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Presentation Overview

* Planning for a new reality

e MAP-21 review and assessment

* Implications for CRTPA Regional Mobility Plan
e Regional framework

e Complementary plans and policies



A New Reality

* Debt and fiscal efficiency

* Economic vitality

EQ\ ;

* Global energy consideratiot

* Population change



Funding

nsportation

Real Gas Tax Revenues Have Not
Kept Pace With Road Use

Debt and fiscal constraint 1405
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Short-term federal authorization | "™
reflects lack of political support
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cycles

Traditional sources declining

MAP-21 does not change long-
term funding challenges




The Value of Location-Efficiency

Figare1 Changes in Case-Shiller Zip Code Indices
from Peak to Second Half of 2007
Boston-Quincy-Cambridge Metro Area
Worcester Metro Area

Figure 2 Changes in Case-Shiller Zip Code Indices
from Peak to Second Half of 2007
Los Angeles-Long Beach-Santa Ana Metro Area
Oxnard-Thousand Oaks-Ventura Metro Area

Financial
District

More than -7.5%
| -5.0% to -7.5%
-2.5% to -5.0%
Less than -2.5%

Downtown

West L.A.

B More than -15.0%
7] -10.0% to -15.0%
] -5.0% to -10.0%

B Lessthan-5.0% Irvine/Orange

Source: “Housing Bubbles Collapse Inward” by David Stiff, Fiserv Lending
Solutions



“There is a price/value prehium for walkable

places

i ﬁ

* Applies to both re Sldentlal and
commercial real estate:

e Above-average walkability = $4,000 to
$34,000 more in home sales price*

e Greater walkability = 1% to 9% increase in
commercial property value depending on
type; also hlgher incomes and lower

|

| *Source: “Walking the Walk” by‘}‘oseph Cortwright, CEOs for Cities %

1 Source: “The Walkability Premium in Commercial Real Estate Investments” by Gary Pivo and Jeffrey -
Fisher



mand for Transportation

Alternatives — Demographic Shifts

* Total population in US is more balanced by age group - trend likely to

continue through 2050

* Driving demand for different housing choices for different stages of life

Age and Sex Distribution of the Total Population: 1900, 1950, 2000

Male
Female

Percent Percent Percent

Source: U.S. Census Bureau, decennial census of population, 1900, 1950, 2000

Figure 1

g .
Age and Sex Structure of the Population for the United States: 2010, 2030, and 2050
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context

“ Competing in a changing demographic

Research by Professor Arthur C. Nelson, University of Utah

* By 2025 only about one-fourth of all households in the U.S. will have children
in them and nearly 30 percent will contain only one person

e The U.S.
million v
percent (

* More pe«
people r¢

“The two largest demographic groups in the country,
the baby boomers and their children - together
comprising half the population - want homes and
commercial space in neighborhoods that do not
exist in anywhere near sufficient quantity.”

* Demand ~

Source: Patrick Doherty and Christopher Leinberger, writing in Washington Monthly

mUItIfaHllly, diidClicd, diid 5111d11-10L0 511181C-1d11111y acidliicd 110111ES5

* Qver half of development on the ground in 2025 will not have existed in 2000




TWO-THIRDS OF AMERICANS

BELIEVE THEIR COMMUNITY NEEDS MORE PLANNING.

SUPPORT
A) COMMUNITY
PLANNING.

65% 67% 75%

ALL SIZES OF COMMUNITIES SUPPORT MORE PLANNING.

2212

72%% PUBLIC
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T0 ADDRESS THE ECONOMIC SITUATION OR CAN

fitififfi’ 88% DEMOCRATS
Pi9i9#8117 77% REPUBLICANS

friieetii’ 81% INDEPENDENTS
AGREE THAT THEIR COMMUNITY COULD BENEFIT FROM PLANNING.
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D51 % WANT

TO BE INVOLVED IN COT)I?)HHIII'_}/ PLANNING EFFORTS.
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WHAT PEOPLE

WANT IN THEIR COMMUNITY.
HIGHEST PRIORITIES

»»»a@@

FIFTY-TWO PERCENT OF AMERICANS

SUPPORT USING SCARCE TAX RESOURCES FOR PLANNING.
(1T URBAN

TTPT—

American Planning Association
National Poll — March 2012

* 66% of Americans feel their community needs
more planning

e Planning is supported by a big majority of all
demographics, political parties and regions

* Planners outrank elected officials as those
viewed as best able to make sure the next 5 years
are better than the last 5

“Communities that plan are stronger and more
resilient than those that don't” is a widely
resonant message
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High Priority National Issues

Source: American Planning Association, March 2012
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Demand for a more competitive, performance-based
process

Desire for greater flexibility

Need for aligning broad-based coalitions and
resources

Shifting roles and relationships at the federal,
regional, state and local levels

MAP-21 gradually, but clearly, raises the bar for
regional and local organizations to advance projects

To succeed: Develop a stronger case for projects ﬂr eat and
1S about ever
not last. )




Accountability is how you defme it

* Producing economic benefits

* Recognizing values and respecting
community character

* Increasing travel choices

* Lowering costs per household
* Improving safety for all

e Fostering a smart, well-connected
region oI many communities

“Walkable and Livable Communities Institute
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The Basics

* Two-year authorization of federal surface transportation
program
 In general, status quo funding
* Less funding for some programs (Transit New Starts)

* Compromise between House and Senate versions; signed
into law by President Obama on June 30, 2012

* Most provisions went into effect October 1, 2012

* Rules and some guidance still pending



Program Consolidation

Interstate Maintenance
'—~ ) National Highway Performance
National Highway System 2o gnway

Program

Highway Bridge Program

Off System Bridge Program
|—- Surface Transportation Program

Surface Transportation Program

Congestion Mitigation & Air Quality Congestion Mitigation and Air Quality

Highway Safety Improvement Program
(includes set-aside for Rail/Hwy Crossings) Highway Safety Improvement Program
. i (includes set-aside for Rail/Hwy Crossings)
High Risk Rural Roads

Metropolitan Planning Metropolitan Planning

l Transportation Enhancements l
Recreational Trails . _
lT——( Transportation Alternatives

afe Routes to School
|—_ Office of Work Program and Budget

Scenic Bywa\/s - Florida Department of Transportation




Seven National Goals

* Safety

* Infrastructure condition
* Congestion reduction

* System reliability

¢ Freight movement and economic
vitality

* Environmental sustainability

* Reduced project delivery delays




Metropolitan Planning

Much remains the same from prior law (SAFETEA-LU), with some new
twists...

Mandates performance-driven, outcome based planning

— Establish measures and targets in coordination with state and public
transit provider

— MPOs measure effects of projects in the TIP toward achieving targets

Funding incentive for freight projects (National Freight Policy)

» Transportation Alternatives program replaces Enhancements

Flexibility for operations funding for public transportation
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rformance-driven, Outcome
Based Planning Process

* Support national goals and attainment of regional
outcomes through:

e Overall CRTPA planning process
e Regional Mobility Plan
e Transportation Improvement Program (TIP)

* MPOs set targets to measure performance (achieve
regional outcomes) in coordination with the state and
public transportation providers

e No later than 180 days after state sets measures & targets

 Integrate into planning process the goals, objectives and
EerfBrmance targets set in state and transit plans (directly or
y reference)




rformance-driven, Outcome
Based Planning Process

* Link TIP to achieving outcomes in the Plan (“designed to make
progress”)

e Shall include, to maximum extent feasible, anticipated effects
toward achieving targets

* U.S. DOT to develop measures within 18 months for National
Highway System performance, highway safety, air quality, freight
movement, transit safety, and transit state of good repair

* Each MPO will receive a performance report for its effectiveness
(each 5 years)

* Allows for scenario planning; U.S. DOT to issue a report on cost-
effectiveness versus conventional transportation planning




erformance-driven,
Outcome Based

Measure

* The dimensions, capacity or
amount of something

Benchmark

* A point ofreferencelfrom which
measurements may be made;
something that serves as a standard
by which others may be measured
or judged

Enhance Your Transit

Connections

Connect

Target
* A goal to be achieved

Improve Directness of
Travel




Program

* Replaces Enhancements program set asides
e 2% of apportionments made to states
» Flexible: use for bike/ped, safe routes to

schools, recreational trails and “boulevards” %

* Landscaping projects and scenic
beautification no longer eligible as
independent projects to enhance an existing
roadway, sidewalk or trail

e only eligible as part of the construction of
any Federal-aid highway project

» States can opt out of recreational trails
program, and transfer its TAP funds in the
event of an emergency

nsportation Alternatives

5 s




Eligible Activities:

* Construction, planning, and design
of...facilities for pedestrians,
bicyclists...compliance with
Americans with Disabilities Act

o Safe routes for non-drivers...to access
daily needs

* Conversion and use of abandoned
railroad corridors for trails

* Construction of turnouts, overlooks,
and viewing areas




Transportation Alternatives
* For 50% of funds sub-allocated by geography

e MPOs must have competitive process
e State must have competitive process for non-MPO areas

* For 50% of fund not sub-allocated
e Distributed to FDOT districts by statutory formula
e State is responsible for project selection
e Competitive process not necessary
e No additional guidance expected from FHWA

e T,




Transportation Alternatives

* Other Transportation Enhancement
activities no longer eligible

e Acquisition of scenic easements and
scenic or historic sites

e Scenic or historic highway programs
(including visitor and welcome
centers)

e Historic preservation as an
independent activity unrelated to
historic transportation facilities

e Operation of historic transportation
facilities

e Archaeological planning and research
undertaken for proactive planning;
now must be used only as mitigation
for highway projects
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Public Transportation

* More flexibility for StarMetro

e May use capital funds for bus
operations

e Streamlined environmental review

* New formula program for elderly and
disabled (replaces New Freedom)

* Creates new Core Capacity
Improvement program for existing fixed
guideway systems

* Jobs Access/Reverse Commute program
eliminated but funding in urban/rural
formula programs

* Requires Secretary to better use private
sector in public transportation




“Changes to the New Starts Criteria

OLD New Starts Criteria

» Project Justification
Mobility Improvements

Cost Effectiveness
Operating Efficiency
Environmental Benefits
Land Use

Economic Development

* Local Financial Commitment
Non-5309 Share
Capital Funding Plan
Operating Funding Plan

NEW New Starts Criteria
* Project Justification

Mobility Improvements
Cost Effectiveness
Congestion Relief
Environmental Benefits
Land Use

Economic Development

e Transit Supportive Land Use
* Local Financial Commitment

Contingency Amounts

Funding Stability, reliability,
availability

Funding to operate, maintain,
recapitalize system



Small Starts

e Still applies to projects costing <$250 million total and
seeking <$75 million

* MAP-21 does not set aside a specific dollar amount for
Small Starts — tougher competition

e Small Starts Process similar to New Starts, without
Engineering phase

¢ (Criteria expanded to match New Starts



iscretionary Grant
Eliminated

* Section 5309 Bus and Bus
Facilities Grants
e Previously used for Obama
Administration’s Livability,
and SGR discretionary grants

e Replaced by new SGR
formula program (5339)

» Section 5308 Clean Fuels
Grants

» Section 5339 Alternatives
Analysis Grants

rograms




er Discretionary Grant
Programs Relevant to Transit

* Projects of National & Regional
Significance
e Authorized for $500M in FY13

but only available if Congress
appropriates General Funds

* TIGER Grants

e Not formally authorized by
MAP-21, but funding still
possible if Congress continues
through appropriations




” Other Significant Provisions

* Creates National Freight Policy
e Requires designating up to 30,000 miles
of primary freight network

e Encourages national and state freight
mobility plans

e Increased funding incentive (federal share
to 9o or 95% for eligible projects)

* Project Delivery/Environmental
Streamlining

e Many provisions to expedite, mostly
minor or construction-related

e Waiver of NEPA for certain projects
« Multimodal
- Within existing right-of-way
« Disaster response



Safety

* Major emphasis
e Proportionately higher funding

e (reates national safety plan for all
forms of public transportation

* Dropped financial penalty language for
states that fail to update the Strategic
Highway Safety Plan and eliminated
proposed fund)i/ng for safety data
collection

* Dropped Complete Streets language
from Senate bill that would have
required safety of all users be taken into
account during construction and repair




nsportation Infrastructure

Finance and Innovation Act (TIFIA)

* Federal credit assistance to eligible r 1
transportation projects |

e Seven-fold increase vs. SAFETEA-LU
e $750 M in FY13 and $1 B in FY14

e Allows for several billions in low-cost
loans per year

* Can now finance up to 49% of project
costs (was 33%), with a cap of 80%
total federal assistance

e More favorable terms for rural areas




MAP-21 Summary

* A short term funding bill with long term implications for
planning process

* Funding for new projects will be very limited for at least 2
years

* Many details remain to be spelled out in future guidance
and regulations

* Still possible to move projects forward in times of
uncertainty - but it will be increasingly competitive
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| CRTPA Vision Statement

Create an integrated regional multimodal
transportation network that provides the most
options for moving people and goods
economically, effectively and safely while
protecting the environment, promoting economic
development and maintaining a high quality of life
with sustainable development patterns.




* High level assessment of the
region over 50 years

* Coordinated with StarMetro’s
guiding transit plan

* Recognizes the relationships =
between mobility, land use
and development

e All modes, all users
e Sustainability emphasis
e Fiscally constrained

Copital Reglon
Transportation Planning Agency

CRTPA> @Starmetro




.
Goals & Objectives

* Smart Growth Principles

ility Plan

Smart Growth
Principles

* Goals and measureable
objectives + Housing Choices

+ Transportation Choices

o] ] . + Compact Development
- SHC i » Use Existing Assets

strategies defined (some [EERUMERTIS
performance targets) » Protect Natural Resources
« High Quality Design
e Urban s Lo

e Rural




Complementary Plans

* Woodpville Highway
Corridor

® Monroe Street Access
Management

* Gadsden, Wakulla and
Jefferson County Bicycle &

Pedestrian Plans

* Regional Transit Study

e |[Long Term Transit Plan
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ransportation Improvement
Program

® Priority pI‘Oj eCtS ADOPTED Fiscal Year 2014 - Fiscal Year 2018

E3
. =
* Multimodal e
= PROJECT NAME PROPOSED IMPROVEMENT
£ M TO

* Reflects funding limits
on large projects

* Focus on achieving
project completion




Funded Local Projects

* Lafayette Street Pedestrian
Tunnel

* Apalachee Parkway Sidewalks {1 [l
o 6t Avenue Sidewalk
e Lake Ella Pedestrian Crosswalk

* Ochlocknoee Bay Bike Trail
(Wakulla County)

* Florida Arts Trail (Gadsden
County)




f Implications for CRTPA

* Establish a performance-driven outcome based approach
e Measure progress for achieving desired outcomes
e Linkage with land use for economic and livability objectives
e Set aspirational yet achievable targets

* Leverage funding (e.g., Transportation Alternatives program) to
give incentives for public & private partners to reach targets

* Align state, metropolitan and local policy objectives with metrics

* Tell a compelling story — makes the case for better outcomes
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" FHWA’s MAP-21 Website

http://www.fthwa.dot.gov/map21/

Summary

Legislation

Funding Tables
Webinars

Guidance

MAP-21, the Moving Ahead for Progress in the 21st Century Act
(P.L. 112-141), was signed into law by President Obama on July 6,
2012. Funding surface transportation programs at over $105 billion
for fiscal years (FY) 2013 and 2014, MAP-21 is the first long-term
highway authorization enacted since 2005.

MAP-21 is a milestone for the U.S. economy and the Nation's
surface transportation program. By transforming the policy and
programmatic framework for investments to guide the system’s
growth and development, MAP-21 creates a streamlined and
performance-based surface transportation program and builds on
many of the highway, transit, bike, and pedestrian programs and
policies established in 1991.




What Programs Changed?

Treatment of Carryover Highway Program Funding Under MAP-21

Infrastructure

Appalachian Development Highway New Continued - Distinct program serving the same overarching purpose as

System previous program with similar requirement. No new funding.

Coordinated Border Infrastructure Old Consolidated - Eligibilities exist within new program but thereis no
distinct program or funding for this purpose.

Equity Bonus (EB) Old Discontinued

Ferry Boat old Continued - Distinct entity with associated funding. However, the new
program’s eligibilities, structure, etc. are significantly different

Highway Bridge (Bridge) Old Consolidated - Eligibilities exist within new program but there is no
distinct program or funding for this purpose.

Historic Covered Bridge old Discontinued

Preservation

Interstate Maintenance (IM) Old Consolidated - Eligibilities exist within new program but there is no
distinct program or funding for this purpose.

National Corridor Infrastructure old Discontinued




Connecting People and Places

REGIONAL MOBILITY PLAN

“Connecting People and Places”

.__ CRIPA ‘




Connecting People and Places

Previous Long Range Planning Efforts

Long Range Bicycle and Transit
Transportation Pedestrian Development
Plan Master Plan Plan

Ir:;nq,»mlnl Planning Agency




Connecting People and Places

Regional Mobility Plan

Transit Development Plan

Bicycle and Pedestrian Master Plan

Long Range Transportation Plan
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Connecting People and Places

Regional Mobility Plan

e Full partnership with transit agency
¢ Focus of the Plan

e Moving people and goods, not autos

e “Complete Streets” designed to provide access and
mobility to all users

® Interconnectivity and local network
e |dentifying needs by corridors

e Initiate looking beyond the 20-year horizon (50+
year horizon)

nnnnnnnnnnnnnnnnnnnnnnnnnnn




Connecting People and Places

The Regional Mobility Plan is About
the Future




“Connecting People and Places”

Next Long Range Transportation
Plan




Connecting People and Places

Land Use/Development
and
Transportation
Vision

Transportation Planning Agency J
N CRTPA
/
4




Connecting People and Places

The Future: Growth Patterns




Connecting People and Places

Business As Usual

S

Quality Growth

Quality Growth Plus

!r‘l;lxwﬁillnon Planning Agency




K Connecting People and Places

(CRTPA)

G rOWt h Are a S CRTPA Regional Mobility Plan
l F

~

March 2010
Sources: Flarida Geographic ;
Data Library (FGDL), Florida w Yo
Natural Areas Inventory (FNAI).

Critical Lands & Waters Identification

Project (CLIP), Aquifer Vulnerability
Assossments (LAVA)
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Connecting People and Places

Al 2035 Transportation Projects (Region)

EG\C";NWIITY AAN
[Ny CRTPA Regional Mobility Plan

/
LIBERTY COUNTY N

2035 Projects by Project Type
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Connecting People and Places

The Capital Region in the future...

Like this? Or
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Connecting People and Places

Gstablish a Land Use and
Transportation Vision for the
region or community and specific
goals or measures for the multi-
modal transportation system

Transportation
Planning
Process

Transpaortation
Model provides
output measures

Test Alternate
Land Use
Scenarios

Test Alternate '\
Transportation
Scenarios

Compare Model
Results to Goals

Develop Final Land Use
and Transportation Plan

with refinement as needed
to match fiscal realities

Implement through Regional
Transportation Planning

Process, Land Use Ordinances
and Development Plans

Compms toger
Transportation Planning Agency

CRIPA




Connecting People and Places
LAND USE CHANGES
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Connecting People and Places

TRANSPORTATION CHANGES




Connecting People and Places
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Figure 2.1: Historical roadway network plans of Washington, DC and Manhattpn, NY.

Source: *Pierre Charles L'Enfant’s plan for Washington, DC, as revised by Andrew Ellicott. 1792.
*Commissioners Plan of 1811, Manhattan, NY
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Connecting People and Places

Layered
Networks




Connecting People and Places

AR

A\
REGICINAL MOBILITY FLAN

2035 Transportation Projects (Region)

1

LIBERTY COUNTY

/

\«

Sources: CRTPA, RS&H Team

Miles |

CRTPA Regional Mobility Plan

2035 Projects by Project Type

o8}
N Bicycle
s s Bike/Ped
Operational
f’,:r Operational/Safety
e, Pedestrian - Neighborhood

# == Pedestrian

== Roadway Improvement/Reconstruction
— Roadway New

== Roadway Widening **

m Roadway New

I cities

** Non-interstate widening projects




& Tallahassee - Leon County Mobility Plan - Wi

‘@ http://agsinter.leoncountyfl.gov/mobility/ 5 ‘ | X
File Edit View Favorites Tools Help

s Internet Exp

P Google

i;f'Favorites |® Tallahassee - Leon County Mobil...‘ ‘ B = @ ~ Pagew

@ Needs Plan for Mobility Projects ® L QO O W iZ
' Tallahassee-Leon County Mobility Plan v v =
~ | 7 ' I:I :
& @ 2 ! i -GI‘-T(I}.- A Theomias i MoD... Retel
— zChattahoochae_ COHI: S County. GA i
“ TR e e - . | |
iy . T — . N ) '_
:'_'. \ .'I.' i
z “waretna AHavana Il shshwille
- e
y 4 | Gadeden  YGreensBorolire. ,
> I Crounty, FL &
- 1 I
- I. I ! 1
| ! Mihyay x g T
| S NI |
| Jetfarson | N & \
. | A County, FL N
Bristol i Spe /
o | S "
= e Il
o = — . > Lecn __Capps
' ' County, FL Waukeenah. . i
# T * %, T malament
i g, Wacissa
T T ,
: ;
T, I
i » =
\ Pi i ;
[ Legend .9 ”-' ) - i
IMohility Layers (-] W akulla
Intersection Improvements ol
j e - 4
@ i) Walulla Fhcrawtordville ! Y
! County, FL S ¥4 «Saint Marks | S €
Planned Trailhead = :
) L.
Planned Pedestrian Overpass 4 :, Vs 3 I
Planned Trails 1 - it eem——
= ° £
it
40 km
I . '
- 20 mi
Done 5| @ Internet | Protected Mode: Off

>

Desktop = [§] v & & 7




Windows Internet Explorer S ot oo TS O, ==L
- T | X |7.D Google pe)

# Tallahassee - Leon County Mobility Plan

Q_ |® http://agsinter.leoncountyfl.gov/mobility/

- File Edit View Favorites Tools Help | X @iconvert v B
¢ Favorites |@ Tallahassee - Leon County Mobil---| | % v B - = ®n - Page~v Safetyv Tools~ @)v
@ Needs Plan for Mobility Projects =l =l & ~oout bosility Proje
Tallahassee-Leon County Mobility Plan =
o Y - e - e e £13 - - —

@

More...

Strests | Terrain ]

||— Relief ] Aerial.
e

| = NG
3
=

N MERIDIAN RO

JATHE CH BLUFF RO,

~
Fopla

[ Legend -9
E Mobhility Layers (=] e
Intersection Improvements : v
Planned Trailnead
Planned Pedestrian Overpass

-~

Planned Trails

GITY LMY

SOUTHWODO

3:20 PM
8/24/2012

. http://agsinter.leoncountyfl.gov/mobility/

Copams Rogor

Transportation Planning Agency

CRTPA




& Tallahassee - Leon County Mobility P!
@'@ ‘@ http://agsinter.leoncoun‘gﬂ.gov/mobility/

File Edit View Favorites Tools Help

1«? Favorites |® Tallahassee - Leon County Mobil... ‘ ‘

@ Needs Plan for Mobility Projects ® L QO O B =
£ Ll v =
—— e — — — " T —

Tallahazsee-Leon County

PLANNED SIDEWALK i LK
T = |

=

PLANNED EICYCLE LANE

o

[ % :
¥ r
a3 |
N i
2 I '
ndf £ I T
||y P I ’- g i r
i 4 4 — Tyl
Intersection Improvements By a - e § Ie
& i e [y
- Wz = b B IR R L L b ||
. .g%"ch | ré'l DETIN NENLE
Planned Trailhead Ehm . Al
L3 ! Falog m™dmw | b 2w |
) Ej A Fiaipr s S —
| AN i 5%::;" -nrn‘"-.'hllkin'l- i
-|  Planned Pedestrian Overpass i ¥ L 20| |
| J ™ I v =
R ey \ l_ L :"lf:m_. i
P’Ianned"ﬁaﬁs ' I‘ _: :. !
| L ! *
- s - Ik =9 1
It « |lT &
| Bl w0
= i e | il " / A\l L B e a3 T »
FLANNED SHARED USE PATH | y ] . i | |\ | SR '; '
e ¢ v
%@r@:h- Ryl n‘: Ll v
L LSHI - A i} \ k]| R
Done : Off




ﬁ Tallahassee - Leon County Maobility Plan - Windows Internet Exm — m _—

|@ http://agsinter.leoncountyfl.gov/mobility/

File Edit View Favorites Tools Help

aﬂf Favorites E@ Tallahassee - Leon County Mobil... |

Needs Plan for Mobility Projects ® oo ) 3 @ & 8=
. Tallahassee-Leon County Maobility Plan v é’) v @ = ) @ ‘&% & g:
==t ——t R AR PR e S—
i = B E 5 i ) t - i ¥ R z I o e s et £ | =
2 i-"“} s Identify Mobility Layers U} = ' @
e = = 1 .
Planned Sidewalks ) : ol .
PROJECT NAWE: LAFAYETTE b : =
STREETSCAPE CONSTRUCTION 1% uZJI &~
STATUS: UNDER DESIGM & 5:
ESTIMATED COST: ﬁ: :‘
FUNDING 8CHEDULE: §|
FUMNDING SOURCE: COUNTY, CITY, FDOT E:
PROJECT DESCRIPTION: = EI
1
Planned Sidewalks 2
ol
i
peres : '“'-'-""“'3'_: s
" ! U
i
o o PUAMNED SEYCLE N #
: zz ]
| LAY
]
n
e )
__________ ) = A
: . 5
¥
: : i i
! 3 i f i
' i ! | s [ o e
f Legend _ O ; %E: e
]
Mobility Layers (-] ' E =:
= 1
Intersection Improvements § ]
N AZALEADR = :
&) 21
z -
Planned Trailhead & i
T 1
P £~ 25 I
i) i
Flanned Pedestrian Overpass :
L A g " i
0 LELANE MW&
o | -l 8 1" . :
Planned Trails ’= A
o 1"
" L1} 3
LE DR (1]
] 7
| TOGTHIN NENE é}?' &
TR T .".nr' - i i ]
| PLANNED SHARED.USEPATH + 1 } 8 i
T = I 1 =
T 1 ¥ ] 1 =
.'-’;,_ﬂtg.ug SIL (] H | ; 4 : \ i




ﬁ Tallahassee - Leon County Maobility Plan - Windows Internet Exm — m _—

|@ http://agsinter.leoncountyfl.gov/mobility/

File Edit View Favorites Tools Help

aﬂf Favorites E@ Tallahassee - Leon County Mobil... |

Needs Plan for Mobility Projects ® oo ) 3 @ & 8=
. Tallahassee-Leon County Maobility Plan v é’) v @ = ) @ ‘&% & g:
==t ——t R AR PR e S—
i = B E 5 i ) t - i ¥ R z I o e s et £ | =
2 i-"“} s Identify Mobility Layers U} = ' @
e = = 1 .
Planned Sidewalks ) : ol .
PROJECT NAWE: LAFAYETTE b : =
STREETSCAPE CONSTRUCTION 1% uZJI &~
STATUS: UNDER DESIGM & 5:
ESTIMATED COST: ﬁ: :‘
FUNDING 8CHEDULE: §|
FUMNDING SOURCE: COUNTY, CITY, FDOT E:
PROJECT DESCRIPTION: = EI
1
Planned Sidewalks 2
ol
i
peres : '“'-'-""“'3'_: s
" ! U
i
o o PUAMNED SEYCLE N #
: zz ]
| LAY
]
n
e )
__________ ) = A
: . 5
¥
: : i i
! 3 i f i
' i ! | s [ o e
f Legend _ O ; %E: e
]
Mobility Layers (-] ' E =:
= 1
Intersection Improvements § ]
N AZALEADR = :
&) 21
z -
Planned Trailhead & i
T 1
P £~ 25 I
i) i
Flanned Pedestrian Overpass :
L A g " i
0 LELANE MW&
o | -l 8 1" . :
Planned Trails ’= A
o 1"
" L1} 3
LE DR (1]
] 7
| TOGTHIN NENE é}?' &
TR T .".nr' - i i ]
| PLANNED SHARED.USEPATH + 1 } 8 i
T = I 1 =
T 1 ¥ ] 1 =
.'-’;,_ﬂtg.ug SIL (] H | ; 4 : \ i




,@ Tallahassee - Leon County M_obiﬁty Plan - Windows Internet Explorer —J-ﬂ P— “ —

File Edit View Favorites Tools Help

gsinter.leoncountyfl.gov/mobility/ i ‘ b 3 ‘ XA ||; Google

Tallahassee-Leon County Mobility Plan
-;. ! _._."'-'"1 el Bl D e a4 el Xy Y — T —

Identify Mobility Layers Relief

L.r Favorites  |@ Tallahassee - Leon County Mobil...'- ' (R Q - [ ;rm ~ Page~
M Needs Plan for Mobility Projects ® L QO O & W=

Planned Sidewalks

PROJECT NAME: LAFAYETTE
STREETSCAPE CONSTRUCTION
STATUS: UNDER DESIGM

ESTIMATED COST:

FUMNDING SCHEDULE:

FUMDING SOURCE: COUNTY, CITY, FDOT
PROJECT DESCRIPTION: =

Flanned Sidewalks

IMohility Layers

Intersection Improvements
Planned Trailhead

Planned Fedestrian Overpass

e

Planned Trails

" =5 -
LANNED SHARED USE PATH




“Connecting People and Places”

Economic Development

and
Rail Freight




Regional Mobility Plan

Freight Movement
78% increase to

1.5 million tons (annually) by 2025
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Connecting People and Places

CSX - Building Rail back into Florida
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Connecting People and Places

CSX Transportation Today
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Copital Regon
Transportation Planning Agency

“Connecting People and Places”

Questions?




Suburban Arterials
* Function within RMP Vision
e Existing Conditions & Trends
Recommendations for Actions

Benefits (Fiscal Sustainability, “Livability”) of
Actions




Recommendations for Actions

Suburban Arterials




Suburban Flex-Streetscape

Pioneers & Precursors




Recommendations for Actions

Enhanced roadway capacity & safety
= Enhanced business economics

= Compact development

= Reduced reliance on hydrocarbons

= More active transportation, hence popula
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Connecting People and Places

Establish a Land Use and
Transportation Vision for the
region or community and specific
goals or measures for the multi-
modal transportation system

Transportation
Model provides
output measures

Test Alternate
Transportation
Scenarios

Test Alternate
Land Use
Scenarios

Compare Model
Results to Goals

Develop Final Land Use
and Transportation Plan

with refinement as needed
to match fiscal realities

Implement through Regional
Transportation Planning

Process, Land Use Ordinances
and Development Plans




Connecting People and Places

Business As Usual
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Quality Growth

Quality Growth Plus
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MPOAC TRANSPORTATION

REVENUE STUDY

CRTPA BOARD RETREAT
October 15, 2012




Revenue Study History

* Florida Senate Bill 1688
¢ 13 member Commission consisting of appointees and representatives of various statewide organizations
e State general revenue funds to finance the study

* Florida Senate Bill 582
¢ 13 member Commission consisting of appointees and representatives of various statewide organizations
e Federal metropolitan planning funds to finance the study

J

e January 2010 MPOAC Governing Board agrees to proceed without state legislation

e Study commenced June 2010 with the Center for Urban Transportation Research at the University of South Florida

e Revenue Study Advisory Committee established
e Federal metropolitan planning funds to finance the study

\

J




Purpose

 Develop legislative approaches to implement a set of revenue
measures that address transportation funding needs in
Florida.

e Recommendations will focus on the identification of
sustainable, innovative and acceptable measures to assist in
meeting the mobility needs for Floridians.




Revenue Study Advisory Committee

Florida Airports Council

Florida Transportation
Builders Association

Florida Chamber of
Commerce

Florida League of Cities

Floridians for Better
Transportation

Florida Association of
Counties

The Nature Conservancy in
Florida

Florida Trucking Association

MPOAC Staff Directors
Representative - Chair

Florida Ports Council

Chair MPOAC Governing
Board

Florida Transportation
Commission

American Public Works
Association, Florida Chapter

Florida Public
Transportation Association

Florida Regional Councils
Association
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National Funding Sources

U.S. Transportation Investments by Source
(Billions -2004 dollars)
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Critical Federal Transportation Funding
Issues

 Revenues from the tax on highway fuels represent 90 percent of the
receipts that accrue to the Federal Highway Trust Fund

e Revenues linked to vehicle miles traveled and vehicle fleet
efficiency (fuel use)

 Federal highway taxes flat cents per gallon, not adjusted for
inflation and not adjusted since 1997
— 18.4 cents gasoline
— 24.4 cents diesel

 Highway Trust Fund balance has been in a steady decline requiring
federal General Fund infusions to ensure its solvency

— $8.017 billion in September 2008
— $7 billion in August of 2010

MPOAC TRANSPORTATION REVENUE T
STUDY



Highway Travel Trends

U.S. Vehicle Miles Traveled
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Source: USDOT, Federal Highway Administration, "Traffic Volume Trends," August 2010
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Fuel Eff

Corporate Average Fuel Efficiency Standards
1980 - 2016
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Federal Trust Fund Balances

Highway Account Balance

$25
e FY 2007 FY 2008
e FY 2009 Y 2010 — _
$20 | momFY 2011 =0m=FY 2012 "-..._~F___..--*
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g
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Ending balance for FY 2008 includes $8.017 billion transferred from the General Fund in September pursuant to Public Law 110-318.
Ending balance for FY 2009 includes 57 billion transferred from the General Fund in August pursuant to Public Law 111-46,
Ending balance for FY 2010 includes 514.7 billion transferred from the General Fund in April purssant to Public Law 111-147.

Source: USDOT, Federal Highway Administration
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State of Florida Transportation

Funds

State Transportation Trust Revenue Sources - FY 2010 -11

2%

Highway Fuels Sales Tax
SCETS Fuels Tax

Aviation Fuels Tax

Motor Vehicle License Fees
Rental Car Surcharge

Initial Registration Fee
Title Fees

Fuel Use Taxes and Fees

Local Option Fuel Tax



2011 TRANSPORTATION TAX SOURCES — PRIMARY* DISTRIBUTION AND USE
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Florida Transportation
Fund Diversion

Transportation Funds Used for Other Purposes
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Forecast Annual Percent Change

14

12

10

State Revenue Forecasts

Revenue Estimating Conference Forecast - August 2010

= Highway Fuels Sales Tax
== SCETS Fuels Tax (inc. alt. fuels)

== Aviation Fuels Tax

Motor Vehicle License Fees

== Rental Car Surcharge

Initial Registration Fee

== Title Fees

Local Option Fuel Tax

e TOTAL TAX REVENUES

2011-12 2012-13  2013-14  2014-15 2015-16 2016-17 2017-18 2018-19  2019-20



Florida Metro Area Transportation Funding Shortfall Estimates
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State Trust Fund Purchasing Power

Variables Affecting The Purchasing Power of

Transportation Revenues

Sources: FDOT 2009 Source Book of Florida Highway Data, Oct 2011 REC & 2012-2025 CAFE
Preliminary Estimate
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In S Millions
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State Transportation Taxes & Fees

$12.1 Billion In Lost Purchasing Power
In Current $ - Adjusted for Growth In Vehicle Miles Traveled
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I Doc Stamps, Local Option Distribution & Take Backs
lw Indexed Motor Fuel Taxes
mmm Non-Indexed Taxes, Fees & Surcharges

e Revenue Needed to Maintain FY 99/00 Purchasing Power Per VMT Adjusted for Inflation
18



Purchasing Power Value Lost Due to Inflation

Transportation Taxes and Fees

Rate Increases Required to Restore Lost Purchasing Power
Table Excludes the Surcharges to General Revenue Enacted in 2009

vears Inflation |10 Restore Original Purchasing Power
Last STTF Since CPI-U | Adjusted % Rate Inflation Rate
Rate (to | Unit of Rate Last Index Value of Increase Adjusted Increase
Tax/Fee STTH) Measure | Increase | Increase | Level $1.00 Needed Rate Needed
State Fuel Use 12.3 per gal 2011 0 224.9 $1.00 0% 12.3 0.0
SCETS 6.8 per gal 2011 0 224.9 $1.00 0% 6.8 0.0
Off Highway 12.0 per gal 2011 0 224.9 $1.00 0% 12.0 0.0
Federal Highway Fuel 18.4 per gal 1997 14 160.5 $0.71 40%0 25.8 7.4
Federal Highway Diesel 24.4 per gal 1997 14 160.5 $0.71 40%0 34.2 9.8
Local Option Fuel 12.0 per gal 1993 18 144.5 $0.64 56%0 18.7 6.7
Title Fee various one time 1991 20 136.2 $0.61 65%0 various various
Aviation Fuel 6.9 per gal 1990 21 130.7 $0.58 72% 11.9 5.0
Initial Registration Fee $100.00 | one time 1990 21 130.7 $0.58 72% $172.07 $72.07
Rental Car Surcharge $2.00 per day 1990 21 130.7 $0.58 72% $3.44 $1.44
MVL Fees annual 1983 99.6 $0.44 126% various various
Municipal Fuel g
Constitutional Fuel
County Fuel 1.0 per § 158

Purchasing Power Calculations for Non-Indexed Taxes & Fees Are Calculated Using April 2011 CPI Index of 224.9.

The 2010 General Revenue Surcharges imposed on MVL Fees, Initial Registation Fees, Title Fees and Rental Car Surcharges are excluded from
this analysis since they did not impact the purchasing power of the respective share of revenues directed to the State Transportation Trust Fund.
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MPOAC Revenue Study Action

e Atits April 26, 2012 meeting, the MPOAC
took the following action:

— Transmit to the Legislature / Governor information
on the State’s unfunded transportation needs and
the 14 options to reduce the funding shortfall.

— Initiate legislative action on the top six revenue
options to implement those items.




MPOAC Revenue Study Selected Options

8 yr Total Annual Average
Revenue Option

(Smillions) (Smillions)

State Sales Tax@ 6% in Lieu of Fuel Taxes, w/ floor

1,087 136
State
Toll Rate Making - -
Regional Trans Financing Authority @ $100mill/ yr 3,200 400
Sales Tax on Motor Vehicle Parts & Services (From

5,331 666
GR to STTF)
Sales Tax BEV to STTF (From GR to STTF) 73 9
County $10 Reg. Fee - Local 1,242 155
Alt. Fuel Decal Expansion - State 204 26
$100 mill in New Toll Projects 2,450 306




Top 6 Revenue Options

Index All Fuel Taxes not Currently Indexed

In addition to the State taxes mentioned above, there are several different local option taxes levied on a per gallon
basis in addition to the Constitutional Fuel Tax (2 cents per gallon), County Fuel Tax (1 cent per gallon) and the
Municipal Fuel Tax (1 cent per gallon). The Constitutional, County and Municipal taxes are collected by the State
for distribution to local governments. None of these or the local option fuel tax is indexed to the CPI. This option
would index them on the same basis as the State Fuel Sales Tax and the SCETS, providing local governments with
the same inflation hedge enjoyed by the STTF and generating approximately $115 million annually for investment
in transportation infrastructure. Some of these user fees have not been adjusted since the 1940s.

One Cent Municipal Optional Sales Tax

Under current Florida Statute, Charter Counties and those included in a Regional Transportation Authority district
may elect to impose up to a one percent sales tax on items up to $5,000 with revenues available for
transportation uses. This option would extend that flexibility to cities with a population of 150,000 or more, but
could not be duplicative of any County transportation sales tax. For example, today Miami-Dade County voters
approved a one-half percent sales tax. If the City of Miami wanted to put this in place, it would be limited to an
additional one-half percent. In counties without a city with a population of 150,000, the option would be available
to the largest municipality in that county based on the latest available census. If fully implemented, it could
generate approximately $830 million to cities in total.

Two Cent Fuel Tax Increase per Year — 5 Years (10 cents) Indexed for Inflation

Implementation would raise the State Highway Fuels Sales Tax from the current rate of 12.6 cents per gallon by 2
cents per year for the next five for a total 10 cent increase. This tax is currently adjusted annually by the Consumer
Price Index (CPI) as is the State Comprehensive Enhanced Transportation System (SCETS) Tax which is currently at
6.9 cents per gallon. Additional forecast revenues of approximately $183 million in 2013 growing to $1.17 billion
by 2020 for the State Transportation Trust Fund (STTF).



Top 6 Revenue Options

Vehicle Miles Traveled Study (VMT)

This recommendation is to have the Legislature commission and fund an extensive effort to deal with the systemic
issues of fuel taxes becoming less sustainable as a primary surrogate for a transportation user fee. While fuel taxes
served as an adequate substitute for a true user fee for decades, significant increases in mandated vehicle fuel
efficiency and the introduction of all electric and plug-in hybrid vehicles are eroding transportation revenues. It is
recognized that there are significant concerns over the concept of charging users of the highway system based on
each mile traveled. These include privacy of citizens, the cost of implementing such a system, and institutional
issues associated with revenue sharing. This effort is intended to address these issues at a minimum, deploy a
demonstration of the concept and develop a business plan and implementation roadmap to move Florida to a
VMT-based system.

Five Cent Local Diesel Tax

Local option tax rates are fixed in State Law to provide diesel fuel tax rate consistency among counties for
purposes of administering the provisions of the International Fuel Tax Agreement. The local option diesel tax rate
is currently 7 cents per gallon, while the statewide average for local option gasoline taxes has risen to 9.6 cents per
gallon. There has long been recognition that a higher per gallon rate on diesel fuel is appropriate, as the major
users of the fuel are heavy trucks. For example, the federal gasoline tax is 18.4 cents per gallon and 24.4 cents for
diesel because of the distinction of the demands that are placed on the highway system by heavy trucks and light
duty vehicles. This option would establish an additional five cent diesel fuel tax in each county, and the revenues
would be required to be expended on projects that serve or enhance commercial highway traffic. This dedicated
local source of funding could be used to encourage economic development and improve existing commercial
operations. It is estimated to generate about $72 million per year to Florida’s counties.

Return Motor Vehicle License, Registration and Titling Fee Increases to the State Transportation Trust Fund

This recommendation would redirect the increases in the fees that were enacted in 2009 from the State General
Revenue Fund to the STTF. These fees have historically been dedicated to the transportation system as a method
to further the concept of user fees supporting the transportation system. After a 20 year hiatus of fee adjustments
(30 years for registration fees), they were raised in 2009 with the incremental revenue being used to help solve
the general budget crisis due to the economic recession. With increasing pressures on transportation funding
sources coupled with growing needs, action was taken in the 2012 session of the Florida Legislature to restore a
portion of these traditional STTF funds. While the most Title Fees will be remitted to the STTF yielding about $200
million per year, the Motor Vehicle License Fee and Surcharge increases along with the Initial Registration Fee
increase are recommended to be returned as well. The annual estimated revenue impact to the STTF is $413
million.




Remaining Revenue Options

State Sales Tax@ 6% in Lieu of Both State Fuel Taxes, with a “Floor”

Toll Rates — Transfer toll setting to Florida Transportation Commission

Regional Transportation Financing Authorities

Sales Tax on Motor Vehicle Parts & Services — Shift from General Revenue Fund
Shift Sales Tax on Battery Electric Vehicles to the State Transportation Trust Fund
$10 County Vehicle Registration Fee

Alternative Fuel Decal Expansion

Invest $100 million of Incremental Revenue in New Toll Projects
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QUESTIONS?

FOR MORE INFORMATION CONTACT:

Howard.Glassman@mpoac.org
(850) 414-4062 Office

http://www.mpoac.org/revenuestudy/
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