H
o

w
 d

esign
 p

ro
d

u
ces d

an
ger

R
o

ad
w

ay d
esign

 h
as a stro

n
g im

p
act o

n
 

h
o

w
 p

eo
p

le d
rive, o

ften
 m

o
re in

fl
u

en
tial o

n
 

d
river b

eh
avio

r th
an

 th
e po

sted
 speed

 lim
it. 

W
h

ile speed
 lim

it sign
s m

ay o
n

ly b
e po

sted
 

every few
 b

lo
cks o

r m
iles, th

e ro
ad

’s d
esign

 is 

ever-presen
t, co

n
tin

u
ally provid

in
g gu

id
an

ce 

an
d

 visu
al cu

es. W
h

ile th
ere are m

yriad
 

facto
rs invo

lved
 in

 th
ese d

eath
s, o

u
r streets 

are d
an

gero
u

s by d
esign

, d
esign

ed
 to

 m
ove 

m
any cars q

u
ickly at th

e expen
se o

f safety fo
r 

everyo
n

e w
h

o
 u

ses th
em

.

H
o

w
 d

id
 th

is b
eco

m
e so

 co
m

m
o

n
p

lace? In
 

th
e 1

9
5

0
s, w

e started
 b

u
ild

in
g a system

 o
f 

separated
 h

ighw
ays to

 m
ove veh

icles q
u

ickly 

over lo
n

g d
istan

ces, rem
ovin

g in
tersectio

n
s 

an
d

 o
th

er po
in

ts o
f co

n
fl

ict, d
evelo

pm
en

t, 

an
d

 ped
estrian

s b
ecau

se speed
 w

as n
o

t 

co
m

patib
le w

ith
 th

e co
m

plexity o
f cities an

d
 

to
w

n
s. B

u
t so

m
ew

h
ere alo

n
g th

e w
ay, w

e 

started
 applyin

g th
is sam

e h
igh

-speed
 h

ighw
ay 

d
esign

 w
ith

in
 co

m
plex u

rb
an

 enviro
n

m
en

ts, 

w
h

ile keepin
g all o

f th
e co

n
fl

icts an
d

 

co
m

plexity in
 place, an

d
 th

e resu
lt h

as b
een

 

u
n

m
itigated

 carn
age.

W
A

TC
H

: V
isu

alizin
g safety vs sp

eed

Fo
r a rich

er, visu
al explan

atio
n

 o
f h

o
w

 

street d
esign

 im
pacts th

e speed
 o

f 

veh
icles an

d
 w

hy w
e h

ave to
 ch

o
o

se 

b
etw

een
 sp

eed
 o

r safety, d
o

 n
o

t m
iss 

th
is vid

eo
 fro

m
 Sm

art G
ro

w
th

 A
m

erica 

an
d

 th
e N

atio
n

al C
o

m
plete Streets 

C
o

alitio
n

 explain
in

g w
hy prio

ritizin
g 

b
o

th
 safety an

d
 keepin

g cars m
ovin

g 

q
u

ickly—
o

u
tsid

e o
f lim

ited
 access 

ro
ad

s like in
terstate an

d
 freew

ays—
is 

im
po

ssib
le.

sm
artgrow

tham
erica.org/safety-vs-speed
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N

 2
0

2
2

Typ
ical arterial ro

ad
w

ay d
esign

T
h

e d
esign

 o
f U

n
io

n
 A

ve., lo
cated

 in
 th

e 

h
eart o

f M
em

p
h

is, T
N

 is typ
ical o

f th
e 

m
o

st d
an

gero
u

s ro
ad

s fo
r peo

ple o
n

 

fo
o

t w
ith

in
 m

etro
 areas: 6

0
 p

ercen
t o

f all 

2
0

2
0

 d
eath

s o
ccu

rred
 o

n
 n

o
n

-in
terstate 

arterial h
igh

w
ays like th

is o
n

e. a (T
h

ey 

are m
o

st o
ften

 d
esign

ed
 an

d
 co

n
tro

lled
 

by th
e state D

O
T, rath

er th
an

 th
e city o

r 

lo
cality.) A

t righ
t are five w

ays th
at speed

 

is prio
ritized

 o
n

 U
n

io
n

 A
ve. at th

e expen
se 

o
f safety, an

d
 th

e co
n

trad
icto

ry m
essages 

sen
t to

 d
rivers: expect to see and yield to 

people outside of vehicles, an
d

 expect to 
travel fast all the tim

e. 

a 
P

ed
estrian

 Traffic F
atalities b

y State: 2
0

2
1

 
P

relim
in

ary D
ata. G

overn
o

rs H
ighw

ay Safety 
A

sso
ciatio

n
, 2

0
2

2
. w

w
w

.gh
sa.o

rg/reso
u

rces/
P

ed
estrian

s2
2

1

5

3

3

2 

2 2 

Even the signalized intersections on U
nion near 

here don’t alw
ays have crossw

alks on all sides.

D
esign

 can
 b

e m
o

re in
fl

u
en

tial o
n

 b
eh

avio
r th

an
 sp

eed
 lim

its. 

T
h

o
u

gh
 th

e lim
it ran

ges fro
m

 2
5

-3
5

 m
ph

, th
is ro

ad
 is d

esign
ed

 fo
r 

m
u

ch
 h

igh
er speed

s. It’s lo
n

g an
d

 straigh
t, w

ith
 clear sigh

t lin
es 

an
d

 five travel lan
es fo

r m
axim

u
m

 veh
icle th

ro
u

gh
pu

t, resu
ltin

g 

in
 h

igh
er speed

s. A
n

d
 th

o
u

gh
 th

e speed
 lim

it ch
an

ges, th
e d

esign
 

n
ever d

o
es. 

O
th

er streets regu
larly in

tersect U
n

io
n

, b
u

t lack cro
ssw

alks 

o
r sign

als, b
ecau

se keepin
g veh

icles fro
m

 sto
ppin

g (speed
) 

is prio
ritized

 ah
ead

 o
f provid

in
g freq

u
en

t cro
ssin

gs (safety). 

T
h

ere are also
 n

u
m

ero
u

s cu
rb

 cu
ts an

d
 d

rivew
ays, resu

ltin
g 

in
 d

o
zen

s o
f in

tersectio
n

s fo
r peo

ple w
alkin

g.

N
u

m
ero

u
s d

estin
atio

n
s m

ean
s th

at m
o

re p
eo

p
le w

ill b
e 

p
resen

t. T
h

ere are gro
cery sto

res, a co
llege, a h

igh
 sch

o
o

l, 

a h
o

spital, sh
o

ps an
d

 sto
res, an

d
 h

u
n

d
red

s o
f h

o
m

es an
d

 

h
igh

er d
en

sity apartm
en

t b
u

ild
in

gs. 

M
arked

, sign
alized

 cro
ssw

alks are lo
cated

 as m
u

ch
 as 

0
.4

 m
iles ap

art, po
ten

tially req
u

irin
g a 1

0
-m

in
u

te ro
u

n
d

 

trip to
 reach

 a d
estin

atio
n

 th
at’s d

irectly acro
ss th

e 

street. M
u

ltiple b
u

s sto
ps are also

 lo
cated

 in
 b

etw
een

 

th
ese d

istan
t sign

alized
 cro

ssw
alks. 

Sid
ew

alks exist, b
u

t as an
 afterth

o
u

gh
t. T

h
ey 

are n
arro

w
 w

ith
 n

u
m

ero
u

s cu
rb

 cu
ts fo

r tu
rn

s an
d

 

freq
u

en
t o

b
stru

ctio
n

s, an
d

 n
o

 b
u

ffer b
etw

een
 peo

ple 

w
alkin

g an
d

 veh
icles m

ovin
g at h

igh
 speed

s.

~
 0

.3
 

m
iles

(5
 m

in
 

w
alk)

12345

4

Photos by Forever R
eady Productions
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 2
0

2
2

A
ll fo

u
r gen

tly ro
u

n
d

ed
 co

rn
ers allo

w
 righ

t tu
rn

s 

at h
igh

 sp
eed

s, precisely w
h

en
 ped

estrian
s h

ave 

th
e righ

t-o
f-w

ay. Sh
arper tu

rn
s req

u
ire d

rivers to
 

slo
w

 d
o

w
n

 an
d

 tu
rn

 m
o

re slo
w

ly. In
 fact, a recen

t 

stu
d

y sh
o

w
s th

at a 3
0

-fo
o

t tu
rn

in
g rad

iu
s vs. a 1

0
-

fo
o

t rad
iu

s w
ill pro

b
ab

ly resu
lt in

 3
0

 percen
t m

o
re 

ped
estrian

 crash
es. a (See in

set at b
o

tto
m

 righ
t.)

T
h

ese sw
eep

in
g co

rn
ers—

w
h

ich
 exist fo

r sp
eed

 

rath
er th

an
 safety—

in
crease th

e d
istan

ce 

req
u

ired
 to

 cro
ss o

n
 fo

o
t, pu

ttin
g peo

ple in
 h

arm
’s 

w
ay fo

r m
o

re tim
e, o

r m
akin

g it im
po

ssib
le to

 cro
ss 

in
 tim

e fo
r th

e yo
u

n
g, o

ld
, o

r d
isab

led
.

E
xistin

g cro
ssw

alks are fad
ed

 o
r invisib

le. W
h

en
 

sign
alized

 in
tersectio

n
s are far apart, as th

ey are 

o
n

 U
n

io
n

, it’s even
 m

o
re vital th

at th
ey b

e h
igh

ly 

visib
le.

Sid
ew

alks also
 h

ave o
b

stru
ctio

n
s (u

tility p
o

les, 

b
oxes, etc.) an

d
 lack ru

b
b

erized
 o

r h
igh

-visib
ility 

m
arkin

gs to
 h

elp all peo
ple safely cro

ss. F
o

r peo
ple 

in
 w

h
eelch

airs o
r pu

sh
in

g stro
llers, sid

ew
alks w

ith
 

o
b

stru
ctio

n
s can

 fo
rce th

em
 in

to
 th

e street to
 pass.

a 
State Sm

art Tran
spo

rtatio
n

 In
stitu

te. “T
igh

t co
rn

ers save lives.” 
h

ttps://ssti.u
s/2

0
2

2
/0

6
/1

3
/tigh

t-co
rn

ers-save-lives/

12

2

3

3
4

4

M
o

st fatalities o
n

 U
n

io
n

 A
ven

u
e o

ccu
r at 

in
tersectio

n
s

1

Photo by Forever R
eady Productions
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N

 2
0

2
2

T
h

e p
an

d
em

ic exacerb
ated

 existin
g d

isp
arities

A
lth

o
u

gh
 everyo

n
e is affected

 by d
an

gero
u

s street d
esign

 in
 so

m
e w

ay, 

n
o

t everyo
n

e sh
ares th

is b
u

rd
en

 eq
u

ally. D
espite o

th
er ch

an
ges, th

e 

pan
d

em
ic perpetu

ated
 existin

g d
isparities in

 w
h

o
 is b

ein
g killed

: B
lack 

an
d

 N
ative A

m
erican

s. O
ld

er ad
u

lts an
d

 peo
ple w

alkin
g in

 lo
w

-in
co

m
e 

n
eigh

b
o

rh
o

o
d

s w
ere also

 stru
ck an

d
 killed

 at m
u

ch
 h

igh
er rates th

an
 

o
th

er po
pu

latio
n

s in
 2

0
2

0
, as w

ith
 past years. 

T
h

e co
n

d
itio

n
s peo

ple face w
h

en
 th

ey w
an

t to
 w

alk o
r b

ike—
w

h
eth

er to
 

w
o

rk o
r fo

r recreatio
n

—
are n

o
t th

e sam
e fo

r all A
m

erican
s. Lo

w
-in

co
m

e 

co
m

m
u

n
ities are sign

ifican
tly less likely to

 h
ave access to

 parks an
d

 o
th

er 

o
ppo

rtu
n

ities fo
r safe recreatio

n
al w

alkin
g an

d
 are less likely to

 h
ave 

sid
ew

alks, m
arked

 cro
ssw

alks, an
d

 street d
esign

 to
 su

ppo
rt safer, slo

w
er 

speed
s. 3

,4 Lo
w

er-in
co

m
e n

eigh
b

o
rh

o
o

d
s are also

 m
u

ch
 m

o
re likely to

 

co
n

tain
 m

ajo
r arterial ro

ad
s b

u
ilt fo

r h
igh

 speed
s an

d
 h

igh
er traffic 

vo
lu

m
es at in

tersectio
n

s, exacerb
atin

g d
an

gero
u

s co
n

d
itio

n
s fo

r peo
ple 

w
alkin

g. 5 R
ead m

ore about the inequality of this deadly epidem
ic in section V. 

T
h

e p
an

d
em

ic h
ad

 p
ro

fo
u

n
d

 im
p

acts o
n

 travel b
eh

avio
r th

at 
are likely h

ere to
 stay

O
n

e o
f th

e m
o

st n
o

ticeab
le ch

an
ges d

u
rin

g th
e pan

d
em

ic’s o
n

set w
as th

e 

d
ecrease in

 veh
icle traffic acro

ss A
m

erica’s cities. In
 m

any co
m

m
u

n
ities, 

th
e air b

ecam
e clean

er an
d

 q
u

ieter, an
d

 m
any cities tem

po
rarily retu

rn
ed

 

space to
 ped

estrian
s an

d
 cyclists. Yet m

any places saw
 a sign

ifican
t spike 

in
 d

eath
s, even

 as d
rivin

g d
ro

pped
 precipito

u
sly. T

h
is d

ro
p in

 d
rivin

g 

likely co
n

trib
u

ted
. 6 

Photos by Steve D
avis / Sm

art G
row

th A
m

erica
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Seeing driving go dow
n w

hile deaths w
ent up should call 

into question the long-held belief that traffic fatalities are 
inextricably linked to the am

ount of driving.

O
verall in

 2
0

2
0

, all traffi
c fatalities w

ere u
p

 6
.8

 p
ercen

t (in
clu

d
in

g 

ped
estrian

s, d
rivers, an

d
 o

th
ers u

sin
g o

u
r streets). T

h
is in

crease is even
 

m
o

re n
o

tab
le in

 ligh
t o

f th
e sign

ifican
t d

ro
p in

 d
rivin

g. 7 O
u

r traffic d
eath

s 

per m
ile driven in

creased
 by 2

1
 percen

t co
m

pared
 to

 th
e 2

0
1

9
 rate, 

reach
in

g th
e h

igh
est d

eath
 rate per m

ile d
riven

 sin
ce 2

0
0

7
.

Seein
g d

rivin
g go

 d
o

w
n

 an
d

 d
eath

s go
 u

p sh
o

u
ld

 call in
to

 q
u

estio
n

 th
e 

lo
n

g-h
eld

 co
nven

tio
n

al w
isd

o
m

 am
o

n
g po

licym
akers an

d
 tran

spo
rtatio

n
 

pro
fessio

n
als th

at traffic fatalities are in
extricab

ly lin
ked

 to
 th

e am
o

u
n

t 

o
f d

rivin
g, w

h
ich

 is o
n

e o
f th

e reaso
n

s th
e G

H
SA

 an
d

 o
th

ers h
ave 

trad
itio

n
ally repo

rted
 fatalities per m

ile d
riven

. B
u

t d
u

rin
g th

e large 

d
ecrease in

 d
rivin

g d
u

rin
g C

O
V

ID
, co

n
gestio

n
 evapo

rated
, speed

s 

in
creased

 d
ram

atically, an
d

 m
o

re peo
ple w

ere killed
. 

It w
as in

cred
ib

ly iro
n

ic: C
o

n
gestio

n
, so

m
eth

in
g tran

sp
o

rtatio
n

 

agen
cies sp

en
d

 b
illio

n
s to

 elim
in

ate, seem
s to

 h
ave b

een
 slo

w
in

g 

traffi
c an

d
 red

u
cin

g d
ead

ly crash
es. 8 A

cco
rd

in
g to

 recen
t stu

d
ies, th

ere 

w
as a sign

ifican
t in

crease in
 speed

in
g an

d
 even

 reckless d
rivin

g d
u

rin
g 

th
e pan

d
em

ic, co
n

trib
u

tin
g to

 th
e severity o

f crash
es an

d
 th

e n
u

m
b

er o
f 

lives lo
st o

n
 o

u
r ro

ad
s d

u
rin

g 2
0

2
0

. 9 

T
h

e U
S is an

 o
u

tlier w
h

en
 it co

m
es to

 th
ese tren

d
s. It’s also

 w
o

rth
 

n
o

tin
g th

at, alth
o

u
gh

 d
rivin

g w
en

t d
o

w
n

 alm
o

st everyw
h

ere aro
u

n
d

 th
e 

w
o

rld
 d

u
rin

g th
e pan

d
em

ic, th
e U

S w
as o

n
e o

f th
e o

n
ly co

u
n

tries in
 th

e 

d
evelo

ped
 w

o
rld

 th
at saw

 an
 in

crease in
 th

e d
eath

s o
f peo

ple w
alkin

g 

w
h

en
 th

at d
ip in

 d
rivin

g o
ccu

rred
. M

o
st peer co

u
n

tries h
ave seen

 

co
n

tin
u

o
u

s drops in
 fatality rates over th

e past th
ree d

ecad
es. H

o
w

ever, 

th
e U

S h
as h

ad
 m

u
ch

 h
igh

er fatality rates and th
e n

u
m

b
er o

f d
eath

s h
as 

in
creased

 sin
ce 2

0
0

9
. 1

0
,1

1 

A
 stu

d
y fro

m
 th

e In
tern

atio
n

al Tran
spo

rt Fo
ru

m
 fo

u
n

d
 th

at th
e U

S 

w
as o

n
e o

f th
e o

n
ly th

ree o
f th

eir 6
3

 m
em

b
er co

u
n

tries th
at saw

 an
 

in
crease in

 fatalities d
u

rin
g th

e pan
d

em
ic. 1

2 T
h

e o
th

er tw
o

, Irelan
d

 

an
d

 Sw
itzerlan

d
, saw

 sm
aller in

creases an
d

 started
 fro

m
 a m

u
ch

 lo
w

er 

b
aselin

e.

M
o

re p
eo

p
le w

alked
 m

o
re in

 2
0

2
0

, b
u

t th
at d

id
n’t lead

 to
 

m
o

re d
eath

s in
 all m

etro
 areas

W
h

ile so
m

e m
etro

 areas d
id

 get m
argin

ally less d
ead

ly in
 2

0
2

0
, 

p
ed

estrian
 d

eath
s in

creased
 o

verall in
 6

7
 o

f th
e 1

0
0

 largest m
etro

 

areas an
d

 3
3

 states w
h

en
 co

m
pared

 to
 th

e fo
u

r years prio
r to

 th
e 

pan
d

em
ic. T

h
ere are m

any lesso
n

s th
at w

e can
 d

raw
 fro

m
 b

o
th

 gro
u

ps. 

T
h

e pan
d

em
ic u

n
leash

ed
 sign

ifican
t u

n
tapped

 d
em

an
d

 fo
r m

o
re w

alkin
g 

in
 n

early every co
m

m
u

n
ity acro

ss th
e co

u
n

try. N
ew

, first-tim
e an

alysis in
 

th
is year’s repo

rt u
sin

g in
fo

rm
atio

n
 fro

m
 a co

m
pany called

 StreetLigh
t 

D
ata—

b
ased

 o
n

 an
o

nym
ized

 in
fo

rm
atio

n
 fro

m
 cell ph

o
n

es an
d

 m
o

b
ile 

d
evices—

sh
o

w
s th

at w
alkin

g trips (fo
r all pu

rpo
ses) in

creased
 d

u
rin

g 

th
e pan

d
em

ic in
 every state an

d
 m

etro
 area w

e an
alyzed

, regard
less o

f 

clim
ate o

r geo
graphy.
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Photos by Steve D
avis / Sm

art G
row

th A
m

erica

B
u

t fo
r th

e m
o

st part, th
e m

etro
 areas th

at w
ere o

n
 average alread

y 

m
o

re d
ead

ly an
d

 w
h

ere a lo
w

er sh
are o

f peo
ple w

alked
 to

 w
o

rk b
efo

re 

th
e pan

d
em

ic are th
e o

n
es w

h
ere d

eath
 rates in

creased
 th

e m
o

st. 

W
alkin

g trips also
 in

creased
 th

e m
o

st in
 th

ese m
etro

 areas, in
d

icatin
g 

sign
ifican

t u
n

tapped
 d

em
an

d
 fo

r m
o

re w
alkin

g in
 th

ese places. O
ver in

 

th
e m

etro
 areas th

at w
ere less d

ead
ly b

efo
re th

e pan
d

em
ic—

also
 w

h
ere 

h
igh

er sh
ares o

f peo
ple w

ere w
alkin

g to
 w

o
rk o

n
 average—

d
eath

 rates 

d
ecreased

 o
r o

n
ly in

creased
 sligh

tly d
u

rin
g th

e pan
d

em
ic o

n
 average, 

even
 w

ith
 th

e in
crease in

 w
alkin

g. 

T
h

is u
n

d
ersco

res th
e fact th

at th
ese traged

ies are preven
tab

le. M
o

re 

w
alkin

g d
o

es n
o

t h
ave to

 eq
u

al m
o

re d
eath

s, if streets are d
esign

ed
 w

ith
 

safety as th
e to

p prio
rity. R

ead Section V
I for m

ore about how
 w

e used 
StreetLight D

ata to analyze changes in w
alking and the im

pact on m
etro 

areas.

W
h

at are w
e w

aitin
g fo

r?

To
o

 m
any agen

cies an
d

 d
ecisio

n
 m

akers w
ith

 a h
an

d
 in

 b
u

ild
in

g o
u

r 

tran
spo

rtatio
n

 system
 h

ave b
een

 asleep at th
e sw

itch
, b

elievin
g (o

r ju
st 

h
o

pin
g) th

at safety w
ill im

prove w
h

ile o
n

ly m
akin

g in
crem

en
tal ch

an
ges 

to
 a d

ead
ly statu

s q
u

o
. T

h
e resu

lt w
ill co

n
tin

u
e to

 b
e ever-in

creasin
g 

an
d

 reco
rd

 d
eath

s o
f peo

ple w
alkin

g an
d

 ro
llin

g, an
d

 w
e’ll co

n
tin

u
e in

 

th
is “G

ro
u

n
d

h
o

g D
ay” lo

o
p u

n
til th

o
se w

ith
 th

e po
w

er to
 d

o
 so

 take an
 

active ro
le in

 m
akin

g safety fo
r all peo

ple th
e to

p prio
rity o

f every d
o

llar 

spen
t. To

 d
o

 so
, th

ey w
ill h

ave to
 u

nw
in

d
 th

e d
eeply em

b
ed

d
ed

, invisib
le 

yet po
w

erfu
l em

ph
asis o

n
 speed

, w
h

ich
 is co

m
pletely in

co
m

patib
le w

ith
 

safety.
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Traffic en
gin

eers d
o

 n
o

t sh
are yo

u
r valu

es
B

y C
harles M

arohn, Founder, Strong Tow
ns

W
h

en
 A

m
erican

 en
gin

eers d
esign

 streets, th
ey start th

e pro
cess u

sin
g 

th
e valu

es o
f th

e en
gin

eerin
g pro

fessio
n

.

T
h

e en
gin

eer d
o

esn’t sto
p to

 co
n

sid
er th

at th
eir valu

es m
igh

t b
e 

q
u

estio
n

ed
 by o

th
ers, th

at th
eir co

re valu
es m

igh
t, in

 fact, b
e rejected

 

by m
o

st o
f so

ciety. It d
o

esn’t cro
ss th

eir m
in

d
s—

n
o

t b
ecau

se th
ey are 

im
m

o
ral—

b
u

t b
ecau

se th
ey d

o
n’t reco

gn
ize th

eir valu
es as valu

es.

Fo
r th

e en
gin

eer, it’s ju
st th

e w
ay th

in
gs are d

o
n

e. It’s stan
d

ard
 practice.

W
h

en
 an

 en
gin

eer sits d
o

w
n

 to
 d

esign
 a street, th

ey b
egin

 th
e pro

cess 

w
ith

 th
e d

esign
 speed

. I’ve b
een

 in
 co

u
n

tless m
eetin

gs w
h

ere en
gin

eers 

presen
ted

 d
esign

 plan
s an

d
 even

 prelim
in

ary stu
d

ies fo
r a street pro

ject. 

N
ever, an

d
 I m

ean
 n

ever, w
as any elected

 o
fficial o

r any m
em

b
er o

f th
e 

pu
b

lic asked
 to

 w
eigh

 in
 o

n
 th

e d
esign

 speed
.

N
ever o

n
ce d

id
 I h

ear o
n

e o
f m

y fello
w

 pro
fessio

n
al en

gin
eers say, “So

, 

w
h

at are yo
u

 tryin
g to

 acco
m

plish
 w

ith
 th

is street in
 term

s o
f speed

?”

N
o

. T
h

e d
esign

 speed
 is so

lely th
e pu

rview
 o

f th
e en

gin
eerin

g 

pro
fessio

n
al. W

hy? 

C
h

o
o

sin
g a d

esign
 speed

 is, b
y its n

atu
re, an

 applicatio
n

 o
f co

re valu
es. 

W
h

en
 w

e pick a speed
, w

e are selectin
g am

o
n

g d
ifferen

t, co
m

petin
g 

prio
rities. Is it m

o
re im

po
rtan

t th
at peak traffic m

ove q
u

ickly o
r is it m

o
re 

im
po

rtan
t to

 m
axim

ize th
e d

evelo
pm

en
t po

ten
tial o

f th
e street? D

o
 w

e 

co
m

pro
m

ise th
e safety o

f peo
ple cro

ssin
g o

n
 fo

o
t to

 o
b

tain
 a h

igh
er 

au
to

m
o

b
ile speed

, o
r d

o
 w

e red
u

ce speed
s in

 o
rd

er to
 im

prove safety fo
r 

peo
ple o

u
tsid

e o
f a veh

icle?

T
h

ese are po
licy d

ecisio
n

s. Sh
o

u
ld

n’t pu
b

lic o
fficials b

e given
 th

e b
ro

ad
 

ran
ge o

f o
ptio

n
s an

d
 b

e allo
w

ed
 to

 w
eigh

 th
em

 again
st each

 o
th

er?

O
f co

u
rse th

ey sh
o

u
ld

! So
, w

hy aren’t th
ey?

M
any o

f m
y en

gin
eerin

g co
lleagu

es w
ill reply th

at th
ey, th

e en
gin

eers 

w
h

o
 d

esign
 streets, d

o
n’t co

n
tro

l th
e speed

 at w
h

ich
 peo

ple d
rive an

d
 

th
at speed

in
g is an

 en
fo

rcem
en

t issu
e. Su

ch
 an

 assertio
n

 sh
o

u
ld

 b
e 

pro
fessio

n
al m

alpractice. It selectively d
en

ies b
o

th
 w

h
at en

gin
eers 

kn
o

w
 an

d
 h

o
w

 th
ey act o

n
 th

at kn
o

w
led

ge. Fo
r exam

ple, pro
fessio

n
al 

en
gin

eers u
n

d
erstan

d
 h

o
w

 to
 d

esign
 fo

r h
igh

 speed
s. W

h
en

 b
u

ild
in

g 

a h
igh

-speed
 ro

ad
w

ay, th
e en

gin
eer w

ill d
esign

 w
id

er lan
es, m

o
re 

sw
eepin

g cu
rves, w

id
er recovery areas an

d
 b

ro
ad

er clear zo
n

es th
an

 

th
ey w

ill o
n

 lo
w

er-speed
 ro

ad
w

ays. T
h

ere is a clear d
esign

 o
b

jective 
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(h
igh

 speed
) an

d
 a pro

fessio
n

al u
n

d
erstan

d
in

g 

o
f h

o
w

 to
 ach

ieve it safely.

T
h

ere is rarely any ackn
o

w
led

gem
en

t o
f 

th
e o

ppo
site, h

o
w

ever: th
at slo

w
 traffi

c 

sp
eed

s can
 b

e o
b

tain
ed

 by n
arro

w
in

g 

lan
es, creatin

g tigh
ter cu

rves, an
d

 red
u

cin
g 

o
r elim

in
atin

g clear zo
n

es. H
igh

 speed
s 

are a d
esign

 issu
e, b

u
t lo

w
 speed

s are an
 

en
fo

rcem
en

t issu
e. T

h
at’s in

co
h

eren
t.

T
h

e o
th

er pu
sh

b
ack o

ften
 given

 by 

pro
fessio

n
al en

gin
eers fo

r w
hy th

ey, an
d

 n
o

t 

pu
b

lic o
fficials, sh

o
u

ld
 set th

e d
esign

 speed
 

is th
at n

o
n

-pro
fessio

n
als are n

o
t q

u
alified

 to
 

d
o

 so
. In

 2
0

1
6

, I w
ro

te “Engineers Should N
ot 

D
esign Streets,” an

 article fo
r w

h
ich

 m
any o

f 

m
y fello

w
 pro

fessio
n

als accu
sed

 m
e o

f b
ein

g 

gratu
ito

u
sly provo

cative. I w
as n

o
t.

T
h

e d
esign

 o
f streets b

egin
s w

ith
 th

e 

estab
lish

m
en

t o
f prio

rities. It b
egin

s w
ith

 

an
 applicatio

n
 o

f co
re valu

es. E
n

gin
eers 

gen
erally lack th

e b
ackgro

u
n

d
, train

in
g, 

an
d

 u
n

d
erstan

d
in

g to
 m

ake su
ch

 a co
m

plex 

d
ecisio

n
. In

d
eed

, I th
in

k en
gin

eers h
ave 

b
eco

m
e u

n
iq

u
ely u

n
q

u
alified

 to
 d

o
 so

.

Fo
r lo

cal streets, settin
g th

e d
esign

 speed
 

is so
m

eth
in

g th
at sh

o
u

ld
 b

e d
o

n
e o

n
ly b

y 

po
licym

akers an
d

 o
n

ly after a b
ro

ad
 an

d
 d

eep 

d
ialo

gu
e w

ith
 th

e co
m

m
u

n
ity ab

o
u

t valu
es an

d
 

prio
rities. T

h
is is n

o
t a d

ecisio
n

 to
 b

e m
ad

e 

th
ro

u
gh

 th
e m

yo
pic prism

 o
f o

n
e pro

fessio
n

al 

silo
. It is to

o
 im

po
rtan

t fo
r th

at.

 If yo
u

 are an
 elected

 o
ffi

cial, d
em

an
d

 

th
at yo

u
 an

d
 yo

u
r elected

 co
lleagu

es set 

th
e d

esign
 sp

eed
 o

n
 yo

u
r streets. N

o
t th

e 

en
fo

rcem
en

t speed
 (th

at is o
ften

 set b
y state 

law
 an

d
 can

 b
e d

ifficu
lt to

 get a w
aiver fo

r) 

b
u

t th
e speed

 at w
h

ich
 8

5
 percen

t o
f traffic 

w
ill n

atu
rally fl

o
w

 at o
r b

elo
w

. Yo
u

 h
ave th

is 

po
w

er. E
xercise it.

If yo
u

 are an
 en

gin
eerin

g p
ro

fessio
n

al, 

reco
gn

ize th
at estab

lish
in

g th
e d

esign
 speed

 

fo
r a particu

lar street is so
m

eth
in

g yo
u

 h
ave 

an
 o

b
ligatio

n
 to

 d
iscu

ss w
ith

, at a m
in

im
u

m
, 

th
e elected

 o
fficials in

 th
e co

m
m

u
n

ity. 

Yo
u

 m
u

st give th
em

 o
ptio

n
s an

d
 in

fo
rm

 th
em

 

o
f th

e fu
ll ran

ge o
f altern

atives an
d

 trad
eo

ffs. 

H
u

m
b

le yo
u

rself to
 serve th

eir prio
rities 

an
d

 resist th
e tem

ptatio
n

 to
 b

u
lly th

em
 in

to
 

fo
llo

w
in

g yo
u

rs.

If yo
u

 are a m
em

b
er o

f th
e p

u
b

lic co
n

cern
ed

 

ab
o

u
t th

e h
ealth

 an
d

 safety o
f yo

u
r 

co
m

m
u

n
ity, d

em
an

d
 th

at th
e d

esign
 speed

 o
f 

yo
u

r streets b
e part o

f th
e co

nversatio
n

. Yo
u

 

h
ave all th

e expertise yo
u

 n
eed

 to
 b

e part o
f a 

d
ialo

gu
e ab

o
u

t co
re valu

es. A
n

d
 yo

u
 h

ave th
e 

righ
t; d

o
n’t let anyo

n
e take it fro

m
 yo

u
.

Settin
g th

ese prio
rities—

im
po

sin
g a set 

o
f valu

es—
sh

o
u

ld
 n

o
t b

e th
e en

gin
eer’s 

respo
n

sib
ility. It sh

o
u

ld
 b

e th
e respo

n
sib

ility o
f 

th
e en

tire co
m

m
u

n
ity.

(Strong Tow
ns adapted this supplem

ent from
 an 

essay in the book C
onfessions of a R

ecovering 
Engineer, by C

harles M
arohn. Learn m

ore at 
StrongTow

ns.org)
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II. A
ddressing the 

problem
: W

hat can 
be done?

Photo courtesy of 
 Scott C

raw
ford

Im
p

rovin
g safety isn’t a m

ystery, b
u

t 
in

ertia is h
ard

 to
 overco

m
e

W
e kn

o
w

 m
any o

f th
e facto

rs respo
n

sib
le 

fo
r th

ese d
eath

s, b
u

t w
e ch

o
o

se to
 co

n
tin

u
e 

d
esign

in
g an

d
 o

peratin
g streets th

at prio
ritize 

th
e speed

y m
ovem

en
t o

f veh
icles at th

e expen
se 

o
f safety fo

r all peo
ple w

h
o

 u
se o

u
r streets. It’s 

im
po

ssib
le to

 prio
ritize b

o
th

 safety an
d

 keepin
g 

cars m
ovin

g q
u

ickly o
u

tsid
e o

f lim
ited

 access 

ro
ad

s like in
terstate an

d
 freew

ays. O
n

 every 

o
th

er street in
 m

ixed
-u

se enviro
n

m
en

ts w
h

ere 

th
ere are tu

rn
s, cu

rb
 cu

ts, an
d

 peo
ple w

alkin
g, 

b
ikin

g, o
r o

th
erw

ise gettin
g aro

u
n

d
 o

u
tsid

e 

o
f a car, safety an

d
 speed

 are fu
n

d
am

en
tally 

in
co

m
patib

le go
als. W

e h
ave a ch

o
ice to

 m
ake, 

an
d

 u
n

fo
rtu

n
ately fo

r m
o

re th
an

 5
5

,0
0

0
 

A
m

erican
s w

h
o

 w
ere killed

 w
h

ile w
alkin

g over 

th
e last ten

 years, th
eir safety h

as n
o

t b
een

 th
e 

to
p prio

rity.

C
h

an
gin

g th
ese d

epressin
g o

u
tco

m
es req

u
ires a 

tran
spo

rtatio
n

 parad
igm

 sh
ift w

ith
in

 n
early every 

aspect o
f o

u
r cu

rren
t appro

ach
 to

 d
esign

in
g, 

b
u

ild
in

g, an
d

 o
peratin

g o
u

r streets an
d

 ro
ad

s, an
 

appro
ach

 th
at is d

eeply em
b

ed
d

ed
 in

 o
u

r po
licies, 

practices, stan
d

ard
s, m

an
u

als, an
d

 pro
fessio

n
al 

cu
ltu

res. F
u

n
d

am
en

tal co
m

po
n

en
ts o

f accepted
 

street d
esign

 actively pu
t peo

ple at risk an
d

 

in
crease th

e likelih
o

o
d

 th
at peo

ple w
alkin

g an
d

 

m
ovin

g actively u
sin

g assistive d
evices su

ch
 as 

w
h

eelch
airs, w

alkers, sigh
t can

es, pro
sth

etics, 

an
d

 sco
o

ters w
ill co

n
tin

u
e to

 pay th
e—

o
ften

 

d
ead

ly—
price. T

h
ese practices also

 can
 set 

d
rivers u

p to
 fail by m

akin
g m

istakes m
o

re 

co
m

m
o

n
 an

d
 th

e co
n

seq
u

en
ces m

o
re d

ead
ly, 

even
 w

h
en

 fo
llo

w
in

g th
e ru

les.

U
n

like last year, th
ere h

as sin
ce b

een
 a 

m
assive n

ew
 in

fu
sio

n
 o

f fed
eral tran

spo
rtatio

n
 

spen
d

in
g th

ro
u

gh
 2

0
2

1
’s in

frastru
ctu

re law
, 

th
e In

frastru
ctu

re Investm
en

t an
d

 Jo
b

s A
ct 

(IIJA
). 1

3 T
h

is n
ew

 law
 h

as b
een

 to
u

ted
 as a w

ay 

to
 im

prove safety, b
u

t it m
erely allo

w
s m

o
re 

spen
d

in
g o

n
 safety. T

h
is cu

ts b
o

th
 w

ays, as th
is 

fl
exib

ility also
 allo

w
s less spen

d
in

g o
n

 safety, at 

th
e d

iscretio
n

 o
f state an

d
 lo

cal lead
ers. 

T
h

e fo
llo

w
in

g p
ages in

clu
d

e a w
id

e ran
ge o

f 

reco
m

m
en

d
atio

n
s, fro

m
 ad

d
ressin

g th
e d

an
gers 

o
f veh

icles th
at are gettin

g larger an
d

 h
eavier, 

to
 th

e m
easu

res an
d

 m
o

d
els th

at lead
 states to

 

b
u

ild
 u

n
safe streets in

 th
e first place, span

n
in

g 

n
atio

n
al actio

n
s U

SD
O

T
 sh

o
u

ld
 take, all th

e w
ay 

d
o

w
n

 to
 practical steps th

at cities, to
w

n
s, an

d
 

resid
en

ts can
 take to

 m
ake safety th

e to
p go

al.
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DATA

FEDERAL & CONGRESS

W
e can’t p

ro
p

erly evalu
ate safety w

ith
o

u
t b

etter, m
o

re 

co
m

p
reh

en
sive an

d
 tim

ely d
ata.

T
h

e o
n

ly n
atio

n
al d

ataset o
n

 traffic fatalities, th
e F

atality 

A
n

alysis R
epo

rtin
g System

 (FA
R

S), h
as n

u
m

ero
u

s lim
itatio

n
s. 

F
irst, th

e 1
0

-1
6

 m
o

n
th

 lag in
 d

ata m
akes it im

po
ssib

le to
 

evalu
ate cu

rren
t o

r even
 very recen

t co
n

d
itio

n
s. In

 a typical year, 

FA
R

S d
ata fo

r th
e previo

u
s year is released

 so
m

etim
e in

 th
e fall 

o
f th

e fo
llo

w
in

g year. T
h

is year, 2
0

2
0

 d
ata to

o
k u

n
til A

pril o
f 

2
0

2
2

 to
 b

e released
. Seco

n
d

, FA
R

S d
ata also

 fails to
 pro

perly 

acco
u

n
t fo

r fatalities invo
lvin

g peo
ple w

ith
 d

isab
ilities. W

h
ile th

e 

N
atio

n
al H

ighw
ay Traffic Safety A

d
m

in
istratio

n
 recen

tly m
ad

e 

so
m

e im
provem

en
ts h

ere, w
h

eelch
air an

d
 sco

o
ter u

sers are still 

in
appro

priately gro
u

ped
 w

ith
 ro

ad
 u

sers like skateb
o

ard
ers an

d
 

ro
ller skaters. It’s in

cred
ib

ly h
ard

 to
 evalu

ate safety w
ith

 d
ata 

th
at are n

ever cu
rren

t an
d

 w
h

ich
 fail to

 captu
re th

e fu
ll pictu

re 

o
f w

h
o

 is h
arm

ed
, w

h
ere, an

d
 h

o
w

. Lo
cal crash

 repo
rtin

g th
at 

feed
s in

to
 FA

R
S h

as m
ajo

r issu
es to

o
, su

ch
 as a sign

ifican
t sh

are 

o
f fatalities w

ith
o

u
t race o

r eth
n

icity reco
rd

ed
, m

akin
g it d

ifficu
lt 

to
 evalu

ate d
isparities w

ith
 w

h
o

 is at greatest risk.

T
h

e p
an

d
em

ic also
 sh

o
w

ed
 th

at w
e n

eed
 b

etter d
ata o

n
 

w
alkin

g trip
s overall.

Tran
spo

rtatio
n

 agen
cies fo

cu
s alm

o
st exclu

sively o
n

 trips to
 

w
o

rk. B
u

t th
e w

o
rk trip is a sm

all m
in

o
rity o

f trips—
even

 m
o

re 

so
 sin

ce C
O

V
ID

-1
9

. C
o

llectin
g co

m
preh

en
sive d

ata o
n

 w
alkin

g 

(sim
ilar to

 d
ata fro

m
 StreetLigh

t D
ata w

e tap in
 th

is repo
rt) 

w
o

u
ld

 h
elp u

s m
easu

re th
e exten

t to
 w

h
ich

 ped
estrian

s are 

expo
sed

 to
 traffic d

an
ger. W

e can’t say w
e care ab

o
u

t a gro
u

p o
f 

travelers th
at aren’t co

u
n

ted
.

Fed
eral agen

cies m
u

st lead
 an

d
 u

se every to
o

l at th
eir 

d
isp

o
sal to

 im
p

rove safety an
d

 rem
ove b

arriers to
 safety—

esp
ecially th

o
se fo

r w
h

ich
 th

ey are resp
o

n
sib

le.

First, U
SD

O
T

 sh
o

u
ld

 ad
o

pt th
e po

sitio
n

 th
at safety an

d
 speed

 

are in
co

m
patib

le go
als in

 cities, to
w

n
s, villages an

d
 anyw

h
ere 

w
ith

 m
any co

n
fl

ict po
in

ts an
d

 vu
ln

erab
le u

sers; an
d

 th
ey m

u
st 

sto
p allo

w
in

g tran
spo

rtatio
n

 agen
cies to

 claim
 safety b

en
efits 

fro
m

 co
n

gestio
n

 red
u

ctio
n

 pro
jects b

ecau
se h

igh
er speed

s 

o
n

 su
rface streets lead

 to
 m

o
re crash

es an
d

 m
o

re d
eath

s. N
o

r 

sh
o

u
ld

 U
SD

O
T

 u
se its “valu

e o
f tim

e” gu
id

an
ce to

 allo
w

 h
igh

er 

veh
icle speed

s to
 b

e cred
ited

 as travel tim
e savin

gs, especially 

w
h

ile failin
g to

 q
u

an
tify th

e n
egative im

pacts o
n

 safety o
r 

in
creased

 tim
e co

m
m

u
tin

g fo
r th

o
se travelin

g o
u

tsid
e o

f a 

veh
icle.

Second, N
H

T
SA

 m
ad

e pro
gress by fin

ally in
clu

d
in

g ped
estrian

 

safety in
 th

eir N
ew

 C
ar A

ssessm
en

t P
ro

gram
 pro

po
sed

 ru
le. 

H
o

w
ever, ad

d
itio

n
al im

provem
en

ts sh
o

u
ld

 b
e m

ad
e to

 en
su

re 

th
at veh

icle d
esign

 d
o

es n
o

t im
ped

e d
irect visio

n
 o

f peo
ple in

 

fro
n

t o
f th

e car an
d

 in
co

rpo
rate ped

estrian
 su

rvivab
ility in

to
 th

e 

ratin
gs. 

Third, F
H

W
A

 sh
o

u
ld

 u
pd

ate d
esign

 stan
d

ard
s, like th

o
se in

 th
e 

M
an

u
al o

n
 U

n
ifo

rm
 Traffic C

o
n

tro
l D

evices (M
U

TC
D

), to
 sto

p 

prio
ritizin

g veh
icle speed

 over safety. A
lso

, F
H

W
A

 can
 release 

stro
n

ger clarifyin
g en

fo
rcem

en
t o

n
 fed

eral ru
les like th

o
se o

n
 

th
e pro

tectio
n

 o
f n

o
n

m
o

to
rized

 tran
spo

rtatio
n

 traffic (2
3

 U
SC

 

1
0

9
(m

)). 
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C
o

n
gress sh

o
u

ld
 fu

lly fu
n

d
 all p

ro
gram

s in
ten

d
ed

 fo
r co

m
b

atin
g 

th
e risin

g rates o
f p

ed
estrian

 fatalities.

T
h

e H
ealthy Streets P

ro
gram

 an
d

 th
e A

ctive Tran
spo

rtatio
n

 

In
frastru

ctu
re Investm

en
t P

ro
gram

 w
ere created

 by th
e IIJA

 fo
r 

pro
tectin

g ped
estrian

s, b
u

t th
ese gran

t pro
gram

s h
ave so

 far 

rem
ain

ed
 u

n
fu

n
d

ed
 by C

o
n

gressio
n

al appro
priato

rs, so
 lo

calities 

can
n

o
t take ad

van
tage o

f th
em

. C
o

n
gress sh

o
u

ld
 h

ave m
ad

e safety, 

an
d

 n
o

t state fl
exib

ility, th
e prio

rity in
 th

e IIJA
. U

n
til th

ey revisit th
e 

tran
spo

rtatio
n

 pro
gram

, th
ey sh

o
u

ld
 at th

e very least fu
lly

fu
n

d
 th

ese pro
gram

s an
d

 o
th

ers like R
A

ISE
 th

at su
ppo

rt safety 

im
provem

en
ts. If C

o
n

gress tru
ly cares ab

o
u

t safety, th
ey w

ill n
o

t 

w
ait five m

o
re years u

n
til th

e n
ext tran

spo
rtatio

n
 au

th
o

rizatio
n

is d
u

e to
 m

ake ch
an

ges to
 th

e fed
eral tran

spo
rtatio

n
 pro

gram
 as

a w
h

o
le to

 en
su

re th
ere is n

o
 fl

exib
ility to

 u
n

d
ercu

t o
r u

n
d

erfu
n

d
 

clearly n
eed

ed
 safety im

provem
en

ts. 

In
 ad

d
itio

n
, C

o
n

gress sh
o

u
ld

 en
ab

le stro
n

ger fed
eral actio

n
 

by d
irectin

g U
SD

O
T

 an
d

 F
H

W
A

 to
 release stro

n
ger ru

les an
d

 

gu
id

an
ce o

n
 p

ro
tectin

g vu
ln

erab
le ro

ad
 u

sers.

FEDERAL & CONGRESS
U

SD
O

T
 sh

o
u

ld
 steer m

o
re fu

n
d

in
g to

w
ard

 im
p

ro
vin

g safety, an
d

 

p
rovid

e tran
sp

aren
t rep

o
rtin

g o
n

 state sp
en

d
in

g. 

U
SD

O
T

 m
u

st prio
ritize safety w

ith
 th

e $
2

0
0

 b
illio

n
 in

 d
iscretio

n
ary 

co
m

petitive gran
ts th

at th
ey co

n
tro

l fro
m

 th
e th

e In
frastru

ctu
re 

Investm
en

t an
d

 Jo
b

s A
ct (IIJA

). A
n

d
 th

en
 U

SD
O

T
 sh

o
u

ld
 steer 

th
e fu

n
d

in
g th

at go
es o

u
t to

 states an
d

 m
etro

po
litan

 plan
n

in
g 

o
rgan

izatio
n

s to
 safety to

o
. T

h
ey co

u
ld

 d
o

 th
is by m

o
n

ito
rin

g an
d

 

repo
rtin

g o
n

 h
o

w
 m

u
ch

 state fu
n

d
in

g is spen
t o

n
 im

provin
g safety 

fo
r vu

ln
erab

le u
sers. A

n
d

 w
h

en
 states go

 th
ro

u
gh

 th
e req

u
ired

 

pro
cess o

f settin
g an

n
u

al targets fo
r im

provin
g safety, U

SD
O

T
 

sh
o

u
ld

 u
se th

eir b
u

lly pu
lpit to

 praise th
e states th

at are settin
g 

stro
n

g targets an
d

 m
eetin

g th
em

, an
d

 th
ey sh

o
u

ld
 po

in
t o

u
t th

e 

states th
at are takin

g fed
eral taxpayers’ m

o
n

ey an
d

 settin
g targets 

fo
r m

o
re peo

ple to
 d

ie. Lastly, to
 m

ake su
re th

e lo
cal pro

jects fu
n

d
ed

 

by n
ew

 pro
gram

s—
like th

e C
o

m
plete Streets set-asid

e w
ith

in
 th

e 

M
etro

po
litan

 P
lan

n
in

g P
ro

gram
—

co
n

trib
u

te to
 red

u
cin

g ped
estrian

 

fatalities, F
H

W
A

 sh
o

u
ld

 in
clu

d
e th

e b
est practices o

f a C
o

m
plete 

Streets appro
ach

, in
clu

d
in

g h
o

w
 to

 b
u

ild
 eq

u
ity, im

plem
en

tatio
n

, an
d

 

o
th

er key ten
ets in

to
 th

eir plan
s.
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States m
u

st u
se th

e en
o

rm
o

u
s freed

o
m

 an
d

 fl
exib

ility o
f fed

eral 

h
igh

w
ay fu

n
d

s to
 p

rio
ritize safety.

State D
O

Ts ten
d

 to
 fu

n
d

 safety pro
jects w

ith
 sm

all, safety-specific 

pro
gram

s w
h

ile spen
d

in
g th

eir rem
ain

in
g b

illio
n

s o
f fed

eral h
ighw

ay 

d
o

llars o
n

 ro
ad

w
ay pro

jects th
at in

crease veh
icle speed

 an
d

 

u
n

d
erm

in
e th

eir safety-fo
cu

sed
 spen

d
in

g. T
h

is is co
u

n
terpro

d
u

ctive. 

Safety is n
o

t an
 ad

d
-o

n
 featu

re o
r o

n
ly th

e pu
rview

 o
f o

th
er sm

aller 

pro
gram

s. A
 real co

m
m

itm
en

t to
 safety over speed

 m
ean

s u
sin

g 

every availab
le d

o
llar to

 fu
n

d
 safety pro

jects like traffic calm
in

g, 

slo
w

er ro
ad

 d
esign

, an
d

 ped
estrian

 in
frastru

ctu
re. It d

o
es n

o
t m

ean
 

ju
st tackin

g ped
estrian

 facilities o
n

to
 o

th
erw

ise d
an

gero
u

s h
igh

-

speed
 ro

ad
s. T

h
e fl

exib
ility given

 to
 states m

ean
s th

e respo
n

sib
ility 

fo
r safety im

provem
en

ts an
d

 th
e acco

u
n

tab
ility fo

r th
e safety 

perfo
rm

an
ce o

f th
eir tran

spo
rtatio

n
 system

 falls to
 th

em
.

States m
u

st m
ake safety th

e to
p

 p
rio

rity go
vern

in
g all street 

d
esign

 d
ecisio

n
s.

In
stead

 o
f prio

ritizin
g m

ovin
g veh

icles faster in
 a o

n
e-size-fits-all 

appro
ach

 to
 n

early every type o
f ro

ad
, states sh

o
u

ld
 prio

ritize safe 

access to
 d

estin
atio

n
s fo

r peo
ple w

alkin
g o

n
 streets in

 d
evelo

ped
 

areas, w
h

eth
er b

ig u
rb

an
 areas o

r ru
ral villages. T

h
is m

ean
s th

e 

d
efau

lt appro
ach

 sh
o

u
ld

 b
e b

u
ild

in
g go

o
d

, pro
tected

 sid
ew

alks 

an
d

 path
s, an

d
 slo

w
in

g traffic d
o

w
n

 to
 speed

s th
at are appro

priate 

fo
r th

e in
h

eren
tly fren

etic enviro
n

m
en

t in
 b

u
sy co

rrid
o

rs. (A
n

d
 

prio
ritizin

g th
ro

u
gh

pu
t o

n
ly o

n
 lim

ited
 access o

r separated
 

h
ighw

ays.) It also
 m

ean
s w

o
rkin

g w
ith

 lo
cal lan

d
-u

se au
th

o
rities to

 

b
etter co

n
n

ect co
m

m
u

n
ities an

d
 sh

o
rten

 th
e d

istan
ces b

etw
een

 

key d
estin

atio
n

s. W
ith

 w
alkin

g trip rates in
creasin

g, th
e pan

d
em

ic 

u
n

covered
 a m

assive u
n

m
et d

em
an

d
 fo

r w
alkin

g fo
r all pu

rpo
ses, 

in
clu

d
in

g tran
spo

rtatio
n

. M
any states n

eed
 to

 ch
an

ge th
eir m

in
d

set 

to
 treat w

alkin
g an

d
 b

ikin
g as im

po
rtan

t m
o

d
es fo

r everyd
ay 

tran
spo

rtatio
n

, n
o

t m
erely leisu

re activities.

STATES
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D
A

N
G

E
R

O
U

S B
Y

 D
E

SIG
N

 2
0

2
2

C
ities an

d
 to

w
n

s can
 lead

 th
e w

ay o
n

 p
rio

ritizin
g safety, an

d
 th

ey 

sh
o

u
ld

 p
ressu

re th
eir states to

 fo
llo

w
 su

it.

First, O
n

e n
o

tab
le ch

an
ge in

 th
e 2

0
2

1
 in

frastru
ctu

re law
: C

ities 

are n
o

w
 free to

 d
epart fro

m
 th

e M
U

TC
D

’s speed
-fo

cu
sed

 d
esign

 

gu
id

elin
es an

d
 u

se safer street d
esign

 gu
id

elin
es fro

m
 th

e N
atio

n
al 

A
sso

ciatio
n

 o
f C

ity Tran
spo

rtatio
n

 O
fficials (N

A
C

TO
) w

h
en

 u
sin

g 

fed
eral m

o
n

ey, even
 w

h
en

 states pro
h

ib
it it th

ro
u

gh
 th

eir o
w

n
 

d
esign

 regu
latio

n
s. T

h
e A

m
erican

 A
sso

ciatio
n

 o
f State H

igh
w

ay an
d

 

Tran
spo

rtatio
n

 O
fficials (A

A
SH

TO
) also

 provid
es n

ew
er gu

id
an

ce o
n

 

street d
esign

s fo
r b

icyclists an
d

 ped
estrian

s, w
h

ich
 can

 b
e u

sed
 b

y 

cities o
r states. 

Second, cities sh
o

u
ld

 ad
o

pt an
d

 im
plem

en
t th

eir o
w

n
 C

o
m

plete 

Streets po
licies an

d
 N

A
C

TO
 d

esign
 gu

id
an

ce to
 prio

ritize th
e safety 

o
f all ro

ad
 u

sers an
d

 set safe speed
 lim

its o
n

 th
eir ro

ad
w

ays. Safety 

investm
en

ts sh
o

u
ld

 b
e targeted

 in
 th

e m
o

st d
ead

ly places—
fo

r 

in
stan

ce, lo
w

-in
co

m
e n

eigh
b

o
rh

o
o

d
s an

d
 co

m
m

u
n

ities o
f co

lo
r—

w
h

ere peo
ple are m

o
re likely to

 b
e stru

ck an
d

 killed
. 

Finally, lo
cal an

d
 regio

n
al agen

cies m
u

st co
n

sid
er th

e im
pacts o

f lan
d

 

u
se o

n
 ped

estrian
 safety, n

am
ely th

e req
u

irem
en

ts th
at h

o
m

es b
e 

placed
 far fro

m
 jo

b
s, gro

ceries, retail, b
an

ks an
d

 o
th

er essen
tials. 

Lan
d

 u
se an

d
 zo

n
in

g ru
les sh

o
u

ld
 prio

ritize d
evelo

pm
en

t pattern
s 

th
at m

ake it po
ssib

le fo
r m

o
re peo

ple to
 live clo

ser to
 essen

tial 

go
o

d
s an

d
 services.

CITIES AND LOCALITIES

Photo by Forever R
eady Productions
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H
o

w
 to

 red
esign

 yo
u

r city’s m
o

st 
d

an
gero

u
s streets to

 save th
e m

o
st lives 

B
y A

lex Engel and K
ate Fillin-Yeh, N

ational 
A

ssociation of C
ity Transportation O

fficials

F
ar to

o
 m

any peo
ple w

alkin
g, b

ikin
g, an

d
 

w
aitin

g fo
r th

e b
u

s d
ie o

n
 N

o
rth

 A
m

erica’s 

streets. T
h

ey d
o

n’t h
ave to

. P
roven

 to
o

ls—

fro
m

 safer speed
 lim

it settin
g to

 safer street 

d
esign

s—
h

ave proven
 to

 save lives, an
d

 can
 

q
u

ickly stem
 A

m
erica’s traffic safety crisis. 

H
ere’s h

o
w

.

(1
) A

n
alyze w

h
ere th

e w
o

rst streets are an
d

 

w
h

o
 n

eed
s to

 b
e in

 th
e ro

o
m

 fo
r ch

an
ge.

W
h

ile n
early every street in

 th
e U

.S. co
u

ld
 

b
e d

esign
ed

 to
 b

e safer, by far th
e m

o
st 

d
an

gero
u

s streets are th
e b

ig, fast, w
id

e 

streets d
esign

ed
 fo

r cars to
 ru

n
 at expressw

ay 

speed
s th

ro
u

gh
 b

u
sy cities an

d
 to

w
n

s. 

Tran
spo

rtatio
n

 en
gin

eers call th
ese streets 

“arterials,” b
u

t th
ese car-fo

cu
sed

 streets are 

also
 w

h
ere peo

ple live, w
o

rk, go
 to

 sch
o

o
l an

d
 

sh
o

p. 

In
 u

rb
an

 areas, arterials m
ake u

p
 1

5
%

 o
f 

all ro
ad

s b
u

t are w
h

ere a w
h

o
p

p
in

g 6
7

%
 o

f 

p
ed

estrian
 d

eath
s o

ccu
r. 

T
h

ese streets are d
ispro

po
rtio

n
ately in

 

lo
w

er-in
co

m
e co

m
m

u
n

ities o
f co

lo
r, an

d
 are 

also
 d

ispro
po

rtio
n

ately o
w

n
ed

 b
y states. 

In
 fact, over h

alf o
f traffic fatalities in

 u
rb

an
 

areas o
ccu

r o
n

 state-o
w

n
ed

 ro
ad

s, m
ean

in
g 

th
at cities an

d
 states m

u
st w

o
rk to

geth
er 

(so
m

etim
es w

ith
 an

 assist b
y ad

vo
cates) to

 

stem
 th

is d
ead

ly crisis. 

H
igh C

rash N
etw

ork M
ap, from

 H
oboken, N

J’s V
ision 

Z
ero A

ction Plan. The city of 6
0

,0
0

0
 has not had a 

traffic death in m
ore than four years.

B
y startin

g w
ith

 th
e sim

ple step o
f an

alyzin
g 

w
h

ere th
e m

o
st d

an
gero

u
s streets in

 a city 

are (an
d

 overlayin
g it w

ith
 an

alysis th
at 

fatality n
u

m
b

ers by th
em

selves m
ay m

iss, 

like access to
 d

estin
atio

n
s an

d
 racial eq

u
ity 

m
etrics), practitio

n
ers an

d
 po

licym
akers 

gain
 tw

o
 valu

ab
le to

o
ls. F

irst, a read
y-m

ad
e 

prio
ritizatio

n
 list o

f w
h

ere to
 save th

e m
o

st 

lives an
d

 im
prove eq

u
itab

le o
u

tco
m

es an
d

, 

seco
n

d
, d

ata-b
ased

 evid
en

ce th
at can

 b
e 

presen
ted

 to
 d

ecisio
n

-m
akers to

 o
u

tlin
e th

e 

case fo
r red

irectin
g reso

u
rces w

h
ere th

ey are 

m
o

st n
eed

ed
. 

(2
) R

eset sp
eed

 lim
its to

 b
e co

m
p

atib
le w

ith
 

h
u

m
an

 life. 

Speed
 is th

e prim
ary facto

r d
eterm

in
in

g 

w
h

eth
er so

m
eo

n
e w

ill live o
r d

ie in
 a traffic 

crash
. Yet, m

o
st speed

 lim
its in

 th
e U

n
ited

 

States are set u
sin

g an
 oversim

plified
 an

d
 

o
u

td
ated

 m
eth

o
d

: trackin
g 1

0
0

 d
rivers go

in
g 

as fast as th
ey w

an
t (w

ith
o

u
t traffic) an

d
 

settin
g th

e speed
 lim

it at th
e 1

5
th

-fastest 

d
river. 
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T
h

is d
eeply fl

aw
ed

 appro
ach

 rew
ard

s th
e 

fastest d
rivers w

ith
 in

creasin
gly-h

igh
 speed

 

lim
its in

co
m

patib
le w

ith
 safety fo

r everyo
n

e 

else (in
clu

d
in

g o
th

er d
rivers). A

n
d

 b
ecau

se 

w
e b

u
ild

 ro
ad

s to
 su

ppo
rt speed

s ab
ove th

e 

po
sted

 speed
 lim

it, th
ere w

ill alw
ays b

e a 

su
b

stan
tial n

u
m

b
er o

f d
rivers travelin

g ab
ove 

th
e alread

y-to
o

-h
igh

 speed
 lim

it, escalatin
g 

speed
s fu

rth
er.

M
o

d
ern

 appro
ach

es, like N
A

C
TO

’s peer-

review
ed

 C
ity Lim

its, o
ffer a co

n
textu

al, 

h
o

listic appro
ach

 to
 speed

 lim
it settin

g u
sin

g 

m
u

ltiple m
eth

o
d

s. C
ity Lim

its provid
es a 

fram
ew

o
rk fo

r h
o

listically settin
g safe speed

 

lim
its in

 u
rb

an
 areas, in

 co
n

trast to
 co

m
m

o
n

 

(3
) U

se p
roven

 street d
esign

s th
at save lives 

an
d

 m
ake p

laces m
o

re vib
ran

t. 

A
s cities acro

ss th
e w

o
rld

 h
ave fo

u
n

d
, th

ere is 

a ro
b

u
st, proven

 to
o

lb
ox o

f d
esign

 appro
ach

es 

th
at th

ey can
 u

se to
 m

ake streets safer. T
h

ese 

in
clu

d
e: n

arro
w

in
g traffic lan

es an
d

 tu
rn

 rad
ii, 

ad
d

in
g cu

rb
 exten

sio
n

s, safety islan
d

s, an
d

 

h
igh

-visib
ility cro

ssw
alks, en

su
rin

g sid
ew

alks 

an
d

 b
ike n

etw
o

rks are ro
b

u
st, co

n
n

ected
, 

an
d

 accessib
le. In

 m
o

st places, th
ese safety 

en
h

an
cem

en
ts pro

d
u

ce alm
o

st im
m

ed
iate 

resu
lts—

cities see sign
ifican

t d
ro

ps in
 fatalities 

an
d

 in
ju

ries in
 th

e places w
h

ere th
ey h

ave 

red
esign

ed
 th

e street.

A
n

o
th

er street d
esign

 strategy th
at im

proves 

safety in
clu

d
es prio

ritizin
g tran

sit—
th

e 

safest travel m
o

d
e—

w
ith

 d
ed

icated
 space fo

r 

b
u

ses, safe places to
 w

alk to
 th

e b
u

s sto
p, an

d
 

co
m

fo
rtab

le places to
 w

ait fo
r th

e b
u

s. 

D
esign

 gu
id

es like th
e N

A
C

TO
 U

rban Street 
D

esign G
uide an

d
 th

e O
hio D

epartm
ent of 

Transportation’s M
ultim

odal D
esign G

uide 
o

ffer safety-fo
cu

sed
 altern

atives to
 th

e 

o
u

td
ated

 d
esign

 gu
id

es th
at still u

se h
igh

w
ay 

en
gin

eerin
g prin

ciples fo
r streets sh

ared
 w

ith
 

all u
sers. 

yet o
u

td
ated

 appro
ach

es th
at resu

lt in
 u

n
safe 

streets. P
ractitio

n
ers can

 reset speed
 lim

its 

u
sin

g eith
er reco

m
m

en
d

ed
 d

efau
lt speed

 

lim
its o

n
 m

any streets, o
r set co

rrid
o

r speed
 

lim
its o

n
 d

an
gero

u
s h

igh
-prio

rity streets 

th
ro

u
gh

 a safe speed
 stu

d
y. 

Safer speed
 lim

its, even
 in

 th
e ab

sen
ce o

f 

o
th

er in
terven

tio
n

s, can
 im

prove safety. 

H
o

w
ever, safer speed

 lim
its o

pen
 u

p an
 

even
 m

o
re po

w
erfu

l to
o

l: street d
esign

. In
 

m
any places, o

ptio
n

s fo
r h

o
w

 a street can
 b

e 

co
n

figu
red

 are lim
ited

 by th
e po

sted
 speed

 

lim
it o

f th
at street. Settin

g a safer speed
 lim

it 

is th
e first step to

 a safer street d
esign

. 

Exam
ples of speed lim

its set using conflict density and activity analyses, from
 N

A
C

TO
 C

ity Lim
its. A

n increasing num
ber 

of cities nationw
ide are tossing the 8

5
th percentile and instead using m

odern approaches to speed lim
it setting. 
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(4
) D

o
cu

m
en

t resu
lts, iterate, an

d
 sh

are th
em

 o
u

t.  

T
h

e co
u

n
try’s streets w

ill n
o

t b
e red

esign
ed

 all at o
n

ce. W
h

ile th
e m

o
st 

d
an

gero
u

s streets sh
o

u
ld

 b
e prio

ritized
, ro

u
tin

e m
ain

ten
an

ce—
repairin

g 

o
r repavin

g a street—
provid

es an
 o

ppo
rtu

n
ity to

 evalu
ate an

d
 im

prove 

th
e d

esign
 o

f th
e street u

n
d

er repair, stretch
in

g lim
ited

 co
n

stru
ctio

n
 

b
u

d
gets. 

D
o

cu
m

en
tin

g th
e co

n
d

itio
n

s o
n

 a street, in
clu

d
in

g b
efo

re-an
d

-after 

ph
o

to
s, traffic speed

s, th
e n

u
m

b
er o

f peo
ple w

alkin
g an

d
 b

ikin
g o

n
 a 

street, tran
sit rid

ersh
ip, crash

es, severe in
ju

ries, an
d

 fatalities (especially 

w
h

en
 co

m
pared

 to
 cityw

id
e o

r statew
id

e tren
d

s), can
 b

u
ild

 th
e case to

 

en
gin

eers, resid
en

ts, an
d

 o
fficials alike fo

r d
esign

 in
terven

tio
n

s th
at m

ake 

streets calm
er, safer, an

d
 m

o
re pleasan

t places to
 b

e. 

T
h

ese evalu
atio

n
s can

 also
 b

e u
sed

 to
 iterate an

d
 im

prove o
n

 a street’s 

d
esign

s. Streets are alw
ays evo

lvin
g to

 so
m

e d
egree. Su

ccessfu
l street 

red
esign

s o
ften

 attract m
o

re peo
ple w

alkin
g, b

ikin
g, an

d
 takin

g tran
sit. 

R
evisitin

g street red
esign

s h
elps acco

m
m

o
d

ate th
ese n

ew
 u

sers, an
d

 

m
ake previo

u
sly-in

h
o

spitab
le enviro

n
m

en
ts even

 safer an
d

 m
o

re vib
ran

t.

•
 

N
A

C
TO

 C
ity Lim

its G
uide: h

ttps://n
acto

.o
rg/safespeed

s/

•
 

N
A

C
TO

 U
rban Street D

esign G
uide h

ttps://n
acto

.o
rg/pu

b
licatio

n
/

u
rb

an
-street-d

esign
-gu

id
e/

•
 

O
hio D

epartm
ent of Transportation M

ultim
odal D

esign G
uide: w

w
w

.

tran
spo

rtatio
n

.o
h

io
.gov/w

o
rkin

g/en
gin

eerin
g/ro

ad
w

ay/m
an

u
als-

stan
d

ard
s/m

u
ltim

o
d

al
W

here the D
O

T has 
m

ade changes, fatalities 
are dow

n 34%
. 

M
anhattan

First and Second A
venues 

Bus Lane
D

edicate lane for buses

Lane D
esignation

C
larify w

ho belongs w
here;

U
se appropriate lane w

idths: 
10

 feet w
ide in urban areas, 

w
ith 11-foot lanes (one per 

direction) on bus and 
truck routes

C
rossw

alks
Add crossw

alks w
here

pedestrians w
ant to cross  

Parking Protected /
Buffered Bicyclist Lane
Provide greater 
separation betw

een users
reducing conflict  

BEFO
RE

A
FTER

Pedestrian Safety 
Islands Shorten the 
crossing distance

Traff
ic Signals

Synchronize traffic signals 
to slow

er, safer speeds to 
discourage speeding

At left, an exam
ple of a street redesign; photos courtesy of N

YC
 D

O
T.

123

https://nacto.org/safespeeds/
https://nacto.org/publication/urban-street-design-guide/
https://nacto.org/publication/urban-street-design-guide/
https://www.transportation.ohio.gov/working/engineering/roadway/manuals-standards/multimodal
https://www.transportation.ohio.gov/working/engineering/roadway/manuals-standards/multimodal
https://www.transportation.ohio.gov/working/engineering/roadway/manuals-standards/multimodal
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 2
0

2
2

u
pd

ates w
ill allo

w
 u

s to
 b

etter exam
in

e th
e 

d
an

gers an
d

 d
eath

s th
at o

ccu
r o

n
 o

u
r streets in

 

ligh
t o

f th
e perm

an
en

t tran
sfo

rm
atio

n
s b

ro
u

gh
t 

by C
O

V
ID

-1
9

.

P
revio

u
sly, w

e co
m

pared
 th

e relative d
an

ger o
f 

states an
d

 m
etro

 areas u
sin

g th
e P

ed
estrian

 

D
an

ger In
d

ex (P
D

I), an
 eq

u
atio

n
 th

at takes in
to

 

acco
u

n
t d

eath
s per po

pu
latio

n
 an

d
 w

alkin
g rates 

d
erived

 fro
m

 U
.S C

en
su

s d
ata o

n
 th

e sh
are o

f 

peo
ple w

alkin
g to

 w
o

rk. T
h

is in
d

ex allo
w

ed
 u

s 

to
 co

m
pare places th

at h
ave a h

igh
er n

u
m

b
er 

o
f fatalities b

ecau
se o

f th
e large po

pu
latio

n
 an

d
 

h
u

ge n
u

m
b

er o
f w

alkin
g trips—

like N
ew

 Y
o

rk 

C
ity—

w
ith

 m
etro

 areas th
at h

ave few
er fatalities 

o
r peo

ple b
u

t a far greater expo
su

re to
 d

an
ger 

per w
alkin

g trip—
like Jackso

n
, M

S. B
u

t th
e 

d
ram

atic ch
an

ges in
 co

m
m

u
tin

g b
ro

u
gh

t b
y th

e 

pan
d

em
ic n

ecessitated
 a sh

ift aw
ay fro

m
 th

is 

d
ata.

U
p u

n
til th

e pan
d

em
ic sh

u
t th

in
gs d

o
w

n
 in

 M
arch

 

2
0

2
0

, th
e sh

are o
f peo

ple w
alkin

g to
 w

o
rk 

w
as a go

o
d

, if lim
ited

, proxy fo
r th

e am
o

u
n

t o
f 

overall w
alkin

g in
 a regio

n
 o

r state. W
ith

 a h
u

ge 

sh
are o

f w
o

rk trips evapo
ratin

g an
d

 co
m

m
u

tin
g 

pattern
s in

d
efin

itely ch
an

ged
, th

is w
as n

o
 lo

n
ger 

th
e case. Fo

r exam
ple, w

h
at ab

o
u

t peo
ple w

h
o

 

d
id

 n
o

t travel to
 w

o
rk in

 perso
n

 in
 2

0
2

0
 d

u
e to

 

T
h

e C
O

V
ID

-1
9

 pan
d

em
ic fu

n
d

am
en

tally 

ch
an

ged
 trad

itio
n

al co
m

m
u

te an
d

 travel pattern
s, 

as in
d

ivid
u

als an
d

 o
rgan

izatio
n

s tran
sitio

n
ed

 to
 

rem
o

te o
r hyb

rid
 w

o
rk an

d
 sch

ed
u

les ch
an

ged
 

overn
igh

t. W
h

en
 it co

m
es to

 h
o

w
 peo

ple get 

aro
u

n
d

, as w
ell as w

alkin
g rates, m

any o
f th

ese 

sh
ifts are h

ere to
 stay an

d
 fu

tu
re years w

ill likely 

lo
o

k m
o

re like 2
0

2
0

 th
an

 th
ey d

o
 like 2

0
1

9
. 

T
h

e im
pact o

f th
ese sh

ifts o
n

 th
e d

ata w
e h

ave 

relied
 u

po
n

 in
 th

e past, co
u

pled
 w

ith
 sign

ifican
tly 

h
igh

er fatality rates d
u

rin
g th

e pan
d

em
ic, m

ad
e it 

d
ifficu

lt to
 assess ped

estrian
 d

an
ger in

 th
e sam

e 

w
ay as past repo

rts, co
m

pellin
g u

s to
 reco

n
sid

er 

h
o

w
 w

e m
easu

re d
an

ger an
d

 ran
k states an

d
 

m
etro

s to
 ad

d
ress th

e u
n

iq
u

e im
pact o

f th
e 

pan
d

em
ic. 

A
fter m

o
re th

an
 a d

ecad
e o

f calcu
latin

g 

ped
estrian

 d
an

ger in
 th

e sam
e w

ay, th
is 

ed
itio

n
 o

f D
an

gero
u

s b
y D

esign
 ran

ks states 

an
d

 m
etro

 areas b
ased

 o
n

 d
eath

s p
er 1

0
0

k 

resid
en

ts (in
stead

 o
f facto

rin
g in

 h
o

w
 m

u
ch

 

peo
ple are w

alkin
g) over a fi

ve-year tim
efram

e 

(in
stead

 o
f 1

0
 years.) T

h
ese tw

o
 sign

ifi
can

t 

ch
an

ges m
ean

 th
at th

e ran
kin

gs in
 th

is rep
o

rt 

are n
o

t d
irectly co

m
p

arab
le to

 p
revio

u
s 

ed
itio

n
s. W

e lo
o

k fo
rw

ard
 to

 b
ein

g ab
le to

 o
n

ce 

again
 co

m
pare ed

itio
n

s o
f th

is repo
rt to

 an
o

th
er 

in
 fu

tu
re years, b

u
t th

ese m
eth

o
d

o
lo

gical 

III. The pandem
ic 

changed how
 w

e 
m

easure w
alking 

and danger

Photo by Forever R
eady Productions
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2

D
espite variatio

n
 in

 d
eath

s fro
m

 year to
 year, th

is repo
rt also

 d
raw

s 

so
m

e lim
ited

 co
m

pariso
n

s b
etw

een
 a sin

gle year (2
0

2
0

) an
d

 th
e previo

u
s 

fo
u

r years to
 see w

h
ich

 areas h
ad

 th
e m

o
st sign

ifican
t ch

an
ges d

u
rin

g 

2
0

2
0

. N
atio

n
ally, fatalities ro

se 4
.5

 percen
t b

etw
een

 2
0

1
9

 an
d

 2
0

2
0

, 

an
d

 prelim
in

ary estim
ates sh

o
w

 an
 even

 h
igh

er in
crease in

 2
0

2
1

.

ch
ild

care n
eed

s, u
n

em
ploym

en
t, o

r n
ew

 rem
o

te w
o

rk sch
ed

u
les? T

h
o

u
gh

 

w
alkin

g trips fo
r co

m
m

u
tin

g w
en

t w
ay d

o
w

n
 d

u
rin

g th
e pan

d
em

ic, o
th

er 

d
ata so

u
rces sh

o
w

ed
 th

at w
alkin

g overall actu
ally in

creased
 d

u
rin

g 

th
e pan

d
em

ic. So
 th

is year’s repo
rt in

clu
d

es a b
ran

d
 n

ew
 sectio

n
 (IV

) 
th

at taps so
m

e n
ew

 w
alkin

g d
ata fro

m
 o

th
er so

u
rces to

 gain
 a b

etter 

u
n

d
erstan

d
in

g o
f h

o
w

 an
d

 w
h

ere peo
ple w

alk an
d

 h
o

w
 th

at affected
 

fatalities, provid
in

g a d
eeper lo

o
k in

to
 w

h
at h

appen
ed

 o
n

 o
u

r streets in
 

2
0

2
0

. 

T
h

e seco
n

d
 n

o
tab

le ch
an

ge in
 th

e m
eth

o
d

o
lo

gy is a sh
ift to

 ran
k 

states an
d

 m
etro

 areas b
ased

 o
n

 fi
ve years o

f d
ata rath

er th
an

 1
0

. 

U
sin

g 1
0

-year tim
e perio

d
s h

as allo
w

ed
 each

 repo
rt to

 b
e co

m
pared

 to
 

th
e previo

u
s ed

itio
n

, w
h

ich
 also

 allo
w

s th
e pu

b
lic to

 easily see h
o

w
 states 

o
r m

etro
 areas are gettin

g m
o

re o
r less d

ead
ly. U

n
fo

rtu
n

ately, as n
o

ted
 

ab
ove, th

e pan
d

em
ic’s im

pact o
n

 w
alkin

g d
ata w

as go
in

g to
 m

ake th
is 

co
n

tin
u

ity im
po

ssib
le, w

h
ich

 gave u
s th

e ch
an

ce to
 d

epart fro
m

 th
e ten

-

year h
o

rizo
n

 an
d

 b
egin

 assem
b

lin
g state an

d
 m

etro
 ran

kin
gs in

 th
is 2

0
2

2
 

ed
itio

n
 u

sin
g a five-year tim

e perio
d

, fro
m

 2
0

1
6

 to
 2

0
2

0
 in

 th
is ed

itio
n

. 

T
h

e ch
an

ges b
ro

u
gh

t by C
O

V
ID

 aren’t ju
st a b

lip—
co

m
m

u
tin

g an
d

 travel 

pattern
s h

ave b
een

 perm
an

en
tly tran

sfo
rm

ed
. Sh

iftin
g to

 five years 

allo
w

s u
s to

 b
o

th
 m

o
re h

eavily w
eigh

 w
h

at h
appen

ed
 in

 th
e pan

d
em

ic 

year o
f 2

0
2

0
, w

h
ile also

 d
raw

in
g a sh

arper fo
cu

s o
n

 cu
rren

t an
d

 

m
o

re recen
t co

n
d

itio
n

s. A
d

d
itio

n
ally, U

SD
O

T, states, an
d

 m
etro

 areas 

also
 typically o

perate o
n

 five-year cycles fo
r spen

d
in

g, plan
n

in
g, an

d
 

perfo
rm

an
ce m

easu
rem

en
t, m

akin
g it a lo

gical tim
efram

e.

125



24
G

uest supplem
ent: A

m
erica W

alks on the safety im
pacts of vehicle design

24

D
A

N
G

E
R

O
U

S B
Y

 D
E

SIG
N

 G
U

E
ST

 SU
P

P
LE

M
E

N
T

W
h

en
 it co

m
es to

 d
esign

, w
e m

u
st also

 co
n

sid
er th

e d
ead

ly 
im

pacts o
f ever-larger veh

icles
B

y M
ike M

cG
inn, Executive D

irector of A
m

erica W
alks, form

er Seattle M
ayor

W
h

ile th
is repo

rt fo
cu

ses o
n

 h
o

w
 o

u
r streets are “d

an
gero

u
s by d

esign
,” 

th
e in

creasin
g size an

d
 w

eigh
t o

f perso
n

al veh
icles are also

 h
avin

g an
 

im
pact o

n
 th

e stead
ily in

creasin
g n

u
m

b
er o

f peo
ple stru

ck an
d

 killed
 

w
h

ile w
alkin

g. In
 ad

d
itio

n
 to

 d
esign

in
g safer streets, im

pro
vin

g veh
icle 

d
esign

 alo
n

g fo
u

r m
ain

 criteria is also
 critical fo

r red
u

cin
g ped

estrian
 

fatalities:

W
eigh

t: H
eavier veh

icles like tru
cks an

d
 SU

V
s, w

h
ich

 m
ake u

p a gro
w

in
g 

sh
are o

f b
o

th
 th

e cu
rren

t fl
eet an

d
 n

ew
 veh

icle sales each
 year, are m

o
re 

d
an

gero
u

s to
 b

o
th

 ped
estrian

s an
d

 peo
ple in

sid
e o

f o
th

er veh
icles. a T

h
eir 

in
creased

 w
eigh

t, co
m

b
in

ed
 w

ith
 h

igh
er speed

s, in
creases th

e likelih
o

o
d

 

o
f d

eath
. A

 2
0

1
5

 stu
d

y by th
e D

epartm
en

t o
f Tran

spo
rtatio

n
 fo

u
n

d
 th

at 

“ped
estrian

s are 2
-3

 tim
es m

o
re likely to

 su
ffer a fatality w

h
en

 stru
ck b

y 

an
 SU

V
 o

r picku
p tru

ck th
an

 w
h

en
 stru

ck b
y a passen

ger car.”
b 

Size: V
eh

icle size can
 also

 in
crease th

e likelih
o

o
d

 o
f a ped

estrian
 fatality 

in
 w

h
at sh

o
u

ld
 b

e o
bvio

u
s w

ays. P
ed

estrian
s stru

ck in
 th

e lo
w

er b
o

d
y 

by a sed
an

 are m
o

re likely to
 ro

ll over th
e veh

icle an
d

 su
rvive th

e crash
. 

T
h

o
se stru

ck d
irectly in

 th
e pelvis, ch

est, o
r h

ead
 b

y to
d

ay’s m
u

ch
 taller 

veh
icles are m

o
re likely to

 d
ie u

po
n

 im
pact o

r b
e pu

lled
 u

n
d

er th
e veh

icle 

an
d

 cru
sh

ed
 by th

e w
h

eels. c 

a 
h

ttps://acad
em

ic.o
u

p.co
m

/restu
d

/article-ab
stract/8

1
/2

/5
3

5
/1

5
1

7
6

3
2

b
 

w
w

w
.govin

fo
.gov/co

n
ten

t/pkg/F
R

-2
0

1
5

-1
2

-1
6

/pd
f/2

0
1

5
-3

1
3

2
3

.pd
f

c 
w

w
w

.co
n

su
m

errepo
rts.o

rg/car-safety/th
e-h

id
d

en
-d

an
gers-o

f-b
ig-tru

cks/

V
isib

ility: Taller veh
icles d

ecrease th
e visib

ility o
f peo

ple w
alkin

g, 

in
creasin

g th
e likelih

o
o

d
 o

f a crash
. To

d
ay’s typical passen

ger picku
p 

tru
cks an

d
 SU

V
s h

ave sign
ifican

t fro
n

t b
lin

d
 spo

ts cau
sed

 b
y large 

h
o

o
d

s an
d

 b
u

m
pers th

at can
 b

lin
d

 th
e d

river to
 ped

estrian
s in

 th
eir 

path
, especially th

o
se w

h
o

 are sh
o

rter, like ch
ild

ren
. d Large a-pillars (th

e 

fram
e o

f th
e car b

etw
een

 th
e w

in
d

sh
ield

 an
d

 th
e d

river an
d

 passen
ger 

w
in

d
o

w
s) are w

id
er an

d
 larger o

n
 tru

cks an
d

 SU
V

s, co
n

trib
u

tin
g to

 lo
w

er 

visib
ility w

h
ile m

akin
g tu

rn
s. In

 fact, w
h

en
 ped

estrian
s are killed

 b
y a 

tu
rn

in
g veh

icle, th
e d

river is far m
o

re likely to
 b

e b
eh

in
d

 th
e w

h
eel o

f an
 

SU
V

 o
r picku

p tru
ck. e So

 if so
m

eo
n

e w
alks o

u
t in

to
 a cro

ssw
alk in

 fro
n

t 

o
f o

r n
ear a picku

p tru
ck o

r SU
V

, even
 if th

e ped
estrian

 h
as th

e righ
t o

f 

w
ay, th

e d
river is less likely to

 see th
e ped

estrian
, in

creasin
g th

e o
d

d
s o

f 

a d
ead

ly crash
. 

d
 

w
w

w
.m

o
to

rb
iscu

it.co
m

/w
hy-picku

p-tru
cks-b

lin
d

-spo
ts-m

u
ch

-b
igger-su

vs/
e 

w
w

w
.iih

s.o
rg/n

ew
s/d

etail/su
vs-o

th
er-large-veh

icles-o
ften

-h
it-ped

estrian
s-w

h
ile-

tu
rn

in
g

Photo by Steve D
avis / Sm

art G
row

th A
m

erica
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Like th
e ro

ad
w

ay d
esign

 practices d
iscu

ssed
 

in
 th

is repo
rt, th

ese veh
icle d

esign
s set d

rivers 

u
p to

 fail—
to

 n
o

t see peo
ple w

alkin
g u

n
til it is 

to
o

 late—
an

d
 b

o
th

 peo
ple w

alkin
g an

d
 d

rivers 

pay th
e price.

P
sych

o
lo

gy an
d

 m
arketin

g: Lo
w

 visib
ility 

an
d

 h
igh

 w
eigh

t create an
 in

tim
id

atin
g an

d
 

po
w

erfu
l-lo

o
kin

g veh
icle—

a fact n
o

t lo
st o

n
 

th
e d

rivers o
f th

ese veh
icles an

d
 leveraged

 

by au
to

m
o

b
ile m

an
u

factu
rers an

d
 th

eir 

m
arketin

g effo
rts. A

d
vertisin

g cam
paign

s fo
r 

Fo
rd

, H
u

m
m

er, an
d

 Jeep rely o
n

 m
ilitarized

 

lan
gu

age th
at co

n
trib

u
tes to

 a param
ilitary 

aesth
etic an

d
 aggressive d

rivin
g m

en
tality. a 

T
h

e evo
lu

tio
n

 o
f each

 o
f th

ese fo
u

r d
esign

 

elem
en

ts is pro
d

u
cin

g m
o

re d
an

ger, an
d

 is 

likely a m
ajo

r cu
lprit in

 o
u

r gro
w

in
g rate o

f 

traffic fatalities. Tru
ck sales are in

creasin
g as 

a percen
tage o

f th
e U

S veh
icle m

arket sh
are. b 

F
ro

n
t b

lin
d

 zo
n

es co
n

tin
u

e to
 gro

w
. c E

lectric 

veh
icles, w

h
ich

 are takin
g u

p an
 ever-larger 

sh
are o

f th
e passen

ger car m
arket, are m

u
ch

 

h
eavier th

an
 cars w

ith
 in

tern
al co

m
b

u
stio

n
 

a 
h

ttps://po
pu

la.co
m

/2
0

1
9

/0
2

/2
4

/ab
o

u
t-face/

b
 

w
w

w
.statista.co

m
/statistics/1

9
9

9
8

0
/u

s-tru
ck-sales-

sin
ce-1

9
5

1
c 

w
w

w
.b

lo
o

m
b

erg.co
m

/n
ew

s/articles/2
0

2
1

-0
3

-1
1

/th
e-

d
an

gero
u

s-rise-o
f-th

e-su
persized

-picku
p-tru

ck

en
gin

es. d Is anyo
n

e in
 ch

arge o
f p

ro
tectin

g 

th
e safety o

f th
e travelin

g p
u

b
lic p

ayin
g 

atten
tio

n
?

T
h

e pen
d

in
g u

pd
ate to

 th
e N

ew
 C

ar 

A
ssessm

en
t P

ro
gram

 (N
C

A
P

), a fed
eral 

pro
gram

 th
at rates n

ew
 cars o

n
 safety 

m
etrics, h

ad
 th

e o
ppo

rtu
n

ity to
 pen

alize 

veh
icles th

at perfo
rm

 po
o

rly o
n

 th
e ab

ove 

m
etrics. e B

u
t U

SD
O

T
 d

ecid
ed

 to
 fo

cu
s 

o
n

 ped
estrian

-sen
sin

g tech
n

o
lo

gy in
 n

ew
 

veh
icles. W

h
ile tech

n
o

lo
gy can

 h
elp avo

id
 

d
 

w
w

w
.w

ash
in

gto
n

po
st.co

m
/b

u
sin

ess/en
ergy/

electric-veh
icles-are-gettin

g-b
igger-an

d
-h

eavier-
w

hy/2
0

2
2

/0
2

/0
7

/a8
d

5
5

e6
8

-8
7

ea-1
1

ec-8
3

8
f-

0
cfd

f6
9

cce3
c_sto

ry.h
tm

l
e 

w
w

w
.regu

latio
n

s.gov/d
o

cu
m

en
t/

N
H

T
SA

-2
0

2
1

-0
0

0
2

-0
0

0
1

so
m

e crash
es—

an
d

 th
e fact th

at N
C

A
P

 fin
ally 

m
en

tio
n

s ped
estrian

s at all is u
n

fo
rtu

n
ately 

an
 im

provem
en

t—
tech

n
o

lo
gy alo

n
e w

ill d
o

 

n
o

th
in

g to
 m

ake crash
es th

at d
o

 o
ccu

r w
ith

 

th
ese veh

icles any less d
ead

ly fo
r ped

estrian
s. 

P
assen

ger veh
icles th

at are proven
 to

 

in
crease th

e likelih
o

o
d

 o
f a ped

estrian
 

fatality sh
o

u
ld

 n
o

t receive five-star safety 

ratin
gs. N

C
A

P
 m

u
st ch

an
ge th

is o
r th

ese 

ratin
gs w

ill rem
ain

 u
seless to

 slo
w

 o
r stem

 

th
e tid

e o
f ped

estrian
 fatalities. f A

n
d

 safety 

ratin
gs alo

n
e are n

o
t su

fficien
t, sin

ce th
ey 

sim
ply provid

e in
fo

rm
atio

n
. W

e m
u

st u
pd

ate 

veh
icle perfo

rm
an

ce stan
d

ard
s to

 req
u

ire 

safer veh
icle d

esign
 fo

r ped
estrian

s. A
m

erica 

W
alks, am

o
n

g o
th

ers, h
as b

een
 b

eatin
g th

e 

d
ru

m
 o

n
 th

is, as sh
o

u
ld

 everyo
n

e in
terested

 in
 

ped
estrian

 safety. g 

f 
w

w
w

.vice.co
m

/en
/article/4

ad
e9

p/th
e-u

s-inven
ted

-life-
savin

g-car-safety-ratin
gs-n

o
w

-th
eyre-u

seless
g 

h
ttps://am

ericaw
alks.o

rg/am
erica-co

m
m

en
ts-

veh
icle-safety/, h

ttps://am
ericaw

alks.o
rg/n

ew
-fed

eral-
veh

icle-safety/, h
ttps://am

ericaw
alks.o

rg/ad
vo

cate-fo
r-

ped
estrian

-safety/

Photo by Steve D
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art G
row

th A
m

erica
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2
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A
s in

 previo
u

s versio
n

s o
f th

is repo
rt, m

etro
 

areas w
ith

in
 th

e so
u

th
ern

 h
alf o

f th
e U

S acco
u

n
t 

fo
r a sizab

le po
rtio

n
 o

f th
e to

p tw
en

ty m
o

st 

d
an

gero
u

s m
etro

 areas in
 th

e n
atio

n
. T

h
e to

p 

2
0

 list in
clu

d
es 1

5
 o

f th
at regio

n’s m
ajo

r m
etro

 

areas, in
clu

d
in

g seven
 fro

m
 F

lo
rid

a.

IV
. The m

ost 
dangerous places to 
w

alk in the U
nited 

States

T
h

e to
p

 2
0

 m
o

st d
an

gero
u

s m
etro

 areas

T
h

is m
ap h

igh
ligh

ts th
e 2

0
 m

o
st d

an
gero

u
s 

m
etro

po
litan

 areas in
 th

e U
n

ited
 States fo

r 

peo
ple w

alkin
g b

etw
een

 2
0

1
6

 an
d

 2
0

2
0

, ran
ked

 

by average yearly d
eath

s per 1
0

0
,0

0
0

 peo
ple.  

T
h

e n
in

th
 m

o
st d

ead
ly m

etro
 in

 2
0

2
2

  
w

o
u

ld
 h

ave to
p

p
ed

 th
is list fi

ve years ago
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0

2
2

R
an

kin
gs sh

ift aro
u

n
d

, b
u

t all o
f th

e 
m

o
st d

ead
ly m

etro
s are gettin

g w
o

rse

T
h

e ran
kin

gs w
ith

in
 each

 ed
itio

n
 o

f th
is 

repo
rt sh

ift an
d

 m
etro

 areas m
ay slid

e u
p an

d
 

d
o

w
n

, b
u

t every sin
gle o

n
e o

f th
e 2

0
 m

o
st 

d
ead

ly m
etro

 areas h
as gro

w
n

 m
o

re d
ead

ly 

over th
e last d

ecad
e. A

s th
e graph

ic o
n

 th
e 

previo
u

s page sh
o

w
s, a fatality rate th

at w
o

u
ld

 

h
ave to

pped
 th

ese ran
kin

gs five years ago
 is 

o
n

ly go
o

d
 en

o
u

gh
 fo

r n
in

th
-m

o
st d

ead
ly th

is 

tim
e aro

u
n

d
.

N
o

 to
p

 2
0

 m
etro

 area th
at im

p
ro

ved
 th

eir 

p
o

sitio
n

 in
 th

is ed
itio

n
 ach

ieved
 th

at feat 

b
ecau

se th
ey red

u
ced

 th
eir fatality rate. A

ll 

2
0

 h
ave gro

w
n

 m
o

re d
ead

ly. (See th
e graph

ic 

at righ
t.)

T
h

e m
etro

s th
at h

ave slid
 d

o
w

n
 (“im

proved
”) 

in
 th

e ran
kin

gs h
ave d

o
n

e so
 n

o
t b

ecau
se th

ey 

h
ave go

tten
 safer, b

u
t b

ecau
se o

th
er m

etro
 

areas h
ave gro

w
n

 m
o

re d
ead

ly at asto
n

ish
in

g 

rates, su
ch

 as A
lb

u
q

u
erq

u
e, M

em
p

h
is, 

C
h

arlesto
n

, Sto
ckto

n
, an

d
 Fresn

o
.  (See th

e 

graph
ic o

n
 th

e fo
llo

w
in

g page.)
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0

2
2

H
ave any m

etro
 areas b

een
 tren

d
in

g 
safer over th

e last d
ecad

e? 

A
s d

eath
s h

ave b
een

 o
n

 a stead
y an

d
 alarm

in
g 

in
crease n

atio
n

ally, h
ave any m

etro
 areas b

een
 

tren
d

in
g in

 th
e o

ppo
site d

irectio
n

, gettin
g 

safer over th
e last d

ecad
e? C

o
m

parin
g an

 

average fatality rate fo
r th

e past five years 

(2
0

1
6

-2
0

) w
ith

 th
e previo

u
s five years (2

0
1

1
-

1
5

) w
e fo

u
n

d
 th

at o
n

ly a h
an

d
fu

l o
f m

etro
 

areas (1
9

 o
f 1

0
0

) w
ere b

u
ckin

g th
e n

atio
n

al 

tren
d

, alb
eit w

ith
 o

n
ly m

argin
al gain

s, at b
est. 

Lo
o

kin
g clo

ser, th
e o

th
er 8

1
 m

etro
 areas w

ere 

gro
w

in
g far m

o
re d

ead
ly th

an
 th

ese 1
9

 m
etro

 

areas w
ere im

provin
g (see graph

ic at righ
t). 

T
h

e average increase in
 th

e fatality rate in
 

th
ese 8

1
 m

etro
 areas w

as 4
.5

 tim
es greater 

th
an

 th
e average im

provem
ent w

ith
in

 th
e 1

9
 

m
etro

 areas th
at w

ere tren
d

in
g m

argin
ally 

safer over th
e d

ecad
e.

T
h

ere are plen
ty o

f exam
ples o

f su
ccessfu

l 

safety im
provem

en
ts th

at h
ave red

u
ced

 

fatalities o
n

 specific co
rrid

o
rs w

ith
in

 m
any 

o
f th

ese largest 1
0

0
 m

etro
 areas. B

u
t 

th
ese m

etro
 areas h

ave b
u

ilt 7
0

 years o
f 

d
an

gero
u

s ro
ad

s to
 retro

fi
t, an

d
 th

ese 

im
p

rovem
en

ts, w
h

ile w
elco

m
e an

d
 n

eed
ed

, 

are th
e excep

tio
n

 an
d

 n
o

t th
e ru

le. 

Fo
r th

is reaso
n

 it h
as failed

 to
 lead

 to
 

m
ean

in
gfu

l red
u

ctio
n

s in
 d

eath
s acro

ss m
etro

 

areas, states, an
d

 th
e n

atio
n

. A
n

d
 at th

e sam
e 

tim
e states an

d
 cities are im

provin
g safety 

o
n

 specific co
rrid

o
rs o

r in
tersectio

n
s, m

any 

are b
u

ild
in

g n
ew

 ro
ad

s w
ith

 all o
f th

e sam
e 

o
ld

 issu
es. W

e n
eed

 a tran
sfo

rm
atio

n
 in

 th
e 

en
tire system

—
th

e task is m
o

n
u

m
en

tal, an
d

 

th
e effo

rt n
eed

s to
 b

e su
stain

ed
 fo

r years at 

th
e scale o

f th
is en

o
rm

o
u

s pro
b

lem
.

W
e w

ill fail to
 reverse th

is tragic tren
d

 u
n

til 

w
e fu

n
d

am
en

tally ch
an

ge th
e statu

s q
u

o
 

o
f h

o
w

 w
e appro

ach
 plan

n
in

g, d
esign

in
g, 

an
d

 o
peratin

g o
u

r ro
ad

s acro
ss every 

tran
spo

rtatio
n

 pro
ject.
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0

2
2

th
e pan

d
em

ic—
th

ese 2
0

2
0

 in
creases w

ere 

sign
ifican

t in
 a n

u
m

b
er o

f m
etro

 areas. T
h

e 

ten
 m

etro
 areas w

ith
 th

e h
igh

est in
creases 

(co
m

parin
g 2

0
2

0
 w

ith
 an

 average rate fo
r 

2
0

1
6

-2
0

1
9

) are d
epicted

 in
 th

e graph
ic 

b
elo

w
. T

h
ese ten

 m
etro

 areas w
ith

 th
e b

iggest 

in
creases are all also

 am
o

n
g th

e to
p 4

0
 m

o
st 

d
an

gero
u

s in
 th

e co
u

n
try. 

W
h

at h
ap

p
en

ed
 d

u
rin

g th
e p

an
d

em
ic 

in
 th

ese m
etro

 areas? 

E
ven

 as th
e am

o
u

n
t o

f d
rivin

g d
ro

pped
 

overall, 6
7

 o
f th

e largest 1
0

0
 m

etro
 areas 

saw
 in

creases in
 th

e d
eath

s o
f peo

ple 

stru
ck an

d
 killed

 w
h

ile w
alkin

g d
u

rin
g th

e 

pan
d

em
ic, co

m
pared

 to
 th

e previo
u

s fo
u

r 

years. W
h

ile so
m

e variatio
n

 is expected
 fro

m
 

year to
 year—

w
h

ich
 is w

hy w
e d

o
n’t typically 

co
m

pare a sin
gle year o

f d
ata, o

u
tsid

e o
f th

e 

u
n

preced
en

ted
 circu

m
stan

ces b
ro

u
gh

t by 

U
n

fo
rtu

n
ately, o

n
ly 3

3
 m

etro
 areas saw

 th
eir 

fatality rates d
ecrease d

u
rin

g th
e pan

d
em

ic, 

an
d

 m
o

st o
f th

o
se ch

an
ges w

ere m
argin

al, 

especially w
h

en
 co

m
pared

 to
 th

e in
creases in

 

o
th

er m
etro

 areas. 

Section V
I later in this report exam

ines the m
etro 

data, finding that m
etro areas w

here a large 
share of people w

ere w
alking to w

ork before the 
pandem

ic (because the infrastructure and land 
use support it) experienced low

er increases in 
death rates.
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T
h

e to
p

 2
0

 m
o

st d
ead

ly states fo
r 

p
ed

estrian
s (2

0
1

6
-2

0
2

0
)

T
h

e graph
ic at righ

t d
epicts th

e to
p tw

en
ty 

states w
ith

 th
e h

igh
est n

u
m

b
er o

f ped
estrian

 

d
eath

s. 

States in
 th

e so
u

th
ern

 h
alf o

f th
e U

S are 

again
 overrepresen

ted
 in

 th
e to

p ten
 m

o
st 

d
an

gero
u

s states, w
h

ich
 is n

o
t su

rprisin
g. T

h
e 

b
u

lk o
f th

e gro
w

th
 an

d
 d

evelo
pm

en
t in

 th
ese 

regio
n

s h
as taken

 place in
 an

 era (po
st-1

9
6

0
) 

w
h

ere lo
w

-d
en

sity spraw
lin

g lan
d

 u
ses an

d
 

h
igh

-speed
, m

u
lti-lan

e arterial h
igh

w
ays 

h
ave b

een
 th

e d
o

m
in

an
t fo

rm
, w

ith
 h

isto
ric 

am
o

u
n

ts o
f state an

d
 fed

eral tran
spo

rtatio
n

 

fu
n

d
in

g po
u

red
 in

to
 street d

esign
s th

at are 

d
ead

ly fo
r everyo

n
e, especially peo

ple w
alkin

g. 
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2
2

H
ave any states m

an
aged

 to
 red

u
ce th

eir fatality rate an
d

 b
u

ck th
e 

n
atio

n
al tren

d
 over th

e last d
ecad

e? H
ave any states b

een
 tren

d
in

g 

safer? T
h

e an
sw

er is alm
ost “n

o”—
4

6
 states h

ave b
een

 in
 lo

ck step w
ith

 

th
e n

atio
n

al tren
d

, gro
w

in
g yet m

o
re d

ead
ly over th

e last d
ecad

e. 

C
o

m
parin

g average fatality rates fo
r th

e past five years (2
0

1
6

-2
0

) w
ith

 

th
e five years previo

u
s (2

0
1

1
-1

5
) w

e fo
u

n
d

 th
at o

n
ly fo

u
r states, N

ew
 

Y
o

rk, N
o

rth
 D

ako
ta, M

assach
u

setts, an
d

 M
o

n
tan

a (plu
s th

e D
istrict o

f 

C
o

lu
m

b
ia), m

an
aged

 to
 lo

w
er th

eir fatality rates.

H
ave any states b

een
 tren

d
in

g safer over th
e last d

ecad
e? 

T
h

is year, th
e ran

kin
gs fo

r th
e d

ead
liest states fo

r ped
estrian

s ch
an

ged
 

sligh
tly. P

revio
u

s #
1

 F
lo

rid
a—

w
h

ere it sh
o

u
ld

 b
e n

o
ted

 th
at overall 

d
eath

s still in
creased

 sign
ifican

tly in
 2

0
2

0
—

w
as su

rpassed
 b

y th
e 

in
crease in

 N
ew

 M
exico

, w
h

ich
 is n

o
w

 th
e m

o
st d

an
gero

u
s state fo

r 

ped
estrian

s. N
o

 state th
at im

p
roved

 th
eir p

o
sitio

n
 in

 th
is to

p
 2

0
 list 

ach
ieved

 th
at feat b

ecau
se th

ey red
u

ced
 th

eir fatality rate. A
ll 2

0
 

h
ave gro

w
n

 m
o

re d
ead

ly w
ith

 a h
igh

er fatality rate co
m

pared
 to

 th
eir 

average rate fo
r 2

0
1

1
-2

0
1

5
.
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W
h

at h
ap

p
en

ed
 d

u
rin

g th
e p

an
d

em
ic 

at th
e state level?

U
n

fo
rtu

n
ately, even

 th
o

u
gh

 d
rivin

g overall 

d
ro

pped
 precipito

u
sly, o

n
ly 1

8
 states saw

 th
eir 

fatality rates d
ecrease d

u
rin

g th
e pan

d
em

ic 

(co
m

pared
 to

 th
e previo

u
s fo

u
r years) an

d
, 

sim
ilar to

 o
u

r fin
d

in
gs in

 m
etro

 areas, th
o

se 

d
ecreases w

ere m
o

stly m
argin

al. 

M
ississip

p
i, A

rkan
sas, Ten

n
essee, an

d
 So

u
th

 

D
ako

ta saw
 th

e b
iggest in

crease in
 th

e rates 

o
f d

eath
 d

u
rin

g th
e pan

d
em

ic co
m

pared
 to

 

th
e previo

u
s fo

u
r years. T

h
ese states are also

 

am
o

n
g th

e to
p tw

en
ty m

o
st d

an
gero

u
s states 

overall.
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T
h

e C
O

V
ID

-1
9

 pan
d

em
ic perpetu

ated
 existin

g 

d
isparities in

 term
s o

f w
h

o
 is m

o
st likely to

 b
e 

stru
ck an

d
 killed

 w
h

ile w
alkin

g. A
lth

o
u

gh
 peo

ple 

o
f all ages, races, in

co
m

e levels, an
d

 ab
ilities are 

affected
 by d

an
gero

u
s street d

esign
, certain

 

po
pu

latio
n

s b
ear th

e b
ru

n
t o

f th
e b

u
rd

en
. P

eo
ple 

o
f co

lo
r, lo

w
-in

co
m

e resid
en

ts, an
d

 o
ld

er ad
u

lts 

are m
u

ch
 m

o
re likely to

 d
ie w

h
ile w

alkin
g, an

d
 

th
e m

any peo
ple w

h
o

 exist at th
e in

tersectio
n

s o
f 

th
ese id

en
tities are even

 m
o

re vu
ln

erab
le.

D
ecad

es o
f stru

ctu
ral racism

 h
ave in

clu
d

ed
 

prio
ritizin

g travel to
 an

d
 fro

m
 w

ealth
ier, 

w
h

iter co
m

m
u

n
ities, fo

rced
 d

isplacem
en

t, 

d
isinvestm

en
t o

r n
eglect, a fo

cu
s o

n
 b

u
ild

in
g n

ew
 

rath
er th

an
 repair, an

d
 spen

d
in

g a greater sh
are 

o
f tran

spo
rtatio

n
 d

o
llars elsew

h
ere. T

h
e resu

lts 

h
ave b

een
 a greater sh

are o
f po

o
rly d

esign
ed

 

streets th
at lack even

 th
e m

o
st b

asic ped
estrian

 

safety featu
res like cro

ssw
alks, sign

als, an
d

 

refu
ges, an

d
 are freq

u
en

tly d
ivid

ed
 by w

id
e, h

igh
-

speed
 ro

ad
s th

at create life-th
reaten

in
g co

n
fl

icts 

fo
r peo

ple w
alkin

g.

V
. M

ost vulnerable 
populations

Photo by Forever R
eady Productions
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 2
0

2
2

T
h

e existen
ce o

f d
an

gero
u

s, au
to

-cen
tric in

frastru
ctu

re in
 co

m
m

u
n

ities 

o
f co

lo
r is a resu

lt o
f “u

rb
an

 ren
ew

al” pro
jects like th

e co
n

stru
ctio

n
 

o
f th

e in
terstate system

, w
h

ich
 w

as in
ten

tio
n

ally sited
 th

ro
u

gh
 m

any 

B
lack an

d
 B

ro
w

n
 co

m
m

u
n

ities, d
isplacin

g m
illio

n
s o

f peo
ple an

d
 cau

sin
g 

catastro
ph

ic d
am

age fo
r d

ecad
es to

 th
o

se left b
eh

in
d

, like in
creased

 

expo
su

re to
 po

llu
tio

n
, w

o
rse access to

 jo
b

s an
d

 services, an
d

 d
evastated

 

lo
cal eco

n
o

m
ies. 1

5 

N
o

n
-d

rivers also
 face sign

ifican
t d

isparities, particu
larly th

o
se w

h
o

 rely 

o
n

 assisted
 m

o
b

ility d
evices su

ch
 as w

h
eelch

airs, w
alkers, pro

sth
etics, 

an
d

 sco
o

ters. E
xistin

g streets lack co
n

sisten
t sid

ew
alks, cu

rb
 cu

ts, an
d

 

safe in
tersectio

n
s, m

akin
g it d

ifficu
lt fo

r n
o

n
d

rivers to
 n

avigate th
eir 

co
m

m
u

n
ities an

d
 reach

 key d
estin

atio
n

s. 1
4 

R
ace an

d
 eth

n
icity

P
eo

ple o
f co

lo
r, particu

larly N
ative an

d
 B

lack A
m

erican
s, are m

o
re likely 

to
 d

ie w
h

ile w
alkin

g th
an

 any o
th

er race o
r eth

n
ic gro

u
p, as illu

strated
 

in
 th

e graph
ic o

n
 th

e previo
u

s page. D
espite m

akin
g u

p a sm
aller 

pro
po

rtio
n

 o
f th

e po
pu

latio
n

, peo
ple o

f co
lo

r are overrepresen
ted

 in
 th

e 

percen
tage o

f ped
estrian

 d
eath

s.

It’s w
o

rth
 n

o
tin

g th
at race an

d
 eth

n
icity are so

m
e o

f th
e m

o
st 

in
co

n
sisten

tly repo
rted

 co
m

po
n

en
ts o

f fed
eral fatality d

ata. 1
1

 p
ercen

t 

o
f all p

ed
estrian

 fatalities w
e exam

in
ed

 failed
 to

 rep
o

rt race o
r 

eth
n

icity. A
 h

an
d

fu
l o

f states are particu
larly egregio

u
s o

ffen
d

ers o
n

 

th
is co

u
n

t, in
clu

d
in

g C
o

n
n

ecticu
t (4

3
%

 o
f ped

estrian
 d

eath
s m

issin
g race 

d
ata), N

ew
 Yo

rk (3
9

%
), P

en
n

sylvan
ia (3

9
%

), C
alifo

rn
ia (2

9
%

), M
arylan

d
 

(2
8

%
) an

d
 H

aw
aii (2

4
%

). 

W
ith

 th
is po

in
t in

 m
in

d
, th

e d
isparities w

e see n
atio

n
ally in

 d
eath

s 

by po
pu

latio
n

 co
u

ld
 b

e even
 w

o
rse in

 reality. W
ith

 1
,3

8
1

 o
f 4

,7
2

9
 

ped
estrian

 fatalities lackin
g race/eth

n
icity d

ata, C
alifo

rn
ia h

as th
e largest 

ab
so

lu
te n

u
m

b
er o

f fatalities in
 th

is catego
ry. C

o
n

sid
er: If H

ispan
ic/

Latin
x peo

ple m
ake u

p th
e sam

e sh
are o

f th
o

se ~
1

,3
0

0
 d

eath
s as th

ey d
o

 

o
f C

alifo
rn

ia’s po
pu

latio
n

 overall (4
0

 percen
t) th

e n
atio

n
al fatality rate 

fo
r H

ispan
ic/Latin

x peo
ple w

o
u

ld
 sign

ifican
tly in

crease, fro
m

 1
.8

 to
 2

.0
. 
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0

2
2

B
lack an

d
 B

ro
w

n
 n

eigh
b

o
rh

o
o

d
s also

 

ten
d

 to
 h

ave m
o

re h
igh

-speed
 ro

ad
s, po

o
r 

visib
ility, an

d
 h

eavy traffic vo
lu

m
e, an

d
 a 

lack o
f facilities fo

r peo
ple w

alkin
g. 1

6 In
 

m
any cities, co

m
m

u
n

ities o
f co

lo
r h

o
u

se 

a d
ispro

po
rtio

n
ately h

igh
 sh

are o
f th

e 

m
o

st d
ead

ly ro
ad

s, d
evo

id
 o

f ped
estrian

 

in
frastru

ctu
re. Fo

r exam
ple, in

 P
h

ilad
elph

ia, 

a fu
ll 4

6
 percen

t o
f th

e m
o

st d
an

gero
u

s 

ro
ad

s are in
 po

o
r areas m

o
stly po

pu
lated

 

by peo
ple o

f co
lo

r. 1
7 A

n
d

 B
lack ped

estrian
s 

are m
o

re likely to
 b

e su
b

ject to
 in

eq
u

itab
le 

traffic en
fo

rcem
en

t an
d

 are m
o

re likely to
 b

e 

sto
pped

, ticketed
, an

d
 arrested

 fo
r jayw

alkin
g 

an
d

 o
th

er w
alkin

g vio
latio

n
s. 1

8 

T
h

is co
n

tin
u

es to
 o

ccu
r as tran

spo
rtatio

n
 

agen
cies spen

d
 en

o
rm

o
u

s su
m

s to
 m

ake 

trips fo
r peo

ple travelin
g th

ro
u

gh
 th

ese 

co
m

m
u

n
ities faster an

d
 easier at th

e expen
se 

o
f th

o
se places. A

s ju
st o

n
e exam

ple, th
is can

 

b
e seen

 in
 h

o
w

 agen
cies po

sitively assess th
e 

im
pact o

f a po
ten

tial n
ew

 ro
ad

 o
n

 co
n

gestio
n

, 

w
h

ile failin
g en

tirely to
 co

n
sid

er th
e im

pact o
n

 

peo
ple in

 th
at co

m
m

u
n

ity w
h

o
 w

ill n
o

 lo
n

ger 

b
e ab

le to
 safely o

r easily travel fro
m

 o
n

e sid
e 

o
f th

e ro
ad

 to
 th

e o
th

er. 

Lo
w

-in
co

m
e co

m
m

u
n

ities

W
h

ile th
e fed

eral d
atab

ase o
f fatalities 

d
o

es n
o

t in
clu

d
e th

e h
o

u
seh

o
ld

 in
co

m
e o

f 

peo
ple stru

ck an
d

 killed
 w

h
ile w

alkin
g, w

e 

d
o

 kn
o

w
 w

h
ere in

d
ivid

u
als w

ere w
alkin

g at 

th
e tim

e o
f d

eath
. A

n
d

 th
e d

ata is clear: th
e 

lo
w

er th
e in

co
m

e o
f th

e cen
su

s tract, th
e 

m
o

re likely a perso
n

 is to
 b

e stru
ck an

d
 killed

 

w
h

ile w
alkin

g th
ere. D

espite acco
u

n
tin

g fo
r 

o
n

ly 1
7

 percen
t o

f th
e po

pu
latio

n
, lo

w
er-

in
co

m
e n

eigh
b

o
rh

o
o

d
s (th

o
se w

ith
 a m

ed
ian

 

h
o

u
seh

o
ld

 in
co

m
e o

f $
2

,5
0

0
-$

4
3

,0
0

0
) are 

w
h

ere m
o

re th
an

 3
0

 percen
t o

f all ped
estrian

 

d
eath

s o
ccu

r. 

P
o

o
r w

alkin
g in

frastru
ctu

re an
d

 a lack o
f 

safety featu
res pu

t peo
ple w

alkin
g in

 lo
w

-

in
co

m
e n

eigh
b

o
rh

o
o

d
s at h

igh
er risk, an

d
 

m
any lo

w
er-in

co
m

e h
o

u
seh

o
ld

s d
o

 n
o

t h
ave 

access to
 a veh

icle an
d

 m
u

st rely o
n

 w
alkin

g o
r 

pu
b

lic tran
spo

rtatio
n

 to
 get aro

u
n

d
.
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 2
0

2
2

O
ld

er ad
u

lts

P
eo

ple b
etw

een
 th

e ages o
f 5

0
 an

d
 6

5
, an

d
 peo

ple over 7
5

, are also
 

m
o

re likely to
 b

e killed
 o

n
 o

u
r streets. C

o
n

sid
erin

g th
at th

e U
.S. C

en
su

s 

B
u

reau
 pro

jects th
is segm

en
t o

f th
e po

pu
latio

n
 to

 co
n

tin
u

e gro
w

in
g, 

w
ith

 1
 in

 every 5
 A

m
erican

s aged
 6

5
 o

r o
ld

er by 2
0

3
0

, th
ese d

eath
s are 

likely to
 in

crease ab
sen

t o
th

er ch
an

ges. 1
9 

A
 su

rvey fro
m

 A
A

R
P

 also
 fo

u
n

d
 th

e m
ajo

rity o
f o

ld
er ad

u
lts w

an
t to

 age 

in
 place in

 th
eir h

o
m

es an
d

 co
m

m
u

n
ities. 2

0 To
 d

o
 th

at, th
ey n

eed
 safe 

an
d

 accessib
le streets th

at allo
w

 th
em

 to
 m

ove aro
u

n
d

 in
d

epen
d

en
tly 

an
d

 access essen
tial services in

 o
rd

er to
 age in

 place co
m

fo
rtab

ly. If th
ey 

can’t safely w
alk, th

ey m
ay experien

ce severe so
cial iso

latio
n

, w
h

ich
 can

 

n
egatively im

pact th
eir physical an

d
 m

en
tal h

ealth
.

Photo by Steve D
avis / Sm

art G
row

th A
m

erica
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U

E
ST

 SU
P

P
LE

M
E

N
T

Traffic en
fo

rcem
en

t can
n

o
t d

o
 th

e jo
b

 o
f b

etter ro
ad

w
ay d

esign
B

y Priya Sarathy Jones, Fines and Fees Justice C
enter

A
fter read

in
g a repo

rt like th
is, so

m
e 

repo
rters, resid

en
ts, an

d
 lo

cal lead
ers 

m
ay b

e tem
pted

 to
 reach

 fo
r in

creased
 

traffic en
fo

rcem
en

t an
d

 fin
an

cial 

pen
alties as an

 o
bvio

u
s so

lu
tio

n
. B

u
t 

relyin
g o

n
 en

fo
rcem

en
t an

d
 fin

an
cial 

pen
alties to

 so
lve issu

es th
at stem

 fro
m

 street d
esign

 can
n

o
t so

lve th
e 

epid
em

ic o
f traffic fatalities. A

n
d

 even
 a sim

ple traffic ticket can
 trap 

w
o

rkin
g fam

ilies in
 a vicio

u
s cycle o

f poverty an
d

 pu
n

ish
m

en
t if th

ey can’t 

affo
rd

 to
 pay th

e stiff fin
es an

d
 fees th

at ju
risd

ictio
n

s o
ften

 im
po

se. 

D
esign, o

n
 th

e o
th

er h
an

d
, is an

 u
pstream

 so
lu

tio
n

. W
h

en
 streets are 

d
esign

ed
 w

ith
 safety in

 m
in

d
, peo

ple in
tu

itively d
rive m

o
re slo

w
ly, 

m
akin

g th
em

 ab
le to

 n
o

tice an
d

 pro
cess im

po
rtan

t sign
als fro

m
 th

eir 

enviro
n

m
en

t, preven
tin

g d
an

gero
u

s b
eh

avio
r b

efo
re it o

ccu
rs, an

d
 

fo
cu

sin
g effo

rts o
n

 safer system
s rath

er th
an

 in
d

ivid
u

al b
eh

avio
r. 

W
h

en
 streets are d

esign
ed

 prim
arily to

 m
ove as m

any cars as po
ssib

le 

as fast as po
ssib

le, an
d

 peo
ple are n

o
t provid

ed
 th

e in
frastru

ctu
re th

ey 

n
eed

 to
 w

alk an
d

 b
ike safely, en

fo
rcem

en
t o

ften
 pu

n
ish

es travelers fo
r 

behaving logically. It is n
o

 m
istake th

at o
n

e o
f th

e m
o

st co
m

m
o

n
 fo

rm
s o

f 

speed
 lim

it en
fo

rcem
en

t is called
 a “speed

 trap.” W
h

en
 a ro

ad
 lo

o
ks an

d
 

feels like a h
ighw

ay an
d

 is d
esign

ed
 fo

r 4
5

m
ph

 o
r m

o
re b

u
t h

as a speed
 

lim
it o

f 3
5

 m
ph

 o
r less, m

any d
rivers are n

o
t aw

are th
ey are m

akin
g 

a m
istake—

u
n

til it’s to
o

 late. T
h

e resu
lt o

f th
at is freq

u
en

tly issu
ed

 

citatio
n

s, b
u

t n
o

t a ch
an

ge to
 overall d

rivin
g b

eh
avio

rs.  

A
n

d
 fo

r state an
d

 m
u

n
icipal govern

m
en

ts, u
sin

g fin
es an

d
 fees as th

e 

prim
ary m

o
d

e o
f en

fo
rcem

en
t o

ften
 lead

s to
 over-relian

ce o
n

 ticket 

reven
u

e to
 fu

n
d

 b
asic govern

m
en

t services, w
h

ich
 can

 d
isto

rt law
 

en
fo

rcem
en

t prio
rities an

d
 ero

d
e tru

st b
etw

een
 co

m
m

u
n

ities an
d

 

po
lice. a 

Lean
in

g so
 h

eavily o
n

 en
fo

rcem
en

t to
 m

an
age individual b

eh
avio

r—
w

h
ile 

n
eglectin

g th
e m

o
re po

w
erfu

l system
ic to

o
l o

f d
esign

in
g streets th

at 

pro
d

u
ce safer, slo

w
er d

rivin
g overall—

can
 in

crease th
e likelih

o
o

d
 o

f 

ab
u

se an
d

 exacerb
ate th

e existin
g d

isparities an
d

 in
eq

u
ities th

at peo
ple 

livin
g in

 B
lack an

d
 B

ro
w

n
 an

d
 lo

w
-in

co
m

e n
eigh

b
o

rh
o

o
d

s alread
y face, 

all w
ith

o
u

t red
u

cin
g crash

es. 

A
cco

rd
in

g to
 th

e B
u

reau
 o

f Ju
stice Statistics, traffic sto

ps an
d

 car 

crash
es acco

u
n

t fo
r at least 6

6
 percen

t o
f co

n
tact b

etw
een

 po
lice 

an
d

 th
e pu

b
lic in

 th
e last d

ecad
e, m

akin
g d

an
gero

u
s streets th

e m
o

st 

freq
u

en
t place fo

r in
cid

en
ts o

f po
lice b

ru
tality, particu

larly fo
r lo

w
-

in
co

m
e an

d
 m

in
o

rity resid
en

ts. b In
 ad

d
itio

n
 to

 o
ften

 b
ein

g overpo
liced

 

an
d

 b
ein

g m
o

re likely to
 face po

lice vio
len

ce, D
an

gero
u

s b
y D

esign
 

sh
o

w
s h

o
w

 co
m

m
u

n
ities o

f co
lo

r also
 d

ispro
po

rtio
n

ately b
ear m

o
re o

f 

th
e b

u
rd

en
 o

f po
o

r street d
esign

. T
h

is co
m

b
in

atio
n

 o
f facto

rs creates 

a u
n

iq
u

ely d
an

gero
u

s situ
atio

n
 in

 th
ese co

m
m

u
n

ities w
h

ich
 req

u
ires 

system
ic ch

an
ges. 

a 
h

ttps://fin
esan

d
feesju

sticecen
ter.o

rg/articles/investigatio
n

-fergu
so

n
-po

lice-
d

epartm
en

t/
b

 
T

h
o

m
pso

n
, D

. (2
0

2
0

, Ju
n

e 1
1

). U
n

b
u

n
d

le th
e P

o
lice. T

h
e A

tlan
tic. w

w
w

.th
eatlan

tic.
co

m
/id

eas/arch
ive/2

0
2

0
/0

6
/u

n
b

u
n

d
le-po

lice/6
1

2
9

1
3

/
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A
n

d
 th

is pro
b

lem
 is n

o
t u

n
iq

u
e to

 d
rivin

g, 

as en
fo

rcem
en

t h
as also

 b
eco

m
e a m

ajo
r 

co
m

po
n

en
t o

f so
-called

 “ped
estrian

 safety” 

in
itiatives, w

h
ich

 also
 ten

d
 to

 place a greater 

em
ph

asis o
n

 co
m

m
u

n
ities o

f co
lo

r. a B
etw

een
 

2
0

1
2

 an
d

 2
0

1
7

, B
lack ped

estrian
s in

 

Jackso
nville, F

lo
rid

a co
n

stitu
ted

 5
5

 percen
t o

f 

all ticketed
 ped

estrian
s d

espite m
akin

g u
p o

n
ly 

2
9

 percen
t o

f th
e po

pu
latio

n
. b 

a 
T

h
e E

n
o

 C
en

ter fo
r Tran

spo
rtatio

n
. (2

0
2

0
, Ju

n
e 

1
9

). O
p-E

d
: Tran

spo
rtatio

n
 an

d
 th

e P
o

lice P
art 2

: T
h

e 
E

n
fo

rcem
en

t P
ro

b
lem

 in
 P

ed
estrian

 an
d

 B
icycle Safety. 

w
w

w
.en

o
tran

s.o
rg/article/tran

spo
rtatio

n
-an

d
-th

e-po
lice-

part-2
-th

e-en
fo

rcem
en

t-pro
b

lem
-in

-ped
estrian

-an
d

-
b

icycle-safety/
b

 
E

q
u

al Ju
stice In

itiative. (2
0

1
7

, N
ovem

b
er 3

0
). 

A
n

alysis F
in

d
s T

ickets D
ispro

po
rtio

n
ately Issu

ed
 to

 B
lack 

P
ed

estrian
s. h

ttps://eji.o
rg/n

ew
s/an

alysis-fin
d

s-tickets-
d

ispro
po

rtio
n

ately-issu
ed

-to
-b

lack-ped
estrian

s

T
h

o
u

gh
 several facto

rs are likely at play, 

in
frastru

ctu
re is a key aspect. P

ed
estrian

 

in
frastru

ctu
re ten

d
s to

 b
e least availab

le 

in
 B

lack an
d

 B
ro

w
n

 co
m

m
u

n
ities, w

h
ile car 

o
w

n
ersh

ip is less co
m

m
o

n
. A

n
d

 in
 lo

w
-in

co
m

e 

co
m

m
u

n
ities, th

e fin
an

cial pen
alties o

f traffic 

en
fo

rcem
en

t create eco
n

o
m

ic h
ard

sh
ips an

d
 

fin
an

cial b
u

rd
en

s th
at can

 in
clu

d
e life-alterin

g 

co
n

seq
u

en
ces: late fees, licen

se su
spen

sio
n

, 

lo
ss o

f em
ploym

en
t, an

d
 a vicio

u
s d

eb
t cycle.

A
u

to
m

ated
 en

fo
rcem

en
t (like speed

 cam
eras) 

is an
o

th
er w

ay to
 en

fo
rce b

eh
avio

r, b
u

t 

w
ith

o
u

t tran
sparen

cy an
d

 clear gu
ard

rails 

ab
o

u
t h

o
w

 it’s d
eployed

, it can
 b

e su
b

ject 

to
 th

e sam
e b

iases as h
u

m
an

 en
fo

rcem
en

t, 

fu
rth

er perpetu
atin

g in
eq

u
ities, an

d
 

d
eepen

in
g govern

m
en

t relian
ce o

n
 fin

es an
d

 

fees fo
r reven

u
e. A

fter all, d
ecisio

n
s ab

o
u

t 

w
here to

 place en
fo

rcem
en

t eq
u

ipm
en

t, h
o

w
 

m
u

ch
 a fin

e is fo
r each

 ticket, an
d

 w
h

at fees to
 

ad
d

 o
n

, are still b
ein

g m
ad

e b
y state o

r lo
cal 

o
fficials. 

Fo
r exam

ple, after a recen
t in

itiative to
 in

stall 

traffic cam
eras in

 C
h

icago
, B

lack an
d

 B
ro

w
n

 

zip co
d

es w
ere ticketed

 at ro
u

gh
ly tw

ice 

th
e rate o

f w
h

ite n
eigh

b
o

rh
o

o
d

s, lead
in

g 

to
 sign

ifican
t fin

an
cial h

ard
sh

ip an
d

 even
 

b
an

kru
ptcy. c A

n
d

 w
h

en
 C

h
icago

 ch
an

ged
 its 

speed
 cam

era pro
gram

 in
 early 2

0
2

1
 to

 issu
e 

citatio
n

s at 6
 m

ph
 over th

e speed
 lim

it, th
e city 

gen
erated

 $
8

9
 m

illio
n

 in
 fin

es in
 o

n
e year—

raisin
g th

e d
aily tickets issu

ed
 fro

m
 1

,1
0

0
 to

 

9
,0

0
0

. M
eanw

h
ile, th

e n
u

m
b

er o
f ped

estrian
 

fatalities in
 C

h
icago

 in
creased

 in
 2

0
2

1
.

A
s a b

iker an
d

 ped
estrian

 m
yself w

h
o

 lives 

w
ith

 yo
u

n
g ch

ild
ren

 in
 a m

ajo
r city, I th

in
k 

ab
o

u
t street safety every tim

e I step o
u

tsid
e 

m
y h

o
m

e. I u
n

d
erstan

d
 th

e tem
ptatio

n
 to

 d
eal 

w
ith

 gro
w

in
g traffic vio

len
ce w

ith
 expan

d
ed

 

en
fo

rcem
en

t effo
rts. B

u
t en

fo
rcem

en
t alo

n
e 

w
ill fail to

 so
lve th

e fu
n

d
am

en
tal pro

b
lem

: 

streets designed fo
r th

e very b
eh

avio
r th

at 

en
fo

rcem
en

t is tryin
g to

 elim
in

ate. T
h

e b
est 

strategy fo
r m

o
re effective an

d
 eq

u
itab

le 

en
fo

rcem
en

t is to
 red

u
ce h

o
w

 m
u

ch
 it’s 

n
eed

ed
, by red

esign
in

g streets th
at m

ake 

safer b
eh

avio
r easier, m

o
re in

tu
itive, an

d
 

u
ltim

ately m
o

re likely. 

Learn m
ore: 

h
ttps://fin

esan
d

feesju
sticecen

ter.o
rg

c 
w

w
w

.pro
pu

b
lica.o

rg/article/ch
icago

s-race-n
eu

tral-
traffic-cam

eras-ticket-b
lack-an

d
-latin

o
-d

rivers-th
e-m

o
st

Tickets m
ay even be given to people w

alking in places 
w

here there aren’t any sidew
alks, as w

ith this road. 
Photo courtesy of Scott C

raw
ford.
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B
u

t th
ey also

 h
ave th

eir lim
its. StreetLigh

t D
ata 

in
clu

d
e w

alkin
g trips o

f all pu
rpo

ses, b
o

th
 to

 

essen
tial places like w

o
rk o

r gro
cery sto

res as 

w
ell as w

alkin
g trips fo

r recreatio
n

 o
r exercise 

th
at m

igh
t o

ccu
r in

 parks, in
 gated

 co
m

m
u

n
ities, 

o
n

 trails, an
d

 even
 o

n
 b

each
es. T

h
ese are 

w
o

n
d

erfu
l co

m
m

u
n

ity am
en

ities, b
u

t trips aw
ay 

fro
m

 veh
icle traffic are n

o
t u

sefu
l in

 ju
d

gin
g 

th
e relative safety fo

r ped
estrian

s expo
sed

 to
 

veh
icles acro

ss m
etro

 areas an
d

 states.

T
h

e U
.S. C

en
su

s provid
es d

ata o
n

 th
e sh

are o
f 

peo
ple w

h
o

 w
alk to

 w
o

rk, b
u

t as n
o

ted
 in

 sectio
n

 

III, th
is d

ata fo
cu

sed
 o

n
 w

o
rk trips experien

ced
 

m
ajo

r d
isru

ptio
n

 d
u

rin
g 2

0
2

0
. In

 th
is expan

d
ed

 

n
ew

 sectio
n

 fo
r th

is ed
itio

n
 o

f D
an

gero
u

s b
y 

D
esign

, w
e ch

o
se to

 lo
o

k at overall w
alkin

g trip 

rates acro
ss m

etro
 areas u

sin
g d

ata provid
ed

 

by StreetLigh
t D

ata. T
h

eir d
ata h

elp sh
o

w
 h

o
w

 

m
u

ch
 m

o
re overall w

alkin
g is takin

g place, an
d

 

po
ten

tially h
o

w
 m

u
ch

 ad
d

itio
n

al d
em

an
d

 th
ere 

is, co
m

pared
 to

 u
sin

g o
n

ly th
e U

.S. C
en

su
s d

ata 

lim
ited

 to
 o

n
ly co

m
m

u
te trips. C

o
m

b
in

in
g th

e 

C
en

su
s d

ata o
n

 w
alkin

g co
m

m
u

tes w
ith

 th
is n

ew
 

set o
f w

alkin
g in

d
icato

rs fro
m

 Streetligh
t D

ata 

allo
w

s u
s to

 b
etter u

n
d

erstan
d

 h
o

w
 ch

an
ges in

 

w
alkin

g d
u

rin
g th

e pan
d

em
ic im

pacted
 safety.

StreetLigh
t leverages an

o
nym

ized
 in

fo
rm

atio
n

 

fro
m

 cellph
o

n
es an

d
 m

o
b

ile d
evices to

 provid
e 

u
s w

ith
 an

 in
d

ex o
f w

alkin
g trips fo

r each
 m

etro
 

area an
d

 state an
alyzed

 in
 th

is repo
rt. T

h
ese 

in
d

ex n
u

m
b

ers are m
o

st valu
ab

le fo
r co

m
parin

g 

th
e am

o
u

n
t o

f w
alkin

g trips in
 d

ifferen
t places 

an
d

 ch
an

ges over tim
e, rath

er th
an

 provid
in

g an
 

actu
al co

u
n

t o
f all trips. 

V
I. W

hat pandem
ic 

w
alking rates tell 

us about m
aking 

streets safer

Photo by Steve D
avis / Sm

art G
row

th A
m

erica
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4
. 

M
o

re w
alkin

g d
o

esn’t h
ave to

 resu
lt in

 m
o

re d
eath

s. W
e can

 get 

m
o

re peo
ple w

alkin
g to

 m
o

re places w
ith

o
u

t seein
g d

eath
s in

crease, 

if w
e prio

ritize th
eir safety fro

m
 th

e gro
u

n
d

 u
p. T

h
is tracks w

ith
 th

e 

w
o

rld
w

id
e tren

d
—

in
creases in

 w
alkin

g an
d

 d
ro

ps in
 d

rivin
g o

n
ly led

 

to
 m

o
re d

eath
s in

 th
e U

S an
d

 tw
o

 o
th

er d
evelo

ped
 co

u
n

tries. M
o

st 

go
t safer.

W
e explain

 m
o

re ab
o

u
t th

e pro
cess an

d
 th

e m
eth

o
d

o
lo

gy fo
r th

ese fo
u

r 

fin
d

in
gs in

 th
e fo

llo
w

in
g d

etailed
 sectio

n
.

Sep
aratin

g th
e m

o
re d

ead
ly fro

m
 th

e less d
ead

ly m
etro

 
areas

To
 get a b

etter u
n

d
erstan

d
in

g o
f w

h
eth

er in
creases in

 w
alkin

g d
u

rin
g th

e 

pan
d

em
ic led

 to
 in

creases in
 d

eath
s, w

e d
ivid

ed
 th

e 1
0

0
 largest m

etro
 

areas in
to

 tw
o

 gro
u

ps, o
r clu

sters. O
n

e gro
u

p co
n

sisted
 o

f m
o

re d
ead

ly 

cities (m
o

re th
an

 1
.8

 d
eath

s per 1
0

0
k) an

d
 a seco

n
d

 gro
u

p co
n

sisted
 o

f 

less d
ead

ly cities (u
p to

 1
.8

 d
eath

s per 1
0

0
k). T

h
ese gro

u
ps are ro

u
gh

ly 

eq
u

al in
 size, w

ith
 ab

o
u

t 5
0

 cities in
clu

d
ed

 in
 each

. W
e th

en
 co

m
pared

 

th
e ch

an
ges in

 d
eath

 rates an
d

 d
ifferen

ces in
 w

alkin
g b

etw
een

 th
e tw

o
 

gro
u

ps. T
h

ere w
as a large d

ifferen
ce in

 average d
eath

 rates fo
r 2

0
1

6
-

2
0

2
0

 b
etw

een
 th

ese tw
o

 gro
u

ps: 2
.7

 an
n

u
al d

eath
s per 1

0
0

,0
0

0
 peo

ple 

o
n

 average in
 th

e m
o

re d
ead

ly G
ro

u
p 1

, versu
s 1

.3
 in

 th
e less d

ead
ly 

G
ro

u
p 2

. 

Fo
u

r th
in

gs w
e learn

ed
 ab

o
u

t th
e p

an
d

em
ic’s in

crease in
 

w
alkin

g an
d

 d
eath

s

Fo
r th

is po
rtio

n
 o

f th
e an

alysis w
e u

sed
 w

alkin
g d

ata fro
m

 b
o

th
 th

e U
.S. 

C
en

su
s an

d
 StreetLigh

t to
 exam

in
e th

e im
pact o

f in
creased

 w
alkin

g 

d
u

rin
g th

e pan
d

em
ic. W

e gro
u

ped
 m

etro
 areas in

to
 tw

o
 catego

ries b
y 

th
eir d

eath
 rates fro

m
 2

0
1

6
 to

 2
0

2
0

 (m
o

re d
ead

ly, less d
ead

ly) an
d

 

d
iscovered

 fo
u

r b
asic tren

d
s: 

1
. 

StreetLigh
t’s d

ata sh
o

w
s th

at w
alkin

g in
creased

 everyw
h

ere 

d
u

rin
g th

e p
an

d
em

ic, b
u

t th
o

se in
creases o

n
ly led

 to
 m

o
re d

eath
s 

in
 certain

 m
etro

 areas. 

2
. 

In
 2

0
2

0
, fatality rates in

creased
 th

e m
o

st o
n

 average in
 th

e 

m
etro

 areas th
at w

ere alread
y m

o
re d

ead
ly an

d
 h

ad
 lo

w
er 

sh
ares o

f p
eo

p
le w

alkin
g to

 w
o

rk b
efo

re th
e p

an
d

em
ic. In

 sh
o

rt, 

th
e m

o
re d

ead
ly m

etro
s also

 saw
 th

e b
iggest in

creases in
 fatality 

rates. W
alkin

g rates also
 in

creased
 th

e m
o

st in
 th

ese m
etro

 areas, 

illu
stratin

g a pen
t-u

p d
em

an
d

 fo
r w

alkin
g in

 th
e m

o
st u

n
w

elco
m

in
g 

an
d

 u
n

safe places. 

3
. 

In
 2

0
2

0
, fatality rates d

ecreased
 (o

r in
creased

 th
e least) o

n
 

average in
 th

e m
etro

 areas th
at w

ere less d
ead

ly an
d

 h
ad

 h
igh

er 

sh
ares o

f p
eo

p
le w

alkin
g to

 w
o

rk b
efo

re th
e p

an
d

em
ic. T

h
e 

places w
h

ere m
o

re peo
ple ch

o
o

se to
 w

alk to
 w

o
rk ten

d
 to

 b
e places 

th
at also

 h
ave th

e street d
esign

 an
d

 lan
d

 u
se th

at m
ake it safe to

 d
o

 

so
.  
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Few
er p

eo
p

le w
alk to

 w
o

rk in
 th

e 
m

o
re d

ead
ly p

laces

Lo
o

kin
g at th

ese tw
o

 gro
u

ps o
f m

etro
 areas, 

clear pattern
s em

erged
. A

 co
n

sid
erab

ly larger 

sh
are o

f peo
ple w

alked
 to

 w
o

rk b
efo

re th
e 

pan
d

em
ic in

 th
e less d

ead
ly m

etro
 areas 

(G
ro

u
p 2

, sh
o

w
n

 in
 b

lu
e): 2

.6
 percen

t o
f 

co
m

m
u

ters o
n

 average versu
s 1

.7
 percen

t in
 

th
e m

o
re d

ead
ly gro

u
p o

f m
etro

 areas (red
). 

T
h

ere is also
 a clear cu

to
ff b

etw
een

 th
e tw

o
 

gro
u

ps w
h

en
 it co

m
es to

 w
alkin

g co
m

m
u

ters: 

alm
o

st all cities in
 th

e less d
ead

ly gro
u

p h
ad

 a 

h
igh

er sh
are o

f peo
ple co

m
m

u
tin

g b
y w

alkin
g 

th
an

 any o
f th

e m
etro

 areas in
 th

e m
o

re d
ead

ly 

gro
u

p. 

T
h

ese tw
o

 gro
u

ps h
ave less pro

n
o

u
n

ced
 

b
u

t still n
o

tew
o

rthy d
ifferen

ces in
 w

alkin
g 

overall, as sh
o

w
n

 by th
e w

alkin
g trip in

d
ex 

valu
es provid

ed
 by StreetLigh

t D
ata fo

r 

2
0

1
6

-2
0

2
0

. O
verall, m

etro
 areas in

 th
e m

o
re 

d
ead

ly gro
u

p h
ave h

igh
er w

alkin
g trip in

d
exes, 

averagin
g 2

.9
, w

h
ereas th

e average w
alkin

g 

trip in
d

ex fo
r th

e less d
ead

ly m
etro

 areas is 

2
.6

. H
o

w
ever, so

m
e o

f th
e m

o
st d

ead
ly cities 

like O
rlan

d
o

 an
d

 Las V
egas h

ad
 exceptio

n
ally 

h
igh

 w
alkin

g trip in
d

ex valu
es (greater th

an
 

4
.) T

h
ese cities h

ave a large po
pu

latio
n

 o
f 

to
u

rists w
alkin

g in
 parks, b

each
es, an

d
 o

th
er 

to
u

rist-o
rien

ted
 areas, w

h
ich

 co
u

ld
 acco

u
n

t 

fo
r th

ese h
igh

 w
alkin

g in
d

ex valu
es, b

u
t are 

also
 gen

erally h
eavily car-o

rien
ted

 in
 m

u
ch

 o
f 

th
eir su

rro
u

n
d

in
g regio

n
s, likely co

n
trib

u
tin

g 

to
 h

igh
 d

eath
 rates. 
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T
h

is ph
en

o
m

en
o

n
 is b

est ch
aracterized

 

by m
etro

 areas o
n

 th
e extrem

e en
d

 o
f th

e 

spectru
m

 in
 th

e m
o

re d
ead

ly gro
u

p like Little 

R
o

ck, A
R

, A
u

gu
sta, G

A
, an

d
 Jackso

n
, M

S, 

w
h

ere a 6
0

 percen
t in

crease in
 w

alkin
g trips 

o
r larger co

rrespo
n

d
ed

 w
ith

 a sim
ilar in

crease 

in
 d

eath
 rates. Fo

r especially d
ead

ly cities like 

Jackso
n

, M
S, w

h
ich

 h
as co

n
sisten

tly sco
red

 

n
ear th

e to
p o

f o
u

r P
ed

estrian
 D

an
ger In

d
ex, 

th
is in

crease is particu
larly co

n
cern

in
g.

M
any m

etro
 areas w

ith
 th

e h
igh

est w
alkin

g 

trip in
d

ices w
ere also

 in
 states like F

lo
rid

a an
d

 

C
alifo

rn
ia w

h
ere private d

evelo
pm

en
t o

ften
 

in
clu

d
es trails an

d
 o

th
er o

ff-street am
en

ities 

fo
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	2022-07-27 Board Agenda with Chair timeline
	LOCATION:  MetroPlan Orlando
	To dial in, please see the calendar item for this meeting:
	MetroPlan Orlando Board
	COVID-19 Health & Safety Message
	The MetroPlan Orlando offices, in response to the COVID-19 pandemic, are following guidelines for group gatherings by limiting physical access for the board meeting to maintain safe social distancing.
	Members of the public may access this meeting virtually and participate via the Zoom link above, or by dialing in. A limited number of the public may attend in person, space permitting. We strongly encourage virtual participation in order to provide ...
	Commissioner Mayra Uribe, Board Chairwoman, Presiding

	Thank you for silencing your cell phones during the meeting.
	I. CALL TO ORDER AND PLEDGE OF ALLEGIANCE (Boardroom)  9:00 a.m. Chairwoman Uribe
	II. CHAIR’S ANNOUNCEMENTS    9:05 a.m.     Chairwoman Uribe
	III. EXECUTIVE DIRECTOR’S ANNOUNCEMENTS  9:10 a.m.   Mr. Gary Huttmann
	IV. FDOT REPORT 9:10 a.m.       Mr. John Tyler
	V. CONFIRMATION OF QUORUM  9:20 a.m.     Ms. Lisa Smith
	VI. AGENDA REVIEW   9:20 a.m.      Mr. Gary Huttmann
	VII. COMMITTEE REPORTS  9:20 a.m.
	VIII. PUBLIC COMMENTS ON ACTION ITEMS   9:30 a.m.
	IX. CONSENT AGENDA  9:35 a.m.        (Tab 1)
	A. Minutes from June 8, 2022 Board meeting – page #5
	B. Approval of Contract Awards for Signal Retiming Contract (Jason) – page #11
	C. Approval of Financial Report for May - page #12
	D. Approval to Extend Sole Source Contract with the University of Florida for Maintenance of the Web-based Crash Database – page #15
	X. OTHER ACTION ITEMS   9:35 a.m.
	XI. INFORMATION ITEMS FOR ACKNOWLEDGEMENT (Action Item) 9:50 a.m.  (Tab 4)
	A. Executive Director’s Report – page #83
	B. FDOT Monthly Construction Status Report May & June 2022 – page #85
	C. PD&E Tracking Report – page #94
	D. Air Quality Report – page #95
	E. Bicycle Pedestrian Report – page #97
	XII. OTHER BUSINESS/PRESENTATIONS  9:50 a.m.
	XIII. PUBLIC COMMENTS (GENERAL)  10:20 a.m.
	XIV. BOARD MEMBER COMMENTS 10:25 a.m.     Commissioner Uribe
	XV. NEXT MEETING:   Wednesday, September 14, 2022
	XVI. ADJOURNMENT  10:30 a.m.

	Consent agenda combined corrected
	BAFS 07.27.22 - Contract Award for Traffic Signal Retiming
	financial report combined
	2022-05 Balance Sheet
	2022-05 Revenue Statement
	travelsummary - May 2022

	Combined Crash Database Contract
	ADP6F96.tmp
	1. PROJECT PURPOSE
	2. PROJECT TASKS
	3. BUDGET
	4. PAYMENT SCHEDULE


	MetroPlan Orlando Board Minutes 2022-06-08 draft_VLWedits_GH.pdf
	LOCATION:        MetroPlan Orlando
	Commissioner Mayra Uribe, Board Chair, Presided

	I. CALL TO ORDER AND PLEDGE OF ALLEGIANCE
	II. CHAIR’S ANNOUNCEMENTS
	III. EXECUTIVE DIRECTOR’S ANNOUNCEMENTS
	V. ROLL CALL AND CONFIRMATION OF QUORUM
	VI. AGENDA REVIEW
	Mr. Huttmann noted there are no changes to the agenda.
	VII. COMMITTEE REPORTS
	VIII. PUBLIC COMMENTS ON ACTION ITEMS
	A. Minutes from May 11, 2022 Board meeting
	B. Approval of Financial Report for April 2022
	C. Approval of FY 2022 Year End Budget Amendment #5
	XII. OTHER BUSINESS/PRESENTATIONS
	XIV. BOARD MEMBER COMMENTS
	XV. NEXT MEETING:   Wednesday, July 27, 2022
	XVI. ADJOURN BOARD MEETING


	TIP approval documents combined
	BAFS 7.27.22 - 2023-27 TIP
	Resolution 22-06 TIP Approval
	RESOLUTION NO. 22-06
	SUBJECT:
	Endorsement of FY 2022/23 - 2026/27
	Transportation Improvement Program
	Passed and duly adopted this 27th day of July, 2022.
	CERTIFICATE

	Public Comments on Transportation Improvement Program as of 7-14-22

	PPL approval documents combined
	Board Action Fact Sheet_PPL_July2022-AT
	FY2026-2035 PPL_v20220713
	PPL_Refresh_LongLists_v0.31.pdf
	1_IHS+SIS+NHFN
	2_StateRoads
	3_OffSys+TRIP
	4_TMA-CS
	6_TSMO+ITS
	9_Ped+Bike
	10_SRTS
	12_Regional Transit



	Information items combined
	ED Report
	Construction Reports combined
	May 2022 Construction Report
	June 2022 Construction Report

	PD&E Tracking Sheet - June 2022
	June 2022 Air Quality Report
	AirQuality

	Bike Ped Report - June 2022
	Memorandum

	Turnpike Widening Fact Sheet
	Save-the-Date 2022_FINAL Mobility Week
	Dangerous-By-Design-2022
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	To dial in, please see the calendar item for this meeting:
	MetroPlan Orlando Board
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	The MetroPlan Orlando offices, in response to the COVID-19 pandemic, are following guidelines for group gatherings by limiting physical access for the board meeting to maintain safe social distancing.
	Members of the public may access this meeting virtually and participate via the Zoom link above, or by dialing in. A limited number of the public may attend in person, space permitting. We strongly encourage virtual participation in order to provide ...
	Commissioner Mayra Uribe, Board Chairwoman, Presiding
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