Chapter G
Long Range Transportation Plan (LRTP)

1.
Provide documentation, which demonstrates how each of the MAP-21 factors are considered in the planning process? (i.e. matrix)
CRTPA Response:  Please See Attachment G1.
2.
How does the MPO consider local land use decisions in coordinating transportation and land use planning? Please detail any current and past efforts.

CRTPA Response:  The Connections 2040 Regional Mobility Plan built upon the efforts that started in the Regional Mobility Plan (2010) regarding local land use decisions and defining “activity centers”.  Meeting and coordinating with local planning agencies to determine the growth areas of each county helped focus the transportation efforts.  These are reflected in the Existing Conditions reports that are briefly discussed in the Connections 2040 RMP on pages 2.9 and 3.2.  However, much more detailed information on existing and future land uses can be found in the Technical Appendix under the Existing Conditions heading.
3.
How are State programs, policies, and processes (such as the Strategic Intermodal System (SIS), Florida Intrastate Highway System (FIHS), other modal/master plans) integrated into the LRTP and TIP development process?

CRTPA Response:  These programs, policies and processes help the CRTPA to focus on developing the “backbone” transportation system to assist and support local efforts to further advance the overall transportation system.  The SIS system in FDOT District 3 and the CRTPA region are not as extensive as in other parts of the state.  That is why the CRTPA integrates a number of other local plans such as Blueprint 2000, the Gadsden County Bike and Pedestrian Master Plan, the Crawfordville Town Plan and the Jefferson County Bike and Pedestrian Master Plan into the LRTP process.  It is these efforts that have the local “flavor” rolled into the CRTPA planning efforts from the Goals and Objectives to the Evaluation Criteria.
As other policies and programs such as the SUN Trails, Complete Streets and roundabout are being integrated into local efforts to further expand the opportunities to meet the demands of the individual city or county.

With regards to the TIP development process, integration of state programs, policies and processes occurs through the CRTPA’s annual development and adoption of priority project lists (PPLs).  These lists provide information related programs (such as the Roadway PPL noting SIS facilities and the Bicycle and Pedestrian PPL noting SUN Trail eligible projects).  The CRTPA also adopts a Transportation Regional Incentive Program (TRIP) PPL that identifies regionally significant projects seeking TRIP funding.

4.
During the last update of the Transportation Plan, how were the planning assumptions validated?

CRTPA Response:  These efforts were similar to the original Regional Mobility Plan.  First, the CRTPA created a Project Management Team to provide input from various governmental agencies and departments that represent the members of the CRTPA including Public Works, Growth Management Planning, and Administration.  This group was reflective of the Technical Advisory Committee.
Second, the CRTPA’s Citizen Multimodal Advisory Committee (CMAC) worked with staff in a similar manner as the Project Review Team to review the Goals and Objectives from the original RMP to determine, through discussion, what needed to be reworked and rewritten. 
Lastly, the Connections 2040 RMP effort went into much more detail at the local level with several meetings in each county to further refine the planning assumptions and gather additional information for further consideration.
5.
What financial assumptions are being used in the development of the Transportation Plan? (Discussion should include anticipated bond revenue, future tax referendums, anticipated/current sales-tax referendums, as well as assumptions based on failed attempts to generate revenue).

CRTPA Response:  The FDOT Revenue Forecast is included as Attachment G2.  This document served as the guideline for the developing the Roadway and Bike and Pedestrian Cost Feasible Plans.  The assumption with the revenues is that they would fund these projects exclusively without other external support other than Blueprint 2000 (Leon County exclusively).  The Metropolitan Area Capacity Program Estimates were assumed to fund the Roadway Program while the Transportation Management Area (TMA) Funds Estimates would fund the Bike and Pedestrian Program.

Sales Taxes:  During the update process, Leon County citizens approved (November 2014) an extension of a 1% Local Option Sales Tax from 2020 until 2040. The proposal for the extension of the sales tax included a list of both transportation and non-transportation projects.  The transportation projects were incorporated into the CRTPA process and ranked based on the Evaluation Criteria.  As these projects come to fruition, the CRTPA will be coordinating with Blueprint staff to form a partnership for the expenditure of these funds.  Lastly, to date, the Blueprint Intergovernmental Agency (IA) has not prioritized the projects so CRTPA staff is awaiting a decision from the IA to determine a course of action.
TIGER Gants:  Leon County also continued to pursue TIGER Grant funding for projects in particular districts identified in the Comprehensive Plan.  To date, they have not secured any additional funding for these projects.

Gas Taxes:  It should also be noted that Leon County has maximized their gas tax to the legal limit of.36725 cents per gallon of gas, Jefferson and Wakulla have a .31725 gas tax followed by Gadsden County gas tax is .30725.
6.
How are cost estimates developed?  Do they include operating and maintenance costs for transit and local facilities or operating costs for state highways?

CRTPA Response:  The costs were based on the 2014 FDOT District 3 Transportation Costs data included as Attachment G3.
7.
When amending the Transportation Plan, how is fiscal constraint ensured and demonstrated?

CRTPA Response:  The Connection 2040 RMP Cost Feasible Plan has funding limits based on the revenue projections provided by the FDOT.  This also includes a year of expenditure component that inflates the cost of projects to the projected year of implementation.

Utilizing this approach, any amendment would require a zero balance of revenues versus cost.

8.
What is the process for revising the MPO’s LRTP?

CRTPA Response:  The process utilized by the CRTPA for revising the LRTP is found in the FDOT MPO Planning Manual Chapter 4 – page 19 and 20.

http://www.fdot.gov/planning/Policy/metrosupport/mpohandbook/ch4.pdf


9.
If the metropolitan planning area includes Federal public lands and/or Tribal lands, were the affected Federal agencies and Indian Tribes involved appropriately in the development of the plans and programs?

CRTPA Response:  Yes, CRTPA staff had discussions with Apalachicola National Forest staff on several issues including roadway and trail development.  These discussions related to the paving of L.L. Wallace Road and the Capital City to the Sea Trails Plan.
10.
What is the role of the transit operator in the development of the LRTP, and how is it involved in the MPO’s overall planning and project development process?

CRTPA Response:  The Connections 2040 RMP was coordinated and developed with StarMetro as a partner in the process.  Similar to the RMP (2035), the Transit Development Plan was completed through the LRTP process as a separate task in the project.
StarMetro also has a continuing “advisor” seat at the CRTPA Board meetings for input and to answer questions that members might have about the transit system.

Lastly, StarMetro serves on the CRTPA’s Technical Advisory Committee (TAC).
11.
How does the plan identify both long-and short-range strategies and actions that will lead to the development of a multimodal transportation system?

CRTPA Response:  The two more noticeable ways of identifying short and long-range strategies is the Goals and Evaluation Criteria that reflected the new (at the time) MAP-21 transportation legislation.

The Goals were built off of the RMP (2035) which utilized Smart Growth Principles and concepts and the work the Citizen’s Multimodal Advisory Committee (CMAC) spent substantial amounts of time coordinating and developing.

The Multimodalism Goal states;

“Promote a diversity of travel choices and maintain opportunities to facilitate the movement of and connections among people, jobs, goods and services, and other travel modes.”

The intent here is to develop a system that has flexibility to allow for opportunities that arise as programs from MAP-21 and now, FAST ACT, as they begin to be initiated, as well as at the state level.  For example, the development of the Capital City to the Sea Trails project addressed long-term trail connections but began to be implemented in the short-term with the CRTPA’s SU funds and State Infrastructure Bank (SIB) loans.  The initiation of the SUN Trails program by FDOT only further enhanced the trail efforts by providing funding for short-term projects such as the Coastal Trail, while looking at the development of a 2,000 mile trail system in Florida.

The Capital City to the Sea projects were ranked and included in the Bike and Pedestrian Cost Feasible Plan (six months before the SUN Trails program was announced) as long-term efforts to provide transportation alternatives in a multimodal system. Fortunately, the State of Florida saw the importance of this system which placed the CRTPA in great position having completed the Master Plan for the Capital City to the Sea Trails.
Additionally, in terms of connectivity, the Connections 2040 Goals state;

“Enhance the integration between travel modes and promote improved connectivity between local and regional destinations.”

The effort here is create a well-connected local multimodal system that fits into a larger regional transportation system.  Some systems, like the trail system, will take longer to develop since this is an emerging effort for many locations, not just the CRTPA region.

The Evaluation Criteria linked the Goal that was being addressed to the criteria being used to measure the individual projects.  Many of the criteria based points off of the existing and future transportation networks to address the short-term linkages versus the long-term linkages.

The Evaluation Criteria is included as Attachments G4, G5 and G6.

Lastly, Chapter 5 provides cost feasible plans for the CRTPA region and is divided into timeframes (4 tiers). The 4 tiers include 25 years of improvements (short-term and long-term strategies/actions)

12.
How are the pros and cons of the LRTP identified and evaluated relative to all socioeconomic groups during the modeling and planning of the LRTP?

CRTPA Response:  The model and planning effort does not target specific socioeconomic groups as a determinant of transportation system improvements.  No one socioeconomic group is considered to be a target for developing a transportation plan.

However, as part of the Existing Conditions effort, CRTPA Staff was keenly aware of the location of specific populations based off of census data.  The Existing Conditions Report can be found in Appendix 2, of the Connections 2040 RMP report.
13.
Describe how the validity of the original assumptions used in the LRTP are reviewed for any updates to the LRTP.

CRTPA Response:  There are several steps that were taken to review and update the assumptions going into the Connections 2040 RMP.  The Goals and Objectives from the RMP (2035) were reviewed and updated to meet the demands of the change in Federal legislation as well as being presented and approved by the CRTPA Board to ensure that the direction of the plan was indeed the direction the Board was wanting to pursue.

14.
Does the LRTP contain performance measures? If yes, please describe.  Is there a process to measure the effectiveness of the Transportation Plan?

CRTPA Response:  The guiding statements of the plan are laid out in Chapter 1 (1.7-1.8) reflect the community’s vision for the plan as well as the performance-driven baseline. Taken as a whole, the statements outline outcome-based strategies that aim to guide regional growth of CRTPA.

The CRTPA has taken a proactive approach to addressing performance requirements anticipated as part of emerging MAP-21 guidance. At the outset of the RMP development, a series of goals and objectives were identified to help guide the identification and prioritization of recommendations. 

MAP-21 planning factors as well as performance measure target areas were considered and incorporated into these goals. These goals are identified in Chapter 1 (1.8). 

Following the identification of project recommendations, a performance-based prioritization process was developed and applied. This process was directly tied to the RMP goals and objectives, ensuring continuity between all portions of the planning process, as well as the continued consideration of federal planning factors and performance measures. 

Prioritization criteria were identified and refined with guidance from the CRTPA Policy Board, Technical Advisory Committee, and Citizens Multimodal Advisory Committee, as well as FHWA and FDOT. The prioritization process is detailed in Chapter 4.
15.
Does the metropolitan transportation planning process include the preparation of technical and other reports used to ensure documentation of the development, refinement, and update of the Transportation Plan?  Are these reports available for public review? 

CRTPA Response:  Yes.  This information can be found in the Technical Appendix.  The model files exceed the maximum upload to the CRTPA website server.  However, the model files are available via a download with an email to the Project Manager.
16.
Are there any comparisons of Transportation Plans with State conservation plans or maps and inventories of natural or historic resources? If so, please describe the process for the review of these plans.

CRTPA Response:  The Connections 2040 RMP utilized the scenario that was utilized by the RMP (2035) which is based on CLIP data, Florida Forever properties, conservation areas, LAVA and WAVA Studies (aquifer vulnerability areas), historic properties, national forests, state forests, state parks, city parks, waterways and wetlands, FWC properties, higher education properties, and special roads such as Canopy roads, Florida Arts Trail and the Big Bend Scenic Byway.
Additionally, this very scenario is used as an Evaluation Criteria to determine if the project is located in one of these “activity areas”.
17.
How does the plan give emphasis to facilities serving important national and regional transportation functions?
CRTPA Response:  At the initial stages in the development of the Connections 2040 RMP, the consultant performed a review of the documents at the state, regional, and local levels to determine if there were projects, such as Strategic Intermodal System projects, in the region.

During project evaluation the Evaluation Criteria incorporates the provision of points based if the:

“Project is identified in a current state, regional, or adopted local government plan.”

This process allows for a significant amount of points to be provided to those projects in these plans and more points if the project was underway.  So a project seeking construction as the final phase received more points than a project seeking design, which received more points than project with no initial phases completed.

18.
How does the LRTP incorporate environmental mitigation strategies from a system-wide perspective?

CRTPA Response:  The Connections 2040 RMP utilized GIS to provide a very planning level evaluation of the potential project and its environmental impacts.  This is one of the “general” Evaluation Criteria that each and every project was evaluated on.

The criteria provided a higher number of points for project that had minimal levels of environmental impacts.  This does not mean that a project with minimal impacts was, overall, ranked higher because environmental mitigation was one of many criteria.
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