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CONGESTION MANAGEMENT REQUIREMENTS 

The Capital Region Transportation Planning Agency (CRTPA) is the region’s metropolitan 
planning organization (MPO).  As such, the CRTPA is responsible for coordinating 
transportation planning within Florida’s Capital Region.  The CRTPA includes all of Leon, 
Wakulla, Gadsden, and Jefferson Counties.  The general population of the planning area is 
between 370,000 and 371,000 people. 

The Moving Ahead for Progress in the 21st Century Act (MAP-21) designates areas with 
populations of 200,000 or greater as Transportation Management Areas (TMA’s) and 
furthermore, requires that these areas have a Congestion Management System (CMS) as part of 
the transportation planning process.  A CMS is defined as, “a systematic process for managing 
congestion that provides information on transportation system performance and on alternative 
strategies for alleviating congestion and enhancing the mobility of persons and goods to levels 
that meet state and local needs” (23CFR 500.109).  As a designated TMA, the CRTPA must 
have a CMS in place. 

On August 10, 2005, the Safe, Accountable, Flexible, Efficient, Transportation Equity Act: A 
Legacy for Users (SAFETEA-LU) was signed into law (Public Law 109-59). It authorized $286 
billion in spending for the six-year period from 2004-2009 for a number of surface transportation 
programs, including highways, transit, bridge, freight, safety, and research. The act first expired 
September 30, 2009.  Since that time, the program has been temporarily extended nine times; 
Resolution was reached with the enactment of MAP-21, which now replaces the SAFETEA-LU. 

MAP-21 was signed into law P.L. 112-141 by the President on July 6, 2012 and extends current 
law through September 30, 2012.  MAP-21 went into effect on October 1, 2012 and authorizes 
programs for two years, through September 30, 2014.  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 creates a streamlined, performance-based, and multimodal program to address the many 
challenges facing the U.S. transportation system. These challenges include improving safety, 
maintaining infrastructure condition, reducing traffic congestion, improving efficiency of the 
system and freight movement, protecting the environment, and reducing delays in project 
delivery.  MAP-21 builds on and refines many of the highway, transit, bike, and pedestrian 
programs and policies established in 1991.  

  

CONGESTION MANAGEMENT PROCESS REPORT 

The Congestion Management Process (CMP) Report for the CRTPA, as required under MAP-21, 
is presented in the subsequent sections of this document.  In summary, the report outlines the 
process and provides the basic information needed that will enable the CRTPA to implement 
metropolitan-wide strategies on addressing traffic congestion in the CRTPA. 

The CMP Report begins by identifying the existing performance of transportation facilities 
(roadways, bike lanes, sidewalks, and transit services) in the planning area, which serves as the 
ground-work for selecting strategies for improving the system.  Following this identification, a 
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process is identified to incorporate the values of the CRTPA community into the planning and 
programming of congestion management projects so that they are identified in an objective, 
manageable fashion that can lead to greater cost effectiveness and utility of the entire multi-
modal system.  This is achieved through the application of existing established evaluation criteria 
utilized in other CRTPA planning efforts.  By following this process, the resulting information is 
intended to be used by several groups of people including elected officials, engineers, planners, 
developers, and consultants, as future planning documents such as Long Range Transportation 
Plans, Master Plans, local government development orders, Florida Department of 
Transportation (FDOT) Work Programs, and the CRTPA’s Transportation Improvement 
Programs (TIP’s) are developed.  The resulting plans will then be grounded in values 
representative of the planning area and representative of the visions of individual transportation 
plans (such as the Regional Mobility Plan, Transit Development Plan, etc.) for the planning area. 

To effectuate a streamlined approach to addressing congestion and improving the transportation 
network, a team of transportation professionals in the region review the traffic system throughout 
the year and make recommendations to the CRTPA and affected local governments on instituting 
congestion management strategies for identified facilities.  The status of the system, as reflected 
in the CMP Report, and the findings of the review team will together form the foundation from 
which all future transportation planning documents and plans will stem.  Reviewers are involved 
throughout the year in the development of local priority project lists for various transportation 
plans and documents, the FDOT’s Five-Year Work Program, the local government TIP, Long 
Range Transportation Plans, and through association with their respective local governments, the 
local capital improvement project lists. 

The CMP is updated in accordance with the requirements of MAP-21, which reauthorizes the 
Congestion Mitigation and Air Quality Improvement Program (CMAQ).  This program provides 
funding to states and localities for transportation projects that help meet the goals of the Clean 
Air Act. The CMAQ program has new performance-based features, in which the Secretary will 
establish measures for States to use to assess traffic congestion and on-road mobile source 
emissions. Each Metropolitan Planning Organization (MPO) with a transportation management 
area of more than one million in population representing a nonattainment or maintenance area is 
required to develop and update biennially a performance plan to achieve air quality and 
congestion reduction targets. A CMAQ outcomes assessment study for the program is also 
required. 
Because this is a continuous planning and monitoring process, the benefits of the individual 
congestion mitigation strategies employed in the previous year will not necessarily be 
immediately apparent.  However, the proposals identified and employed will be monitored and 
tracked for qualitative and quantitative improvements on the target area and system as a whole. 
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1. Section 1 ONE Introduction 

1.1 PURPOSE 

The Congestion Management Process (CMP) Report exists to provide the necessary information 
for the identification of areas with congestion or safety issues, to develop and assess potential 
mitigation strategies, and to support prioritization decisions on investments in short-term 
congestion and safety improvements.  The creation and maintenance of the CMP Report is a 
requirement for all MPO’s under Florida Law and for all TMA’s under federal law.  However, 
before an analysis of congestion can begin, the terms and identification of why congestion is a 
serious issue must first be defined. 

Congestion can be defined qualitatively as a function of actual facility volume to accepted 
facility capacity (how many of a particular modal choice are utilizing a facility designed to 
accommodate “x” number of users), or qualitatively as how well you feel the facility is meeting 
your needs (taking too long, degree of maintenance satisfaction, etc.).  Because planning for and 
providing safe and efficient mobility for people and goods is one of the most essential functions 
of transportation, identifying congestion management strategies that allow cost-effective ways to 
maintain and improve mobility is a high priority. 

The CMP Report has an important role in the transportation planning process, but it is important 
to remember that the role of the CMP Report is to support, not supersede ongoing transportation 
planning processes.  The report is designed to provide the framework within which decisions 
regarding cost-and-time effective investments in the transportation system can be readily made.  
The CMP Report accomplishes this by identifying congestion (through utilization of established 
methods of performance evaluation and monitoring), identifying alternative actions, and framing 
a process whereby recommended actions can be easily and cost-effectively incorporated into the 
pertinent planning and programming documents of the CRTPA and local governments where 
appropriate. 

1.2 ORGANIZATION OF REPORT 

This report is divided into seven sections.  Section One summarizes state and federal 
requirements with respect to the CMP Report and identifies the CMP modes of transportation 
within the reporting area (planning area).  Section Two focuses on the establishment and 
subsequent results from the application of performance measures per travel mode.  Section Three 
outlines CRTPA project evaluation criteria.  Section Four identifies congestion management 
strategies/projects that could be undertaken or are being utilized currently in the planning area.  
Section Five outlines a CMS implementation plan, Section Six outlines the implementation plan, 
and Section Seven summarizes the conclusions of the report. 
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2. Section 2 TWO Framework of the CRTPA Congestion Management Process Report 

2.1 CONGESTION MANAGEMENT PROCESS STUDY AREA 

The Capital Region Transportation Planning Agency (CRTPA) is the region’s metropolitan 
planning organization (MPO).  As such, the CRTPA is responsible for coordinating 
transportation planning within Florida’s Capital Region.  The CRTPA includes all of Leon, 
Wakulla, Gadsden, and Jefferson Counties.  The general population of the planning area is 
between 370,000 and 371,00 people and is the home to the State Capitol, three large institutions 
of higher learning (Florida A&M University, Florida State University, and Tallahassee 
Community College), and several state parks and environmentally significant lands. 

Figure 1, shown below, shows the planning area boundary of the CRTPA.  Within this 
boundary, the CRTPA has the responsibility of coordinating safe and efficient mobility for 
cyclists, pedestrians, transit providers and passengers, air traffic, and automotive/truck 
transportation.  With limited dollars, an ever growing population, and high community values on 
protecting and preserving the environment and “neighborhood feel” of the planning area, the 
CRTPA shoulders a daunting responsibility that is scrutinized by both state and federal 
governments. 

Figure 1:  CRTPA Planning Area Boundary 
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2.2 STATE AND FEDERAL REQUIREMENTS OF THE CONGESTION MANAGEMENT 
PROCESS 

The legislation under which the state and federal governments direct the CRTPA to institute and 
manage a Congestion Management System (CMS) and concurrent Implementation Process for 
that system are identified below. 

2.2.1 Federal Requirements 

Federal regulations define a CMS as a systematic process that provides information on 
transportation system performance and alternative strategies to alleviate congestion and enhance 
the mobility of persons and goods. 

Federal regulations provide insight into the rationale behind the requirement of MPOs and 
TMA’s to develop a CMS.  The federal regulations for the development and implementation of 
CMS’s were provided in 23 Code of Federal Regulations (CFR) Part 599 and 626, Management 
and Monitoring Systems, Subpart E – Traffic Congestion Management System, published 
December1, 1993.  A summary of relevant information from these regulations is provided below. 

 Each state shall develop, establish, and implement, on a continuing basis, a CMS that result 
in the identification and implementation of strategies that provide the most efficient use of 
existing and future transportation facilities in all areas of the state, including metropolitan 
and non-metropolitan areas, where congestion is occurring or is expected to occur. 

 In both metropolitan and non-metropolitan areas, consideration shall be given to strategies 
that reduce single occupant vehicle (SOV) travel and improve existing transportation system 
efficiency.  Where the addition of general purpose lanes is determined to be an appropriate 
strategy, explicit consideration shall be given incorporating appropriate features into the SOV 
project to facilitate further demand management and operational improvement strategies to 
maintain the functional integrity of those lanes.  

 Transportation corridors or facilities with existing or potential recurring congestion shall be 
identified and an assessment of the level of the current or potential congestion shall be made 
on a continuing basis.  

The federal regulations define the CMS components as follows: 

 Performance Measures – Parameters shall be defined that will provide a measure of the 
extent of congestion and permit the evaluation of the effectiveness of congestion reduction 
and mobility enhancement strategies for the movement of people and goods. 

 Data collection and systems monitoring – A continuous program of data collection and 
system monitoring shall be established to determine and monitor the duration and magnitude 
of congestion and to evaluate the effectiveness of implemented actions. 

 Identification and evaluation of proposed strategies – The anticipated performance and 
expected benefits of traditional and nontraditional strategies that will contribute to the more 
efficient use of existing and future transportation systems shall be identified and evaluated 
based upon the established performance measures.  Strategies, or combinations of strategies, 
to be appropriately considered include, but are not limited to: 
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o Transportation demand management measures, such as carpooling, vanpooling, 
alternative work hours, telecommuting, and parking management; 

o Traffic operational improvements, such as intersection and roadway widening, 
channelization, traffic surveillance and control systems, motorist information systems, 
ramp metering, traffic control centers, and computerized signal systems; 

o Measures to encourage high occupancy vehicle (HOV) use, such as HOV lanes, 
guaranteed ride home programs, and employer trip reduction ordinances;   

o Public transit capital improvements, such as exclusive rights-of-way (rail, bus ways, bus 
lanes) bus bypass ramps, park and ride and mode changes facilities, and paratransit 
services; 

o Public transit operational improvements, such as service enhancements or expansions, 
traffic signal preemption, fare reductions, and transit information systems; 

o Measures to encourage the use of non-traditional modes such as bicycle facilities, 
pedestrian facilities, and ferry service;  

o Congestion pricing;  

o Growth Management and activity center strategies;  

o Access management techniques;  

o Incident Management; 

o Intelligent vehicle highway system and advanced public transportation system 
technology, and 

o The addition of general purpose lanes. 

 Implementation of strategies – For each strategy (or combination of strategies) proposed 
for implementation, an implementation schedule, implementation responsibilities, and 
possible funding sources shall be identified. 

 Evaluation of the effectiveness of implemented strategies – A process for periodic 
assessment of the effectiveness of implemented strategies, in terms of the area’s established 
performance measures, shall be implemented.  The results of this evaluation shall be 
provided to decisions makers to provide guidance on selection of effective strategies for 
future implementation. 

2.2.2 MAP-21 

MAP-21 retains much of the existing law regarding metropolitan planning organizations 
(MPOs), including the 50,000 population threshold for creating an MPO. The law also 
encourages a performance-based approach to decision making and the development of 
transportation plans, coordinated with the states to ensure consistency. MAP-21 keeps most 
current Highway Trust Fund taxes intact, including the 18.4 cents-per-gallon tax on gasoline and 
the 24.4 cents-per-gallon surcharge on diesel purchases, and fills the funding gap with a 
financing package that includes private-sector pension changes.  The Act continues to provide a 
majority of Federal highway funds to states through core programs of the Act.  Listed below are 
highlights of MAP-21: 
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 Strengthens America’s highways  

MAP-21 expands the National Highway System (NHS) to incorporate principal arterials not 
previously included. Investment targets the enhanced NHS, with more than half of highway 
funding going to the new program devoted to preserving and improving the most important 
highways -- the National Highway Performance Program. 

 Establishes a performance-based program.  

Under MAP-21, performance management will transform Federal highway programs and 
provide a means to more efficient investment of Federal transportation funds by focusing on 
national transportation goals, increasing the accountability and transparency of the Federal 
highway programs.  MPOs are to establish performance targets. 

 Creates jobs and supports economic growth  

MAP-21 authorizes $82 billion in Federal funding for FYs 2013 and 2014 for road, bridge, 
bicycling, and walking improvements. In addition, MAP-21enhances innovative financing and 
encourages private sector investment through a substantial increase in funding for the TIFIA 
program. It also includes a number of provisions designed to improve freight movement in 
support of national goals.  

 Supports the Department of Transportation’s (DOT) safety agenda  

MAP-21 continues the successful Highway Safety Improvement Program, doubling funding for 
infrastructure safety, strengthening the linkage among modal safety programs, and creating a 
positive agenda to make significant progress in reducing highway fatalities. It also continues to 
build on other safety efforts, such as reducing distracted driving, improve transit and motor 
carrier safety. 

 Streamlines Federal highway transportation programs. 

The Act substantially consolidates the program structure into a smaller number of core programs. 
The new law authorizes appropriations of $37.5 billion in fiscal 2013 and $37.8 billion in fiscal 
2014 for the federal highway aid program, which includes a new national highway performance 
program, the surface transportation program, the highway safety improvement program, and the 
congestion mitigation and air quality improvement program. The measure consolidates federal 
surface transportation programs by two-thirds and speeds up the environmental review of new 
transportation projects, helping to significantly shorten approval periods and allow construction 
to be started and be completed more quickly. It also provides $1.75 billion for the Transportation 
Infrastructure Finance and Innovation Act (TIFIA) program, which provides low-interest federal 
loans, loan guarantees, and standby lines of credit to finance nationally or regionally significant 
surface transportation projects. In addition, TIFIA can now finance up to 49 percent of a project's 
costs, up from 33 percent.  
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 Accelerates project delivery and promotes innovation. 

MAP-21 incorporates several changes aimed at ensuring the timely delivery of transportation 
projects. Changes will improve innovation and efficiency in the development of projects, through 
the planning and environmental review process, to project delivery 
MAP-21 modifications include Sections 5303 and 5304 related to Metropolitan and Statewide 
Planning.  Modifications require MPOs that serve TMAs to include transit agency officials in 
their governing structures, and to establish performance targets.  The performance based 
planning process: 

 Requires MPOs to establish performance targets that address both the surface 
transportation performance measures set forth in 23 U.S.C 150(c), in coordination with 
the state, and public transportation performance measures in coordination with providers 
of public transportation, to ensure consistency with performance targets related to transit 
asset management and transit safety, as set forth in 49 U.S.C. 5326(c) and 5329(d).  

 MPO plans must include performance targets that address performance measures and 
standards and a System Performance Report.  

 Transportation Improvement Programs (TIP) must include a description of the anticipated 
progress brought about by implementing the TIP toward achieving the performance 
targets and the TIP should be updated at least every four years.  

 

Other Provisions of MAP-21 

 Retains the Transportation Enhancement Program but provides states with greater 
flexibility to use the enhancement funding for other purposes. Under the new law, half of 
a state's transportation enhancement funding will be allocated directly to local 
governments for enhancements such as pedestrian and bicycle infrastructure, safety 
programs, and scenic and historic highway programs. States will have the flexibility to 
use the other half of the funding for enhancements or road construction or related 
projects.   

 Authorizes $10.6 billion in fiscal year 2013 and $10.7 billion in fiscal year 2014 for 
programs administered by the Federal Transit Administration. This includes $17.1 billion 
from the Mass Transit Account of the Highway Trust Fund for several formula grant 
programs, including urbanized area formula grants, bus formula grants, rural area formula 
grants, and mobility program formula grants. As for other urbanized area grants, the new 
law retains the existing criteria for using the funds for capital projects in urban areas with 
populations of more than 200,000.   

 Retains the off-system bridge program, a local government-supported program that has 
provided significant funding--$650 million a year--to repair mostly locally owned bridges 
that are not included as part of the federal aid system. The National Association of 
Counties estimates that continued funding will help repair 80,000 deficient off-system 
bridges 

 Expands states' ability to use federal funds for toll roads, so long as the federal share of 
toll road projects does not exceed 80 percent. The law encourages public-private 
partnerships by requiring the Department of Transportation compile best practices on 
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how the government can work with the private sector on developing, financing, 
constructing, and operating transportation infrastructure. 

2.2.3 State Requirements 

Relevant portions of the applicable Florida Statutes are provided below.  These requirements 
guide the development and application of the CRTPA Congestion Management Process. 

 Chapter Title XXVI, Chapter 339.175 (2002), Metropolitan Planning Organization “In 
order to provide recommendations to the department and local government entities regarding 
transportation plans and programs, each MPO shall prepare a congestion management system 
for the metropolitan area and cooperate with the department in the development of all other 
transportation management systems required by state or federal law.” 

 Chapter Title XXVI, Chapter 339.177 (2002), Transportation Management Programs 
“Each MPO within the state must develop and implement a congestion management system.”  
It continues that the CMS “should be developed and implemented so as to provide the 
information needed to make informed decisions regarding the proper allocation of 
transportation resources.”  The CMS “must use appropriate data gathered at the state or local 
level to define problems, identify needs, analyze alternatives, and measure effectiveness.”  
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3. Section 3 THREE Performance Measures 

This section presents a performance review of the CRTPA’s multi-modal system. 

3.1 MEASUREMENT OF CONGESTION AND TRANSPORTATION SYSTEM 
PERFORMANCE 

There are numerous ways to measure congestion and system performance. Examples include 
roadway and transit level of service (LOS), crash rates, transit headways, vehicle miles traveled, 
volume to capacity ratios, and travel delay.  Some of these performance measures require 
intricate data collection efforts or model simulations to produce detailed measurements of system 
performance.  In updating the current Congestion Management Process (CMP) for the expanded 
CRTPA planning area, the availability of system wide comparable data was an important factor 
when selecting the performance measures per transportation mode.    

3.2 REVIEW OF BEST PRACTICES 

A review of existing practices both in Florida and nationally was performed to help evaluate the 
existing congestion management performance measures and to identify possible alternative 
approaches. 

3.2.1 Roadway Congestion Management Performance Measures 

By far, the most widely used measure for roadway analysis appeared to be a two-tiered approach, 
whereby FDOT’s generalized LOS tables are used as a first step of analysis (to determine 
congestion) followed by a second level of more detailed analysis on select congested roadway 
facilities.  Generally, this second level of analysis involves intersection analyses, model runs, the 
initiation of corridor management plans, or intricate software applications. 

3.2.2 Pedestrian, Bicycle, and Transit Performance Measures 

For pedestrian, bicycle, and transit performance measures there appears to be little, if any 
consensus on a preferred approach.  On one end of the spectrum, some Congestion Management 
Process Reports have treated these modes as strategies to manage congestion, and therefore, did 
not include any performance measures for them.  Other reports have conducted extensive 
analyses on these modes, all with varying degrees and sophistication of available data. 

3.3 EXISTING PERFORMANCE MEASURES 

The existing CRTPA Congestion Management Process Plan was reviewed and evaluated against 
current state and federal CMS requirements to determine the applicability of current performance 
measures for roadway, transit, and bicycle and pedestrian features.  Guidelines for developing 
and selecting performance measures are as follows: 

 Performance measures should provide a tool to evaluate transportation system performance 
and identify system deficiencies, based on an accepted standard of operation; 

 Performance measures should provide the means to identify roadway system congestion at a 
level that facilitates the development of congestion management strategies; 
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 Performance measures should provide the means to evaluate the use of transit and non-
traditional modes of transportation to alleviate roadway congestion and enhance mobility of 
persons and goods; and 

 Performance measures should use, to the greatest extent practical, existing or easily 
obtainable data and resources to efficiently identify transportation system deficiencies. 

Upon reviewing the current performance measures against the guidelines outlined above, it was 
determined that they were consistent with the current regulations and suitable for continued use.  
The performance measures chosen and resulting operational status of the transportation system 
are discussed on the following pages. 

3.4 ROADWAY PERFORMANCE MEASURES 
The approach the CRTPA CMP takes regarding performance measures for roadway evaluations 
is a modified two-level approach.  During the first level, the roadway system is evaluated 
utilizing the 2010 Level of Service Analysis Tables for state roadways for Leon, Wakulla, 
Jefferson, and Gadsden Counties (and their municipalities).  Note at the time of this analysis, the 
2010 counts from FDOT were the latest data available.  These LOS tables provide a quantitative 
stratification of quality of service that is easy to understand. Beginning in 1965, the Highway 
Capacity Manual (HCM) divided highway quality of service into six letter grades that indicate 
operational conditions on roadways.  The level of service ranges from LOS A (highest 
achievable) to LOS F (lowest achievable), and can be considered a qualitative measure of driver 
satisfaction.  Additionally, a quantitative measure of maximum automotive volume is associated 
with the letter grades, A through F.  Depending on several roadway characteristics such as 
number of lanes, population densities, and signal spacing, an acceptable maximum number of 
vehicles for each LOS category is determined.  The 2010 Level of Service Analysis Tables take 
all of the FDOT roadway factors into consideration, and summarizes the current operating LOS 
of the roadway calculated from current traffic counts, as well as projections of LOS from 
projected growth trends.  The LOS Analysis Tables are provided in Appendix B 

For purposes of this first level of analysis, if the level of service on the roadway exceeds the 
adopted FDOT LOS for the roadway, it is considered congested.  At times, the local government 
may have adopted a higher or lower level of service standard for these roadways, where this is 
the case, a note will be made.  Upon identifying congested roadways, they can then be further 
analyzed using highway planning software and more specific roadway data conducted in level 2 
of the analysis.  

The second level of analysis will be conducted on an on-going basis by a combination or “team” 
of transportation professionals throughout the year.  This team of professionals will be 
coordinating reviews of transportation projects and safety concerns throughout the year as they 
build toward the programming of transportation dollars throughout this region.  This second tier 
analysis is explained in further detail in Sections 4 and 5.  The results of this level of analysis are 
not reported in this Process Report, but are included in subsequent work products (such as the 
Regional Mobility Plan for this region) and implemented as part of ongoing transportation plans 
and funding programs. 
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3.5 ROADWAY PERFORMANCE EVALUATIONS 

Upon reviewing the 2010 Level of Service Analysis Tables and projections for state roadways 
within the CRTPA boundary, summary tables were generated to identify those roadways 
identified as experiencing congestion in 2010, or projected to be experiencing congestion by 
2015, or 2020.  These Tables are provided as Table A for Leon County, Table B for Gadsden 
County, Table C for Chattahoochee in Gadsden County, Table D for Jefferson County, and 
Table E for Wakulla County.  All five tables are included in Appendix A of this report. 

Based on the AADT criteria from the FDOT Level of Service Analysis Tables, 31 roadway 
segments were identified to be congested in the year 2010 in Leon County by both FDOT and 
Leon County standards (23 operating at LOS F, 6 operating at LOS E, and 1 operating at LOS 
D).  One roadway segment which met FDOT’s adopted LOS of D was shown to be deficient by 
Leon County standards (operating at LOS D, with a Leon County adopted LOS of C).  By the 
year 2015, 48 roadway segments (38 at LOS F, and 7 at LOS E and 2 at LOS D) are projected to 
be congested, and 60 in year 2020 (52 at LOS F, 4 at LOS E, and 2 at LOS D.) (Table A). 

For Gadsden County, no state roadways are projected to be operating below the adopted LOS. 
(Table B) 

For the Town of Chattahoochee, no state roadways are projected to be operating below the 
adopted LOS. (Table C) 

For Jefferson County, no state roadways are projected to be operating below the adopted LOS. 
(Table D) 

Wakulla County has 3 roadway segments that are identified as congested per FDOT standards 
either by existing counts or projections for the years 2015 and 2020.  The FDOT LOS in Wakulla 
County is C while the County LOS is E.  Only 2 of the 3 roadway segments are identified as 
failing in 2010 and in 2015 (1 at LOS F, and 1 at LOS D). Two roadway segments are projected 
to be LOS F in 2020. (Table E)  

Below is a list of the state roadways shown to be operating at LOS F after analyzing the 2010 
FDOT traffic counts.  These roadways offer a first glimpse of those that show an immediate need 
for congestion relief if possible.  Those roadways shown in bold have been identified in whole or 
in part for improvement in the Regional Mobility Plan.  Roadways #3 and #19, shown in bold, 
have improvements funded for the roadway segment by Blueprint 2000.  Roadways shown with 
an asterisk* represent roadways which may no longer be operating at LOS F due to roadway 
improvements now on the ground. 

3.6 ROADWAY SEGMENTS CURRENTLY (2010) OPERATING AT LOS F IN THE 
CRTPA AREA: 

Leon County 

1. S.R. 10/U.S. 90/Tennessee Street/Mahan Drive (S.R. 61/U.S. 27/North Monroe Street to 
North Meridian Road) 

2. S.R. 10/U.S. 90/Tennessee Street/Mahan Drive (S.R. 261/U.S. 319/Capital Circle to C.R. 
1568/Buck Lake Road) 
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3. S.R. 10/U.S. 90/Tennessee Street/Mahan Drive (C.R. 1568/Buck Lake Road to S.R. 8/I-10) 
(Roadway widening currently under construction from Dempsey Mayo Road to Interstate 10) 

4. SR10/ US 90/ Tennessee Street/Mahan Drive (Appleyard Drive to Ocala Road) 

5. S.R. 20/U.S. 27/Apalachee Parkway (Blair Stone Road to S.R. 261/U.S. 319/Capital Circle)  

6. S.R. 61/South Monroe Street (SR 20/US 27/Apalachee Parkway to East Pensacola Street) 

7. S.R. 61/South Monroe Street (East Pensacola Street to SR 10/US 90/Tennessee Street) 

8. S.R. 61//South Monroe Street (SR 10/US 90/Tennessee Street to Brevard Street) 

9. S.R. 61/U.S. 27/South Monroe Street (Brevard Street to SR 63/US 27/North Monroe Street) 

10. S.R. 61/U.S. 319/Thomasville Road (SR 63/US 27/North Monroe Street to SR 155/Meridian 
Road/7th Avenue) 

11. S.R. 63/U.S. 27/North Monroe Street (7th Avenue to C.R. 158/Tharpe Street) 

12. S.R. 63/U.S. 27/North Monroe Street (CR 158/Tharpe Street to John Knox Road/Monticello 
Drive) 

13. S.R. 63/U.S. 27/North Monroe Street (Allen Road to SR 8/I-10) 

14. S.R. 261/U.S. 319/Capital Circle (SR 363/Woodville Highway to Tram Road) 

15. S.R. 261/U.S. 319/Capital Circle (Park Avenue to SR 10/US 90/Mahan Drive) 

16. S.R. 261/U.S. 319/Capital Circle (SR 10/US 90/Mahan Drive to CR 146/Miccosukee Road) 

17. S.R. 261/U.S. 319/Capital Circle (CR 146/Miccosukee Road to CR 151/Centerville Road) 

18. S.R. 261/U.S. 319/Capital Circle (CR 151/Centerville Road to Eastgate Way) 

19. S.R. 263/Capital Circle (SR 371/Orange Avenue to SR 20/Blountstown Highway)  
(Blueprint 2000 is anticipating construction on this roadway from approximately 1,650 feet north 
of Blountstown Highway to south of U.S. 90 in 2012.  Additionally, TIGER grant funds have 
been requested to construct the project to approximately 1,850 feet south of the Blountstown 
Highway intersection and east and west along Blountstown Highway for about 1,000 feet.) 

20. S.R. 263/Capital Circle (SR 20/Blountstown Highway to SR 10/US 90/Tennessee Street) 

21. S.R. 363/Adams Street (Putnam Drive to Magnolia Drive)  

22. S.R. 363/Adams Street (Magnolia Drive to Bronough Street) 

23. S.R. 366/Pensacola Street (South Ocala Road to Stadium Drive West) 

24. S.R. 371/Lake Bradford Road (Colman Street/Springhill Road/End Exception to SR 
371/Gaines Street) 

25. S.R. 373/Orange Avenue (C.R. 2203/Springhill Road to Holton Street) 

Wakulla County 

26. U.S. 319 (Lower Bridge Road to S.R. 267/Bloxham Cutoff Road) 

This list of roadways, combined with those identified in the Regional Mobility Plan provides a 
narrowed list of areas experiencing recurring congestion.  That is, areas that are experiencing 
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congestion as a factor of too many vehicles trying to use the roadway at the same time.  
Roadways listed above that are not currently under construction should be studied further to 
identify congestion management strategies that could be effective in those locations. 

3.6.1 Non-Recurring Congestion 

Another type of congestion that affects roadways is non-recurring. Non-recurring congestion 
occurs when the roadway’s carrying capacity is temporarily disrupted.  FHWA identifies four 
causes of non-recurring congestion: roadway construction, weather-related conditions, special 
events, and incidents, such as crashes and disabled vehicles.  The FHWA estimates that about 25 
percent of all congestion is incident related. 

One way that incident-related congestion can be managed is through the review of safety 
data/crash data.  Departments within the various CRTPA local governments frequently collect 
crash data on their own and conduct analyses for their respective local governments on how to 
address safety concerns.  From a regional perspective, the CRTPA coordinates with the local 
governments of the region to collaboratively address safety issues and share information.  This 
information is utilized in updates to the Regional Mobility Plan as well as on-going corridor 
studies, design, and construction projects within the CRTPA area.  Additionally, the CRTPA 
participates in safety focus groups in the region including formalized groups such as the 
Community Traffic Safety Team and informal groups such as the Leon County Bicycle Safety 
Work Group.  Attending and participating in meetings such as these helps the CRTPA filter the 
safety and congestion information into ongoing plans and public participation efforts. 

For other types-of non-recurring congestion, the local police and sheriff’s departments have done 
an effective job of responding to incidents and redirecting traffic away from the affected areas.  
Temporary road closures and change of travel direction on roadways has also been implemented 
to handle the efficient flow of heavy traffic to, from, and around special events, such as the 
Downtown Get Down, University Football games, and local events such as the Winter Festival 
of Lights, Springtime Tallahassee, and Holiday Parades. 

3.6.2 Local Roadways 

Note that there are other roadways within the CRTPA boundary with identified congestion 
problems.  These roadways are under the jurisdiction of the City or Town within which they 
operate. 

The City of Tallahassee and Leon County both implement a concurrency management system 
(CMS), in which the transportation impacts, trip by trip, are loaded into a spreadsheet that tracks 
the amount of capacity remaining on a given segment of roadway.  This CMS allows local 
governments to protect the capacity of the roadway segment through the requirement to mitigate, 
when appropriate.  Applicants may decide to limit development, including building a project by 
phase, based on the cost of concurrency mitigation.  The funds collected are programmed to 
provide transportation improvements that enhance the capacity of the CMS. The City has also
created a Multi-Modal Transportation District (MMTD) to create a pedestrian-friendly  and
transit-supportive downtown district. This district treats several areas experiencing congestion
differently to improve the urban environment through an increased emphasis on urban design. 
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The MMTD district and related codes and regulations focus on different types of improvements  
within the district to promote Multi-Modal transportation choices. Projects undertaken in the 
MMTD district to address congestion need to be consistent with the vision and policies within
the MMTD. More information and maps can be located at this website: 
http://www.talgov.com/planning/planning-trans-mmtd-code.aspx
 
Wakulla County has adopted a concurrency management system whereby they annually update
traffic counts and predict future year “development trips” to the roadway system based on 
historical growth trends.  The County has adopted its CMS as an Element in the County’s 
Comprehensive Plan.  Policy 1.5.6 provides guidance for completing traffic impact analyses for 
minimal, small and large developments and the County per Policy 1.5.7 also allows applicants to 
satisfy transportation concurrency through a Proportionate Fair Share Ordinance. 

CRTPA staff will coordinate with the CRTPA local governments, including those in Jefferson 
and Gadsden Counties to identify a regional mechanism for sustaining growth in a fiscally 
responsible manner. 

Jefferson County adopted a new concurrency management system in September 2011 and the 
adopted amendment currently is being reviewed by the DEO.  The CMS has been adopted into 
the County’s Comprehensive Plan.  This CMS tracks only impacts from transportation and parks 
and recreation projects.  For traffic analysis, the County uses the Institute of Transportation 
Engineers Trip Generation, trip generation rates.  If a development concurrency analysis reveals that 
the proposed development would cause any roadway segment to drop below the adopted LOS, the 
development order would be denied, unless the developer mitigates the capacity deficiency. 
Gadsden County has adopted its CMS in to the County’s Land Development Code.  No land 
development order (DO) will be issued until the County’s Department of Planning and Zoning (the 
Department) has evaluated the DO and determined that the proposal is consistent with the 
Comprehensive Plan, zoning and building regulations or other applicable regulations. In order to 
determine whether the proposal is in compliance with the Comprehensive Plan and land development 
regulations, a concurrency evaluation must be conducted to determine that the proposal does not 
exceed the level of service (LOS) standards established in the adopted Comprehensive Plan.  The 
Department will conduct concurrency evaluations through a comparison of the demand requirements 
of proposed developments with the capacity of existing facilities.  No DO shall be issued by 
Department of Planning and Zoning or any other Department unless LOS for all public facilities and 
services meet or exceed LOS standards adopted by the County. 

3.6.3 Identified High Crash Roadway Segments 

Roadway performance can also be assessed by examining the number of accidents that occur 
along a roadway segment and comparing the accident rate derived to accident rates on similar 
roadways. Federal Highway Administration (FHWA) uses a formula to determine the average 
crash rates for roadways of similar characteristics.  Those roadways identified as having a higher 
crash rate than the expected average are reported by FHWA.  Figures 2 through 5 along with 
their accompanying tables, detail the 2010 High Crash Segments for Leon, Gadsden, Jefferson, 
and Wakulla Counties.  Figures 6 through 9 along with their accompanying tables, detail the 
2010 High Risk Rural Segments for Leon, Gadsden, Jefferson, and Wakulla Counties. 
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Capital Region Transportation Planning Agency—2010 High Crash Segments Leon County 

Map 

ID 

Roadway Beginning 

Milepost 

Ending 

Milepost 

Number of 

Crashes 

1 State Road 261/Capital Circle 5.429 5.829 128 

2 State Road 20/US 27/Apalachee Parkway 1.821 2.821 169 

3 State Road 10/US 90/Tennessee Street 7.606 8.455 330 

4 State Road 10/US 90/Tennessee Street 6.202 7.102 407 

5 County Road 2146/Old St. Augustine Road 0.0 1.9 87 

6 Duval Street 0.0 1.0 90 

7 Bronough Street 0.000 1.793 112 

8 County Road 361/Old Bainbridge Road 0.1 2.0 126 

9 High Road 0.2 1.3 84 

10 County Road 158/Tharpe Street 0.4 1.7 123 

11 County Road 158/Tharpe Street 1.7 2.4 75 

12 County Road 158/Tharpe Street 2.4 3.6 129 

13 Ocala Road 0.000 1.585 82 

 

Capital Region Transportation Planning Agency—2010 High Crash Intersections Leon County 

Map 

ID 

Roadway 1 Roadway 2 Milepost Number of 

Crashes 

A State Road 10/US 90/Tennessee Street Ramp to Ocala Road 6.177 110 

B State Road 10/US 90/Tennessee Street Ocala Road 6.196 103 

C State Road 261/Capital Circle, north of 

Raymond Diehl Road 

Raymond Diehl Road 10.998 69 

D Raymond Diehl Road, west of SR 261/ US 

90/Capital Circle 

SR 261/US 319/Capital Circle 0.278 71 

E State Road 261/Capital Circle, south of State 

Road 10/US 90/Mahan Drive 

State Road 10/US 90/Mahan Drive 7.852 77 

F State Road 261/Capital Circle State Road 10/US 90/Mahan Drive 7.872 75 

G State Road 261/Capital Circle, north of State 

Road 10/US 90/Mahan Drive 

State Road 10/US 90/Mahan Drive 7.894 76 
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Capital Region Transportation Planning Agency—2010 High Crash Segments Gadsden County 

Roadway Beginning Milepost Ending Milepost Number of Crashes 

County Highway 268 2.1 2.6 9 
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Capital Region Transportation Planning Agency—2010 High Crash Segments Jefferson County 

Roadway Beginning Milepost Ending Milepost Number of Crashes 

State Road 259/Waukeenah Highway 12.2 13.9 4 
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Capital Region Transportation Planning Agency—2010 High Crash Segments Wakulla County 

Roadway Beginning Milepost Ending Milepost Number of Crashes 

Cajer Posey Road 1.9 2.6 8 
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Capital Region Transportation Planning Agency—2010 High Risk Rural Segments Leon County 

Map 

ID 

Roadway Beginning 

Milepost 

Ending 

Milepost 

Number of 

Crashes 

1 County Highway 373/Springhill Road 1.4 1.9 4 

2 County Highway 361/Old Bainbridge Road 9.7 10.2 6 

3 County Highway 157/Old Bainbridge Road 10.3 11.1 9 

4 County Highway 344/Orchard Pond Road 0.000 4.612 8 

5 County Highway 155/Meridian Road 6.3 7.0 6 

6 County Highway 12/Fairbanks Ferry Road 0.2 0.8 4 

7 County Highway 12/Fairbanks Ferry Road 5.4 6.1 4 

8 County Highway 151/Centerville Road 7.8 8.2 7 

9 County Highway 347/Miccosukee Road 9.3 9.9 4 

10 County Highway 347/Miccosukee Road 0.0 1.4 7 

11 County Highway 142/Old Magnolia Road 0.000 6.674 4 

12 County Highway  1540/Capitola Road 2.9 3.5 6 
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Capital Region Transportation Planning Agency—2010 High Risk Rural Segments Gadsden County 

Map 

ID 

Roadway Beginning 

Milepost 

Ending 

Milepost 

Number of 

Crashes 

1 County Highway 270/Little Sycamore Road 2.3 3.8 4 

2 County Highway 270/Little Sycamore Road 5.2 6.3 5 

3 County Highway 270A/Flat Creek Road 3.8 5.2 7 

4 County Highway 268/High Bridge Road 2.1 2.6 6 

5 County Highway 268/High Bridge Road 3.5 4.0 4 

6 Brickyard Road 0.1 0.6 4 

7 Lanier Road 1.4 2.3 4 

8 County Highway 153/Iron Bridge Road 0.5 1.5 6 

9 County Highway 12/Fairbanks Ferry Road 5.1 5.6 4 

10 County Highway 12/Fairbanks Ferry Road 4.0 4.5 6 

11 County Highway 12/Fairbanks Ferry Road 2.9 3.5 6 

12 County Highway 159/Salem Road 3.7 4.3 4 

13 County Highway 159/Salem Road 4.4 5.2 5 

14 County Highway 159/Salem Road 6.1 7.7 6 
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Capital Region Transportation Planning Agency—2010 High Risk Rural Segments Jefferson County 

Roadway Beginning Milepost Ending Milepost Number of Crashes 

Asheville Highway 6.5 7.0 3 
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Capital Region Transportation Planning Agency—2010 High Risk Rural Segments Wakulla County 

Map 

ID 

Roadway Beginning 

Milepost 

Ending 

Milepost 

Number of 

Crashes 

1 Northwood Lane 0.7 1.9 4 

2 Lower Bridge Road 2.4 3.4 7 

 



SECTIONTHREE Performance Measures 

Capital Region Transportation Planning Agency – Congestion Management Process 3-23 

3.7 TRANSIT PERFORMANCE MEASURES AND EVALUATION 

The CRTPA recognizes the importance of having a quality transit system for the area.  The 
presence of a safe, affordable, and efficiently operating transit system is viewed as essential by 
the CRTPA and the communities it serves, as is an extended service area that eventually would 
cover the entire CRTPA region.  An effective and accessible transit system would assist those 
outside the current service area hit hardest by rising fuel costs to travel more cost effectively, 
would help reduce automobile vehicle miles traveled, and would contribute greatly toward 
achieving the multi-modal transportation network that this CRTPA desires. 

The continual monitoring and updating of system performance indicators are key to building a 
successful transit system.  A major update to StarMetro’s Transit Development Plan (TDP) was 
completed in 2011 in association with the development of the Regional Mobility Plan (RMP). 

Additionally, after more than a half century of running a downtown-oriented transit system, 
StarMetro undertook a complete route restructuring in July of 2011 and is based on several high 
frequency, unscheduled, independent routes that traverse the city without necessarily going 
downtown.  Several other less frequent routes complete the system for a total of 12 routes.   

Furthermore, efforts to address regional transit issues were initiated in 2009 with the Regional 
Transit Study (RTS).  The study’s purpose was to develop a long-term vision for transit within 
the capital region (Gadsden, Jefferson, Leon and Wakulla counties). 

The CRTPA in 2010 adopted the above referenced Regional Transit Study which identifies two 
types of transit improvements for the region.  The Study identifies service improvements and 
capital projects.  Service improvements include fixed route services and capital projects include 
fixed guideway, bus rapid transit and streetcar.  The two types of transit improvements are listed 
as near term, mid-term and long term projects and are listed below: 

Near Term (2010-2014)  

 Gadsden Express (already started)  

Mid Term (2015-2024) 

 North Leon County StarMetro Local Bus Service Expansion  

 Capital Circle Office Complex/Southwood StarMetro Local Bus Service Expansion 

 Tram Road StarMetro Local Bus Service Expansion 

 Crawfordville Express Bus Service 

 East Leon County StarMetro Local Bus Service Expansion  

 Quincy Fixed Route Expansion  

 Havana Fixed Route  

 Monticello Fixed Route  

 Woodville Highway Express Bus Service  
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 Capital Circle East Express Bus Service  

 Havana Express Bus Service  

 Monticello Express Bus Service  

 Airport Express Bus Service  

 West Tennessee Street Bus Rapid Transit  

 Thomasville Road Bus Rapid Transit  

 Apalachee Parkway Bus Rapid Transit  

 Gaines Street Streetcar Line  

 Campus Streetcar Line  

Long Term (2024-2050) 

 Crawfordville Fixed Route  

 Quincy Fixed Route Expansion  

 Havana Fixed Route Expansion  

 Havana/Quincy Express Bus Service  

 Capital Circle East Bus Rapid Transit  

 Monroe Street Bus Rapid Transit  

 East Tennessee Street (Mahan Drive) Phase 1 & 2 Bus Rapid Transit  

More information about the RTS study can be found in Appendix C. 

StarMetro is committed to the continued performance monitoring of the system so that ever-
changing needs of the community are met as the CRTPA develops and expands.  Additionally, 
CRTPA staff is committed to working with StarMetro to promote transit opportunities in the 
area.  The cooperative working relationship is a winning combination and can be seen as transit 
representatives are becoming more visible and vocal at the CRTPA’s subcommittee meetings 
(technical advisory committee and citizen’s multi-modal advisory committee meetings. 

It should be noted that StarMetro is also the Community Transportation Coordinator (CTC) for 
Leon County.  The CTC is responsible for overseeing the operations of the local transportation 
disadvantaged coordinating board for their county.  These local coordinating boards are 
responsible for reviewing and discussing issues related to the provision (or lack thereof) of 
transportation services to those members in the community who are unable to provide their own 
transportation to vital services, such as medical appointments and employment due to physical or 
mental disability, economic status, or age.  The CTC for Gadsden and Jefferson County is Big 
Bend Transit.  The CTC for Wakulla County is the Senior Citizens Council.  Information on the 
service needs in the respective counties inside the CRTPA boundary is shared with CRTPA and 
StarMetro staff.  Coordination of this type helps in future planning of routes that can provide 
needed service to the transportation disadvantaged.  Multi-county routes are understudy for 
feasibility and cost-sharing. 
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3.8 BICYCLE AND PEDESTRIAN PERFORMANCE MEASURES AND EVALUATION 

The CRTPA is committed to expanding and improving the bicycle and pedestrian network in the 
CRTPA boundary.  The commitment to planning for these modes of transportation was clear in 
the vision of the adopted Year 2025 Bicycle and Pedestrian Master Plan: 

“Ensure that Tallahassee-Leon County becomes a premier community known for 
its safe, accessible and interconnected pedestrian and bicycle system that 
provides mobility for all ages and abilities supports economic opportunity, and 
enhances public health.” 

The initiation of a Bicycle and Pedestrian Master Plan for Tallahassee-Leon County was a 
turning point in transportation planning for this community.  The Plan is strategic -- planning for 
facilities and programs to improve safety, connectivity and comfort for the users on a 20-year 
horizon.  The Plan development was built upon a combination of analytical methods, extensive 
research, and public participation.  As with the Transit Renaissance Plan, discussed in the 
previous section, the Bicycle and Pedestrian Master Plan was initiated with the goal of reforming 
the transportation network into one that would not only improve upon the existing conditions for 
current users, but also expand facilities to entice new users and provide new options for travel. 

Since the adoption of the Bicycle and Pedestrian Master Plan for Tallahassee-Leon County, the 
Long Range Transportation Plan (LRTP) for the CRTPA has been updated.  The updated LRTP 
included the revolutionary Regional Mobility Plan (RMP), which incorporates the Bicycle and 
Pedestrian Master Plan.  The RMP is inclusive of all mobility options and acknowledges them all 
as integral to overall mobility for the area.  Bicycle, Pedestrian, Transit, and vehicular mobility 
are all planned for under the one RMP document.  

The resolve to improve the attractiveness and efficiency of the bicycle and pedestrian system in 
the CRTPA area is high.  The Bicycle and Pedestrian Master, currently a stand-alone document, 
is currently in the process of being updated for the entire CRTPA area as part of the Regional 
Mobility Plan.  The intent is to maximize the non-automotive mobility options available to 
people throughout the region for daily living.  In the current economy, the region needs to be 
forward-thinking and provide for more affordable methods of transportation.  Recognizing the 
importance of cost-effective choices for mobility, the local governments of Gadsden County and 
Wakulla County have submitted applications for the development of Bicycle and Pedestrian 
Master Plans for their jurisdictions through the SAFETEA-LU Transportation Enhancement 
Funding Program.  Additionally, active neighborhood groups are submitting applications for 
SAFETEA-LU funding for neighborhood sidewalk projects connecting their homes to area 
businesses, schools, and parks in the City of Tallahassee.  Clearly the region is exhibiting signs 
of multimodal acceptance, and a desire turn ideas into reality via funding projects. 

In 2009, the City of Tallahassee received a Bronze Status designation as a “Bicycle Friendly 
Community” through the League of American Bicyclists.  Through the application process, 
much data had to be gathered on the bicycle programs and infrastructure available within the 
City of Tallahassee.  The designation recognizes communities for their efforts to increase the 
safety for cyclists and for providing infrastructure and planning that enables and encourages safe 
cycling in the community.  The Bronze Status designation was a step forward for the CRTPA 
local government as it constitutes an outward statement that the local government is bicycle 
friendly, and sees value in this transportation mode as not only an environmentally wise 
transportation choice, but an economical alternative to congestion. 
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The “Bicycle Friendly Community” Bronze Status designation will be reviewed by the League 
of American Bicyclists in October of 2013. The City of Tallahassee is working diligently to 
increase its status designation in the next cycle.  Leon County will also be applying for a 
designation from the League of American Bicyclists in 2013. 

3.8.1 Identified High Crash Roadway Segments 

Pedestrian and bicycle safety is an important performance measure in the evaluation of the 
effectiveness of implementing new pedestrian and bicycle facilities.  Pedestrian and bicycle 
crash are monitored to identify problem areas. 

Figures 10 through 13 details the available pedestrian crashes for the last 5 years, 2008 through 
2010 for Leon, Gadsden, Jefferson, and Wakulla Counties.  Figures 14 through 17 details the 
available bicycle crashes for the last 5 years, 2008 through 2010 for Leon, Gadsden, Jefferson, 
and Wakulla Counties. 
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SYSTEM CRASHNUM CRASHDATE CRASHTIME DAYOFWEEK

ROAD NAME ON WHICH 

CRASH OCCURRED

ROAD NAME TO THE NEAREST 

INTERSECTION CRASH OCCURRED

1 OFF 108777310 2/1/2010 1700 1 CALL ST COPELAND AVE

2 OFF 718887300 1/6/2010 0809 3 LAFAYSTTE ST INDIANHEAD DR

3 OFF 718888130 1/8/2010 2018 5 EDDIE RD TUDOR RD

4 OFF 718890110 1/16/2010 0129 6 THARPE ST W TRIMBLE LN

5 OFF 718893930 1/29/2010 1932 5 COLLEGE AVE W MACOMB ST S

6 OFF 718895870 2/5/2010 1928 5 OCALA RD HERITAGE GROVE CIR

7 OFF 718898350 2/14/2010 2139 7 MACOMB ST S PENSACOLA ST

8 OFF 718899630 2/18/2010 1045 4 OLD BAINBRIDGE RD BREVARD ST W

9 OFF 718900110 2/20/2010 0230 6 1505 W THARPE ST 1505 W THARPE ST

10 OFF 718905020 3/12/2010 1954 5 SAXON ST POPPY ST

11 OFF 718905180 3/13/2010 1752 6 805 COBLE ST UNKNOWN

12 OFF 718915300 4/17/2010 1637 6 BREVARD ST MALCOMB ST

13 OFF 718917250 4/25/2010 0357 7 ALABAMA ST ABRAHAM ST

14 OFF 718922460 5/16/2010 0016 7 ALLEN RD MONROE ST N

15 OFF 718923210 5/15/2010 1107 6 PENSACOLA ST DUVAL ST S 

16 OFF 718923650 5/21/2010 0200 5 459 W COLLEGE ST UNKNOWN

17 OFF 718924820 5/27/2010 0806 4 MADISON ST DUVAL ST

18 OFF 718928100 6/9/2010 0546 3 1400 BLK VILLAGE SQ BLV FINANCIAL PLZ

19 OFF 718930060 6/17/2010 2113 4 1444 MICCOSUKEE RD UNKNOWN

20 OFF 718930120 6/17/2010 1324 4 KILLEARN CENTER BLVD VILLAGE SQUARE BLVD

21 OFF 718934140 7/2/2010 1652 5 DEWEY ST ACADEMIC WAY

22 OFF 718934430 7/3/2010 1552 6 ORANGE AVE BRIGHTON ST

23 OFF 718935140 7/7/2010 1727 3 900 OCALA RD 900 OCALA RD

24 OFF 718935790 7/10/2010 0145 6 VIRGINIA ST COPELAND ST

25 OFF 718942520 8/7/2010 1516 6 MISSION RD VISTA RISE DR

26 OFF 718943110 8/10/2010 0942 2 JEFFERSON ST W WOODWARD AVE S

27 OFF 718948190 8/27/2010 2048 5 1702 KEITH ST UNKNOWN

28 OFF 718956280 9/25/2010 1514 6 MADISON ST GAY ST

29 OFF 718956400 9/25/2010 2059 6 COLORADO ST INDIANA ST

30 OFF 718957230 9/27/2010 0745 1 MACOMB ST PENSACOLA ST

31 OFF 718957570 9/28/2010 1740 2 COUNTRY CLUB DR CANTON CIR

32 OFF 718957640 9/28/2010 1755 2 PENSACOLA ST WOODWARD AVE S

33 OFF 718958480 10/2/2010 0230 6 DUVAL ST 7TH AVE W

34 OFF 718958860 10/3/2010 1507 7 CONNIE DR VOGUE DR

35 OFF 718958930 10/3/2010 1922 7 OLD BAINBRIDGE BREVARD ST W

36 OFF 718960430 10/7/2010 2000 4 CALL ST CHAPEL DRIVE

37 OFF 718961140 10/11/2010 1835 1 3360 THOMAS BUTLER RD UNKNOWN

38 OFF 718961630 10/13/2010 1108 3 CALL ST W STADIUM DR

39 OFF 718967000 10/30/2010 2038 6 PALMER AVE M L KING BLVD

40 OFF 718967030 10/30/2010 2139 6 PASCO ST LIBERTY ST

41 OFF 718967250 10/31/2010 1208 7 BELLE VUE WAY CARDINAL CT

42 OFF 718972400 11/17/2010 2028 3 STADIUM DR CALL ST

43 OFF 718972850 11/19/2010 0827 5 PARK AVE E BLAIR STONE RD S

44 OFF 718974680 11/28/2010 0313 7 1698 STUCKEY AVE UNKNOWN

45 OFF 718975690 12/2/2010 1631 4 PEDRICK RD SIOUX TRACE

46 OFF 718977930 12/9/2010 2345 4 PAUL RUSSELL RD LARETTE DR

47 OFF 718981790 12/29/2010 1330 3 PENSACOLA ST ADAMS ST

48 OFF 719747310 8/31/2010 0624 2 SPRINGHILL RD SPRINIL RD

49 OFF 731696790 2/10/2010 1213 3 UNIVERSITY WAY GRAY ST

50 OFF 770003390 5/25/2010 1900 2 17TH AVE E COYNERS ST

51 OFF 770139790 6/4/2010 2225 5 CR 149A DILLS RD BROCK RD

52 OFF 770144400 7/2/2010 2218 5 BUCKLAKE ROAD REDFIELD ROAD

53 OFF 770144440 7/22/2010 0630 4 MICCOSUKEE ROAD CRUMP ROAD

54 OFF 770156150 5/29/2010 2130 6 TENNEL ROAD PETERS ROAD

55 OFF 770156260 8/4/2010 1516 3 HUTCHINSON FERRY RD GLORY ROAD

56 OFF 770161170 7/3/2010 2125 6 AENON CHURCH RD SR 20

57 OFF 813118500 8/18/2010 2035 3 OTTER LAKE RD PIGOTT ROAD

58 OFF 813118910 8/11/2010 2106 3 SHADEVILLE RD SR 61

Capital Region Transportation Planning Agency--2010 Pedestrian Crashes--Leon County
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59 OFF 905754170 2/5/2010 1705 5 SALINGER WAY BECKETT RD

60 OFF 905771180 9/11/2010 1919 6 BILL HEADLEY RD BANNESMAN RD

61 OFF 908361120 11/12/2010 1730 5 COLLEGE AVE DUVAL ST

62 OFF 908362860 9/21/2010 1750 2 PARK AVE CAPITAL CIR

63 OFF 908364250 9/17/2010 0239 5 MICCOSUKEE RD CRUMP RD

64 OFF 908364420 6/9/2010 2300 3 WESTWAY ROAD POINSETTIA AVE

65 OFF 908373690 10/6/2010 1038 3 SUMMERBROOKE DR LOCHKNOLL LN

66 OFF 908375990 9/24/2010 0700 5 WHIPPOORWILL HEADWATER CREEK DR

67 OFF 908376030 11/6/2010 1636 6 BLOUNTSTOWN ST NEKOMA LN

68 OFF 908382560 10/26/2010 1546 2 PENSACOLA ST COPELAND ST S 

69 OFF 908398690 11/9/2010 1235 2 BOLD VENTURE TRL APOLLO TRL

70 ON 110788860 8/2/2010 1144 1 TENNESSEE ST WOODWARD AVE N

71 ON 110227120 6/3/2010 2102 4 WOODVILLE HWY ROSS RD

72 ON 718950800 9/6/2010 1409 1 TENNESSEE ST DEWEY ST N

73 ON 718963590 10/20/2010 0710 3 CRAWFORDVILLE RD GAILE AVE

74 ON 718914910 4/16/2010 1149 5 RICHVIEW RD APALACHEE PKWY

75 ON 718910760 4/2/2010 2011 5 THOMASVILLE RD BETTON RD

76 ON 718981610 12/29/2010 1512 3 ADAMS ST JENNINGS ST

77 ON 718940530 7/30/2010 2020 5 MAHAN DR CAPITAL CIR

78 ON 718933870 7/1/2010 2246 4 TENNESSEE ST BASIN ST

79 ON 718902580 3/2/2010 1153 2 TENNESSEE ST W COPELAND ST N

80 ON 718951870 9/9/2010 1528 4 REMINGTON GREEN N CAPITAL CIR

81 ON 718958800 10/2/2010 2323 6 MONROE ST PUTNAM DR

82 ON 718956070 9/24/2010 1809 5 TENNESSEE ST CALHOUN ST N

83 ON 718901790 2/27/2010 0135 6 TENNESSEE ST DEWEY ST N

84 ON 718907820 3/23/2010 0751 2 PENSACOLA ST WHITE DR  L

85 ON 718939930 7/28/2010 1511 3 LAKE BRADFORD R GAINES ST

86 ON 718934570 7/4/2010 2229 7 TENNESSEE ST WEST 10

87 ON 718917090 4/24/2010 1420 6 PENSACOLA ST LIPONA RD S

88 ON 718962110 10/15/2010 0110 5 BRONOUGH ST N TENNESSEE ST

89 ON 718951710 9/9/2010 1554 4 MONROE ST N 4TH AVE

90 ON 718962980 10/17/2010 1946 7 DIXIE DR TENNESSEE ST W

91 ON 718930870 6/21/2010 0727 1 I 10 MONROE ST N

92 ON 718891660 1/21/2010 1424 4 CALL ST TENNESSEE ST

93 ON 718970100 11/9/2010 1703 2 MICCOSUKEE RD MAGNOLIA DR N

94 ON 718929050 6/13/2010 1752 7 CALHOUN ST N TENNESSEE ST

95 ON 718958430 10/1/2010 1804 5 KISSIMMEE ST LAKE BRADFORD RD

96 ON 718923030 5/18/2010 1736 2 PENSACOLA ST AUSLEY RD S

97 ON 718964080 10/22/2010 0220 5 TENNESSEE ST W RAVEN ST

98 ON 718961340 10/12/2010 0753 2 PENSACOLA ST CHAPEL DR

99 ON 718888170 1/9/2010 0102 6 TENNESSEE ST COPELAND ST N

100 ON 718887600 1/6/2010 1115 3 SR 63 CALLAWAY RD

101 ON 718906970 3/20/2010 0231 6 TENNESSEE ST BREVARD ST

102 ON 718912720 4/9/2010 1221 5 APALACHEE PKWY ALBRITTON DR

103 ON 718981470 12/27/2010 2124 1 US 27 MARIANNA DR

104 ON 718923640 5/20/2010 1611 4 OCALA RD TENNESSEE ST W

105 ON 718970950 11/12/2010 1814 5 BASIN ST TENNESSEE ST W

106 ON 718976030 12/3/2010 1532 5 PUTNAM DR MONROE ST

107 ON 731816840 4/21/2010 0809 3 SPRINGHILL RD ORANGE AVE

108 ON 770130360 5/17/2010 1750 1 US 90 IDA RD

109 ON 770163280 10/29/2010 1500 5 BEN BOSTICK RD US 90

110 ON 770156460 9/29/2010 2106 3 US 319 NEW LIGHT CHURCH RD

111 ON 820107920 12/11/2010 1846 6 US 27 MCNAIR RD

112 ON 819960560 12/11/2010 2335 6 US 90 WOODBERRY RD

113 ON 820454530 12/17/2010 1150 5 I 10 CR 270A

114 ON 905751360 3/14/2010 2300 7 I 10 WB ENT FROM NB SR 63  L

115 ON 905750500 3/17/2010 1415 3 MERIDIAN ST N TENNESSEE ST

116 ON 905774960 11/11/2010 1630 4 SR 10 BUCK LAKE RD
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117 ON 905786770 11/26/2010 1815 5 CRAWFORDVILLE RD RIDGE RD

118 ON 908355860 2/3/2010 2240 3 TENNESSEE ST OCALA RD

119 ON 908377170 10/20/2010 1655 3 I 10 MONROE ST

120 ON 908356130 2/23/2010 2004 2 ORANGE AVE E SR 61

121 ON 908368190 10/29/2010 1546 5 OCALA RD S PENSACOLA ST

122 ON 908390480 1/1/2010 0618 5 SR 63 HARRIETT DR

123 ON 908376160 9/28/2010 1745 2 PENSACOLA ST APPLEYARD DR

124 ON 908359260 10/10/2010 1349 7 FOUR POINTS WAY CRAWFORDVILLE RD

125 ON 908383210 11/22/2010 1930 1 BLOUNTSTOWN HWY CRICKET RD

Page 3
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SYSTEM CRASHNUM CRASHDATE CRASHTIME DAYOFWEEK

ROAD NAME ON WHICH 

CRASH OCCURRED

ROAD NAME TO THE NEAREST 

INTERSECTION CRASH OCCURRED

1 OFF 770003390 5/25/2010 1900 2 17TH AVE E COYNERS ST

2 OFF 770156150 5/29/2010 2130 6 TENNEL ROAD PETERS ROAD

3 OFF 770156260 8/4/2010 1516 3 HUTCHINSON FERRY RD GLORY ROAD

4 ON 770163280 10/29/2010 1500 5 BEN BOSTICK RD US 90

5 ON 820107920 12/11/2010 1846 6 US 27 MCNAIR RD

6 ON 819960560 12/11/2010 2335 6 US 90 WOODBERRY RD

7 ON 820454530 12/17/2010 1150 5 I 10 CR 270A

Capital Region Transportation Planning Agency--2010 Pedestrian Crashes--Gadsden County
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SYSTEM CRASHNUM CRASHDATE CRASHTIME DAYOFWEEK

ROAD NAME ON WHICH 

CRASH OCCURRED

ROAD NAME TO THE NEAREST 

INTERSECTION CRASH OCCURRED

1 OFF 813118500 8/18/2010 2035 3 OTTER LAKE RD PIGOTT ROAD

2 OFF 813118910 8/11/2010 2106 3 SHADEVILLE RD SR 61

3 ON 770156460 9/29/2010 2106 3 US 319 NEW LIGHT CHURCH RD

Capital Region Transportation Planning Agency--2010 Pedestrian Crashes--Wakulla County
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SYSTEM? CRASHNUM CRASHDATE CRASHTIME DAYOFWEEK

ROAD NAME ON WHICH 

CRASH OCCURRED

ROAD NAME TO THE NEAREST 

INTERSECTION CRASH OCCURRED

1 OFF 108776810 10/15/2010 1330 5 CHIEFTAN WAY CALL ST

2 OFF 111124190 8/23/2010 1726 1 JACKSON BLUFF RD MABRY ST

3 OFF 718894110 1/30/2010 1133 6 FRANKLIN BLVD N PARK AVE

4 OFF 718898970 2/16/2010 0700 2 CENTERVILLE DR MEDICAL DR

5 OFF 718900450 2/21/2010 1929 7 LAFAYETTE ST MARVIN ST

6 OFF 718902380 3/1/2010 1451 1 GADSDEN ST N BREVARD ST E

7 OFF 718903140 3/3/2010 1428 3 UNKNOWN UNKNOWN

8 OFF 718904500 3/10/2010 1202 3 MISSION RD THARPE ST

9 OFF 718908410 3/25/2010 0900 4 CALL ST CHAPEL DR

10 OFF 718910400 4/1/2010 1840 4 CONTINENTAL AVE OCALA RD

11 OFF 718913210 4/10/2010 1938 6 RIDGE RD N SPRINGSAX RD

12 OFF 718914320 4/14/2010 1155 3 EUGENIA ST PINELLAS ST

13 OFF 718920130 5/4/2010 2205 2 BRONOUGH ST S GEORGIA ST W

14 OFF 718927000 6/3/2010 1557 4 BUFORD BLVD CENTERVILLE RD

15 OFF 718927410 6/6/2010 1907 7 LAURA LEE AVE KEVIN ST

16 OFF 718931640 6/23/2010 2044 3 VICTORIA ST BETHUNE ST

17 OFF 718932450 6/27/2010 1132 7 HIGH RD CONTINENTAL AVE

18 OFF 718932760 6/28/2010 1740 1 LEVY AVE PAUL DIRAC DR E

19 OFF 718940120 7/29/2010 1606 4 DESOTO PARK DR LAFAYETTE ST

20 OFF 718942320 8/6/2010 1646 5 BRONOUGH ST N GEORGIA ST

21 OFF 718943190 8/10/2010 1446 2 BRONOUGH ST N CAROLINA ST W

22 OFF 718944780 8/16/2010 1728 1 RAYMOND DIEHL RD RAYMOND DIEHL BUSINESS LN

23 OFF 718944810 8/16/2010 1029 1 WOODWARD ST ST AUGUSTINE ST

24 OFF 718946940 8/24/2010 1242 2 3000 JACKSON BLUFF RD JACKSONBLUFF RD

25 OFF 718947450 8/25/2010 1411 3 OCALA RD RUMBA LN

26 OFF 718949090 8/31/2010 1318 2 MARKET ST MACLAY BLVD

27 OFF 718949170 8/31/2010 1755 2 OLD BAINBRIDGE RD THARPE ST

28 OFF 718951690 9/9/2010 1415 4 HIGH RD CONTINENTAL AVE

29 OFF 718953070 9/13/2010 1717 1 475 APPLEYARD DR UNKNOWN

30 OFF 718956330 9/25/2010 1845 6 GAINES ST E MERIDIAN RD S

31 OFF 718957650 9/29/2010 0820 3 OLD ST AUGUSTINE RD APAKIN NENE

32 OFF 718959240 10/4/2010 1811 1 COLLEGE AVE MACOMB ST

33 OFF 718959550 10/5/2010 1817 2 WOODWARD AVE ST AUGUSTINE ST W

34 OFF 718962800 10/16/2010 1828 6 CALL ST W COPELAND ST

35 OFF 718966430 10/29/2010 1712 5 SHUMARD OAK DR CEP WAY

36 OFF 718970400 11/10/2010 1629 3 3535 ROBERTS AVE UNKNOWN

37 OFF 718972350 11/17/2010 1535 3 BRONOUGH ST N GEORGIA ST W

38 OFF 718973120 11/19/2010 2123 5 OLD ST AUGUSTINE RD BLAIR STONE RD S

39 OFF 718973240 11/20/2010 1820 6 CALL ST W WHITEHALL ST

40 OFF 718975290 11/30/2010 2234 2 PARK AVE E FRANKLIN BLVD N

41 OFF 731696790 2/10/2010 1213 3 UNIVERSITY WAY GRAY ST

42 OFF 731697800 4/20/2010 2010 2 CALL ST MURPHREE ST

43 OFF 765656720 9/30/2010 1842 4 CALL ST CONRADI ST

44 OFF 770134870 7/12/2010 1757 1 CR 268 JOE ADAMS RD

45 OFF 770156230 7/22/2010 1815 4 CR 274 IMPERIAL NURSERY RD

46 OFF 770163590 7/9/2010 0908 5 BANNERMAN RD SR 61

47 OFF 801588580 1/8/2010 1654 5 LAURA ST 11TH ST S

48 OFF 801589070 6/15/2010 1615 2 B W ROBERTS ST SHADOW ST S

49 OFF 908364420 6/9/2010 2300 3 WESTWAY ROAD POINSETTIA AVE

50 OFF 908369690 11/30/2010 0930 2 CARE DR BUFORD BLVD

51 OFF 914996100 4/30/2010 0640 5 SPRING CREEK HWY MAIDO ST

52 ON 106996830 40381 1248 4 TENNESSEE ST DEWEY ST N

53 ON 718943310 40400 2116 2 7TH AVE E MONROE ST N

54 ON 718938410 40379 0540 2 ADAMS ST ORANGE AVE

55 ON 718971490 40496 0013 7 OCALA RD S PENSACOLA ST

56 ON 718953040 40434 2016 1 OCALA RD TENNESSEE ST W

57 ON 718910710 40270 1750 5 CONRADI ST TENNESSEE ST

58 ON 718958400 40452 1724 5 PENSACOLA ST AUSLEY RD S

Capital Region Transportation Planning Agency--2010 Bicycle Crashes--Leon County
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59 ON 718920470 40304 1325 4 MONROE ST GAINES ST

60 ON 718947650 40416 0803 4 ORANGE AVE WAHNISH WAY

61 ON 718903220 40240 1830 3 MONROE ST PAUL RUSSELL RD

62 ON 718932090 40354 1559 5 MONROE ST N 7TH AVE E

63 ON 718959170 40455 1525 1 EDWARDS ST PENSACOLA ST

64 ON 718959630 40455 1414 1 LAKE BRADFORD RD JACKSON BLUFF RD

65 ON 718891960 40200 0950 5 5TH AVE E MONROE ST N

66 ON 718893370 40206 1140 4 EPPES DR LAKE BRADFORD RD

67 ON 718913760 40280 1643 1 CAPITAL CIR REMINGTON GREEN

68 ON 718924380 40323 1053 2 HIGH RD TENNESSEE ST W

69 ON 718935340 40367 1315 4 PENSACOLA ST AUSLEY RD S

70 ON 718975130 40512 1000 2 TENNESSEE ST CALHOUN ST N

71 ON 731816580 40186 1542 5 JACKSON BLUFF RD BLOUNTSTOWN HWY

72 ON 765658880 40366 1425 3 THOMASVILLE RD PROCTOR RD

73 ON 908375890 40495 1130 6 TENNESSEE ST BICYCLE RD
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SYSTEM CRASHNUM CRASHDATE CRASHTIME DAYOFWEEK

ROAD NAME ON WHICH 

CRASH OCCURRED

ROAD NAME TO THE NEAREST 

INTERSECTION CRASH OCCURRED

1 OFF 770134870 7/12/2010 1757 1 CR 268 JOE ADAMS RD

2 OFF 770156230 7/22/2010 1815 4 CR 274 IMPERIAL NURSERY RD

3 OFF 801588580 1/8/2010 1654 5 LAURA ST 11TH ST S

4 OFF 801589070 6/15/2010 1615 2 B W ROBERTS ST SHADOW ST S
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4. Section 4 FOUR Identification of Congestion Management Strategies 

In the past, efforts to manage traffic congestion were aimed primarily at expanding roadway 
infrastructure, typically adding additional through lanes for vehicular use.  Today, it is 
understood that other measures can be employed to improve the operating efficiency of the 
existing transportation infrastructure.  These measures are referred to as congestion management 
strategies. 

4.1 EXISTING STRATEGIES TO REDUCE CONGESTION 

There are numerous technologies and administrative policies that have been used nationally and 
locally to manage congestion.  These strategies improve the efficiency of the existing 
transportation infrastructure, without necessarily demanding a large cash-outlay to accomplish it.  
These strategies can be grouped into three general categories of application:  Policy, Alternative 
Mode, and Technological. 

4.1.1 Policy Applications  

Employment 

Policy applications can alter trip patterns on the roadways, and thereby, reduce congestion.  For 
example, employers can allow flexible work hours, telecommuting, and incentives for carpooling 
to have a positive impact on alleviating congestion.  The City of Tallahassee and Leon County 
governments, for example, both allow for flexible work hours and telecommuting within 
established parameters.  Additionally, the City of Tallahassee provides incentives to employees 
for carpooling (in terms of parking fee waivers or reductions) and for choosing transit as a means 
to travel to and from work.  Wakulla County through its Transportation Demand Management 
program promotes compressed work weeks, staggered and flexible work hours, ride sharing, 
telecommuting and transit fare discounts as applicable. 

Transportation and Land Use  

Land Use policies are in effect in the CRTPA boundary that encourage mixed use developments, 
provide for sector planning, require provisions for bicycles, pedestrians, and transit stops in large 
scale developments, and which require good access management standards to be upheld.  
Together, these requirements shape the CRTPA into a livable space that is multi-modal friendly. 

Access Management includes everything from curb cut restrictions on local roads to minimum 
interchange spacing on freeways.  Restricting turning movements on local roads can reduce 
accidents and prevent turning vehicles from impeding traffic flow.  Other strategies include 
requiring shared access driveways, alleyways, and frontage roads when planning large scale 
developments or reviewing applicable site plans. 

Transportation Concurrency 

Concurrency Management is another tool that is used in the CRTPA boundary to manage 
congestion.  This tool allows the local government to protect the capacity of the roadway system 
by disallowing or limiting further development in an area that is projected to experience 
transportation failure as a result of the project.  In regard to roads, a developer could be required 
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to construct additional travel lanes or make improvements to intersections, incorporate bicycle 
and pedestrian amenities into the development plan, provide money or infrastructure for transit, 
or reduce the size of the project as a condition of approval. 

Although no longer required to conduct concurrency analyses on new developments, the City of 
Tallahassee, Leon County, Wakulla County, Jefferson County and Gadsden County will continue 
to utilize concurrency as a tool for managing roadway capacity.   

CRTPA staff will coordinate with the CRTPA local governments, including those in Jefferson 
and Gadsden Counties to identify a regional mechanism for sustaining growth in a fiscally 
responsible manner.  The creation of a mobility fee structure is currently being explored. 

4.1.2 Transportation Systems Management Strategies for Congested Links 

Transportation Systems Management (TSM) is an integrated program for optimizing the 
performance of existing infrastructure through the implementation of systems, services, and 
projects designed to preserve capacity and improve security, safety, and reliability.  Below is a 
list of areas and specific strategies where TSM can be implemented to create a more efficient, 
safe, and mobile transportation facility. 

A. Transportation System Management Strategies 
1. Traffic Signalization and Control 

 New Signal Installation 

 Modifying Signal Phase Sequences 

 Signal Re-timing/Updating Timing Plans 

 Signal Hardware Updates/Updating Equipment 

 Signal Interconnection 

 Demand-responsive Signal Systems 

 Eliminate Unnecessary Traffic Control Signs 

2. Intersection and Street Improvements 

 Intersection/Street Widening 

 Lane Assignment Changes/Re-striping 

 Install Turn Lanes 

 Turning Movement and Lane Use Restrictions 

 Bus Loading Bays 

3. Bottleneck Removal 

 Re-striping 

 Install Signage 

 Add Lanes 
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 Reduce Merging and Weaving 

4. Special Events 

 Traffic Management Plans 

 Signal Re-timing Plans 

 Dynamic Lane Assignments 

5. Access Management 

 Turn Lanes 

 Close Driveways/Driveway Spacing 

 Access Spacing 

 Median Treatments 

B. Travel Demand Strategies 
1. Improve Transportation Options 

 Alternative Work Schedules/Flex Time 

 Commute Trip Reduction Programs 

 Carpooling 

 Telework/Telecommute 

 Vanpooling 

 HOV Priority/Managed Lanes 

 Park and Ride 

 Shuttle Services 

 Bicycle and Pedestrian Improvements 

 Transit Improvements 

 Car Sharing/Ride Leasing/Station Car 

 Taxi Service Improvements 

 On-Site Employee Services 

 Live Near Your Work 

 Worksite Locations and Design 

 Real-Time Commuter Services 

 Advanced Route Planning 

2. Incentives to Use Alternative Modes 

 Commuter Financial Incentives 
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 Parking Management/Share Parking 

 Congestion Pricing/Road Pricing 

 Distance-Based Pricing/Pay-As-You-Drive Insurance 

 Guaranteed Ride Home 

 Parking—Time of Day Pricing 

3. Sustainable Development 

 Transit Oriented Development (TOD) 

 Land Use Density and Clustering 

 Location Efficient Development 

 Bike/Transit System Integration 

 Pedestrianized Streets 

 Bicycle Parking Facilities 

4. Policy and Institution Reform 

 Asset Management 

 Car-Free Parking 

 Context Sensitive Design 

 Road Space Reallocation 

 Speed Reduction 

 Street Reclaiming 

5. TDM Marketing and Education 

 TDM Marketing to Schools (K-12) 

 Walking and Cycling Encouragement 

 Transit and Alternative Mode Encouragement 

 TDM Marketing/Ride Matching Services 

 Transportation Management Associations (TMA) 

6. TDM Planning and Evaluation 

 Auto Dependency 

 Land Use Evaluation 

 Parking Evaluation 

 Evaluating Pricing Strategies 

 Evaluating Effectiveness of TDM Programs 
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C. Intelligent Transportation System Strategies 
1. Archived Data Management 

 ITS Data Mart 

 ITS Data Warehouse 

 ITS Virtual Data Warehouse 

2. Public Transportation 

 Transit Vehicle Tracking 

 Transit Fixed-Route Operations 

 Demand Response Transit Operations 

 Transit Passenger and Fare Management 

 Transit Security 

 Transit Maintenance 

 Multimodal Coordination 

 Transit Traveler Information 

3. Traveler Information 

 Broadcast Traveler Information 

 Interactive Traveler Information 

 Autonomous Route Guidance 

 Dynamic Route Guidance 

 Information Service Provider Based Trip Planning and Route Guidance 

 Integrated Transportation Management/Route Guidance 

 Yellow Pages and Reservations 

 Dynamic Ridesharing 

 In-Vehicle Signing 

4. Traffic Management 

 Network Surveillance 

 Probe Surveillance 

 Surface Street Control 

 Freeway Control 

 HOV/Managed Lane Management 

 Traffic Information Dissemination 
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 Regional Traffic Control 

 Traffic Incident Management System 

 Traffic Forecast and Demand Management 

 Electronic Toll Collection 

 Emissions Monitoring and Management 

 Virtual TMC and Smart Probe Data 

 Standard Railroad Grade Crossing 

 Advanced Railroad Grade Crossing 

 Parking Facility Management 

 Regional Parking Management 

 Reversible Lane Management 

 Speed Monitoring 

 Roadway Closure Management 

 Vehicle Safety Monitoring 

 Driver Safety Monitoring 

 Longitudinal Safety Warning 

 Lateral Safety Warning 

 Intersection Safety Warning 

 Pre-Crash Restraint Development 

 Driver Visibility Improvement 

 Advanced Vehicle Longitudinal Control 

 Advanced Vehicle Lateral Control 

 Intersection Collision Avoidance 

 Automated Highway System 

5. Commercial Vehicle Operations 

 Fleet Administration 

 Freight Administration 

 Electronic Clearance 

 Commercial Vehicle Administrative Process 

 Weigh-In Motion 

 Roadside Commercial Vehicle Operation Safety 
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 On-Board Commercial Vehicle Operation and Freight Safety and Security 

 Commercial Vehicle Operation Maintenance 

 Hazardous Materials Management 

 Roadside Hazardous Materials Security Detection and Mitigation 

 Commercial Vehicle Driver Security Administration 

 Freight Assignment Tracking 

6. Emergency Management 

 Emergency Call-Taking and Dispatch 

 Emergency Routing 

 Mayday and Alarms Support 

 Roadside Service Patrols 

 Transportation Infrastructure Protection 

 Wide-Area Alert 

 Early Warning System 

 Disaster Response and Recovery 

 Evacuation and Reentry Management 

 Disaster Traveler Information 

7. Maintenance and Construction Management 

 Maintenance and Construction Vehicle and Equipment Tracking 

 Maintenance and Construction Vehicle Maintenance 

 Road Weather Data Collection 

 Weather Information Processing and Distribution 

 Roadway Automated Treatment 

 Roadway Maintenance and Construction 

 Work Zone Management 

 Work Zone Safety 

 Maintenance and Construction Activity Coordination 

4.1.3 Parking Management 

Parking Management strategies can also be used with great success in the CRTPA boundary.  
Parking management reduces automotive trips to work, school, and shopping by reducing the 
number of parking opportunities in the area, and/or charging a large amount of money to park in 
the few spaces that exist.  A successful parking management strategy depends on the presence of 
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good bicycle, pedestrian, and transit services to and from large activity centers and 
neighborhoods to ensure that the lack of parking does not result in the inability to frequent the 
workplace, school, or shopping and entertainment centers. 

4.1.4 Congestion Pricing 

Charging user fees for roadway travel is another strategy to not only reduce congestion and 
encourage alternative mode travel (non-charged), it also generates revenue.  Congestion pricing 
can include charging prices to utilize higher level of service travel lanes, charging for use of an 
entire road or “zone” and even charging fees for use of the entire roadway system. 

Introducing “user fees” for the roadway system can alter traveler mode choice, route choice, and 
even residence, school, and employment choices.  However, congestion pricing carries with it an 
environmental justice issue that is not yet well-understood throughout the nation.  Additionally, 
there are revenue collection and investment issues as well as administrative and technological 
costs to be considered when entertaining this type of pricing system. 

The CRTPA area has examined the possibility of congestion pricing and the use of toll facilities 
in updates to the long range transportation plan.  However, because of the environmental justice 
issues and political questions of how to successfully and responsibly administer such a system in 
a planning area that is neither economically vibrant nor critically congested, congestion pricing 
strategies have not been embraced. 

4.1.5 Alternative Modes  

Congestion can be reduced through the introduction and promotion of alternative modes of 
transportation to the personal automobile.  Improving and expanding the facilities that service 
pedestrians, bicyclists, and transit providers/users can have a positive impact on changing the 
way people travel.  Additionally, investments in these modes is often less expensive than adding 
travel lanes to roadway segments. 

Strategies that can be employed in the alternative mode category include increasing the amount 
of resources allocated to these modes in financial program documents (Long Range 
Transportation Plan, Transportation Improvement Plans, etc.), building additional sidewalks and 
bicycle lanes, multi-use trails, park and ride lots for car pools and transit, funding activity center 
shuttles, and adding safety features to the amenities such as proper lighting, shelter, and emergency 
phones (call stations). Strategies to improve alternative modes of travel must include the
evaluation of the existing facility for deficiencies related to the Americans with Disability Act (ADA).  

The Regional Mobility Plan and the Trails and Greenways Master Plan provide a wealth of 
guidance on where additional bicycle and pedestrian improvements are needed in the CRTPA 
area.  Likewise, the Tallahassee Transit Renaissance Plan provides guidance on the types of 
improvements that could really have a positive impact on transit ridership, and subsequently, 
congestion.  Some of these suggestions include increasing transit coverage area, providing new 
shuttle services between employers and activity/shopping centers, providing more bus shelters, 
and constructing sidewalks to existing bus shelters. 
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4.2 TECHNOLOGY 

4.2.1 Intelligent Transportation Systems 

Intelligent Transportation Systems (ITS) have been shown to be very effective tools in the CMS 
process. ITS can be defined as the application of management strategies and technologies to 
better increase the efficiency and safety of the surface transportation system. 

The benefits of an ITS system are many.  Everything from increased traffic signal 
synchronization to hurricane evacuation to early warning systems for congested highways can be 
achieved through deployment of ITS strategies.  The ITS aspect is important to the CMS process. 

The City of Tallahassee has been continually updating and expanding its ITS architecture to 
provide more efficiency and safety to the transportation system.  Each year dollars are spent on 
ITS architecture that can sophisticate our methods of detecting and responding to inefficiencies 
of the transportation network.  In place are traffic monitoring cameras on a majority of the 
downtown traffic signals which allow engineers in the command station to observe traffic 
congestion problems over a wide area.  Detection of problems at select intersections can alert 
engineers of a need to repair a signal, or adjust signal timing at that intersection.  There are also 
advance traveler information signs on I-10 that can alert drivers of travel conditions within other 
areas of the boundary so that they can avoid certain areas, and reduce congestion. 

4.2.2 Technology: Red Light Safety Cameras in the City of Tallahassee 

Many Florida cities are utilizing red light camera safety programs to deter red light running 
violations.  This technology improves public safety by providing an additional deterrent to traffic 
signal violations and reducing accidents and injuries associated with such violations.  The 
automated Red Light Camera Safety Program provides consistent enforcement on a continual 
basis and significantly deters violations.  

The City of Tallahassee officially began a red light camera safety program on July 1, 2010.  
Currently, there are nineteen (19) red light cameras installed at seven (7) intersections in the City 
of Tallahassee.  The City of Tallahassee Red Light Camera Safety Program’s goals are to 
provide additional enhancement for motorist safety at signalized intersections and to potentially 
free up law enforcement personnel to perform other duties. 

Public Works staff has worked closely with the vendor to design, permit and construct these red 
light cameras.  All equipment and installation costs are incurred by the vendor.  The Red Light 
Camera Safety Program operates at no cost to the City.   

Current Red Light Safety Camera Locations  

From July 2010 through March 2012, the City of Tallahassee has activated 19 red light cameras 
at intersections that have the highest numbers of traffic violations and collisions, including the 
following: 

 Monroe Street/Tennessee Street (eastbound, southbound, and northbound approaches) 

 Capital Circle Northeast/Killearn Center Boulevard (westbound and northbound approaches) 

 Ocala Road/Tennessee Street (northbound, westbound, and eastbound approaches) 
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 Capital Circle Northwest/Tennessee Street (northbound, eastbound, and westbound 
approaches) 

 Apalachee Parkway/Magnolia Drive (southbound, westbound, and eastbound approaches) 

 Apalachee Parkway/Capital Circle southeast (northbound, eastbound, and westbound 
approaches) 

 Capital Circle Northeast/Mahan Drive (northbound, southbound) 

A violation occurs only when a motorist enters the intersection and crosses the stop line after the 
light has turned red.  When a yield sign controls a dedicated right turn lane at a signalized 
intersection with a red light safety camera, the right turn lane is not monitored by the camera. 
However, red light safety cameras do monitor right turn lanes when the lane is controlled by a 
traffic signal and not a yield sign.  

Every potential violation that is recorded by the camera is reviewed by a Tallahassee Police 
officer to determine if a violation did in fact occur.  If it is determined that a violation did occur, 
a Notice of Violation is mailed to the vehicle owner's registered address within 30 days of the 
incident.  This program has been approved by the State of Florida and specifies that motorists 
receiving a violation issued through the Red Light Camera Safety program will be issued a $158 
civil penalty.  Funds collected from violations will be allocated to research brain and spinal cord 
injuries, the State of Florida and the City of Tallahassee.  The City receives 47 percent of the 
fines collected, but has to pay the vendor for the installation, operation, and maintenance of the 
cameras from its share of the revenue.  A recent Audit Report on the City’s Red Light Camera 
Safety Program revealed that the City of Tallahassee ultimately retains approximately 15 percent 
of the monies collected through the red light camera program.  While the City's primary goal is 
safety, revenue will also be used to pay for City services. 

On June 8, 2011, the City Commission approved the installation of seven (7) additional camera 
locations.  The intersections being monitored have some of the highest numbers of red light 
violations and traffic collisions in the City.  The current agreement with the City’s vendor allows 
for the installation of a total of 24 cameras.  However, at this time the City of Tallahassee does 
not anticipate installing any additional cameras in addition to the 19 existing cameras.  In the 
future, City staff will assess whether the continued use of red light cameras at each location is 
justified.  Existing cameras may be relocated as needed for continued red light running 
enforcement.   

4.2.3 Analysis, Design, and Construction 

Software exists today that can be of great benefit to planners and engineers when determining if 
physical changes to the roadway network should be done to increase the efficiency or safety of 
the system.  One strategy to reduce congestion is intersection redesign to increase capacity or 
allow pedestrian refuge.  As an example: Existing roadways can also be redesigned or restriped to  
designate existing lanes as High Occupancy Vehicle Lanes (HOV lanes), or to create a new travel lane 
from the existing median or bicycle and pedestrian facilities in the existing right-of-way.  
Software and analysis techniques can help planners and engineers determine with more accuracy 
the viability of a particular proposed strategy on a given intersection or roadway link. 
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4.2.4 Coordination between Agencies 

Leon County and the City of Tallahassee are jointly constructing a $47.5 million, 90,000 square 
foot, multi-purpose facility to house the Tallahassee Regional Transportation Management 
Center, the Leon County Emergency Operations Center, a joint Emergency Dispatch Center for 
the County and City, the Leon County Emergency medical and Emergency Operations Center. 

The Tallahassee Regional Management Center is a partnership between the City and FDOT that 
employs advanced technologies to improve traffic flow throughout the area.  The center will 
monitor traffic flow along the 18-mile I-10 corridor with traffic monitoring cameras every mile 
along with congestion and incident detectors every half-mile. 

Coordination of incident management, emergency management, and ITS infrastructure reduces 
congestion by minimizing the secondary impacts caused by accidents.  The coordination of 
emergency assets provides timely help at accidents, reducing the delay to those involved and to 
clear the incident from the roadway. 

4.3 ACCIDENT REDUCTION COUNTER MEASURES 

High crash areas threaten any community’s health, safety, and welfare goals. Countermeasures 
have been formulated that can help with determining the causes behind high crash roadway 
segments and intersections.  The table provided details recommended countermeasures by the 
Federal Highway Administration (FHWA) and the National Cooperative Highway Research 
Program (NCHRP) to alleviate high crashes areas. 

Table 1 lists general countermeasures that can possibly be implemented to mitigate a particular 
crash type.  Before implementing any countermeasure, accident data should be collected for the 
high crash area and analyzed for safety problems.  The crash study should include but not be 
limited to the following: accident type, severity, contributing circumstances, environmental 
conditions, time of day, and location.  Data should also be collected for at least three years for 
reliability and identification of crash patterns. 

The countermeasures apply to crash patterns at unsignalized intersections, signalized 
intersections, and both types of intersections.  For example, rear-end collisions at unsignalized 
and signalized intersections have specific countermeasures.  Left-turn-head-on-collision 
countermeasures can be applied to both types of intersections.  Most of the countermeasures 
affect the physical environment, but there are a few that relate to driver compliance and public 
education.  The physical improvements address geometric design and traffic signals.  Things to 
consider when deciding on a countermeasure in addition to its safety effectiveness are cost and 
time. 
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Table 1 
General Crash Pattern and Countermeasures* 

* Implementing countermeasures should be based on appropriate studies 

Crash Pattern Probable Cause General Countermeasure 

Left-turn head-on collisions 

Large volume of left-turns 

 Create one-way street 
 Widen road 
 Provide left-turn signal phases 
 Prohibit left-turns 
 Reroute left-turn traffic 
 Channelize intersection 
 Install stop signs (see MUTCD) 
 Revise signal sequence 
 Provide turning arrows or guide markings (if there is a dual left-turn lane) 
 Provide multiphase traffic signal if warranted by MUTCD 
 Retime signals 
 Provide center two-way left-turn lanes for four- and two-lane roads 

Restricted sight distance 

 Remove obstacles 
 Provide adequate channelization 
 Provide special phase for left-turning traffic 
 Provide left-turn slots 
 Install warning signs 
 Reduce speed limit on approaches 
 Clear sight triangles 
 Redesign intersection approaches 

Too-short yellow phase  Increase yellow phase 
 Provide all-red phase 

Absence of special left-turn phase  Provide special phase for left turning traffic 

Excessive speed on approaches  Reduce speed on all approaches 
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Table 1 General Crash Pattern and Countermeasures (continued) 

Crash Pattern Probable Cause General Countermeasure 

Rear-end collisions at unsignalized 
intersections 

Driver unaware of intersection 

 Install/improve warning signs 
 Consider flashing signal 
 Provide pavement markings with supplementary messages, such as “STOP AHEAD” 
 Improve visibility of intersection through lighting or enhanced signing 

Slippery surface 

 Overlay pavement 
 Provide adequate drainage 
 Reduce speed limit on approaches 
 Groove pavement 
 Provide “slippery when wet” signs 

Large number of turning vehicles 
 Create or lengthen left or right-turn lanes 
 Prohibit turns 
 Increase curb radii 

Inadequate roadway lighting  Improve roadway lighting 

Lack of adequate gaps  Provide traffic signal if warranted by MUTCD 
 Provide stop signs 

Crossing pedestrians  Install/improve signing or marking of pedestrian crosswalks 

Excessive speed on approach  Reduce speed limit on approaches 

Rear-end collisions at signalized 
intersections 

Slippery surface 

 Overlay pavement 
 Provide adequate drainage 
 Groove pavement 
 Reduce speed limit on approaches 
 Provide “slippery when wet” signs 

Large number of turning vehicles 

 Create left-turn lanes for left turning vehicles hit from behind 
 Create right-turn lanes for right turning vehicles hit from behind 
 Prohibit  turns 
 Increase curb radii 
 Provide special phase for left-turning traffic 
 Provide roundabouts at appropriate locations 
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Table 1 General Crash Pattern and Countermeasures (continued) 

Crash Pattern Probable Cause General Countermeasure 

Rear-end collisions at signalized 
intersections 

Poor visibility of signals 

 Install/improve advance warning devices 
 Install overhead signals 
 Install 12-inch signal lenses (see MUTCD) 
 Install visors 
 Install back plates 
 Relocate signals 
 Add additional signal heads 
 Remove obstacles 
 Reduce speed limit on approaches 

Inadequate signal timing 
 Adjust yellow phase 
 Provide progression through a set of signalized intersections 
 Add all-red clearance 

Unwarranted signals  Remove signals (see MUTCD) 

Inadequate roadway lighting  Improve roadway lighting 

Crossing pedestrians 
 Install/improve signing or marking of pedestrian crosswalks 
 Provide pedestrian “WALK” phase 

Right-angle collisions at signalized 
intersections 

Restricted sight distance 

 Remove sight obstructions or relocate signal hardware out of clear zone 
 Restrict or eliminate parking near corners 
 Install warning signs (see MUTCD) 
 Reduce speed limit on approaches 
 Channelize intersections 
 Clear sight triangles 
 Redesign intersection approaches 
 Install advance markings to supplement signs 

Excessive speeding on approaches 
 Increase yellow phase 
 Install rumble strips 
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Table 1 General Crash Pattern and Countermeasures (continued) 

Crash Pattern Probable Cause General Countermeasure 

Right-angle collisions at signalized 
intersections 

Poor visibility of signal 

 Install advance warning devices 
 Install 12-inch signal lenses (see MUTCD) 
 Install overhead signal 
 Install visors 
 Install back plates 
 Improve location of signal heads 
 Add additional signal heads 
 Add illuminated name signs 

Inadequate signal timing 

 Adjust yellow phase 
 Provide all-red clearance phase 
 Add multiphase controller 
 Install signal actuation 
 Retime signals—optimize change intervals 
 Provide progression through a set of signalized intersections 

Inadequate roadway lighting  Improve roadway lighting 

Inadequate advance intersection 
warning signs 

 Install advance intersection warning signs 
 Improve visibility of intersections on approach(es) 
 Improve visibility of signals and signs at intersections 

Large total intersection volume 
 Retime signals 
 Add traffic lane 

Traffic control and operational 
improvements 

 Employ multiphase signal operation 
 Optimize clearance intervals 
 Restrict or eliminate turning maneuvers (including right turns on red) 
 Employ signal coordination along a corridor or route 
 Employ emergency vehicle preemption 
 Improve operation of pedestrian and bicycle facilities at signalized intersections 
 Remove unwarranted signal 
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Table 1 General Crash Pattern and Countermeasures (continued) 

Crash Pattern Probable Cause General Countermeasure 

Right-angle collisions at signalized 
intersections 

Geometric improvements 

 Provide/improve left-turn channelization 
 Provide/improve right-turn channelization 
 Improve geometry of pedestrian and bicycle facilities 
 Revise geometry of complex intersections 
 Construct special solutions 

Disobedience of traffic signal 

 Provide Public Information and Education (PI&E) 
 Provide targeted conventional enforcement of traffic laws 
 Implement automated enforcement of red-light running (cameras) 
 Implement automated enforcement of approach speeds (cameras) 
 Control speed on approaches 

Nearby driveways 
 Restrict access to properties using driveway closures or turn restrictions 
 Restrict cross-median access near intersections 

Infrastructure treatments 

 Improve drainage in intersection and on approaches 
 Provide skid resistance in intersection and on approaches 
 Coordinate closely spaced signals near at-grade railroad crossings 
 Relocate signal hardware out of clear zone 
 Restrict or eliminate parking on intersection approaches 

Right-angle collisions at unsignalized 
intersections 

Restricted sight distance 

 Remove sight obstructions 
 Restrict parking near corners 
 Install stop signs (see MUTCD) 
 Install warning signs (see MUTCD) 
 Install signal (see MUTCD) 
 Install yield signs (see MUTCD) 
 Channelize intersection 

Restricted sight distance  Install advance markings to supplement signs 
 Install guide markings 

Large total intersection volume  Install signal (see MUTCD) 
 Reroute through traffic 
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Table 1 General Crash Pattern and Countermeasures (continued) 

Crash Pattern Probable Cause General Countermeasure 

Right-angle collisions at unsignalized 
intersections 

Excessive speed on approaches 

 Install rumble strips 
 Provide targeted speed enforcement 
 Provide traffic calming on intersection approaches through a combination of geometrics 

and traffic control devices 
 Post appropriate speed limit on intersection approaches 

Inadequate roadway lighting  Improve roadway lighting 

Inadequate advance intersection 
warning signs  Install advance intersection warning signs 

Inadequate traffic control devices  Upgrade traffic control devices 
 Increase enforcement 

Poor visibility of signal 

 Clear sight triangles on stop- or yield-controlled approaches to intersections 
 Clear sight triangles in the medians of divided highways near intersections 
 Change horizontal and/or vertical alignment of approaches to provide more sight 

distance 
 Eliminate parking that restricts sight distance 

Nearby driveways  Implement driveway closures/relocations 
 Implement driveway turn restrictions 

Intersection conflicts through 
geometric design improvements 

 Provide left-turn lanes at intersections 
 Provide longer left-turn lanes at intersections 
 Provide offset left-turn lanes at intersections 
 Provide bypass lanes on shoulders at T-intersections 
 Provide left-turn acceleration lanes at divided highway intersections 
 Provide right-turn lanes at intersections 
 Provide longer right-turn lanes at intersections 
 Provide offset right-turn lanes at intersections 
 Provide right-turn acceleration lanes at intersections 
 Provide full-width paved shoulders in intersection areas 
 Restrict or eliminate turning maneuvers by signing 
 Close or relocate “high-risk” intersections 
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Table 1 General Crash Pattern and Countermeasures (continued) 

Crash Pattern Probable Cause General Countermeasure 

Right-angle collisions at unsignalized 
intersections 

Intersection conflicts through 
geometric design improvements 

 Restrict or eliminate turning maneuvers by providing channelization or closing median 
openings 

 Convert four-legged intersections to two T-intersections 
 Convert offset T-intersections to four-legged intersections 
 Realign intersection approaches to reduce or eliminate intersection skew 
 Use indirect left-turn treatments to minimize conflicts at divided highway intersections 
 Improve pedestrian and bicycle facilities to reduce conflicts between motorists and non-

motorists 

Inadequate availability of gaps  

 Provide an automated real-time system to inform drivers of the suitability of available 
gaps for making turning and crossing maneuvers 

 Provide roadside markers or pavement markings to assist drivers in judging the 
suitability of available gaps for making turning and crossing maneuvers 

 Retime adjacent signals to create gaps at stop-controlled intersections 

Drivers unaware of intersections  

 Improve visibility of intersections by providing enhanced signing and delineation 
 Improve visibility of the intersection by providing lighting 
 Install splitter islands on the minor-road approach to an intersection 
 Provide a stop bar (or provide a wider stop bar) on minor-road approaches 
 Install larger regulatory and warning signs at intersections 
 Call attention to the intersection by installing rumble strips on intersection approaches 
 Provide dashed markings (extended left edgelines) for major road continuity across the 

median opening at divided highway intersections 
 Provide supplementary stop signs mounted over the roadway 
 Provide pavement markings with supplementary messages, such as STOP AHEAD 
 Provide improved maintenance of stop signs 
 Install flashing beacons at stop-controlled intersections 

Intersection traffic control  
 Avoid signalizing through roads 
 Provide all-way stop control at appropriate intersections 
 Provide roundabouts at appropriate locations 
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Table 1 General Crash Pattern and Countermeasures (continued) 

Crash Pattern Probable Cause General Countermeasure 

Right-angle collisions at unsignalized 
intersections 

Violation of traffic laws 
 Provide targeted enforcement to reduce stop sign violations  
 Provide targeted public information and education on safety problems at specific 

intersections 

Complex intersections (use to guide 
motorists more effectively) 

 Provide turn path markings 
 Provide a double yellow centerline on the median opening of a divided highway at 

intersections 
 Provide lane assignment signing or marking at complex intersections 

Pedestrian-vehicle collisions 

Restricted sight distance (use to 
improve sight distance and/or visibility 
between motor vehicles and 
pedestrians) 

 Remove sight obstructions 
 Install pedestrians crossings 
 Install/improve pedestrian crossing signs 
 Reroute pedestrian paths 
 Prohibit curb parking near crosswalks 
 Provide crosswalk enhancements 
 Implement lighting/crosswalk illumination measures 
 Eliminate screening by physical objects 
 Add signals to alert motorists that pedestrians are crossing 
 Improve reflectorization/conspicuity of pedestrians 

Inadequate protection for pedestrians 
(use to reduce pedestrian exposure to 
vehicular traffic) 

 Add pedestrian refuge islands 
 Install pedestrian barriers 
 Provide sidewalks/walkways and curb ramps 
 Provide vehicle restriction/diversion measures 
 Install overpasses/underpasses 

School crossing area  Use crossing guard at school crossing areas 
 Provide school route improvements 

Inadequate signals  Install pedestrian signals (see MUTCD) 

Inadequate phasing signal  Change timing of pedestrian phase 
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Table 1 General Crash Pattern and Countermeasures (continued) 

Crash Pattern Probable Cause General Countermeasure 

Pedestrian-vehicle collisions 

Driver had inadequate warning of 
frequent midblock crossings 

 Prohibit parking 
 Install warning signs 
 Lower speed limit 
 Install pedestrian barriers 

Inadequate pavement markings 
 Install thermoplastic markings 
 Supplement markings with appropriate signing (see MUTCD) 
 Upgrade pavement markings (see MUTCD) 

Inadequate gaps at unsignalized 
intersections 

 Install traffic signal if warranted by MUTCD 
 Install pedestrian crosswalk and signs 
 Install pedestrian “WALK-DON’T  WALK” signals 

Inadequate roadway lighting  Install roadway lighting 

Excessive vehicle speed 

 Install proper warning signs 
 Install pedestrian barriers 
 Enforcement 
 Implement road narrowing measures 
 Install traffic calming 

Pedestrian and motorist safety 
awareness and behavior 

 Provide education, outreach, and training 
 Implement enforcement campaigns 

Run-off-roadway collisions 

Slippery pavement 

 Overlay existing pavement 
 Provide adequate drainage 
 Groove existing pavement 
 Reduce speed limit 
 Provide “slippery when wet” signs 

Roadway design inadequate for traffic 
conditions 

 Widen lanes 
 Relocate islands 
 Close curb lanes 
 Install guardrails 
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Table 1 General Crash Pattern and Countermeasures (continued) 

Crash Pattern Probable Cause General Countermeasure 

Run-off-roadway collisions 

Poor delineation 

 Install/improve pavement markings 
 Install roadside delineators 
 Install advance warning signs 
 Improve design of roadside hardware (e.g., light poles, signs, bridge rails) 
 Improve design and application of barrier and attenuation systems 

Inadequate roadway lighting  Improve roadway lighting 

Inadequate shoulder  Provide full-width paved shoulders in intersection areas 

Improper channelization  Improve channelization 

Inadequate pavement maintenance  Perform road surface repair 

Poor visibility  Increase size of signs 

Vehicles encroaching on the roadside 

 Install shoulder rumble strips 
 Install edgeline “profile marking,” edgeline rumble strips or modified shoulder rumble 

strips on section with narrow or no paved shoulders 
 Install mid-lane rumble strips 
 Provide enhanced shoulder or in-lane delineation and marking for sharp curves 
 Provide improved highway geometry for horizontal curves 
 Provide enhanced pavement markings 
 Provide skid-resistant pavement surfaces 
 Apply shoulder treatments—eliminate shoulder drop-offs, widen and/or pave shoulders 

Crashing into an object or overturning 
if the vehicle travels off the shoulder 

 Design safer slopes and ditches to prevent rollovers 
 Remove/relocate objects in hazardous locations 
 Delineate trees or utility poles with retroreflective tape 

Fixed-object collisions 
Obstructions in or too close to 
roadway 

 Remove obstacles 
 Install barrier curbing 
 Install breakaway features to light poles, signposts, etc. 
 Install guardrail 
 Install crash cushioning devices 

Inadequate roadway lighting  Install roadway lighting 
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Table 1 General Crash Pattern and Countermeasures (continued) 

Crash Pattern Probable Cause General Countermeasure 

Fixed-object collisions 

Inadequate pavement markings  Install reflector pavement markings 

Inadequate signs, delineators, and 
guardrails  Install reflector paint and/or reflectors on the obstruction 

Inadequate roadway design 
 Provide proper superelevation 
 Improve superelevation at curves 
 Install appropriate warning signs and delineators 

Slippery pavement 

 Improve skid resistance 
 Provide adequate drainage 
 Provide “slippery when wet” signs 
 Provide wider lanes 

Collisions with trees Trees growing in hazardous locations 

 Develop, revise, and implement planting guidelines to prevent placing trees in hazardous 
locations 

 Mowing and vegetation control guidelines 
 Remove trees in hazardous locations 
 Shield motorists from striking trees 
 Modify roadside clear zone in the vicinity of trees 
 Delineate trees in hazardous locations 

Collisions with utility poles 

Specific utility poles in high-crash and 
high-risk spot locations. 

 Remove poles in high-crash locations 
 Relocate poles in high-crash locations farther from the roadway and/or  to less 

vulnerable locations 
 Shield drivers from poles in high-crash locations 
 Improve the drivers' ability to see poles in high-crash locations 
 Apply traffic calming measures to reduce speeds on high-risk sections  
 Develop, revise, and implement policies to prevent placing or replacing poles within the 

recovery area. 

Several utility poles along a corridor 
(to minimize the likelihood of crashing 
into a utility pole if a vehicle runs off 
the road) 

 Place utilities underground 
 Relocate poles along the corridor farther from the roadway and/or to less vulnerable 

locations 
 Decrease the number of poles along the corridor 
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Table 1 General Crash Pattern and Countermeasures (continued) 

Crash Pattern Probable Cause General Countermeasure 

Collisions with parked vehicles Improper pavement markings  Paint parking stall limits 7 feet from curb face 

Improper parking clearance  Post parking restrictions near driveways 

Angle parking  Convert angle parking to parallel parking 

Excessive vehicle speed 
 Reduce speed limit if justified by spot speed studies 
 Widen lanes 

Illegal parking  Enforcement 

Improper parking 
 Prohibit parking 
 Create off-street parking 

Large parking turnover 
 Create one-way streets 
 Reroute through traffic 

Sideswipe of head-on collisions 

Inadequate roadway design  Create one-way streets to provide wider lanes 

Improper roadway maintenance  Perform necessary road surface repairs 

Inadequate shoulders  Provide full-width paved shoulders in intersection areas 

Excessive vehicle speed 
 Install median devices 
 Remove constriction such as parked vehicles 

Inadequate pavement markings 
 Install or refurbish centerlines, lane lines, and pavement edge lines 
 Install reflectorized lines, edges 

Inadequate channelization 
 Install acceleration and deceleration lanes 
 Channelize intersection 
 Provide turning bays 

Inadequate signing 
 Place direction and lane change signs to give proper advance warning 
 Add illuminated name signs 

Vehicles encroaching into opposite 
lane 

 Install centerline rumble strips for two-lane roads 
 Install profiled thermoplastic strips for centerlines 
 Provide wider cross sections on two-lane roads 
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Table 1 General Crash Pattern and Countermeasures (continued) 

Crash Pattern Probable Cause General Countermeasure 

Sideswipe of head-on collisions Minimize the likelihood of crashing 
into an oncoming vehicle 

 Use alternating passing lanes or four-lane sections at key intersections 
 Install median barriers for narrow-width medians on multilane roads 

Driveway-related collisions 

Improperly located driveways 

 If possible, regulate minimum spacing of driveways 
 Regulate minimum corner clearance 
 If possible, move driveway to side street 
 Install curbing to define driveway locations 
 If possible, consolidate adjacent driveways 

Right-turning vehicles 

 Provide right-turn lanes 
 Restrict parking near driveways 
 Increase the width of driveways 
 Widen through lanes 
 Increase curb radii 

Large volume of through traffic 

 If possible, move driveway to side street 
 Construct a local service road 
 Reroute through traffic 
 Signalize driveway 
 Provide acceleration and deceleration lanes 
 Channelize driveway 

Restricted sight distance 

 Remove sight obstructions 
 Restrict parking near driveway 
 Install/improve street lighting 
 Reduce speed limit 

Inadequate roadway lighting  Improve street lighting 

Inadequate access management 
 Restrict access to properties using driveway closures or turn restrictions 
 Restrict cross-median access near intersections 
 Close or relocate of driveways adjacent to unsignalized intersections. 
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Table 1 General Crash Pattern and Countermeasures (continued) 

Crash Pattern Probable Cause General Countermeasure 

Train-vehicle accidents 

Restricted sight distance 

 Remove sight obstructions 
 Reduce grade 
 Install train actuated signals (see MUTCD) 
 Install advance warning signs (see MUTCD) 
 Install automatic flashers and gates 

Poor visibility 
 Improve roadway lighting 
 Increase size of signs 

Improper traffic signals preemption 
timing  Coordinate closely spaced signals near at-grade railroad crossings 

Inadequate pavement markings 
 Install advance markings to supplement signs 
 Install limit lines 
 Install/improve pavement markings 

Slippery surface  Skid-proof roadway 

Improper preemption of railroad 
signals and gates  Retime railroad signals and gates 

Rough crossing surfaces  Improve crossing surface 

Sharp crossing angle  Rebuild crossing with proper angle 

Wet-pavement accidents 

Inadequate pavement markings  Upgrade pavement markings 

Slippery pavement 

 Overlay existing pavement 
 Groove existing pavement 
 Reduce speed limit 
 Provide “slippery when wet” signs 
 Skid-proof roadway 

Inadequate drainage  Provide adequate drainage 
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Table 1 General Crash Pattern and Countermeasures (continued) 

Crash Pattern Probable Cause General Countermeasure 

Night accidents 

Poor visibility or lighting 
 Install/improve street lighting 
 Install/improve delineation markings 
 Install/improve warning signs 

Poor sign quality 
 Upgrade signing 
 Provide illuminated signs 

Inadequate channelization or 
delineation 

 Install pavement markings 
 Improve delineation markings 
 Provide raised markers or islands 
 Upgrade advance warning signing 
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Additional research into these factors for a specific countermeasure should be researched.  For 
additional information on any countermeasure, please refer to the Highway Safety Engineering 
Studies Procedural Guide, US Department of Transportation, Federal Highway Administration, 
January 1981; National Cooperative Highway Research Program Volume  500: Guidance for 
Implementation for the AASHTO Strategic Highway Safety Plan.  There are several volumes of 
the NCHRP 500 that cover a range of topics.  The ones used in creating the table are listed 
below. 

 A Guide for Addressing Collisions with Trees in Hazardous Locations 

 A Guide for Addressing Head-On Collisions 

 A Guide for Addressing Unsignalized Intersection Collisions 

 A Guide for Addressing Run-Off-Road Collisions 

 A Guide for Reducing Collisions Involving Utility Poles 

 A Guide for Reducing Collisions Involving Pedestrians 

 A Guide for Reducing Collisions Involving at Signalized Intersections 

4.4 IDENTIFYING APPROPRIATE STRATEGIES 

Congestion management strategies are not one size fits all.  Instead, the congested roadways or 
intersections must be examined carefully to determine which management strategy will best 
address the particular problems.  Screening questions need to be asked to better evaluate the 
benefits and appropriateness of a particular strategy for solving the congestion and/or safety 
issues of a particular project.  A sample of some screening questions that should be asked when 
exploring congestion management strategy options are as follows:  

 Is the congested roadway in an area that could benefit from transit service or additional 
bicycle and pedestrian improvements? 

 Does available right-of-way or median width exist for the improvement? 

 If an intersection project is being considered, does the intersection geometry allow the 
proposed fix while maintaining design standards? 

 Does the modification improve safety? Does the modification correct any existing ADA issues?

 Does the roadway segment present many opportunities for improvement?  If so, should a 
Corridor Management Plan be recommended to further evaluate the most cost-effective plan 
of action? 
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5. Section 5 FIVE Evaluation of Congested Facilities & Selection of Management Strategies 

5.1 CONGESTION MANAGEMENT REVIEW TEAM 

In the CRTPA area, one hundred and thirteen (113) of the regional roadway segments have been 
identified as operating at LOS F in 2010.  These hundred and thirteen (113) areas of the 
transportation network require a second level of evaluation to determine which congestion 
management strategy (or strategies) identified earlier would be the most appropriate to address 
the specific problem.  This second tier of evaluation relies upon the use of screening questions to 
quickly identify impediments and benefits associated with the strategy in question, and 
technically qualified personnel who are able to analyze the possibilities and answer the 
questions.  Thus, the evaluation of congested network areas requires the coordinated review 
efforts of many individuals throughout the CRTPA area – they will be referred to as, “the review 
team”. 

The review team will include technically qualified staff members from each CRTPA local 
government representing working knowledge in the areas of traffic engineering and ITS, 
intersection analysis, access management, roadway design standards, transit planning, land use 
planning, concurrency, transportation planning, bicycle and pedestrian planning, and roadway 
construction costs.  The review team will evaluate congested roadways and intersections as 
requested by the CRTPA, and its advisory committees, and at its own discretion, the team may 
evaluate local roads and intersections of interest for congestion management improvements. 

A recent downturn of the local economy has forced local governments to do more with fewer 
staff resources.  These budgetary and staff reductions have severely limited the amount of time 
that all review team members have to devote to any one initiative, requiring the CRTPA to 
initiate and coordinate congestion management discussions within other on-going transportation-
related meetings.  Meetings will be coordinated throughout the year with other transportation 
projects and initiatives within the planning area.  Because congestion management strategies are 
often implemented through capital improvement budgets, the Transportation Improvement Plan, 
and adopted changes in local government policy (such as in comprehensive plan amendments, 
etc.), tying congestion management project/strategy discussions with other MPO coordination 
projects is both a logical and an efficient coordination effort.  The entire review team is present 
in the transportation technical subcommittee to the CRTPA, but staff also meets no less than 
quarterly with focus groups/special project groups to coordinate congestion management strategy 
discussions and initiatives.  For example, the CRTPA meets regularly with groups such as 
Commuter Services of North Florida, the Community Traffic Safety Team, Bicycle Safety Work 
Group, Tallahassee-Leon County Planning Department, and several other project groups that are 
working toward reducing congestion within the region through non-motorized improvements to 
the system, increased transit services, and inventive changes to the existing network such as 
adding bus rapid transit lanes to congested inner-city locations. 

Recommendations from the review team will be forwarded to the CRTPA subcommittees for 
review, and subsequently to the CRTPA for further consideration and approval.  These 
recommendations may take place within other agenda items, such as the Long Range 
Transportation Plan Update, Priority Project List, Transportation Enhancement Projects, etc., or 
they may be presented as stand-alone items under discussion. 
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5.2 PRIORITIZATION OF PROJECTS TO BE IMPLEMENTED 

Since congestion mitigation strategies cannot be implemented for all of the congested facilities 
simultaneously, a systematic method for determining which congested facilities and strategies 
should be given the highest consideration must be in place.  Additionally, because staff time is 
limited, the process must also lend efficiency.  Outlined below is the process by which congested 
facilities under evaluation could be paired with appropriate congestion management strategies, 
and then prioritized for implementation. 

1. The facility is identified in the CMP Report as experiencing congestion, or there is a special 
request by the CRTPA or its subcommittees to evaluate the facility. 

2. The facility is evaluated by Congestion Management Review Team Members for appropriate 
congestion management strategies to resolve or lessen the congestion (or safety issue). 

3. The facility and proposed strategy are compared against the established evaluation criteria to 
determine initial prioritized ranking for further consideration.  

4. The recommended projects or strategies are assembled in an action item for the CRTPA 
subcommittees and CRTPA to respond to. 

5. The proposed projects are included on the next Priority Project Lists for inclusion and 
funding programming in the appropriate documents (Transit Development Plan, Bicycle and 
Pedestrian Master Plan, Long Range Transportation Plan, FDOT Work Program, etc.). 

6. If the proposed project is a policy directive, or action to be taken by a governmental entity 
other than the CRTPA, appropriate documents will be generated and presented to the 
governing bodies for action.  (Includes comprehensive plan amendments, land development 
regulation amendments, capital improvement plan amendments, etc. associated with local 
government action outside of the CRTPA purview.) 

5.2.1 Evaluation Criteria 

The evaluation criteria and associated point values were drawn in part from the evaluation 
criteria and weighting schedules presently in place in currently approved CRTPA planning 
documents.  Initial guidance was taken from the former adopted Bicycle and Pedestrian Master 
Plan, (an integrated component of the Regional Mobility Plan) and the current Regional Mobility 
Plan, both of which reflect considerable public participation in the establishment of their goals, 
objectives, and evaluation criteria.  The proposed list of evaluation criteria and scoring was then 
reviewed and tweaked by the CRTPA subcommittees and CRTPA to result in a final list to be 
used by the review team.  The resulting list is shown in Table 2. 
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Table 2 
Congestion Management Strategy Evaluation Criteria 

Regional Mobility Plan Goals & Objectives 
(as applicable) Planning Factors Score 

Access Existing Capacity Deficiency  

Objectives: 1, 3 and 4  The project has high benefits to directly reducing 
current traffic congestion. 3 

Connectivity 

Objectives: 1, 2 and 3 The project has moderate benefits for directly 
reducing congestion. 2 

Economic Development 

Objectives: 2, 4, 5, 6 and 8 
The project has low benefits for directly reducing 
congestion. 1 Land Use 

Objectives: 1, 2, 3, 4, 6 and 7 

Multimodalism 

 

 

Objectives: 1 - 7 

Natural Resource Protection and Conservation 

Objectives: 3 and 6 

Safety & Public Health 

Objectives: 1, 7 and 10 

Security 

Objectives: 1 and 4 

Access System Improvements  

Objectives: 1, 2, 3 and 4 The project enhances current roadway service, and 
also enhances bicycle/pedestrian AND/OR transit 
services in the area. 

2 Connectivity 

Objectives: 1, and 4 

Economic Development The project enhances current roadway services, OR 
extends bicycle/pedestrian and/or transit services to 
new areas. 

1 Objectives: 1, 2, 3, 5, 6 and 7 

Land Use 

Objectives: 1, 2, 3, 4 and 6 

 

 

Multimodalism 

Objectives: 1, 2, 3, 4 and 5  

Natural Resource Protection and Conservation 

Objectives: 3 and 6 

Safety & Public Health 

Objectives: 1, 4, 5, 6, 7, 9 and 10 

Security 

Objectives: 1, 2 and 4 

Access Connectivity to Schools and Regional Economic 
Hubs 

 

Objectives: 1, 2, 3 and 4  The project is located on or affects direct access to 
schools/colleges/airports/AND tourist routes or high 
employment areas. 

2 Connectivity 
Objectives: 1 - 4 

Coordination The project is located off or affects direct access to 
schools/colleges/airports/OR tourist routes or high 
employment areas. 

1 Objectives: 1 and 3 
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Table 2 (continued) 
Congestion Management Strategy Evaluation Criteria 

Regional Mobility Plan Goals & Objectives 
(as applicable) Planning Factors Score 

Economic Development Connectivity to Schools and Regional Economic 
Hubs 

 

Objectives: 2, 4, 6 and 7    
Financial Feasibility 
Objective: 4 
Land Use 
Objectives:1, 2, 4 and 6 
Multimodalism 
Objectives:1, 2, 3, 4, 5 and 8  
Safety & Public Health 
Objective: 5  

Access Multi-Modal Interconnectivity  
Objectives: 1, 3 and 4  The project promotes linkages between modes of 

transportation. 2 
Connectivity 
Objectives: 1, 2, 3 and 4 The project fills in facility gaps for at least one mode 

of transportation. 1 
Economic Development 
Objectives: 1, 2, 3, 5, 6 and 7   

 

Land Use 
Objectives:1, 2, 3, 4, 6 and 7 
Multimodalism 
Objectives: 1 - 8 
Natural Resource Protection and Conservation 
Objectives: 3 and 6 
Safety & Public Health 
Objectives: 1, 4, 5, 6 and 7 
Security 
Objective: 2 

Access Safety  
Objective: 4 The project addresses a documented safety problem. 2 
Connectivity The project increases pedestrian safety at high traffic 

locations. 1 
Objectives: 1, 3 and 4 
Economic Development  

 

Objective: 5  
Land Use 
Objectives: 3 and 4 
Multimodalism 
Objectives: 2, 3 and 7 
Safety & Public Health 
Objectives: 3, 4, 5, 6, 7, 8, 9 and 10 
Security 
Objectives: 1 - 4  
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Table 2 (continued) 
Congestion Management Strategy Evaluation Criteria 

Regional Mobility Plan Goals & Objectives 
(as applicable) Planning Factors Score 

Connectivity Project Implementation Barriers  

Objective: 4 

The project has no identifiable implementation 
barriers. 3 

Coordination 

Objective: 4 

Economic Development 

Objectives: 3 and 9 The project has right-of-way/drainage, signal/utility, or 
landscaping barriers. 2 

Financial Feasibility 

Objectives: 1, 2 and 4 The project has public acceptance barriers. 1 

Land Use 

  

Objective: 5 

Natural Resource Protection and Conservation 

Objectives: 1, 2, 4, 5 and 7 

Public Participation 

Objectives: 1 - 7 

Safety & Public Health 

Objectives: 9 and 10 

Security 

Objectives: 1 and 4 

 

NOTE:  Public input provides an additional measure.  A value between zero and three points can 
be assigned to a project strategy based on the number of comments related to the same issue, 
apparent validity of the issue, and public input on the severity of the problem.  The public input 
measure comes from the review team’s personal experience and reports from the public, and also 
as reported from the CRTPA Advisory Committees. 

Results of Priority Ranking 

The points that each project earned under each planning consideration are added together, and 
the higher the scores, the more beneficial the strategy is considered to be.  The more beneficial 
the project is revealed to be, the more attention that project should attract when competing for 
implementation funding. 

Note that although this process results in a numerically listed group of projects, it does not 
dictate or supersede any priority project list approved by the CRTPA.  The priority ranking 
process is merely a tool to assist decision-makers in quickly identifying options so that quick 
progress can be made on implementing congestion management strategies. 

Upon generating and reviewing a priority-ranking list of recommended projects, the Review 
Team and CRTPA can apply recommendations and value points outside of the established 
criteria to specific projects where deemed logical changing the priority-ranking list.  One 
example of this would be if the number one project was expensive, and the number two, three, 
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and four projects could be constructed with the same amount of funding and in the same time 
span as priority project #1, the Review Team and CRTPA may recommend that the benefits of 
immediately implementing three high ranking projects outweighs, in their professional opinion, 
implementing only the top project at that time.  Other factors of consideration could include if 
the project segment was currently under study in a corridor management plan, or on a funding 
list in the TIP, or FDOT Work Program.  
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6. Section 6 SIX Implementation Plan 

Congestion Management Strategies selected for implementation will be forwarded to the 
appropriate decision-making entities for approval and programming.  For state and federal 
roadways, the projects will be forwarded to the CRTPA for discussion and consideration. Upon 
approval, they will then follow the same funding sequence as other regional projects.  In most 
cases, the projects will be entered in Priority Project Lists for the Transportation Improvement 
Program, and then included in the 5th Year of the FDOT Five Year Work Program.  In some 
cases, congestion management strategies could qualify for funding under enhancement projects, 
which are also reviewed and prioritized by the CRTPA subcommittees, CRTPA, and then 
evaluated by FDOT upon receipt.  CRTPA staff will be the responsible entity for requesting 
approval of congestion management strategies on regional roadways.  Note that the FDOT 
allocates a funding source annually to be used for congestion management and safety projects in 
the CRTPA boundary.  The Congestion Management Review Team should strive to identify 
projects each year that can be implemented using these funds. 

For congestion management strategies requiring local funding, the projects will be forwarded for 
review to the appropriate local governing board for consideration. 

6.1 MONITORING STRATEGIC EFFECTIVENESS 

The monitoring of the levels of congestion in the CRTPA area is an ongoing process through 
concurrency, traffic engineering, corridor studies, and updates to the Long Range Transportation 
Plan, Transit development Plan, and Bicycle and Pedestrian Master Plans.  However, more 
detailed data is needed on the facilities in Wakulla, Gadsden, and Jefferson Counties to be 
comparable with the information that is available for Leon County and the City of Tallahassee 
regarding traffic counts, concurrency tables, and safety data. 

Because this is a continuous planning and monitoring process, the effectiveness and benefits of 
the individual congestion mitigation strategies employed in the previous year will not necessarily 
be immediately apparent.  However, the proposals identified and employed will be monitored 
and tracked for qualitative and quantitative improvements on the target area and system as a 
whole.  Note that the CRTPA considers the expansion of bicycle, pedestrian, and transit services 
and facilities as a success in congestion management by the merits of introducing viable 
alternatives to the personal automobile. 

6.2 UPDATES 

The CMP is updated in accordance with current legislation.  It is intended that each update of the 
CMP will bring about better and more efficient strategies for identifying congestion and 
targeting cost-effective solutions.  Provided there is available funding, future updates should 
incorporate additional data sets, such as travel time and am/pm peak hour LOS counts for the 
entire planning region of the CRTPA.  These additional data sets would enable the update to 
assess congestion and the effectiveness of congestion management strategies on a more refined 
level.  Additionally, it would be preferred if travel time data could be gathered with the use of 
global positioning system (GPS) receivers so that the data is readily compatible with Geographic 
Information Software (GIS) which would be helpful in the creation of travel time maps and 
reports, for this and other transportation projects in the region. 
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7. Section 7 SEVEN Conclusion 

The CRTPA updated its Congestion Management Process (CMP) in agreement with current 
legislation to identify a process that could be used to identify low-cost congestion management 
strategies on a narrow list of projects and could be implemented within a short time frame.  The 
CMP was developed using the best practices and data available for the CRTPA area.  Within the 
CMP, performance measures, strategies, and prioritization criteria were outlined, and a list of 
roadway segments and projects were identified for monitoring and further evaluation. 

A methodology for bringing together a group of professionals (review team) to identify and 
evaluate the merits of applying various congestion management strategies to improve the 
operations of the transportation network has been established.  The members of the Review 
Team will both collectively and independently uses their expertise and knowledge of ongoing 
and proposed roadway/traffic operational improvements within the CRTPA area to ensure that 
the proposed CMS projects do not duplicate other ongoing planned projects.  This ensures that 
projects are planned and programmed cost effectively. 

This CMP has identified the overall level of congestion in the CRTPA area and has highlighted 
the most problematic areas. The plan also defines a process for moving identified congested 
roadways and problematic intersections from a “problem list” to “on the ground improvements”, 
through avenues of incorporation into the Transportation Improvement Program, Long Range 
Transportation Plan, Bicycle and Pedestrian Master Plan, Transit Development Plan, and other 
Transportation Master Plans. 

7.1 LOOKING TOWARD THE FUTURE 

The CMP Update is a continually evolving process dynamic in nature and requiring change as 
the CRTPA area changes and grows.  It is desirable that future updates incorporate additional 
data sets, such as travel time and am/pm. peak hour LOS counts for the entire planning area, 
however, due to recent trends with the local economy, it is unlikely that this will be a possibility 
in the near future. 

CRTPA staff would like to hire a consultant in the future to prepare a comprehensive CMP 
Update, including data gathering in the scope of services.  A consultant that has the capability to 
gather travel time data with global positioning system (GPS) receivers would be preferred in this 
endeavor.  The GPS receivers can automatically record vehicle position, speed, and time along 
the entire length of the route at short time intervals, even as often as one second, and within an 
accuracy of one meter.  The GPS data is readily compatible with Geographic Information 
Software (GIS), which would be helpful in the creation of travel time maps and reports for this 
and other transportation projects in the region. 

 



 

 

 

 

Appendix A 



1 

 

Table A: Level of Service on State Roads in Leon County 

Roadway Segment Functional 

Classification 

Jurisdiction LOS 

Standard 

Congestion Year and Level of Service 

2010 2015 2020 

AADT PHPD AADT PHPD AADT PHPD 

SR 8/I-10 SR 63/US 27/North Monroe Street to  

SR 61/US 319/Thomasville Road 

Principal 

Arterial/Interstate 

State C C C D D D D 

Local C C C D D D D 

SR 10/US 90/ 

Tennessee Street/ 

Mahan Drive 

SR 61/US 27/North Monroe Street to North 

Meridian Road 

Principal Arterial State D F F F F F F 

Local D F F F F F F 

North Meridian Road to CR 1555/Franklin 

Boulevard 

Principal Arterial State D D D D E F F 

Local D D D D E F F 

Franklin Boulevard to SR 265/North 

Magnolia Drive 

Principal Arterial State D D D E F F F 

Local D D D E F F F 

SR 265/North Magnolia Drive to SR 261/ 

US 319/Capital Circle 

Principal Arterial State D B C C C C F 

Local D B C C C C F 

SR 261/US 319/Capital Circle to CR 1568/ 

Buck Lake Road 

Principal Arterial State D F F F F F F 

Local D F F F F F F 

CR 1568/Buck Lake Road to SR 8/I-10 Principal Arterial State D F F F F F F 

Local D F F F F F F 

SR 8/I-10 to Baum Road Principal Arterial State D C C C C D F 

Local D C C C C D F 

SR 263/Capital Circle to Appleyard Drive Principal Arterial State D B C C C D F 

Local D B C C C D F 

Appleyard Drive to Ocala Road Principal Arterial State D F F F F F F 

Local D F F F F F F 

Ocala Road to SR 157/Woodward Avenue Principal Arterial State D D D E F F F 

Local D D D E F F F 

SR 157/Woodward Avenue  to Macomb 

Street 

Principal Arterial State D D D E E F E 

Local D D D E E F E 

Macomb Street to SR 61/US 27/Monroe 

Street 

Principal Arterial State D D D D E E F 

Local D D D D E E F 

SR 20/Blountstown 

Highway 

Barineau Road to SR 263/Capital Circle Principal Arterial State D D D F F F F 

Local D D D F F F F 

SR 20/US 27/ 

Apalachee Parkway 

SR 61/Monroe Street to SR 265/Magnolia 

Drive 

Principal Arterial State D C C C F F F 

Local D C C C F F F 
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Roadway Segment Functional 

Classification 

Jurisdiction LOS 

Standard 

Congestion Year and Level of Service 

2010 2015 2020 

AADT PHPD AADT PHPD AADT PHPD 

SR 20/US 27/ 

Apalachee Parkway 

SR 265/Magnolia Drive to Blairstone Road Principal Arterial State D E F F F F F 

Local D E F F F F F 

Blairstone Road to SR 261/US 319/Capital 

Circle 

Principal Arterial State D NC NC NC NC NC NC 

Local D NC NC NC NC NC NC 

SR 261/US 319/Capital Circle to 

Southwood Plantation Road 

Principal Arterial State D D D D E F F 

Local D D D D E F F 

SR 61/ 

South Monroe 

Street 

SR 371/Gaines Street to SR 20/US 

27/Apalachee Parkway 

Principal Arterial State D E F F F F F 

Local D E F F F F F 

SR 20/US 27/Apalachee Parkway to East 

Pensacola Street 

Principal Arterial State D F F F F F F 

Local D F F F F F F 

East Pensacola Street to SR 10/US 90/ 

Tennessee Street 

Principal Arterial State D F F F F F F 

Local D F F F F F F 

SR 10/US 90/Tennessee Street to Brevard 

Street 

Principal Arterial State D F F F F F F 

Local D F F F F F F 

Brevard Street to SR 63/US 27/North 

Monroe Street 

Principal Arterial State D F F F F F F 

Local D F F F F F F 

SR 61/US 319/ 

Thomasville Road 

SR 63/US 27/North Monroe St to SR 155/ 

Meridian Road/7
th
 Avenue 

Principal Arterial State D F F F F F F 

Local D F F F F F F 

East Betton Road to Live Oak Plantation 

Road 

Principal Arterial State D C C F F F F 

Local D C C F F F F 

SR 8/I-10 to SR 261/Market Street/Capital 

Circle 

Principal Arterial State D D D D E E F 

Local C D D D E E F 

SR 261/Market Street/Capital Circle to 

Killarney Way 

Principal Arterial State D D D E F F F 

Local D D D E F F F 

Killarney Way to Woodbine Drive Principal Arterial State D E F F F F F 

Local C E F F F F F 

Woodbine Drive to Velda Dairy Road Principal Arterial State D C F F F F F 

Local C C F F F F F 

Velda Dairy Road to Kinhega Drive Principal Arterial State D B B C C C F 

Local C B B C C C F 

SR 61/SR 363/ 

Adams Street 

SR 61/Crawfordville Highway to SR 373/ 

Orange Avenue 

Principal Arterial State D C C D D D E 

Local D C C D D D E 
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Roadway Segment Functional 

Classification 

Jurisdiction LOS 

Standard 

Congestion Year and Level of Service 

2010 2015 2020 

AADT PHPD AADT PHPD AADT PHPD 

SR 63/US 27/ 

North Monroe 

Street 

 

 

SR 61/Thomasville Road to 7
th
 Avenue Principal Arterial State D E E F F F F 

Local D E E F F F F 

7
th
 Avenue to CR 158/Tharpe Street Principal Arterial State D F F F F F F 

Local D F F F F F F 

CR 158/Tharpe Street to John Knox Road/ 

Monticello Drive 

Principal Arterial State D F F F F F F 

Local D F F F F F F 

John Knox Road/Monticello Drive to Allen 

Road 

Principal Arterial State D D D E F F F 

Local D D D E F F F 

Allen Road to SR 8/I-10 Principal Arterial State D F F F F F F 

Local D F F F F F F 

SR 8/I-10 to CR 356/Fred George Road/ 

Crowder Road 

Principal Arterial State D C D F F F F 

Local D C D F F F F 

SR 155/ 

Meridian Road 

John Knox Road to Lake Shore Drive Major Arterial State D C C D D F F 

Local D C C D D F F 

SR 261/US 319/ 

Capital Circle 

 

SR 363/Woodville Highway to Tram Road Principal Arterial State D F F F F F F 

Local D F F F F F F 

Park Avenue to SR 10/US 90/Mahan Drive Principal Arterial State D F F F F F F 

Local D F F F F F F 

SR 10/US 90/Mahan Drive to CR 146/ 

Miccosukee Road 

Principal Arterial State D F F F F F F 

Local D F F F F F F 

CR 146/Miccosukee Road to CR 151/ 

Centerville Road 

Principal Arterial State D F F F F F F 

Local D F F F F F F 

CR 151/Centerville Road to Eastgate Way Principal Arterial State D F F F F F F 

Local D F F F F F F 

Eastgate Way to SR 61/US 319/ 

Thomasville Road 

Principal Arterial State D D D D D D E 

Local D D D D D D E 

SR 261/US 319/ 

Capital Circle 

Southbound Flyover  

SR 61/US 319/Thomasville Road to North 

Footer Bridge  

Principal Arterial State D C E D F D F 

Local D C E D F D F 

SR 261/ 

Capital Circle 

SR 363/Woodville Highway to SR 61/ 

US 319/Crawfordville Road 

Principal Arterial State D D D F F F F 

Local D D D F F F F 
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Roadway Segment Functional 

Classification 

Jurisdiction LOS 

Standard 

Congestion Year and Level of Service 

2010 2015 2020 

AADT PHPD AADT PHPD AADT PHPD 

SR 261/ 

Capital Circle 

SR 61/US 319/Crawfordville Road to CR 

2203/Springhill Road 

Principal Arterial State D C C C C D F 

Local D C C C C D F 

SR 263/ 

Capital Circle 

CR 2203/Springhill Road to Airport 

Entrance 

Principal Arterial State D C C F F F F 

Local D C C F F F F 

Airport Entrance to SR 371/Orange Avenue Principal Arterial State D C C D D F F 

Local D C C D D F F 

SR 371/Orange Avenue to SR 20/ 

Blountstown Highway 

Principal Arterial State D F F F F F F 

Local D F F F F F F 

SR 20/Blountstown Highway to SR 10/ 

US 90/Tennessee Street 

Principal Arterial State D F F F F F F 

Local D F F F F F F 

SR 8/I-10 to Gearhart Road Principal Arterial State D D E F F F F 

Local D D E F F F F 

Gearhart Road to CR 356/Fred George 

Road 

Principal Arterial State D D F F F F F 

Local D D F F F F F 

CR 356/Fred George Road to SR 63/US 27/ 

North Monroe Street 

Principal Arterial State D C C C D D F 

Local D C C C D D F 

SR 265/Magnolia 

Drive 

Park Avenue to SR 10/US 90/Tennessee 

Street/Mahan Drive 

Minor Arterial State  D D D D D D E 

Local D D D D D D E 

CR 146/Miccosukee Road to East 7
th
 

Avenue 

Minor Arterial State D E F F F F F 

Local D E F F F F F 

SR 363/Woodville 

Highway 

0.3 miles south of Rhodes Cemetery Road 

to 0.9 miles south of SR 261/Capital Circle 

Minor Arterial State D C C C C C D 

Local C C C C C C D 

0.9 miles south of SR 261/Capital Circle to 

SR 261/SR 263/US 319/Capital Circle 

Principal Arterial State D C C D F F F 

Local D C C D F F F 

SR 363/Adams 

Street 

Putnam Drive to Magnolia Drive Principal Arterial State D F F F F F F 

Local D F F F F F F 

Magnolia Drive to Bronough Street Principal Arterial State D F F F F F F 

Local D F F F F F F 

SR 366/Pensacola 

Street 

SR 20/Blountstown Highway to Appleyard 

Drive 

Principal Arterial State D D E F F F F 

Local D D E F F F F 

Appleyard Drive to South Ocala Road Principal Arterial State D D D E F F F 

Local D D D E F F F 
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Roadway Segment Functional 

Classification 

Jurisdiction LOS 

Standard 

Congestion Year and Level of Service 

2010 2015 2020 

AADT PHPD AADT PHPD AADT PHPD 

SR 366/Pensacola 

Street 

South Ocala Road to Stadium Drive West Principal Arterial State D F F F F F F 

Local D F F F F F F 

MLK Boulevard to Macomb Street/ 

Railroad Avenue 

Principal Arterial State D D C D C E D 

Local D D C D C E D 

SR 369/US 319/ 

Crawfordville Road 

Wakulla County Line to SR 61/Wakulla 

Springs Road 

Principal Arterial State D C C C D D D 

Local C C C C D D D 

SR 371/Gaines 

Street 

Railroad Avenue to MLK Boulevard Minor Arterial State D B B C C F F 

Local D B B C C F F 

SR 371/Lake 

Bradford Road 

CR 2205/Lake Bradford Road to Coleman 

Street/Springhill Road/End Exception 

Minor Arterial State D C C C D D F 

Local D C C C D D F 

Coleman Street/Springhill Road/End 

Exception to SR 371/ Gaines Street 

Minor Arterial State D F F F F F F 

Local D F F F F F F 

SR 373/Orange 

Avenue 

SR 371/Lake Bradford Road to CR 2203/ 

Springhill Road 

Minor Arterial State D D D D D E E 

Local D D D D D E E 

CR 2203/Springhill Road to Holton Street Minor Arterial State  D F F F F F F 

Local D F F F F F F 

SR 363/South Adams Street to SR 61/South 

Monroe Street 

Minor Arterial State  D D E E E F F 

Local D D E E E F F 

 

Table B: Level of Service on State Roads in Gadsden County 

Roadway Segment Functional 

Classification 

Jurisdiction LOS 

Standard 

Congestion Year and Level of Service 

2010 2015 2020 

AADT PHPD AADT PHPD AADT PHPD 

None in 2010 LOS           

 

Table C: Level of Service on State Roads in Town of Chattahoochee 

Roadway Segment Functional 

Classification 

Jurisdiction LOS 

Standard 

Congestion Year and Level of Service 

2010 2015 2020 

AADT PHPD AADT PHPD AADT PHPD 

None in 2010 LOS           
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Table D: Level of Service on State Roads in Jefferson County 

Roadway Segment Functional 

Classification 

Jurisdiction LOS 

Standard 

Congestion Year and Level of Service 

2010 2015 2020 

AADT PHPD AADT PHPD AADT PHPD 

None in 2010 LOS            

 

Table E: Level of Service on State Roads in Wakulla County 

Roadway Segment Functional 

Classification 

Jurisdiction LOS 

Standard 

Congestion Year and Level of Service 

2010 2015 2020 

AADT PHPD AADT PHPD AADT PHPD 

US 319 

US 98 to Lower Bridge Road Principal Arterial/ 

Interstate 

State C C C C C F F 

Local E C C C C F F 

Lower Bridge Road SR 267/Bloxham 

Cutoff Road 

Principal Arterial/ 

Interstate 

State C F F F F F F 

Local E F F F F F F 

Bloxham Cutoff Road to Leon County Line Principal Arterial/ 

Interstate 

State C D D D D D D 

Local E D D D D D D 
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APPENDIX C 

CRTPA Regional Transit Study, Adopted March 2010 

Transit Service Improvements 

Note: This information was extracted from the RTS Technical Memorandum #3 

This appendix discusses the proposed transit improvements that were identified as part of the Regional 
Transit Study (RTS), adopted by the Capital Region Transportation Planning Agency (CRTPA) in 2010.  
This appendix contains information extracted from the RTS Technical Memorandum #3 which analyses 
existing transit services, current travel patterns, population projections, employment data and other socio-
economic data.  The data was analyzed at super district level and compared to the 2007 base data to 
identify trends and to identify opportunities for future transit improvements as a way to reduce 
congestion.  The identified improvements are categorized in to service improvements and capital projects.   

The RTS conducted a transit potential analysis to quantify the demand for travel within the CRTPA 
region which comprises of Leon, Wakulla, Jefferson and Gadsden Counties.  The Region’s travel demand 
model was used to forecast trip flows and volumes which in turn were used to determine the current and 
future corridors with the highest daily travel demand.  The results were the basis for future transit 
improvements. 

The population projections indicate that between 2007 and 2050, Leon County and the City of 
Tallahassee will see a 52% population increase. Population in Gadsden, Wakulla, and Jefferson Counties 
is projected to increase 69%, 145%, and 46%, respectively, during that time period. The region as a whole 
is projected to increase its population by 62% in 2050. 

Employment, which is the second primary factor in estimating transit demand, indicates that between 
2007 and 2050, Leon County and the City of Tallahassee will experience a 52% increase in employment. 
Employment in Gadsden, Wakulla, and Jefferson Counties is projected to increase 69%, 145%, and 46%, 
respectively, during that time period. The region as a whole is projected to increase its employment by 
56% in 2050. 

The RTS also generated zone to zone travel patterns using the population and employment forecasts and 
updated roadway and transit network information.  The origin and destination by traffic analysis zone was 
categorized in to three (3) travel patterns: 

1. Home-based work (HBW): Home-based-work trips are trips made between a household and place 
of employment 

2. Home-based other (HBO): Home-based-other trips are trips made between a household and any 
other destination (i.e. school, shopping) 

3. Non-home based (NHB): Non-home-based trips are all trips that do not have an origin or 
destination at a household 

There were approximately 1.3 total million daily trips within the Capital region in the baseline year 
(2007). Of these trips, approximately 200,000 are HBW (16%), while approximately 1.1 million are of 
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HBO or NHB. 24% of all trips in the baseline year were intra-district trips, meaning trips were conducted 
entirely within their zone of origin.  
 
In the horizon year 2050, it is estimated that there will be approximately 2 million total daily person trips 
in the region. Approximately 329,000 daily trips are forecasted HBW trips, while 1.6 million are 
forecasted HBO or NHB trips. Approximately 25% of all trips are intra-district in 2050. 

The majority of trips into Tallahassee originates in outer Leon County and has final destinations in the 
inner Northeast and inner Northwest districts. Wakulla County produces the next greatest volume of trips 
into the City of Tallahassee, followed by Gadsden and Jefferson.  An overwhelming majority of total trips 
are to outer Leon, followed by Wakulla, Gadsden, and Jefferson.  The majority of intra-zonal trips are for 
trip purposes other than HBW.   

Potential transit markets were identified based on travel demand analyses.  The RTS identified potential 
transit corridors and service options based on estimated trips by type as a way to reduce and/or manage 
congestion.   

Transit Service Improvements 
Following is a list of proposed transit improvements to reduce and/or manage congestion: 
Local Fixed Routes 
Deviated Fixed Route 
Transfer Centers 
Park and Ride Lots 
Express Bus 

Bus Rapid Transit 
Light Rail Transit 
Modern Streetcar 
Commuter Rail 
High Speed Rail 

 
Near-Term Plan (2010-2014) 
The near-term plan focuses on enhancing local service within the City of Tallahassee, Gadsden and 
Wakulla Counties. The StarMetro NOVA 2010 decentralized the bus service in early 2011.  This 
framework added service in the rapidly-developing southeast quadrant of the City. Two express routes 
will be implemented in the Near-Term between Quincy and Tallahassee, and Crawfordville and 
Tallahassee. Both of these routes will be served by new park and ride lots at the end of the lines in the 
out-counties. Additionally, three transfer centers are proposed to provide for better connections between 
the decentralized StarMetro routes, planned express routes, and future BRT routes proposed in the later 
phases.   

Near-Term Service improvements include: 
Star Metro Decentralization 
CCOC/Southwood 
Tram Road 
 
Near-Term Capital projects include: 
Crawfordville Express 
Quincy Express 
Satellite transfer Centers (US 319/Mahan, Southwood, Hopkins Crossing) 
Regional Park and Ride (Quincy, Crawfordville) 
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Mid-Term Plan (2015-2024) 
The Mid-Term Plan builds upon the Near-Term by adding two additional areas of local service, five new 
regional express routes, and three BRT routes. Fixed-guideway transit is introduced in this phase, as two 
streetcar routes are planned as circulators connecting key employment and education centers in downtown 
Tallahassee. Four transfer centers and two park and ride lots are planned to serve the new transit routes. 
 
Mid-Term Service Improvements include: 
North Leon County Service, East Leon County service, Quincy Fixed Route, Havana fixed route, and 
Monticello Fixed route 
 
Mid-Term Capital projects include:  
Express Bus (Woodville Highway Express, Capital Circle East Express, Havana Express, Monticello 
Express, Airport Express) 
Bus Rapid Transit (West Tennessee, Thomasville Road, Apalachee Parkway) 
Streetcar (Gaines Street line, Campus Line) 
Satellite Transfer Centers (FSU/Stadium, Tallahassee community College, Tallahassee Regional Airport, 
Quincy) 
Regional Park and Ride (Havana, Woodville) 
 
Long-Term Plan (2025-2050) 
The Long-Term Plan is the final phase of proposed transit improvements. Included in this phase are 
several capital projects including two light rail transit (LRT) segments, four BRT corridors, and two 
express bus routes. Local service improvements include LRT feeder bus service and a fixed route 
circulator in Crawfordville. Possible commuter rail corridors and connections to high-speed rail were also 
evaluated and included in the long-range plans.  
 
Long-Term Service Improvements include: 
LRT feeder service 
Crawfordville fixed route 
Rural fixed route expansion 
 
Long-Term Capital Projects Include: 
Express Bus (Havana-Quincy, Capital Circle Southwest) 
Bus Rapid Transit (West Tennessee BRT extension, Capital Circle East BRT, Monroe BRT, East 
Tennessee BRT) 
Light Rail Transit (Airport to downtown, downtown to I-10 high speed rail station) 
Commuter rail 
High speed rail 
Regional Park and ride (Bradfordville, Monticello) 
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Pedestrian and Bicycle facilities connect people to places.
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An example of  a creative solution near Pearl Street that 
enhances the accessibility of  the park.
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INTRODUCTION

Introduction
Jefferson County was created in 1827, named after the early 19th Century 
United States President, Thomas Jefferson.  Its geography is unique in that it 
connects with both the State of Georgia to the north and the Gulf of Mexico 
to the south.  As a whole, Jefferson County is mostly rural with forested and 
agricultural lands and some rolling topography.  It has a relatively low 
population at approximately 14,666 persons (2011) and a noticeable overall 
percentage of minority persons, consisting mostly of African-Americans, per 
2010 US Census data.

The county seat and only incorporated municipality within the County is the City 
of	Monticello,	the	name	of	which	is	also	significant	to	the	former	president,	as	it	
was	named	after	Thomas	Jefferson’s	famous	Virginia	plantation	and	estate.		The	
City of Monticello, north of Interstate 10, is the population center of the County 
with a rich history and quant historic streets and buildings.  The City center 
includes	a	unique	traffic	circle	at	the	intersection	of	two	major	state	highways	
with the historic, century-old Jefferson County Courthouse building at the center.  
Monticello includes most of the business activity in the county along with most 
county-related government facilities and institutions.  Notable unincorporated 
population centers in Jefferson County include Lloyd, Wacissa, Aucilla and 
Drifton.  The Florida State capital, Tallahassee, is located approximately 30 
miles west of Monticello in neighboring Leon County.

Jefferson County with its natural beauty and historic charm is a popular 
destination for recreational cyclists in the Florida Panhandle.  The well-connected 
system of streets and destinations within and near the population center of 
Monticello allows the possibility for a robust non-motorized transportation 
network	to	provide	flexibility	and	alternatives	to	residents	and	visitors	alike	to	
travel through and experience important assets of the City and County.

Purpose
The Jefferson County Bicycle and Pedestrian Master Plan is an effort to create a 
vision and framework for a safe and robust bicycle and pedestrian infrastructure 
network that connects the City of Monticello, rural unincorporated communities 
in the County, other communities in the region, major employers, schools, and 
other desired destinations.  This effort complements similar Capital Region 
Transportation Planning Agency (CRTPA) bicycle and pedestrian master plan 
projects previously completed in Leon County and in Wakulla and Gadsden 
Counties, and the Safe Routes to School project in Leon County.  

The	 Jefferson	 County	 Bicycle	 and	 Pedestrian	 Master	 Plan	 identifies	 key	
destinations, routes and facilities, prioritize projects for future funding, and 
provides consistent design of bicycle and pedestrian infrastructure throughout 
the County.



Signage helps ot communicate the county’s vision and message 
for pedestrians and bicyclists.
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THE PLANNING PROCESS

The Planning Process
This master plan was developed under a comprehensive planning process 
utilizing a number of methods and techniques to obtain quantitative and 
qualitative information for analysis and consideration.  This planning process 
included:

•	 Data collection
•	 Data analysis
•	 Field review
•	 Stakeholder interviews
•	 Online public survey
•	 Public workshop
•	 Countywide vision map
•	 Master plan goals and strategies
•	 MPO committee updates and input
•	 Joint county-city work session

The	development	of	 the	plan	was	 influenced	by	many	different	people	and	
organizations including local residents, business representatives, advocacy 
groups, and government agencies.  This process was instrumental in developing 
the overall countywide bicycle and pedestrian network vision map, goals and 
strategies to guide project prioritization to implement the master plan.

Vision Map: A Connected Bicycle and Pedestrian Network
The countywide vision map was developed with the idea of providing more 
mobility	 options	 within	 the	 County,	 specifically	 through	 the	 development	 of	
bicycle and pedestrian facilities. The development of such facilities should 
enhance walkability, expand bicycling opportunities, provide for better 
connectivity and mobility, and promote economic opportunities within the County.  
The recommendations of this master plan were developed in accordance with 
this	vision.		The	Vision	Map	is	included	in	the	figure	on	the	following	page.
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THE PLANNING PROCESS

Goals and Strategies
Five primary, overarching goals were established as the foundation for the 
master plan.  With these goals in place, complimentary strategies were drafted 
as an approach to implementing the goals and to give guidance to setting the 
project recommendations and prioritization of the plan.  The master plan goals 
and strategies are as follows:

Figure 2: Jefferson County Goals & Strategies

Enhance community 
mobility options

Improve livability, quality 
of life for residents

Address environmental 
justice issues affecting 
the transportation 
disadvantaged 
population

Support economic 
development possibilities 
related to recreation 
and ecotourism

Increase regional 
mobility and recreational 
opportunities

Connect key destinations 
(downtown, commerce, 
recreation)

Complete gaps in the 
existing network

Return on investment 
(highest ‘bang for 
your buck’)

Recognize funding 
limitations – be realistic

Address ‘needs’ first, 
then ‘desires’



The Monticello Bike Trail is one of  the county’s valuable existing 
facilities.
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EXISTING CONDITIONS

Geography
Jefferson County includes approximately 637 square miles of area spanning 
from the Georgia State line southward to the Gulf of Mexico, and from Wakulla 
County and the major Florida Panhandle population and employment center of 
Leon County eastward to Taylor and Madison Counties.  The County is mostly 
rural with forested and agricultural lands and some rolling topography.  It is 
also rich with natural recreation and conservation areas including the Aucilla 
Wildlife Management Area, St. Marks National Wildlife Refuge, Middle 
and Upper Aucilla Conservation Areas, and the Wacissa Conservation Area.  
Jefferson County borders the eastern shore of Lake Miccosukee.

The City of Monticello is the county seat and only incorporated municipality 
within Jefferson County.  Monticello is a small city at just over three square 
miles and a population of approximately 2,500.  It includes a quaint, historic 
downtown along with many standing historic structures, some dating back to 
the 19th Century.  Monticello is also the hub for business activity in the County 
along with most county-related government facilities and institutions.  Notable 
unincorporated population centers in the County include Lloyd, Wacissa, Aucilla, 
Lamont, Waukeenah, and Drifton.

The City of Tallahassee is located approximately 30 miles west of Monticello 
in neighboring Leon County.  As the Florida State capital and largest city in the 
Florida Panhandle, Tallahassee is an important employment center and within a 
manageable, although lengthy automobile commuting distance from Monticello.  
A	significant	number	of	Jefferson	County	residents	choose	to	live	in	the	county	
and work in neighboring Leon County where employment opportunities are 
more plentiful.

Demographics
Jefferson County has a relatively low population estimated at 14,666 persons, 
according to the 2011 Florida Statistical Abstract, published by the University 
of Florida Bureau of Economic and Business Research (BEBR).  This represents an 
overall steady increase of around 14% since 2000; however, the population has 
been on a slight decline since the 2009 high for the decade of 14,772 persons.  
Projection estimates for the future vary widely. High-end growth estimates 
project a steady increase in population over the coming decades while low-end 
estimates project a slow but steady decline over the same period.  Population 
projections for the County are shown in Figure 3.

Almost	 19%,	 or	 one-fifth	 of	 the	 County	 population	 is	 17	 years	 of	 age	 or	
younger.		This	statistic	is	significant,	as	this	age	bracket	is	predominantly	below	
the driving age.  At the other end of the scale, 16.5% of the County population 
is 65 years of age or older.  This is an age bracket where some individuals may 
experience a need for greater mobility options beyond a personal automobile.  
The age breakdown of the population is shown in Figure 4.

Approximately three-quarters (76%) of the County population travels to work 
alone by personal automobile and 15% carpool to work (Figure 5).  Other 
travel mode shares were much lower with 2% walking and 1% using public 
transit.  Also, 4% of the population works from home.  
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Figure 3: Jefferson County Population Projections

Source: Source: Bureau of Economic and Business Research (2012)

Figure 4: Jefferson County Age Breakdown

Source: Source: Florida Office of Economic and Demographic Research

EXISTING CONDITIONS
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A	significant	percentage	of	the	population	is	either	below	the	legal	minimum	
driving age or within an age bracket where additional mobility options  become 
increasingly important.  As the County struggles to maintain its population base 
or experience healthy population growth over the coming decades, additional 
modes of travel such as walking and bicycling should become more viable 
through the provision of supportive infrastructure and programs to encourage 
alternative transportation choices.  Having such additional choices can make 
living in a small city or rural county more feasible and desirable for all segments 
of the population.

Figure 5: Jefferson County Residents’ Modes of  Commuting to Work

Source: www.citymelt.com/county/Florida/Jefferson-County-FL (Total modes: 5,867)

EXISTING CONDITIONS



The paved shoulders on US 19 are an example of  an existing 
bicycle facility.
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CONTEXT INVENTORY & ANALYSIS

The project team completed an assessment of the existing context for bicycling 
and walking through a number of exploratory tasks, including:

•	 Assembly	of	geographic	information	systems	(GIS)	data	and	field	review	
to compile existing conditions data 

•	 Map series conveying the conditions analysis results  and countywide vision
•	 Facility	 inventory	 with	 identification	 of	 gaps,	 barriers,	 and	 potential	

opportunities
•	 Audit of existing policies related to non-motorized transportation 
•	 Stakeholder interviews to further identify issues and opportunities

This Context Inventory and Analysis documents the results of these tasks, which 
together describe the engineering, education, encouragement, enforcement, 
equity, and evaluation components of the existing context for biking and 
walking in Jefferson County.  

Data Collection and Assembly
The project team conducted several general surveillance efforts including an 
informal	field	review	during	the	kick-off	project	studio	and	an	in-depth	field	
visit for the facility inventory and stakeholder interviews.  The data, photos and 
other	information	collected	during	the	field	visits	are	documented	in	the	Facility	
Inventory and Assessment sub-section.  

The project team also obtained GIS data from various governmental agencies, 
including Jefferson County, Capital Region Transportation Planning Agency 
(CRTPA),	and	the	State	of	Florida’s	Office	of	Greenways	and	Trails.		These	data	
sets provided a foundation of information for both the County and the CRTPA 
region.  From this information, the project team created a map series to show 
a comprehensive picture of the existing and planned pedestrian and bicycle 
network in Jefferson County.  

Crash Data
The project team screened crash data from the Florida Department of Highway 
Safety	 and	 Motor	 Vehicles	 (DHSMV)	 for	 crashes	 involving	 pedestrians	 or	
bicyclists.	 	The	crash	data	from	DHSMV	indicate	that	for	 the	five	years	from	
2006-2010, the following injuries and fatalities occurred:  three bicyclists and 
eight pedestrians were injured, and one bicyclist and four pedestrians died.  
For 2011, the crash database shows two pedestrian injuries and zero bicyclist 
injuries; one of the two pedestrian injuries was fatal.  While there were several 
pedestrian and bicyclist crashes in the County, mainly in the City of Monticello, 
there are not enough to show a distinct trend in location or cause.  However, 
field	 review	 and	 discussions	 with	 residents	 and	 staff	 indicate	 a	 concern	 for	
bicycle and pedestrian safety. 
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Countywide Bicycle and Pedestrian Map Series
The following maps feature the existing and planned bicycle and pedestrian 
facilities within Jefferson County, summarizing the information obtained from 
the GIS data assembly task.  Planned facilities represent those in previously 
completed regional and local planning documents, including the CRTPA Regional 
Mobility Plan (RMP), the RMP Sector Plan for the City of Monticello, and the 
CRTPA Regional Trails Plan.  

Using the GIS data obtained through the assembly effort and the information 
gathered through other outreach and exploratory efforts explained later in 
this chapter, the project team created a conceptual map to show the vision of a 
connected network for bicycle and pedestrian travel in Jefferson County.  This 
vision	map,	shown	in	Figure	6,	identifies	focus	areas	for	economic	development,	
historic areas, ecological sites, and areas for pedestrian emphasis.  The network 
within the vision map provides general connections between these areas.

Figure 7 shows an overview of existing and planned facilities within Jefferson 
County.  Most of the major roads throughout the County have paved shoulders.  
For the most part, existing sidewalks are limited to within the Monticello city 
limits.  The GIS data indicate existing bicycle lanes within the County are 
located at the interchange of US 19 and Interstate 10, and along a short 
(about 250 feet) segment along northbound US 19 at the deceleration lane for 
Jordan Road about one mile south of the interchange with  Interstate 10.  The 
Regional	Mobility	Plan	identifies	a	number	of	planned	bicycle	facilities	along	
lower speed roads in the northwestern portion of the County.  These future 
facilities would connect Monticello to communities like Wacissa, Cody, Alma, 
Waukeenah, and others in Leon County. A planned shared use path from the 
southern Monticello city limits to the community of Drifton is highlighted as a cost 
feasible project which could be funded in the near term.  

Figure 8 shows a closer view of the existing and planned facilities within and 
nearby the City of Monticello.

It	also	identifies	notable	trip	attractors	including	major	employment	locations,	
schools, parks, government buildings, and the downtown/historic district.  The 
GIS data indicate that sidewalks are located along some but not all of the roads 
in Monticello.  A shared use path exists along Railroad Street, which parallels 
US 19.  Approaching the heart of Monticello, paved shoulders transition into 
sidewalks.  Additional sidewalks are planned just north of the city limits and 
within the central portion of the city south of US 90.  

CONTEXT INVENTORY & ANALYSIS
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Jefferson County Bicycle and Pedestrian Master Plan 
Context Inventory and Analysis, Memorandum #1 

 
Page 5 

 

Figure 1: Jefferson County Bicycle and Pedestrian Facilities   

Figure 7: Jefferson County Bicycle & Pedestrian Facilities 
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CONTEXT INVENTORY & ANALYSIS

Figure 8: Monticello and Vicinity Bicycle & Pedestrian Facilities
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Facility Inventory and Assessment
The	 project	 team	 conducted	 an	 in-depth	 field	 visit	 to	 review	 the	 existing	
facilities at a more detailed level and supplement the information from the GIS 
data assembly.  The following subsections detail the existing facilities for non-
motorized transportation, identify facility gaps and barriers to pedestrian and 
bicycle travel, and describe potential opportunities for improvements.  

Assessment of Existing Facilities and Gaps

Paved Shoulders and Bike Lanes
Jefferson County’s existing bicycle facilities consist primarily of paved shoulders 
on the rural arterial roadways, including US 19, US 90, US 27, US 98, US 221, 
SR 59, and CR 257.  The only missing sections of paved shoulders on the state 
roadway system in Jefferson County are as follows:

•	 US 90 on the approximate 0.6 mile section in the far western portion 
of Jefferson County (and west of the 2.5 mile section of Leon County 
in between the two Jefferson County sections, which also does not have 
paved shoulders).  

•	 US 19 and US 90 through Monticello in the sections where the roadway 
has an urban typical section with curb and gutter.

The only designated bicycle lane that was observed in Jefferson County is 
located on E. Cherokee Avenue connecting US 19 South and Waukeenah Street 
in	Monticello	adjacent	to	the	CVS	store	(south	of	the	Courthouse).		However,	the	
bicycle lane is of substandard width (approximately 4 feet from face of curb), 
is only provided on one side of the street, and is marked in a way that seems to 
encourage wrong-way riding (the bike lane word marking is oriented against 
traffic	flow	of	 the	adjacent	 travel	 lane).	 	 The	CRTPA	Regional	Mobility	Plan	
identifies	a	small	portion	of	a	bike	lane	along	US	19	near	Interstate	10.		This	
lane, though not designated (marked/signed) as a bike lane, is a keyhole lane 
that provides a correctly designed 5-foot lane between the through lane and 
the exclusive right turn lanes at the Interstate 10 ramp intersections.  

Many non-state roadways in the County are regularly used as part of 
recreational cycling routes, such as routes used by the Capital City Cyclists, but 
currently lack paved shoulders, including the following:

•	 CR 259/Waukeenah Highway
•	 CR 158/Old Lloyd Road
•	 Whitehouse Road
•	 Cherry Tree Road/Lloyd Creek Road
•	 Lake Road
•	 St. Augustine Road
•	 Barrington Road
•	 CR 257
•	 North Salt Road
•	 Bassett Dairy Road
•	 CR 149/Boston Highway
•	 CR 146/Ashville Highway
•	 Tram Road
•	 CR 158/Drifton-Aucilla Road
•	 Turkey Scratch Road

CONTEXT INVENTORY & ANALYSIS

The paved shoulders on US 90 west of 
Monticello end at the Leon County line.

The existing Ike Anderson Trail in 
Monticello.

Poor and substandard existing bike lane 
on the E. Cherokee Avenue north of CVS 
connecting US 19 South with Waukeenah 
Street.
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•	 Thompson	Valley	Road
•	 Beth Page Road
•	 CR 158B/Nash Road
•	 CR 158/Rabon Road

The addition of paved shoulders is currently considered on roadways during 
resurfacing	projects	and	 is	 typically	 justified	based	on	 safety	concerns.	 	 The	
County has a programmed project to resurface CR 259 (Waukeenah Highway) 
and add paved shoulders between US 27 and SR 59 ($1.47 million in FY 
2011/12).  It is not clear whether other currently programmed resurfacing 
projects include the addition of paved shoulders or not; these projects listed in 
the CRTPA Draft FY 2013- FY 2017 Transportation Improvement Program (TIP) 
include the following:

•	 $1.37 million in FY 2013/14 for resurfacing CR 257/146 from US 90 to 
Ashville Highway (CR 146) 

•	 $1.41 million in FY 2013/14 for resurfacing Lloyd Creek Road from US 
27 to Old Lloyd Road (CR 158) 

•	 $268,000 in FY 2014/15 for resurfacing CR 158A Old Lloyd Road from 
Leon Co line to SR 59 Gamble Road

The	 Jefferson	 County	 Community	 Traffic	 Safety	 Team	 (CTST)	 has	 identified	
priority locations for the addition of paved shoulders:

•	 CR 259 / Waukeenah Highway, from US 19 to US 27
•	 CR 158 / Old Lloyd Road, from US 90 to SR 59
•	 CR 146 / Ashville Highway (4 phases)
•	 CR 149 / Boston Highway (2 phases)
•	 Portions of US 90 West

The County Public Works Department is considering placement of signage to 
increase awareness of sharing the road along several roads in the County, 
including US 90, CR 158, SR 59, CR 257, and CR 259.  Signage under 
consideration includes the “Share the Road” sign or the “Bicycles May Use Full 
Lane” (BMUFL) sign.  

Trails
Jefferson County has one paved shared use path, the Ike Anderson Trail, a 
1.5-mile trail that travels north-south through the City of Monticello from Rocky 
Branch Road to Martin Road.  The trail continues south from Martin Road for 
approximately 0.6 miles to Nacoosa Road as an unpaved trail.  

Sidewalks
The City of Monticello has existing sidewalks on a number of streets, particularly 
in the downtown area and on both sides of US 19 and US 90.  However, there 
are	a	number	of	significant	gaps,	including	the	Water	Street	corridor,	the	area	
between the Ike Anderson Trail and US 19 near the Jefferson Square Shopping 
Center, and several streets that are part of the Jefferson County Chamber of 
Commerce’s Walking Tour of Monticello.  The only other existing sidewalks in 
Jefferson County outside the City of Monticello include an approximate 0.3 
mile section on both sides of US 27 within the limits of the urban curb and gutter 
typical section through Lamont.

Many roadways near Jefferson County Elementary School currently have 
substandard sidewalks.  These sidewalks are located on the immediate edge 
of the street and only measure about four feet wide.  Further, most of these 

CONTEXT INVENTORY & ANALYSIS

An existing sidewalk on US 19 in 
downtown Monticello.

Cherry Street, looking south from York 
Street is a segment on the Walking Tour 
of Monticello, but lacks a sidewalk.

Vehicles parked on the substandard 
sidewalk on Wirick Street north of 
Madison Street.
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sidewalks were not constructed at a standard curb height, but are only elevated 
above	street	level	by	a	couple	of	inches.		Vehicles	were	observed	parked	on	
these substandard sidewalks in several locations.

Many sidewalks in the City of Monticello are in need of maintenance, 
rehabilitation, or enhancements to be in compliance with the Americans with 
Disabilities Act (ADA) requirements.

Based on the CRTPA TIP, currently programmed sidewalk projects include the 
following: 

•	 $380,648 in FY 2013/14 to construct a sidewalk along the south side of 
US 90 from Holly Road to Willow Street, to be constructed by the City of 
Monticello through a Local Agency Program (LAP) agreement with FDOT 
with federal funding.  

•	 $396,000 in FY 2015/16 (Safe Routes to School funding) for construction 
of 1,800 feet of sidewalk along the east side of Mamie Scott Drive from 
existing sidewalk at Mississippi Street to Texas Hill Road.

Other County planned (but unfunded) sidewalk projects include: 

•	 Texas	 Hill	 Road	 sidewalk	 project	 (Safe	 Routes	 to	 School)	 –	 includes	
sidewalks on Texas Hill Road between US 19 and Boston Highway, on 
Boston Highway between US 19 and Texas Hill Road, and on US 19 
between Texas Hill Road and Boston Highway.  (This does not appear to 
be included in the currently programmed sidewalk project on Mamie Scott 
Drive.)

Design Standards Used by the City of  Monticello and Jefferson County
Both Jefferson County and the City of Monticello currently use FDOT’s Florida 
Greenbook for design standards on their projects.  The FDOT’s Plans Preparation 
Manual	provides	additional	guidance,	including	some	more	flexible	standards	
for downtown areas.  Finally, there are recommended street design typologies 
in the CRTPA’s RMP that focus on providing multimodal access for all users within 
the appropriate context to encourage walkability.  

Issues and Opportunities

Downtown Courthouse Area
The Jefferson County Courthouse is located in the center of a single lane modern 
roundabout at the junction of US 19 and US 90.  Concerns with this roundabout 
include	the	significant	volume	of	truck	traffic,	and	the	pedestrian	movements	to	
and from the Courthouse which require crossing the circulating roadway (which 
is atypical of most roundabouts which only have pedestrian crossings on the 
outside	of	the	roundabout,	and	not	to	and	from	the	center).		It	can	be	difficult	
for drivers in the roundabout to see a pedestrian crossing from the inside of 
the roundabout, and in some locations, the visibility of pedestrian signage is 
blocked by trees and other obstructions.  

While the geometric design of the roundabout is such that most large trucks 
have no issues negotiating the turns, there are infrequent occasions (about once 
a month according to stakeholder interviews) when an oversized truck will get 
stuck while negotiating the roundabout.  There is not a good existing alternative 
route for trucks to bypass the downtown Monticello area and the existing 
roundabout.  A Monticello bypass has been studied on four previous occasions, 
but remains unlikely to move forward given the cost to build such a facility 
and because the existing roadway network can accommodate the existing and 

CONTEXT INVENTORY & ANALYSIS

The sidewalk near the junction of Cypress 
Street and Henry Street has a dangerous 
hazard in the walkway.

This picture shows one of four crossing 
points to the Courthouse in the center of 
the roundabout.

The roundabout at US 19 and US 90 sees 
a lot of truck traffic. The approaching 
streets are wide due to the angled 
parking.
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projected	future	traffic	demand	without	capacity	deficiencies.

There are current efforts to make enhancements to the pedestrian environment 
at the Courthouse roundabout and the blocks surrounding it.  The County is 
preparing to have in-pavement pedestrian signs installed at the roundabout 
pedestrian crosswalks and is also looking to remark the crosswalks using a 
more visible ladder-style marking pattern (the stamped and colored asphalt 
markings	have	faded	since	they	were	first	installed	in	the	mid-2000s).		Portions	
of US 19 North and US 90 (both east and west directions) within two blocks of 
the Courthouse have angled parking, which results in wide roadway crossings 
for pedestrians.  Several intersections are being considered for the addition 
of curb extensions as part of a Transportation Enhancements grant application 
being championed by the CTST.  Curb extensions extend the sidewalk or curb 
line out into the parking lane, which reduces the effective street width.  They 
significantly	improve	pedestrian	crossings	by	reducing	the	width	of	the	roadway,	
improving the ability of pedestrians and motorists to see each other, and 
reducing the time that pedestrians are in the street.  Curb extensions would also 
allow the existing pedestrian signs to be moved closer to the travel lanes where 
they would be more visible to motorists.  With more visible signs, some existing 
signs could be removed; for example, pedestrian warning signs are currently 
used for the crossings on both the near and far side of each intersection, but 
having a visible sign at the near side crossing would eliminate the need for the 
second sign at the far side crossing.

It is important to note that curb extensions can impact other aspects of roadway 
design and operation such as street drainage, underground utilities, delivery 
access and garbage removal, street sweeper operation, and the turning 
movements	of	large	vehicles	including	large	fire	trucks.		Because	the	benefits	of	
the curb extensions appear to outweigh the potential impacts (many of which 
can be adequately mitigated through appropriate design), it appears most 
feasible to move ahead with the curb extension concept in downtown Monticello.

It was observed that the angle of the parking had been changed at some point 
in the past to a shallower angle (it used to be approximately 45 degrees, but 
was reduced to approximately 30 degrees).  It is assumed that this change 
was made to provide more width to the passing trucks and make it easier 
for motorists entering and exiting the angled parking.  One issue with the 
current striping, however, is that the lines are not long enough to properly direct 
motorists into the parking spaces; because of the angle of the spaces, the 
lines on the left side of the vehicles do not extend to the back bumper of the 
vehicle.  Consideration should be given to increasing the length of the parking 
stall lines.  In addition, parking blocks should be considered to prevent vehicles 
from pulling too far forward onto the sidewalk; several vehicles were observed 
pulled too far forward.

One design element that could be used to mitigate drainage concerns with the 
curb extensions and create a stronger visual separation of the travel lane and 
parking lane is the use of a valley gutter (along with drainage grates), which 
would be located between the travel lane and parking lane/curb extensions.  
Valley	 gutters	 can	 sometimes	 allow	 the	 existing	 drainage	 infrastructure	 to	
remain	in	place.		Valley	gutters	may	also	be	considered	to	visually	separate	
the circulating roadway of the roundabout with the paved parking areas on the 
outside of the roundabout in each quadrant of the intersection; the striping that 
is used to provide the separation today is worn and hardly visible.

CONTEXT INVENTORY & ANALYSIS

Some signage at the roundabout is 
blocked by trees, and some striping has 
worn away. A valley gutter could be used 
to better visually separate the circulating 
roadway from the adjacent parking 
area.

Potential curb extensions would shorten 
pedestrian crossing distances and allow 
pedestrian signage on road edges to be 
moved more into driver cone of vision, 
and also eliminate the pedestrian signs 
on the far side of each intersection.

A vehicle parked partially on the 
sidewalk in an angled parking space. The 
vehicle also extends well past the striped 
parking stall length.
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Jefferson County Elementary School Area
The student arrival period was observed at Jefferson County Elementary School 
on the morning of February 23, 2012.  No students were observed riding 
bicycles to school despite the direct connection to the Ike Anderson Trail.  Only 
five	students	were	observed	walking	to	school.		The	lack	of	students	walking	and	
bicycling	can	be	attributed	to	two	primary	factors:	first,	the	lack	of	pedestrian	
facilities and low quality/unsafe pedestrian environment, and second, the low 
number of students that live within a reasonable walking distance of the school.  

The	Jefferson	County	Schools	Transportation	Department	confirmed	that	only	
those students living in the immediate school area walk to the campus.  The 
current enrollment of the elementary school is approximately 610 to 615 
students.  About 230 (38%) of these students are provided courtesy busing to 
the school from within the 2-mile walk area due to safety concerns.  Of the total 
school district enrollment (elementary school plus the middle/high school) of just 
under 1,100 students, about 800 (73%) are bused to school.  Despite safety 
concerns, there are no areas that have been designated as hazardous walking 
areas in the County by the Department of Education.  Jefferson County Schools 
had requested hazardous walking designation for crossings of US 90 and US 
19,	but	traffic	volumes	were	not	at	high	enough	levels	to	meet	the	criteria	to	
warrant the designation.

During the elementary school area observations, there were a number of issues 
observed, as well as the potential for improvements in the area immediately 
around the elementary school campus, as follows:

•	 There are no crossing guards that help students cross the street at the 
elementary	 school;	 the	 County	 lacks	 sufficient	 funds	 to	 afford	 them.		
According to the County, the school does get assistance from the police at 
times, although this was not observed.

•	 The existing sidewalks on Rocky Branch Road and Mamie Scott Drive are 
in poor condition and are only separated from the edge of roadway by 
about	four	to	five	feet	in	a	rural	cross	section	with	no	curb	and	gutter.

•	 There are no marked crosswalks across any of the school driveways, 
including the driveways on Rocky Branch Road (parent drop-off loop 
entrance and exit, and bus loop entrance) and Mamie Scott Drive (bus 
loop exit and back of school access driveway).

•	 The driveway providing access to the back of the school from Mamie Scott 
Drive does not have a stop sign or stop bar at its exit.

•	 There is a marked (but unsigned) crosswalk across Rocky Branch Road just 
west of the parent drop-off loop exit, which is unnecessary because it 
does not connect to anything.

•	 The	existing	3-way	stop	traffic	control	at	the	intersection	of	Mamie	Scott	
Drive/Rocky Branch Road/Cypress Street is awkward.  All directions are 
required to stop except for southbound Mamie Scott Drive. This intersection 
should be considered for all-way stop control, which would make vehicle 
movements more predictable and make it safer for crossing pedestrians 
and bicyclists.  

•	 There are no marked crosswalks at the Mamie Scott/Rocky Branch/
Cypress intersection, including the east leg of the intersection which 
connects the northern terminus of the Ike Anderson trail to the sidewalk 
that continues on the east side of Mamie Scott Drive, or on the north leg 
of the intersection which should be marked as a school crossing.  There 
is a marked school crossing across Mamie Scott Drive just north of this 

CONTEXT INVENTORY & ANALYSIS

A Jefferson County Elementary School 
student crossing Rocky Branch Road 
at Rhodes Street at an existing school 
crosswalk.

The Rocky Branch Road/Cypress Street/
Mamie Scott Drive intersection uses an 
unusual 3-way stop control.

Sidewalks near the school are of 
substandard width, minimally separated 
from the roadway, and in poor condition. 
There is an unnecessary marked 
crosswalk across Rocky Branch Road, 
but no marked crosswalk across school 
driveway, as shown in the picture above.
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intersection at a midblock location, which seems unnecessary given the 
locations of the school entrances which better align with the intersections 
at Cypress and Chestnut Streets.

•	 There are non-standard school speed limit signs on both Rocky Branch 
Road and Mamie Scott Drive, which should be replaced with standard 
Manual	on	Uniform	Traffic	Control	Devices	 (MUTCD)	 school	 speed	zone	
signs.  Consideration should be given to supplementing the standard signs 
with	flashing	beacons	to	be	active	during	the	speed-restricted	arrival	and	
dismissal time periods.

•	 All existing crosswalks in the area use transverse line markings.  
Consideration should be given to re-marking the crossings as noted herein 
with FDOT standard ladder-style markings, which are much more visible 
to drivers.  In addition, consideration should be given to marking advance 
yield lines and providing corresponding signage.

•	 All existing school warning signs are standard yellow, but should be 
upgraded	to	fluorescent	yellow-green	color	to	be	in	compliance	with	the	
current MUTCD.

Trail Extensions & Connections
A northern extension of the Ike Anderson Trail to the Jefferson County Recreation 
Park (approximately 0.35 miles) appears feasible based on the Mamie Scott 
Drive cross-section.  Although this section of road does have a minimal width 
sidewalk that connects from the existing northern trail terminus at Jefferson 
County Elementary School to the park, a wider trail connection to the County’s 
largest recreational facility would be preferred.

A southern extension of the Ike Anderson Trail to Jefferson County Middle/
High School has previously been considered, and is currently included in the 
CRTPA Regional Mobility Plan Priority Project List, Adopted FY 2013-2017, as 
priority #65 (extension of trail from existing end to Jefferson County HS) and 
is	identified	for	funding	in	the	amount	of	$3.3	million	for	PD&E/Design/ROW.		
The following observations were made when reviewing the potential southern 
trail extension:

•	 Since the railroad corridor right-of-way has been abandoned in the 
section south of Nacoosa Road due to environmental concerns associated 
with the nursery, the most feasible trail connection would be along US 19.  

•	 A paved connection from the existing southern paved trail terminus to US 
19 (0.34 miles) could be provided on Martin Road.  The CRTPA Regional 
Mobility Plan Priority Project List, Adopted FY 2013-2017, included 
a trail adjacent to Martin Road from US 19/S Jefferson Street to Ike 
Anderson	Bike	Trail	as	priority	#T-12,	with	funding	of	$219,142	identified	
for design and construction.

•	 Alternatively, the existing unpaved section of the trail between Martin 
Road and Nacoosa Road could be paved (0.56 miles), and a paved 
connection could be provided on Nacoosa Road to US 19 (0.20 miles).

•	 There	appears	 to	be	 sufficient	 right-of-way	available	 on	 the	 east	 side	
of US 19 to construct a trail.  There is an unpaved access way for mail 
delivery along much of US 19 south of Nacoosa Road to the railroad 
bridge north of the high school (mailboxes are oriented inward from this 
access way).

•	 There may be potential to use the Old Drifton Road corridor, particularly 
south of Aucilla Highway.  This section is paved and already has an at-

CONTEXT INVENTORY & ANALYSIS

The Ike Anderson Trail ends at Rocky 
Branch Road. However, there is no 
crosswalk connecting the trail to the 
sidewalk that continues on the north side 
of the intersection. If one was added, the 
stop bar would need to be shifted back.

A potential southern extension of the 
trail could be routed along the east side 
of US 19 South along the access-way 
currently used for mail delivery (note 
mailboxes turned inward towards access-
way).

Existing sidewalk from the school to 
Jefferson County Recreation Park along 
Mamie Scott Drive, which could be 
enhanced and widened as a northern trail 
extension.
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grade railroad crossing which would avoid having to build a structure 
adjacent to the US 19 bridge to cross over the railroad.  Further, the Old 
Drifton corridor ties into David Road at the high school entrance.  However, 
the roadway is narrow (approximately one lane wide), and the corridor is 
not paved north of Aucilla Highway.

•	 Other trails and connectors that should be evaluated further include the 
following:

•	 Connection between the existing Ike Anderson Trail and the planned eco-
park at Water Street and Seminole Street.  This connection would also 
provide improved pedestrian and bicycle access to Jefferson Square 
Shopping Center for residents of the Roostertown area.

•	 A paved trail connector to the Ike Anderson Trail from the newer residential 
area on Elliott Drive / Melrose Drive should be considered.

•	 An abandoned railroad corridor currently owned by Progress Energy 
provides an opportunity to create a new trail with eventual linkage from 
Lamont to the west and northwest of Monticello, and connect to a southern 
extension of the Ike Anderson Trail.

Potential New Sidewalks
Based on the site review and stakeholder meetings conducted, new sidewalks 
should be pursued for the following areas:

•	 On US 90, west of Holly Road.  Extending the currently programmed 
sidewalk project another 300 feet to the west would provide a connection 
to	an	existing	dentist	office	and	daycare	business.		This	extension	should	be	
evaluated to determine if it could be accommodated during construction 
of the programmed project.

•	 Where there are currently gaps in the sidewalks on streets in downtown 
Monticello on the route of the Chamber of Commerce’s Walking Tour 
of Monticello, including sections of Madison Street, Cherry Street, High 
Street, Pearl Street, Magnolia Street, and Palmer Mills Road.  This amounts 
to a total of approximately 0.5 miles of missing sidewalk.

•	 On Water Street from the old high school campus to the proposed new 
Monticello Pines planned unit development and the planned eco-park 
located at Water Street and Seminole Avenue.  Monticello Pines is planned 
to have sidewalks internally, but does not have a requirement to build any 
sidewalks external to the development.

•	 In the Roostertown area on Martin Luther King Jr. Avenue and King Street, 
at a minimum.  Both of these streets are relatively wide and have curb and 
gutter sections, which may be able to accommodate new sidewalks on the 
back of the existing curb.  Alternatively, the roadway could be narrowed 
with curb and gutter reconstructed further inward and connected to the 
existing drainage structures.  Due to tight right-of-way, it may not be 
feasible to construct sidewalks on other streets having rural sections in this 
neighborhood,	although	right-of-way	widths	should	be	confirmed.

•	 Sidewalks have been discussed in the community of Lloyd, including a 
potential connection on SR 59 from Old Lloyd Road to the Interstate 10 
area.

It	is	noted	that	the	CRTPA	TIP	identifies	funding	for	FY	2012/13	in	the	amount	
of $133,000 to construct bicycle/pedestrian projects in Jefferson County.  All 
or a portion of this funding, if unallocated to date, could potentially be used 
for one or more of the projects listed above.  

CONTEXT INVENTORY & ANALYSIS

Water Street is a priority corridor to add 
sidewalks to connect between downtown 
Monticello and the planned eco-park 
at Seminole Street as well as to the 
proposed Magnolia Pines development.

Potential location to construct a new 
sidewalk on King Street, east of Martin 
Luther King Jr Avenue.
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Sharrows
It is noted that the CRTPA Regional Mobility Plan Priority Project List, Adopted 
FY 2013-2017, includes priority #T-2 for shared lane markings (“sharrows”) at 
the following locations:

•	 US 90/W Washington Drive from Mahan Drive to MLK Jr Avenue
•	 S Water Street from Williams Street to US 90/W Washington Street

Installation of sharrows on these sections of US 90 and Water Street in downtown 
Monticello	would	be	of	benefit	 to	bicyclists	 since	 these	 sections	do	 not	 have	
paved	shoulders	and	cyclists	currently	share	the	lane	with	motor	vehicle	traffic.		
Traveling eastbound on US 90 into Monticello, the paved shoulder ends at 
Mahan Drive; Share the Road signs should be reviewed for use at this location, 
at minimum, and consideration be given for installation of sharrows.  Sharrows 
would also be the preferred bicycle facility on the downtown sections of US 19 
in the areas that cannot accommodate the addition of a bicycle lane.

Potential Road Diets
There are two sections of US 19, immediately north and south of downtown 
Monticello, as well as a section of US 90 east of downtown Monticello, which 
should be considered for potential road diets.  A “road diet” describes a 
project to reduce the width of a street when it has an unnecessary number of 
through lanes or lanes with excessive width. The removal of unneeded travel 
lanes from a roadway provides space that can then be used for other uses 
and travel modes. The most common road diet projects involve converting a 
four-lane undivided roadway to a two-lane roadway (one travel lane in each 
direction plus a two-way center left turn lane) by removing one travel lane 
in each direction. The remaining space is most commonly used to add bicycle 
lanes. A center landscaped median and/or pedestrian refuge islands can be 
used in place of the center two-way left turn lane in locations where driveways 
are sparse or absent; the median or refuge islands allow pedestrians to cross 
the	 street	 in	one	direction	and	one	 lane	of	 traffic	at	a	 time	making	 it	much	
easier and safer to cross the road.  Road diets encourage non-motorized travel 
modes through reduced vehicle speeds and safer conditions for bicyclists and 
pedestrians. Because only under-utilized travel lanes are removed, motor vehicle 
traffic	 typically	 moves	 along	 a	 road	 dieted	 corridor	 with	 similar	 efficiency	
and travel time. The cost of a road diet project can be minimized by simply 
re-striping a roadway during its normal maintenance cycle. No right-of-way 
acquisition would be required for road diets on any of the sections described 
in Monticello.

The	benefits	of	road	diets	to	these	roadway	sections	in	Monticello	include:

•	 Enhanced gateway treatments which will help to inform travelers that they 
have arrived in Monticello and establish an enhanced sense of place.

•	 Reduced corridor speeds to appropriate levels (posted speeds are 25 
and	35	mph)	to	establish	calmer	and	less	aggressive	traffic	flow.

•	 More accessible and safer pedestrian crossing opportunities, particularly 
at area destinations such as the Jefferson Square Shopping Center.

•	 Improved corridor aesthetics through additional landscaping in median 
islands.

•	 Opportunity to examine the possibility of re-designating the space of 
under-utilized on-street parking, potentially for wider pedestrian buffers 
or buffered bicycle lanes.

•	 For	 US	 19	 South,	 enhanced	 safety	 by	 merging	 northbound	 traffic	 into	

CONTEXT INVENTORY & ANALYSIS

The beginning of the urban section and 
end of paved shoulders on US 90, west 
of downtown Monticello. This location 
could have a Share the Road or Bikes 
May Use Full Lane sign, as well as sharrow 
markings to help cyclists transition from 
the shoulder to sharing the travel lane.

Potential road diet location on US 19 
South.

Potential road diet location on US 90 
East.
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one lane sooner, prior to the immediate approach to the Courthouse and 
roundabout at US 90.

An	 average	 daily	 traffic	 volume	 range	 of	 8,000	 to	 15,000	 is	 generally	
considered to be ideal for four-lane to three-lane road diet projects.  For the 
potential road diet sections, US 19 South has daily volumes of approximately 
10,000	to	11,000,	while	US	19	North	has	a	daily	traffic	volume	of	5,500	and	
US 90 East has a daily volume ranging from 2,600 to 9,000 (source: FDOT 
2010	 Florida	 Traffic	 Information	 DVD).	 	 These	 roadways	 have	 experienced	
negligible	growth	over	the	last	10	years,	and	no	significant	growth	is	forecast	
in the future at this time.  As such, each roadway has volumes that are within or 
below the ideal range for consideration of a road diet.

If bike lanes are implemented as part of a road diet on US 19 North, it is 
important to note that even in the existing two lane section immediately north 
of downtown (from Pearl Street to north of Madison Street), the roadway is 
currently wide enough (approximately 40 feet curb to curb) to stripe bike lanes.  
A	secondary	benefit	of	bike	lanes	on	this	portion	of	US	19	is	they	would	improve	
sight	distance	for	vehicles	on	the	side	streets	by	defining	the	available	space	
vehicles have to pull further forward to see around the large trees located 
adjacent to the roadway.  For the portion of US 19 at the roundabout and in 
the two blocks north to Pearl Street, the preferred bicycle treatment is the use 
of sharrows. 

Pedestrian Crossing Enhancements
During the site visit conducted, enhancements were noted to be needed at two 
primary midblock pedestrian crossing areas, as follows:

•	 US 90 at Ike Anderson Trail.  This crossing is not very visible and not 
well lit.  It could be improved with additional signage, new crosswalk 
markings, additional overhead lighting, and potentially an enhanced 
crossing	 treatment,	 such	 as	 rectangular	 rapid	 flashing	 beacons	 (RRFBs).		
This	 crossing	 would	 also	 benefit	 from	 a	 median	 island	 that	 could	 be	
implemented as part of a road diet project, or independently.  According 
to Jefferson County School Superintendant, there was a school speed zone 
at this crossing at one time, but it was removed due to a complaint.

•	 US 19 South at Cherokee Street / Jefferson Square Shopping Center 
area.	 	 This	 is	 a	 significant	 area	with	 potential	 for	 frequent	 pedestrian	
crossings, especially following development of the proposed nearby eco-
park.		Crossings	are	currently	challenging	in	this	area	due	to	the	five-lane	
cross	section,	the	speed	of	traffic	(posted	speed	is	35	mph	but	traffic	was	
generally	observed	 traveling	 faster),	 and	a	 significant	 hill	 just	 north	 of	
Cherokee Street that limits sight distance of both drivers and pedestrians.  
This	 area	would	 benefit	 from	 installation	 of	median	 islands	 as	 part	 of	
a potential road diet or separate project.  The road diet would also 
be	beneficial	 in	helping	eliminate	pedestrian	vehicle	 conflict	points	and	
controlling motor vehicle speeds.  Some access management in terms of 
turning restrictions or driveway consolidation may be needed in order to 
implement	one	or	more	median	 islands	 in	 this	area.	 	A	flashing	beacon	
in this area was previously not approved by FDOT during review of the 
planned Dollar General project.

The existing Ike Anderson Trail is not well signed along the numerous intersecting 
cross	streets.		Even	though	many	of	the	cross	streets	are	minor	with	low	traffic	
volumes, additional signs should be considered for installation to warn motorists 

CONTEXT INVENTORY & ANALYSIS

Existing sight distance issue on High 
Street at US 19 North due to the large 
trees.

Area of potential pedestrian crossing 
enhancements on US 19 South near 
Cherokee Street and Jefferson Square 
Shopping Center (looking south)

The trail crossing at US 90 is not very 
visible. There is an opportunity to improve 
signage, lighting, and potentially install 
a refuge island to facilitate crossing one 
direction and one lane at a time.
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of the potential for crossing pedestrians and bicyclists at these locations.

Another consideration is to ensure adequate lighting of all marked crosswalks, 
including midblock locations and those located at intersections.  FHWA HT-
08-053, The Information Report on Lighting Design for Mid-block Crosswalks, 
found that a vertical illumination of 20 lux in front of the crosswalk, measured 
at	a	height	of	five	feet	from	the	road	surface,	provided	adequate	detection	
distances in most circumstances.  The same principal applies at intersections as 
well.

Assessment of Progress Toward Complete Streets
A 2008 article in ITE Journal describes “complete streets” and policies to 
implement them, and states: “A complete street is a road that is designed to be 
safe for drivers, bicyclists, transit vehicles and users, and pedestrians of all ages 
and abilities.  The Complete Streets concept focuses not just on individual roads 
but on changing the decision-making and design process so that all users are 
routinely considered during the planning, designing, building and operating of 
all roadways.  It is about policy and institutional change.” 

In terms of routine accommodation, FDOT has a statewide complete streets policy 
and typically does routinely consider all modes when planning and designing 
roadway projects for the state system.  This has resulted in the inclusion of 
paved shoulders on all of the state roads in Jefferson County (except a section 
of US 90 West), as well as sidewalks on the state roads in more developed 
areas such as downtown Monticello.  However, Jefferson County and the City 
of Monticello do not have complete streets policies.  As such, County roads 
generally lack paved shoulders, and many streets within the more developed 
parts of the City of Monticello lack sidewalks.  

Based on stakeholder interviews, which are described in further detail in the 
Stakeholder Interviews Summary section, the County and City acknowledge 
deficiencies	 in	 accommodating	 all	 modes	 of	 travel.	 	 The	 County	 is	 now	
considering the addition of paved shoulders during resurfacing projects in 
rural parts of the County to better accommodate recreational bicycle riders.  
Similar consideration is also needed for opportunities to piggyback on any 
other roadway-related projects to add other complete streets elements that 
may be needed such as sidewalks or bicycle facilities.    The City and County 
should both consider developing and adopting complete streets policies into 
their Comprehensive Plan and Land Development Codes.

Policy Audit
A key component of an effective bicycle and pedestrian program involves 
understanding the level of consistency of non-motorized transportation policies 
among the governmental agencies in the area.  The project team conducted a 
policy audit to address policies and design standards used in the engineering, 
public works, and planning departments of Jefferson County and the City 
of Monticello relating to bicycle and pedestrian facility design, signage and 
markings,	and	project	prioritization.		Location-specific	policies	and	development	
policies related to site plan treatments for bike and pedestrian travel and 
accessibility were also considered.  The CRTPA’s Regional Mobility Plan includes 
a number of goals, objectives, and policies related to multimodal transportation, 
including bicycle and pedestrian travel.  

CONTEXT INVENTORY & ANALYSIS

Area of potential pedestrian crossing 
enhancements on US 19 South near 
Cherokee Street and Jefferson Square 
Shopping Center (looking north)

The trail crossing is not signed at many 
cross street locations, and motorists may 
not be expecting crossing bicyclists or 
pedestrians.



JEFFERSON COUNTY BICYCLE & PEDESTRIAN MASTER PLANJEFFERSON COUNTY BICYCLE & PEDESTRIAN MASTER PLAN

32

CONTEXT INVENTORY & ANALYSIS

Jefferson County Comprehensive Plan

Existing Policies
A substantial number of Comprehensive Plan policies address bicycle and 
pedestrian needs.  The policies can be categorized as follows:

•	 Policies supporting land use patterns that facilitate bicycling and walking. 
Policies include the creation of mixed use land use categories and the 
recognition of traditional and historic communities built at a pedestrian 
scale. These policies are included in Table 1.

•	 Policies establishing minimum design standards to accommodate bicycles 
and pedestrians. Policies provide direction for the content of land 
development regulations. These policies are included in Table 2.

•	 Policies promoting bicycling and walking as a means of achieving public 
health and safety. These policies generally address access to open space, 
including coastal areas.  These policies are included in Table 3.

Policy Gaps
Objectives and policies could be incorporated into the Comprehensive Plan 
to strengthen the concept of enhanced countywide bicycling and pedestrian 
networks.		The	following	gaps	were	identified:

•	 The	 Plan	 lacks	 an	 objective	 that	 specifically	 addresses	 the	 benefits	 of	
countywide bicycle and pedestrian networks.  

•	 The	Plan	does	not	specifically	enable	the	development	of	road	standards	
compatible with more pedestrian oriented communities, such as the Lloyd 
settlements and Traditional Communities.

•	 The	Plan	addresses	the	need	to	preserve	adequate	right-of-way	for	traffic	
flow	(Transportation	Policy	T-3-1),	but	does	not	mention	that	the	right-of-
way should also provide for bicycles and pedestrians, as appropriate. 

•	 The Plan does not contain a policy on the protection of Canopy Roads, 
although such roads are designated and protected in the Land Development 
Code.  Canopy roads can contribute to the bicycling network. 

•	 The County may wish to consider addressing bicycling as part of the 
County’s economic development strategy.  This approach could tie into 
Plan policies addressing historic preservation and access to the Gulf Coast.

Discrepancies
No	discrepancies	or	internal	inconsistencies	were	identified.		The	County	should	
consider	renaming	the	“Traffic	Circulation	Element”	the	“Transportation	Element”	
to	reflect	that	this	element	incorporates	various	modes	of	transportation.

Other Notes
The Comprehensive Plan calls for horse riding paths to be included, along with 
pedestrian and bicycling facilities, as integral part of roadways. 
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POLICY TEXT

Future Land Use Element Policy 
FLU-1.2

MIXED USE SUBURBAN RESIDENTIAL (MUSR):
This mixed use category is comprised of areas where suburban or exurban 
residential is the predominant type of use and includes many traditional 
communities. Infill development is particularly desirable and encouraged in these 
areas, particularly when community utilities become available. 
All housing types will be allowed at a variety of densities with a maximum density 
of 4 units per acre utilizing individual septic tanks if on a community water 
system and up to 8 units per acre with community water and sanitary sewer. Parks 
and recreation uses are also appropriate.  Non-residential use should not exceed 
20 percent of the total area; intensity of such development, as measured by land 
coverage, should not exceed 65 percent impervious surface area.
MIXED USE BUSINESS/RESIDENTIAL (MUBR):
A mixed use category which provides for a variety of business types, including 
offices, retail, lodging, restaurants, services, commerce parks, shopping centers, 
or other similar business activities. Other uses may be allowed, consistent with 
the more intense development characteristics of this mixed use category, such as 
multi-family residential not to exceed 10 units per acre, medical facilities such 
as clinics, hospitals, nursing homes, public or private schools, churches or other 
similar uses, parks and recreation.  The mix would allow for approximately a 60-
40 split between business (60%) and residential (40%) uses within each mapped 
MUBR area.  Intensity of business use, as measured by land coverage, should not 
exceed 80 percent impervious surface area. These MUBR areas will be required 
to be served by community utilities, therefore, new residential development shall 
not be less than one dwelling unit per acre. Residential development shall include 
5% of contiguous land for open space.
MIXED USE-INTERCHANGE BUSINESS:
A mixed use category located at an interchange of I-10, with a variety of 
primarily commercial businesses. Appropriate commercial uses include: (1) 
tourist-oriented facilities such as restaurants, automotive service stations, motels, 
campgrounds, and the like; (2) region-serving retail complexes or office centers; 
(3) commerce parks; (4) facilities for the storage and distribution of foods 
and products including wholesale activity; (5) light manufacture of goods for 
distribution to other locations; and (6) truck stops.  Intensity of use, as measured 
by impervious surface, shall not exceed 80 percent.
CONSERVATION SUBDIVISIONS:
A form of clustering residential development in the County’s agricultural land 
use categories that concentrates buildings or lots on part of the site to allow the 
remaining land to be used for common open space, recreation, and preservation 
of environmentally sensitive features in perpetual Conservation Easements.  
The concentration of lots is facilitated by reduction in lot size. A conservation 
subdivision will consist of one or more cluster groups surrounded by common open 
space in Conservation Easements.  The parcel on which a conservation subdivision 
is proposed must be 80 or more acres in size to ensure that the preserved open 
space be environmentally viable.  Density bonuses for conservation subdivisions 
as provided above shall be 10% for every 15% of additional open space 
up to a maximum density bonus of 40% for a minimum of 70% open space 
meeting the requirements for conservation subdivisions in the Land Development 
Code.  The primary requirement regarding the condition of the Open Space 
shall be that 50% of the Open Space area shall be otherwise developable lands 
with no environmental constraints. The County’s requirements for conservation 
subdivisions shall be consistent with the following purposes: …
Promote construction of convenient landscaped walking trails and bike paths 
both within the subdivision and connected to neighboring communities, businesses, 
and facilities to reduce reliance on automobiles; ….

CONTEXT INVENTORY & ANALYSIS

Table 1: Jefferson County Comprehensive Plan Policies Supporting a Land Use Pattern that Facilitates Bicycling and Walking
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POLICY TEXT

Future Land Use Objective FLU-6 It is the intent of the county, as reflected on the Future Land Use Map, to encourage 
new development to occur primarily in a variety of mixed use concentrations, located 
in historic settlements as small nodes of development to support the surrounding 
rural and agricultural development, adjacent to and integrated with the City of 
Monticello, at major roadway intersections, or at interstate interchanges, specifically 
to serve the traveling public.

Conservation Policy C-1.1.3 Jefferson County shall encourage mixed use development patterns that promote the 
mixture of residential and workplaces to encourage pedestrian or bicycle use and/
or transportation alternatives to automobiles.

CONTEXT INVENTORY & ANALYSIS

POLICY TEXT

Future Land Use  Policy FLU 5-5 In addition to standards on access management, the Land Development Code 
shall include standards for on-site circulation and parking, and where appropriate 
(such as mixed use areas), pedestrian and bicycle access and the needs, types and 
locations of interconnections between residential and commercial areas.

Transportation Objective T-4 Provisions shall be adopted in the Land Development Code which ensures safe 
and adequate movement of pedestrians and bicyclists.

Transportation Policy T-4-1 Adequate pedestrian circulation and safety shall be ensured as a component of 
highway system management, with accomplishment through traffic analysis and 
roadway improvements.
• Pedestrian movement and safety studies shall be conducted to determine high 

travel patterns and areas;
• Remedial actions shall be taken by the County to mitigate safety problems 

where conditions have been determined to be unacceptable;
• Sidewalks shall be provided where feasible and appropriate along all 

roadways

Transportation Policy T-4-3 Bicycle facilities, pedestrian walkways, horse riding paths, and associated 
facilities shall be included as integral components of roadways, with priority of 
implementation being oriented to the establishment of networks along roadways 
between residential centers and schools, employment and retail commercial areas, 
and recreation and other public facilities as possible.

Transportation Policy T-4-4 The County shall review all proposed development for its accommodation of 
bicycle/horse riding and pedestrian traffic needs.

Transportation Policy T-7-2 The site plan review applicable to all development will ensure that adequate and 
safe on-site traffic flow and parking conditions will exist for pedestrians and 
motorized and non-motorized vehicles.

Table 2:  Jefferson County Comprehensive Plan Policies Establishing Minimum Design Standards to Accommodate Bicycles 
and Pedestrians



35

JEFFERSON COUNTY BICYCLE & PEDESTRIAN MASTER PLANJEFFERSON COUNTY BICYCLE & PEDESTRIAN MASTER PLAN 

CONTEXT INVENTORY & ANALYSIS

Table 3:  Jefferson County Comprehensive Plan Policies Promoting Bicycling and Walking as a Means of Achieving Public 
Health and Safety

POLICY TEXT

Conservation Policy C-1.1.1 Jefferson County shall promote programs on the health benefits derived from 
using bicycles and walking by encouraging citizens to use public pathways 
and at the same time reduce polluted emissions attendant with the use of their 
automobiles..

Housing Policy H-3-1.11 On an on-going basis, support local projects involving walking, bicycling, and 
driving tours to historic and archeological sites.

Coastal Management Element 
Objective CME-1.4

Ensure that provision for public access to the Gulf of Mexico through other 
counties adjacent to Jefferson County shall be coordinated between them and 
other agencies, such as Federal, State, and Regional; and shall be accomplished 
in a consistent manner in keeping with the public need; and that both efforts, 
coordination and accomplishment, will be enforced throughout the time frame 
of this plan.

Coastal Management Element Policy 
CME-1.4.1

Coordinate with the Federal and State governments and Wakulla and Taylor 
counties to ensure that the citizens of Jefferson County will have public access 
when needs are being provided for during any upgrading of existing access 
points or development of new access points to the County’s coastal area from 
adjacent counties.

Recreation Policy R-1.1 The County will provide parking areas and bicycle racks for recreation sites.

Recreation Policy R-1.2 Bike paths and pedestrian walkways shall be built to provide access to recreation 
areas in accordance with site specific design features and the intended use of a 
particular site.
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Jefferson County Land Development Code
Existing Policies
The Jefferson County land development code provides both policy direction 
(intent)	 regarding	 the	 significance	 of	 bicycle	 and	 pedestrian	 facilities	 and	
specific	standards	for	the	design	and	construction	of	those	facilities.		

Intent
The	Code	specifically	states	that	one	intent	of	the	land	development	code	is	to	
encourage bicycle and pedestrian travel.

Development Standards
The code addresses the following standards, which are included in Table 4:

•	 Interconnections between developments
•	 Design of on-site parking and loading to address bicyclist and pedestrian 

safety
•	 Bicyclist and pedestrian access to development
•	 Shoulder construction
•	 Road cross sections 
•	 Bicycle parking

Policy Gaps
•	 2.03.02: Traditional Communities.  The code does not contain standards 

for development and redevelopment in Traditional Communities.  Such 
standards	 could	 specifically	 address	 maintaining	 and	 enhancing	 the	
pedestrian scale of development. 

•	 2.03.03 B.1:  Lloyd Historic Overlay. The code does not include standards 
that	specifically	address	maintaining	and	enhancing	the	pedestrian	scale	
of development.

•	 2.05.02: Landscape buffers.  The code does not consider allowing building 
and site design to ensure compatibility, in lieu of landscape buffers, in 
areas designated for mixed use pedestrian scale development.  

•	 5.02.02	A.5	&	6:	 	Street	design	standards.	 	The	code	does	not	 include	
reference to bicycle and pedestrian interconnections in these standards.

•	 9.02.03.D.14: General Development Review.  The code does not include 
requirements to show sidewalks or pedestrian and bicycle circulation in 
on-site parking plan.

Discrepancies
Although	 interconnections	 are	 encouraged	 (5.02.02A.5	&	 6),	 the	 Code	 also	
states that “[r]esidential streets shall be arranged to discourage through 
traffic….”	 (5.02.02A.7)	 The	 code	 should	 specifically	 encourage	 bicycle	 and	
pedestrian	traffic,	even	when	automobile	traffic	is	discouraged.

  

CONTEXT INVENTORY & ANALYSIS
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POLICY TEXT

Objectives of Code (1.02.01 L) Realize a pattern of locations of dwelling units, jobs, and other trip origins and 
destinations to encourage pedestrian and bicycle travel, to minimize vehicular 
trips and trip lengths, and to facilitate the operation of public and quasi-public 
transportation systems;…

Design Standards for Off-Street 
Parking and Loading  Areas (5.02.03 
E)  

1.Location. 
a.Except as provided herein, all required off-street parking spaces and the use 
they are intended to serve shall be located on the same parcel. 
b.The Planning Commission may approve off-site parking facilities as part of 
the parking required by this Code if: 
(1)The location of the off-site parking spaces will adequately serve the use 
for which it is intended. The following factors shall be considered: 

(a)Proximity of the off-site spaces to the use that they will serve. 
(b)Ease of pedestrian access to the off-site parking spaces. 
(c)Whether or not off-site parking spaces are compatible with the use 
intended to be served, e.g., off-site parking is not ordinarily compatible 
with high turnover uses such as retail. 

(2)The location of the off-site parking spaces will not create unreasonable: 
(a)Hazards to pedestrians. 
(b)Hazards to vehicular traffic. 
(c)Traffic congestion. 
(d)Interference with access to other parking spaces in the vicinity. 
(e)Detriment to any nearby use.

Bicycle and Pedestrian Access 
(5.02.04)

1.Location. 
a.Except as provided herein, all required off-street parking spaces and the use 
they are intended to serve shall be located on the same parcel. 
b.The Planning Commission may approve off-site parking facilities as part of 
the parking required by this Code if: 
(1)The location of the off-site parking spaces will adequately serve the use 
for which it is intended. The following factors shall be considered: 

(a)Proximity of the off-site spaces to the use that they will serve. 
(b)Ease of pedestrian access to the off-site parking spaces. 
(c)Whether or not off-site parking spaces are compatible with the use 
intended to be served, e.g., off-site parking is not ordinarily compatible 
with high turnover uses such as retail. 

(2)The location of the off-site parking spaces will not create unreasonable: 
(a)Hazards to pedestrians. 
(b)Hazards to vehicular traffic. 
(c)Traffic congestion. 
(d)Interference with access to other parking spaces in the vicinity. 
(e)Detriment to any nearby use.

CONTEXT INVENTORY & ANALYSIS

Table 4:  Jefferson County Land Development Code Standards
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POLICY TEXT

Street Design Standards – General 
Design Standards (5.02.02 A 5 & 6)

5.The street layout in all new developments shall be coordinated with and 
interconnected to the street system of the surrounding area. 
6.Streets in proposed subdivisions shall be connected to rights-of-way in 
adjacent areas to allow for proper inter-neighborhood traffic flow. If adjacent 
lands are unplatted, stub outs in the new development shall be provided for 
future connection to the adjacent unplatted land. 

Street Design Standards – Shoulders 
(5.02.02 D)

Shoulders, where required, shall measure at least four (4) feet in width and 
shall be required on each side of streets and shall be located within the right-
of-way. Shoulders shall consist of stabilized turf or other material permitted 
by the Planning Official. Shoulders and/or drainage swales are required as 
follows: 
1.Shoulders are required on all residential access and residential subcollector 
streets. 
2.All residential collector streets shall provide four (4) foot wide shoulders on 
both sides of the street. Shoulders should be grass surfaced. In no case shall 
the shoulders be paved. Pedestrian or bicycle traffic areas that are paved 
shall have shoulders on both sides unless they are connected to the street 
paving. Then a shoulder is only required on the side not connected to the 
paving. 
3.Where shoulders are required by the Florida Department of Transportation. 
4.Collector streets where curbing is not required. 
5.Arterial streets where curbing is not required. 
6.Shoulders are not required when curbing is used.

Off-Street Parking and Loading – 
Number of Parking Spaces Required 
(5.02.03 B.7.c)

The following applies to bicycle parking: 
(k) Other bicycle parking devices may be used if it is established to the 
satisfaction of the Development Administrator that the standards below are 
met. 
(l) The rack or other facility shall: 

(a) Be designed to allow each bicycle to be supported by its frame. 
(b) Be designed to allow the frame and wheels of each bicycle to be 
secured against theft. 
(c) Be designed to avoid damage to the bicycles. 
(d) Be anchored to resist removal and solidly constructed to resist damage 
by rust, corrosion, and vandalism. 
(e) Accommodate a range of bicycle shapes and sizes and to facilitate 
easy locking without interfering with adjacent bicycles. 
(f) Be located to prevent damage to bicycles by cars. 
(g) Be consistent with the surroundings in color and design and be 
incorporated whenever possible into building or street furniture design. 
(h) Be located in convenient, highly-visible, active, well-lighted areas. 
(i) Be located so as not to interfere with pedestrian movements. 
(j) Be located as near the principal entrance of the building as practicable. 
(k) Provide safe access from the spaces to the right of way or bicycle lane.

CONTEXT INVENTORY & ANALYSIS
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POLICY TEXT

Review of Site Development 
Plans – Application and Submittal 
Requirements – Development Review 
Requirements (9.02.03.D.14.f)

Proposed Development Activities and Design - Streets, parking and 
loading 

(1)The layout of all streets, bike paths, and driveways with paving 
and drainage plans and profiles showing existing and proposed 
elevations and grades of all public and private paved areas. 

(2)A parking and loading plan showing the total number and 
dimensions of proposed parking spaces, spaces reserved for 
handicapped parking, loading areas, proposed ingress and egress 
(including proposed public street modifications), and projected on-
site traffic flow.

Review of Site Development 
Plans – Application and Submittal 
Requirements – Major Review 
Requirements 9.02.03.F.1 d & f

A Master Plan or Planned Unit Development (PUD) is required for a 
Major Development, which is to be developed in phases.  A Master Plan 
shall provide the following information for the entire development:
a.Approximate location of proposed and existing streets and pedestrian 
and bicycle routes, including points of ingress and egress….
f.A vicinity map of the area within five hundred (500) feet surrounding 
the site showing: 
(1)Land use designations and boundaries. 
(2)Traffic circulation systems. 
(3)Major public facilities. 
(4)Municipal boundary lines.

Street Design Standards (5.02.02) 
Tables and Figures

Figures 
5.02.02-A; B; C; and D
Table 5.02.02-A

CONTEXT INVENTORY & ANALYSIS



JEFFERSON COUNTY BICYCLE & PEDESTRIAN MASTER PLANJEFFERSON COUNTY BICYCLE & PEDESTRIAN MASTER PLAN

40

CONTEXT INVENTORY & ANALYSIS

City of Monticello Comprehensive Plan
A substantial number of Comprehensive Plan policies address bicycle and 
pedestrian needs both directly and indirectly.  The policies can be categorized 
as follows:

•	 Policies supporting a land use pattern that facilitates bicycling and walking.  
The Plan establishes mixed use future land use categories. It strongly 
encourages new development to incorporate smart growth practices and 
emphasizes the importance of new development incorporating the City’s 
existing grid system.  These policies are included in Table 6.

•	 Policies establishing minimum design standards to accommodate bicycles 
and	 pedestrians.	 The	 Plan	 contains	 specific	 standards	 (e.g.,	 minimum	
sidewalk widths) as well as direction for standards in the land development 
code. These policies are included in Table 7.

•	 Policies promoting bicycling and walking as a means of achieving public 
health and safety. Policies address access to recreational facilities and 
improving safety conditions.  These policies are included in Table 8.

•	 Policies that promote bicycling and walking as a means of improving 
environmental quality, including the reduction of greenhouse gases. These 
policies are included in Table 9.

•	 Policy that promote enhanced bicycling and pedestrian facilities as part 
of the City’s overall economic development strategy, particularly related 
to downtown redevelopment.  This policy is included in Table 10.
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CONTEXT INVENTORY & ANALYSIS

POLICY TEXT

Land Use Policy 1-10 Mixed-Use Office/Residential  

The mixed-use office/residential land use category applies to areas 
in which historic structures exist and allows single family dwellings, 
as well as business and professional offices as the primary non-
residential use, excluding veterinarian offices.  Residential uses and 
densities shall be the same as allowed for low density residential. In 
addition to offices, non-residential uses include a mix of pedestrian 
oriented uses allowed in the public, educational and recreational land 
use categories. Except as described below, any non-residential uses 
allowed in the mixed-use office/residential land use category may 
utilize only structures in existence on March 3, 1998.  New structures 
intended specifically for non-residential uses shall be no larger than 
5,000 square feet, and may not be placed on the site of a residential 
structure which existed on March 3, 1998.  New non-residential 
uses shall be limited to an impervious surface ratio of 0.50.  The 
distribution of the mix of uses shall be within the range of 40-60% 
Residential/40-60% non-residential.

The establishment of all new non-residential uses in the office/
residential land use category shall be approved only pursuant to a 
special exception process (from low density residential zoning) to be 
included within the City of Monticello Land Development Regulations.  

Land Use Policy 1-11 Mixed-Use Business/Residential 
The mixed-use business/residential land use category allows all 
uses permitted within mixed use office/residential and also allows 
residentially-compatible commercial uses.  Commercial uses which 
are incompatible with this category include, but are not necessarily 
limited to, restaurants with fast food counters or providing take out 
or drive through service, convenience stores, automobile fueling and 
service establishments, laundry and dry cleaning facilities.  Residential 
densities shall be up to ten units per acre.  Non-residential uses shall be 
limited to an impervious surface ratio of .75.  New structures intended 
specifically for non-residential uses shall be no larger than 7,500 
square feet.  The distribution of the mix of uses shall be within the range 
of 40-60% Residential/40-60% non-residential.  For undeveloped 
parcels greater than 25 acres in size not currently included within this 
category, the non-residential use component shall include a mix of 
commercial and recreational uses.
In addition, non-residential uses as allowed herein shall be allowed 
only by the City’s site plan approval process.

Land Use Policy 4-3 New development, to the extent possible, shall be located in areas with 
existing utilities as an effort to reduce infrastructure costs, increase 
infrastructure efficiency and reduce urban sprawl.   

Table 5:  City of Monticello Comprehensive Plan Policies Supporting Land Use Patterns that Facilitate Bicycling and 
Walking
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CONTEXT INVENTORY & ANALYSIS

POLICY TEXT

Land Use Policy 8-1 Master Planned Development - Master Planned Developments (MPD) 
are large scale projects that require a comprehensive analysis of a 
specified area of the City which is used to guide the timing, location, 
type and amount of future development.  MPDs include developments 
that are mixed-use, large-scale, and may be located in new towns, 
highway corridors and interchanges, areas of rapid growth or land 
use changes, and areas with sensitive environmental resources or other 
areas where a comprehensive review is warranted. …
f.The proposed traffic circulation system in the MPD must incorporate 
the City’s existing grid system as part of the proposed transportation 
system if feasible.  Alternatively, the system can provide a different 
approach as long as it provides similar benefits of the grid system 
including minimizing traffic onto US 19 and 90 and providing 
multiple options for travel.  Any traffic circulation approach must also 
consider natural features and existing resources both on and off site, 
compatibility with adjacent neighborhoods (if any) and community 
character.

Land Use Policy 10-1 The City encourages all new development (residential or commercial) 
to consider the following design elements or smart growth principles as 
part of the project’s site design:
• Building placement – direct buildings toward the street especially in 

urban areas to encourage walkability.  Alternatively, design the site to 
address the street through landscaping and other design features to avoid 
unbuffered parking areas along the street frontage.

• Direct parking beside or to the rear of the building to allow for building 
placement near the street.  Alternatively, design the site to address the 
street through landscaping and other design features to avoid unbuffered 
parking areas along the street frontage.

• Design the site in consideration of all modes of transportation including 
the automobile, pedestrians and cyclists.  Consider the safe movement and 
provision for all modes of transportation.

• Buffering – use landscaping to provide transition and hide undesirable 
areas.  However, encourage mixture of land uses where possible and 
do not use landscaping to separate interaction of uses unless the use is 
undesirable by adjacent property owners. 

• Encourage front porches rather than garages along the street
• Incorporate the City’s existing grid pattern as part of new development 

including sidewalks, bike lanes and tree lined streets where feasible.
• Signage - Control signage and lighting to be more uniform and compatible 

with the City, to limit light pollution and sky glow and to be more energy 
efficient.

This policy does not restrict the City from adopting required development 
standards within the City’s Land Development Code.
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CONTEXT INVENTORY & ANALYSIS

POLICY TEXT

Transportation Policy 1-2 The City shall provide local alternatives to US 19 and US 90 by 
protecting and extending the existing local grid street pattern.  Local 
streets shall not be abandoned unless necessary for safety reasons.  
New streets will be required to connect to the existing street pattern as 
the land is developed.

Transportation Policy 1-3  New development must incorporate the City’s existing grid system as 
part of the proposed transportation system if feasible.  Alternatively, 
new development can provide a different approach as long as it 
provides similar benefits of the grid system including minimizing traffic 
onto US 19 and 90 and providing multiple options for travel.  Any 
traffic circulation approach must also consider natural features and 
existing resources both on and off site, compatibility with adjacent 
neighborhoods (if any) and community character. 

Transportation Policy 2-7 Marked pedestrian crossings shall be provided around the traffic circle 
surrounding the Courthouse, and within three blocks both north, east 
and west of the Courthouse.

Transportation Policy 3-4 In order to protect pedestrians in downtown, reduce vehicle speeds, 
promote economic development, and protect the character of the City 
Center, all existing parking spaces on US 90 and on US 19 north of 
US 90 shall remain, unless clearly shown that removal is necessary to 
resolve an existing safety hazard.

Transportation Policy 3-5 In order to reduce accidents and improve pedestrian safety, the City 
shall request that FDOT install a raised median on US 19 and US 90, 
where feasible, whenever a resurfacing occurs.

Transportation Policy 4-3 All new roads or reconstructed roads shall include either a sidewalk on 
at least one side or a paved shoulder on both sides.

Transportation Policy 4-5 All new sidewalks shall be a minimum of 5 feet wide, unless available 
right-of-way is less than five feet.

Transportation Policy 4-6 The City will develop a mobility plan for the City as follows:
a)The City will identify on a map and evaluate the condition of the 
sidewalk and bicycle/pedestrian facilities within the City.
b)The City will determine the location of key attractor and generators 
within the City
c)The City will compare the existing bicycle and pedestrian facilities 
with the key areas (attractors and generators) in the City to determine 
where the critical gaps are located in the mobility system.
d)The City will identify the gaps in the system, prioritize those 
needed facilities and incorporate those facilities into the City’s capital 
improvement planning.
e)The City will look for opportunities to have the private sector develop 
these needed facilities as new development is proposed within the City.

Transportation Policy 6-1 All new businesses or public facilities which require additional vehicle 
parking shall include bicycle parking near the main entrance.  Vehicle 
parking requirements may be reduced by the City in coordination with 
additional bicycle parking facilities.

Table 6: City of Monticello Comprehensive Plan Policies Establishing Minimum Design Standards to Accommodate 
Bicycles and Pedestrians
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Table 7: :  City of Monticello Comprehensive Plan Policies Promoting Bicycling and Walking as a Means of Achieving 
Public Health and Safety

Table 8: : City of Monticello Comprehensive Plan Policies Promoting Improved Environmental Quality

POLICY TEXT

Transportation Policy 6-2 The City will have established a citizen’s Bicycle and Pedestrian Advisory 
Committee to advise on any transportation matters.  This Committee 
may be combined with a similar committee representing all of Jefferson 
County, if one exists.

Transportation Policy 6-3 Any new cul-de-sac streets shall include a bicycle/pedestrian connection 
to adjacent properties.

POLICY TEXT

Transportation Policy 3-3 The City shall participate as part of the Jefferson County Safety Team 
to identify and minimize unsafe locations.

Transportation Policy 3-5 In order to reduce accidents and improve pedestrian safety, the City 
shall request that FDOT install a raised median on US 19 and US 90, 
where feasible, whenever a resurfacing occurs.

Recreation and Open Space Policy 
1-1

Bicycle racks shall be available at recreation sites.  When land is 
available, the City shall also provide parking areas.

Recreation and Open Space Policy 
1-2

Bike paths and pedestrian walkways shall be built to provide access to 
recreation areas including a bicycle trail parallel to Railroad Street.

POLICY TEXT

Land Use Objective 8 The City of Monticello will encourage large scale proposed developments 
to be designated “Master Planned Development” on the Future Land Use 
Map and to complete a comprehensive analysis of the project’s impacts 
within the City.  The City will also encourage the development to follow 
energy efficient town planning principles in order to reduce vehicle 
miles traveled (VMT) in the City and to reduce vehicle emissions by 
encouraging the use of other modes of transportation such as bicycle, 
pedestrian and ride sharing.   

Conservation Policy 1-2 The City shall promote use of bike and pedestrian pathways to help 
reduce automobile pollution and reduce green house gas emissions.

CONTEXT INVENTORY & ANALYSIS
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Table 9: City of Monticello Comprehensive Plan Policies Promoting Enhanced Bicycling and Pedestrian Facilities as Part 
of the City’s Overall Economic Development Strategy

POLICY TEXT

Transportation Policy 1-4 In order to promote economic development and downtown revitalization, 
and maintain the minimum level of service standards, pedestrian/bicycle 
facilities, specifically sidewalks for all projects and encourage bicycle 
racks for commercial projects, shall be included in all development plans.

CONTEXT INVENTORY & ANALYSIS
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CONTEXT INVENTORY & ANALYSIS

City of Monticello Land Development Code
Existing Policies
The	 Monticello	 land	 development	 code	 provides	 specific	 standards	 for	 the	
design and construction of bicycle and pedestrian facilities. The code addresses 
the following standards, which are included in Table 11:

•	 Interconnections between developments
•	 Shoulder construction
•	 Road cross sections 
•	 Bicycle parking

Policy Gaps
Intent:  The code does not include explicit intent language stating the importance 
of bicycle and pedestrian mobility.

•	 54.500:  Parking Lot Design Criteria.  This section does not include 
standards for safe bicycle and pedestrian access and circulation.

•	 54.523(l):	 	 Connectivity:	 	 This	 section	 does	 not	 specifically	 reference	
bicycle and pedestrian connectivity.

Discrepancies
Although interconnections are encouraged, the Code also states that “[r]
esidential	 streets	 shall	 be	 arranged	 to	 discourage	 through	 traffic….”	 	 (see	
54.523(a)	 5,6,&	 7).	 	 The	 code	 should	 specifically	 encourage	 bicycle	 and	
pedestrian	traffic,	even	when	automobile	traffic	is	discouraged.
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CONTEXT INVENTORY & ANALYSIS

POLICY TEXT

Planned Unit Developments 54-247 
(4)

Final development plan.
A final development plan or plans shall be drawn to an appropriate 
scale showing:…
f.A circulation diagram showing vehicular and pedestrian movements 
including any special engineering features and traffic regulation devices 
needed.

Transportation Design Standards – 
Access Management 54.522(f)

Joint and cross access.
(1)Adjacent commercial or office developments that are major traffic 
generators shall provide a cross access drive and pedestrian access to 
allow circulation between sites.

Transportation Design Standards – 
Access Management 54.522(k & l)

(k)Shared access. 
Subdivisions with frontage on the state highway system shall be 
designed into shared access points to and from the highway. Normally 
a maximum of two accesses shall be allowed regardless of the number 
of lots or businesses to be served.
(l)Connectivity.
(1)The street system of proposed subdivisions shall be designed to 
coordinate with the existing, proposed, and planned streets outside of 
the subdivision.
(2)Wherever a proposed development abuts unplatted land or a future 
development phase of the same development, street stubs shall be 
provided as deemed necessary by the city to provide access to adjoining 
properties or to logically extend the street system into the surrounding 
areas.
(3)Collector and local residential streets shall connect with surrounding 
streets to permit the convenient movement of traffic between residential 
neighborhoods or facilitate emergency access and evacuation.

Transportation Design Standards – 
Access Management 54-522(m)(2)

Site plan review checklist for transportation.
(1)Subdivisions and site plan review shall address the following access 
considerations:…
g.Does the pedestrian path system link buildings with parking areas, 
entrances to the development, open space and recreational and other 
community facilities? 

Transportation Design Standards – 
Street Design Standards 54-523 (a) 
5 & 6

General design standards.
(5)The street layout in all new developments shall be coordinated with 
and interconnected to the street system of the surrounding area. 
(6)Streets in proposed subdivisions shall be connected to rights-of-
way in adjacent areas to allow for proper inter-neighborhood traffic 
flow. If adjacent lands are unplatted, stub outs in the new development 
shall be provided for future connection to the adjacent unplatted land.

Transportation Design Standards – 
Street Design Standards 54-523 (b)

Sidewalks.
 Sidewalks shall be provided along:
(1)Arterial streets: Both sides.
(2)Collectors: One side.
(3)Local streets: One side. Sidewalks shall be designed and constructed in 
accordance with city standards and policies.
(4)Where new development is adjacent to existing development with 
sidewalks, the new development shall be required to provide a connecting 
sidewalk.

Table 10:  City of Monticello Land Development Code Standards
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POLICY TEXT

Transportation Design Standards – 
Street Design Standards 54-523 (e)

Shoulders. 
Shoulders, where required, shall measure at least four feet in width and 
shall be required on each side of streets and shall be located within 
the right-of-way. Shoulders shall consist of stabilized turf or other 
material permitted by the development administrator. Shoulders and/or 
drainage swales are required as follows:
(1)Shoulders are required on all residential access and residential 
subcollector streets.
(2)All residential collector streets shall provide four-foot-wide shoulders 
on both sides of the street. Shoulders should be grass surfaced. In no 
case shall the shoulders be paved. Pedestrian or bicycle traffic areas that 
are paved shall have shoulders on both sides unless they are connected 
to the street paving. Then a shoulder is only required on the side not 
connected to the paving.
(3)Where shoulders are required by the state department of 
transportation.
(4)Collector streets where curbing is not required.
(5)Arterial streets where curbing is not required. 
(6)Shoulders are not required when curbing is used.

CONTEXT INVENTORY & ANALYSIS
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CONTEXT INVENTORY & ANALYSIS



Many of  the stakeholder interviews focused on small 
improvments that may contribute to an overall safer network.
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PUBLIC INVOLVEMENT

Project Involvement
This master plan was developed with the opportunity for extensive input and 
involvement from the general public, key community stakeholders, local and 
regional	 public	 agencies	 and	 elected	 officials,	 and	 business	 and	 economic	
development interests.  Throughout the process, numerous elements of the public 
were asked to participate in the planning and decision making process, providing 
valuable local knowledge and resources to assure that this master plan is a true 
representation of the Jefferson County community.  A range of strategies and 
tools were utilized to garner input from the public, including key stakeholder 
interviews, an online public survey, an advertised public workshop, and numerous 
public	meetings	with	agency	appointees	and	elected	officials.	 	 Below	 includes	
descriptions of the public involvement activities conducted during the project.

Stakeholder Meetings and Interviews
Stakeholder interviews were conducted with a cross section of people early in the 
process to gain initial input, local knowledge and thoughts on the development 
of the master plan.  Below is a list of key stakeholders interviewed.  Stakeholder 
interview notes are included in the appendix to this master plan.

•	 CRTPA staff
•	 Jefferson County Administrator
•	 Jefferson County Engineer
•	 Jefferson County Sheriff’s Deputies
•	 Monticello Chief of Police
•	 Jefferson County Schools Superintendent
•	 Jefferson County Planning Director
•	 Jefferson County Roads Department staff
•	 Jefferson County Economic Development Council staff
•	 Jefferson County Tourist Development Council staff
•	 Monticello City Manager
•	 Monticello Clerk/Treasurer
•	 Local resident/business owner
•	 Capital City Cyclists members
•	 FDEP	Office	of	Greenways	and	Trails	(OGT)	staff

Online Public Survey
An online public survey was posted on the CRTPA website with a link from the 
Jefferson County website.  The survey included four ‘open ended’ questions for 
participants to respond.  The questions pertained to perceived issues, concerns, 
facility types and potential important destinations related to bicycling and 
walking in the County.  A copy of the online survey results is included in the 
appendix to this master plan.
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PUBLIC INVOLVEMENT

Public Workshop
A public workshop was conducted at the Jefferson County library.  The workshop 
was noticed via local newspaper and television, as well as CRTPA and Jefferson 
County websites.  Local residents, merchants/businesses, churches, bike clubs, 
civic	 clubs,	 agencies,	 elected	 officials	 and	 community	 leaders	 were	 invited	
primarily through email.  The intent of the workshop was to discuss bicycle- and 
pedestrian-related needs, identify a vision and set some of the priorities for the 
master	plan.		Copies	of	the	workshop	flyer	and	newspaper	advertisement	are	
included in the appendix to this master plan.

Public Agency Meetings
A number of public agency meetings were held throughout the master plan 
process to keep the public informed, address questions and obtain valuable 
feedback to guide the project forward.  Below is a list of the public agency 
meetings and presentations conducted for this master plan. 

CTRPA Technical Advisory Committee (TAC)

Project consultants presented to the TAC on the status of the project and the 
planned next steps moving forward.  Questions were solicited from meeting 
attendees after the presentation and project comment cards were distributed 
to gain further input.

CRTPA Citizens Multimodal Advisory Committee (CMAC)

Project consultants presented to the CMAC on the status of the project and the 
planned next steps moving forward.  Questions were solicited from meeting 
attendees after the presentation and project comment cards were distributed 
to gain further input.

Monticello Local Planning Agency (LPA)

Project consultants presented to the LPA on the status of the master plan along 
with draft bicycle and pedestrian project recommendations.  Meeting attendees 
asked questions and provided comments and feedback on a number of the 
project recommendations.  Meeting attendees also received project comment 
cards to complete and return.

Jefferson County Board of County Commissioners

Project consultants presented to the Commission on the status of the master plan 
along with draft bicycle and pedestrian project recommendations.  The group 
asked questions and provided comments and feedback on a number of the 
project recommendations.  Meeting attendees also received project comment 
cards to complete and return.
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PUBLIC INVOLVEMENT

County-City Joint Work Session

While this master plan is a plan for Jefferson County at large, the County 
understands the importance of having the City of Monticello involved in project 
decision making throughout the process.  Therefore, the Board of County 
Commissioners hosted an interactive joint work session with the City of Monticello, 
inviting	elected	officials,	City	staff	and	members	of	the	public	at	large.		The	
work session was focused primarily on gaining consensus on recommended 
projects and prioritization to complete the master plan.  The work session was 
well attended and attendees provided the necessary information and feedback 
to	finalize	the	master	plan	and	associated	project	priorities.

Jefferson County Board of County Commissioners

Project	consultants	presented	the	final	Jefferson	County	Bicycle	and	Pedestrian	
Master Plan at a public hearing, requesting adoption of the plan by the 
Commission.

CTRPA Technical Advisory Committee (TAC)

Project	consultants	presented	the	final	Jefferson	County	Bicycle	and	Pedestrian	
Master Plan to the TAC for acceptance prior to adoption by the Jefferson 
County Board of County Commissioners.

CRTPA Citizens Multimodal Advisory Committee (CMAC)

Project	consultants	presented	the	final	Jefferson	County	Bicycle	and	Pedestrian	
Master Plan to the CMAC for acceptance prior to adoption by the Jefferson 
County Board of County Commissioners.

CRTPA Board

Finally,	 project	 consultants	 presented	 the	 final,	 County-adopted	 Jefferson	
County Bicycle and Pedestrian Master Plan for adoption by the Board.



Bicycle access on roads should be clearly annotated with 
standard markings.
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CONCEPT PLAN & DESIGN STANDARDS

Overview
The	Conceptual	Network	defines	an	overall	vision	for	bicycle	and	pedestrian	
transportation in Jefferson County and the City of Monticello.  Based on the 
Inventory	and	Analysis	of	Existing	Conditions	and	refined	with	input	from	staff	
and the public, this Conceptual Network makes key connections to a range of 
destinations in the County, complementing existing sidewalks, trails, and paved 
shoulders, provides mobility and access, and begins to identify a hierarchy or 
typology of bicycle and pedestrian treatments that could be considered for the 
County’s bicycle and pedestrian network. 

As shown on the bicycle and pedestrian facilities maps Figure 9 and 10, the 
Conceptual Network combines existing bikeable streets with facilities and 
treatments that will improve mobility, access and visibility for cyclists in the 
community.  The Conceptual Network also focuses on increasing walkability 
in	 areas	 that	 are	 likely	 to	 attract	 pedestrian	 traffic,	 especially	 downtown	
Monticello.  The Conceptual Network recognizes that most of the County’s 
roadways, with the exception of Interstate 10, are part of the bicycle and 
pedestrian network, and that cyclists and pedestrians in the City and County 
do, in fact, currently operate on most the roads allowed under the statutes, 
from quiet cul-de-sacs to downtown streets to arterial roads, regardless of 
whether there is a separate facility.  Cyclists especially have varying levels 
of	skill	and	comfort	related	to	bicycling	in	the	roadway	with	traffic,	and	even	
very skilled cyclists operate on a variety of street types from busy arterials to 
quiet residential streets.  A well-planned network should provide for a variety 
of on- and off-street route options suited to the needs of a variety of cyclist 
experience levels.   

As	 such,	 the	 Conceptual	 Network	 identifies	 a	 series	 of	 facilities,	 including	
sidewalks, bike lanes, shared use paths, paved shoulders, signed roadways, 
and	roadways	which	should	be	considered	for	modification	(including	potential	
alternative	configurations)	to	improve	conditions	for	walking	and	bicycling	in	the	
County and City.  The Network provides connections to existing facilities and key 
destinations around the County, including parks, schools, government buildings 
and other attractors.  In addition, the Network needs to connect the various 
areas in the County together, providing for bicycle travel to Lloyd, Wacissa, 
Aucilla, Lamont, Waukeenah, and Drifton, providing recreational/touring loops, 
and connecting to the surrounding counties. The various components of the 
Conceptual Network and associated design standards are generally described 
below.  
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Figure 10: Monticello and Vicinity Bicycle & Pedestrian Network Plan
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Paved Shoulders
A paved shoulder is a portion of the roadway which has been delineated by 
edge line striping but generally does not include special pavement markings for 
the preferential use by bicyclists.  Adding paved shoulders to a roadway can 
greatly improve bicycle accommodation, particularly on roadways with higher 
speeds	 or	 traffic	 volumes,	 and	 is	 perhaps	 the	most	 effective	bicycle-related	
improvement that can be made to the various rural roadways within Jefferson 
County.		Paved	shoulders	provide	numerous	benefits,	 including	to	motorists,	 in	
three important areas: safety, capacity, and maintenance.  In terms of safety, 
highways and roadways with paved shoulders have lower accident rates as 
paved shoulders provide space to make evasive maneuvers, accommodate 
driver error, add lateral clearance to roadside objects and hazards, and 
provide increased sight distance for through vehicles and vehicles entering 
the roadway.  For capacity, paved shoulders provide space for disabled 
vehicles, mail delivery and bus stops, provide a space for bicyclists to ride 
at their own pace, and provide a greater effective turning radius for trucks.  
Finally, highways with paved shoulders are easier to maintain as the provided 
structural support to the pavement, discharge water further from the travel 
lanes thereby reducing undermining of the base and subgrade, and provide 
space for maintenance operations.

•	 The appropriate width of paved shoulders should be based on the roadway’s 
context and conditions in adjacent travel lanes.  Key considerations and 
width recommendations are as follows:

•	 On uncurbed cross sections with no vertical obstructions immediately 
adjacent to the roadway, paved shoulders should be a minimum of 4 feet 
wide to accommodate bicyclists.

•	 A minimum width of 5 feet is recommended from the face of guardrail, 
curb, or other roadside barrier to provide additional operating width 
(cyclists typically shy away from a vertical face).

•	 Wider paved shoulders should be considered on roadways with 
higher bicycle usage, high motor vehicle speeds (greater than 50 mph, 
considerable use by heavy vehicles/trucks, buses, or recreational vehicles 
(greater than 10%), or static obstructions at the edge of the roadway.

Bicycle Signage 
Bicycles May Use Full Lane (BMUFL) signs (R4-11) are similar to Share the Road 
signs, but provide an alternative message.  They may be used on roadways 
where no bicycle lanes or adjacent shoulders usable by bicyclists are present and 
where travel lanes are too narrow for bicyclists and motor vehicles to operate 
side by side.  These signs can be used in both rural and urban environments, 
and	have	the	advantage	of	conveying	a	more	specific	message	than	Share	the	
Road signs, which can be misconstrued by motorists as being directed towards 
bicyclists to “stay out of the way” of passing vehicles.
It is recommended that Jefferson County conform to the following general 
guidance on the use of Share the Road and/or BMUFL signs:

•	 The use of the signs should be limited to locations or corridors with issues or 
constraints, as described above, and should be limited to locations that do 
not	have	paved	shoulders	or	other	designated	bicycle	facilities.		In	specific	
locations with documented motorist courtesy or other issues on a roadway 
with a paved shoulder or designated bicycle facility, one or more Share 
the Road signs may be considered for installation (BMUFL signs are not to 

An example of a paved shoulder in Lake 
County, FL

Bicycle May Use Full Lane sign in 
Orlando, FL.
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be used in any case when there is a paved shoulder or designated bicycle 
facility).

•	 When used, signs are to be placed upstream of the constrained area, 
prior to intersection with a bicycle route, or following the intersection with a 
significant	cross	street;	specific	placement	of	signs	will	require	engineering	
judgment.

Multi-use Trails / Shared-Use Paths
Multi-use trails or shared-use paths are physically separated from motorized 
vehicle	traffic	by	an	open	space	or	barrier	and	either	within	the	roadway	right-
of-way or within an exclusive right-of-way.  Multi-use trails may also be used 
by pedestrians, skaters, wheelchair users, joggers, and other non-motorized 
users.  AASHTO recommends multi-use trails generally be 10 to 14 feet wide; 
pathways may be as narrow as 8 feet but only in rare circumstances with 
limited	bicycle	traffic,	only	occasional	pedestrian	traffic,	horizontal	and	vertical	
alignments that provide safe and frequent passing opportunities, and where 
the path will not be subject to regular maintenance vehicle loadings which may 
cause pavement edge damage.

For further design guidance on multi-use trails, please refer to the AASHTO 
Guide for the Planning, Design and Operations of Bicycle Facilities, or to the 
FDOT Manual of Uniform Minimum Standards for Design, Construction and 
Maintenance for Streets and Highways (Commonly known as the “Florida 
Greenbook”).

Bicycle Lanes
Bicycle lanes are the portion of a roadway which has been designated by 
striping, signing, and pavement markings for the preferential or exclusive use of 
bicyclists.  They are most appropriate and most useful on arterial and collector 
streets.		Typically,	unless	traffic	volumes	are	heavy,	bicycle	lanes	are	not	needed	
on residential or local streets.

Bicycle lanes should be designed to the minimum standards contained in the 
AASHTO Guide for the Planning, Design, and Operation of Bicycle Facilities.  
The following are minimum or preferred characteristics:  

•	 Minimum width (no curb and gutter) is 4 feet.
•	 Minimum width (with curb and gutter) is 5 feet measured from the face of 

curb.  It is desirable to maintain a smooth longitudinal joint between the 
pavement and the gutter pan.  However, if the joint is not smooth, 4 feet 
of ridable pavement surface should be provided. 

•	 If a full-width bicycle lane cannot be provided, consider providing a wide 
curb lane/outside travel lane or use shared lane markings.

•	 If on-street parking is permitted, bicycle lanes should always be placed 
between the parking lane and the travel lane and have a minimum width 
of 5 feet.  However, in areas with substantial parking volume or high 
turnover, bicycle lane widths adjacent to parking are often increased to 
6-7 feet, while the parking width is limited to as little as 7 feet.  A narrower 
parking lane encourages motorists to park closer to the curb.  Providing 14 
feet for the combined parking lane/bicycle lane is preferred as it allows 
cyclists to ride completely outside the “door zone”.

•	 Bicycle lanes should be designated by pavement markings and signs so 
that more bicyclists will recognize the lanes as an area of the roadway 
that has been set aside for them to ride, and that they are to ride with 

Existing Ike Anderson Trail in Monticello, 
FL.

Example bicycle lane in Tempe, AZ.
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traffic	when	using	the	bike	lane.		Riding	in	the	correct	direction	with	traffic	
can be reinforced through the use of “WRONG WAY’ and “RIDE WITH 
TRAFFIC”	signs	mounted	so	that	they	face	bicyclists	riding	against	traffic.

Bicycle	 lanes	provide	numerous	benefits,	 including	many	 for	 users	other	 than	
bicyclists.  Bicycle lanes:

•	 Are perceived to encourage bicycling.  Studies have shown increased 
levels of bike commuting trips based on proximity to bicycle facilities. 

•	 Serve as a symbol to many that “bicyclists belong on the road rather than 
the sidewalk”.

•	 Encourage more predictable behavior by both motorists and bicyclists.
•	 Allow motorists to pass bicyclists with less delay and with fewer passing 
conflicts.	

•	 Increase	border	width	to	fixed	objects.
•	 Increase turning radius into and out of intersections and driveways.
•	 Improve sight distances when exiting driveways.
•	 Serve as a buffer to sidewalks and pedestrians, which increase comfort of 

pedestrians and people exiting parked cars.
•	 Calm	traffic	(through	narrower	travel	lanes).
•	 Improve turning for trucks and transit.
•	 Provide space for disabled vehicles, mail delivery, bus stops, and place 

for cars to pull into when emergency response vehicles pass.
•	 Provide structural support to the pavement.
•	 Discharge water further from the travel lanes.
•	 Accommodate driver error.
•	 Provide more intersection and safe stopping sight distance. 

If not designed properly, bicycle lanes do have the potential to increase certain 
types	of	 conflicts	between	bicycles	and	vehicles.	 	 The	 following	 cautions	are	
provided to illustrate these potential hazards:

•	 Bicycle lanes at intersections and driveways that are placed to the right of 
potential	right	turning	vehicle	traffic	encourage	poor	behavior	by	through	
bicyclists	and	 right	 turning	motorists	and	may	cause	conflicts	 (i.e.,	 “right	
hooks”).  Bicycle lane striping should be dashed for, at minimum, the last 
50 feet prior to an intersection if there is no exclusive right turn lane 
placed to the right of the bicycle lane.  Bicycle lane striping should also be 
dashed	in	front	of	major	driveways	(those	with	a	significant	right	turning	
volume),	but	can	remain	solid	across	minor	driveways.		To	prevent	conflicts	
with right turning vehicles, bicycle lanes must always be placed to the left 
of exclusive right turn lanes.

•	 Extreme	 care	 should	 be	 used	 in	 providing	 sufficient	 bicycle	 lane	width	
adjacent to parallel on-street parking.  Bicyclists should never ride or be 
forced or encouraged to ride within 3 feet of a parked car (the “door 
zone”). Crashes involving a bicyclist and an opening car door have a 
high potential for serious injury and death.  The AASHTO Guide for the 
Planning, Design, and Operation of Bicycle Facilities illustrates a combined 
parking lane/bicycle lane of 11 feet (measured from the curb face to 
the inside bicycle lane stripe), and recommends 13 feet for areas with 
“substantial parking turnover” (e.g. commercial areas); however, with 
these dimensions, a bicyclist who rides in the center of the bicycle lane will 
be within the “door zone.”  Providing 14 feet for the combined parking 
lane/bicycle lane allows cyclists to ride completely outside the door zone.  

The “right hook”.

An example of a bike lane located within 
the “door zone” of the adjacent parallel 
parking lane.

Providing a striped buffer between on-
street parking and a bicycle lane is a 
potential design solution to encourage 
riding outside the “door zone”.
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Designers should consider not striping a bicycle lane in places where right-
of-way	or	pavement	width	are	insufficient	to	provide	14	feet;	shared	lane	
markings	can	be	used	in	lieu	of	bicycle	lanes	where	insufficient	width	exists	
to provide a wide enough bicycle lane to ensure safety.

•	 Bicycle lanes often collect debris and broken glass, and are often 
overlooked in maintenance and repair, which can potentially make them 
(or sections of them) unusable.  For this reason, it is important to establish 
a regular program of street sweeping and repair to ensure that bicycle 
lanes will be usable and free of debris, glass, and potholes.

There are a number of ways bicycle lanes can be implemented, including the 
following:

•	 Bicycle lanes (and pedestrian facilities) should be considered for 
implementation on all new roadway projects and resurfacing projects.

•	 Where possible, roadway lanes should be narrowed for inclusion of 
signed and marked bicycle lanes.  Roadway lanes can be narrowed to 
11 feet in nearly all cases, and can be narrowed to 10 feet on urban 
roadways	having	 low	volumes	of	 truck	 traffic,	generally	 less	 than	10%.		
Lanes	 as	 narrow	 as	 10	 feet	 can	 safely	 accommodate	 traffic	 on	 lower	
speed roadways.  Generally, the outside lane of a roadway needs to be a 
minimum of 14 feet wide (not including gutter width) to include a standard 
signed and marked bicycle lane.  

•	 Incorporate bicycle lanes (and other bicycle and pedestrian improvements) 
into larger funded projects. 

 On the proposed bicycle lane project on US 19 north, bicycle lanes can be 
added between Pearl Street and just north of Madison Street simply by adding 
bicycle lane stripes, markings, and signage.  With this section of roadway having 
a curb to curb width of approximately 38 feet, bicycle lanes can be striped 7 
feet out from the face of curb to provide 12-foot travel lanes.

Road Diets
A “road diet” describes a project to decrease the number of lanes when a 
street has an unnecessary number of through lanes, which provides space that 
can then be used for other uses and travel modes.  The three road diet projects 
proposed in Jefferson County on US 19 and US 90 consist of four-lane undivided 
roadways with on-street parking (and a small section on US 19 south of four-
lane roadway with center left turn lane and no on-street parking).  Within 
the	limits	of	each	project,	the	on-street	parking	usage	is	extremely	low,	traffic	
volumes are not high enough to require four travel lanes at any time during 
the day, and observed speeds making crossing the street very hazardous for 
pedestrians and bicyclists.  Therefore, it is proposed to convert each roadway 
to a two-lane roadway (one travel lane in each direction plus a two-way center 
left turn lane) by removing one travel lane in each direction.  The remaining 
space including the unused on-street parking is recommended to be converted 
to buffered bicycle lanes.  

Buffered bicycle lanes are conventional bicycle lanes paired with a designated 
buffer space separating the bicycle lane from the adjacent motor vehicle travel 
lane.		Buffered	bike	lanes	are	allowed	as	per	Manual	on	Uniform	Traffic	Control	
Devices (MUTCD) guidelines for buffered preferential lanes (section 3D.01).  
The buffered bike lane provides additional space between the cyclists and the 
motoring public, and provide greater space for bicycling without making the 
bike lane appear so wide that it might be mistaken for a travel or parking lane.

This road in Panama City Beach, 
FL has 10-foot lanes (which easily 
accommodate large trucks) adjacent to 
5-foot designated bike lanes (4 feet of 
asphalt, plus gutter pan).

A “road diet” project converted 
Edgewater Drive in Orlando, FL from 
a 4-lane undivided roadway to 2-lanes 
with center turn lane and bicycle lanes.

Example of a buffered bicycle lane in 
Seattle, WA.
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Because only under-utilized travel lanes are removed in a road diet project, 
motor	 vehicle	 traffic	 typically	 moves	 along	 modified	 corridor	 with	 similar	
efficiency	and	travel	time.		The	cost	of	a	road	diet	project	can	be	minimized	by	
simply re-striping a roadway during its normal maintenance cycle.  No right-
of-way acquisition is required for any of the proposed road diets in Monticello.

For each of the proposed road diet projects in Monticello, the width of the 
street is typically 63 feet from face of curb to face of curb.  It is recommended 
that the road diet section include two 12-foot travel lanes, a 14-foot two-way 
center left turn lane, and 6-foot bicycle lanes (inclusive of gutter pan width).  
The bicycle lanes would typically be buffered from the adjacent travel lane by 
a striped buffer width of 6.5 feet.  The use of this cross section allows for the 
roadway to simply be re-striped without having to reconstruct curb and gutter 
or address drainage facilities.  At locations where midblock pedestrian crossings 
are proposed, such as near Cherokee Street on US 19 south, the bicycle lanes 
can be shifted inward taking the place of the striped buffer in order to provide 
6.5-foot wide curb extensions on each side of the street.  Along with provision 
of a median refuge island in the center two-way left turn lane, this provision 
shortens the exposed crossing distance for pedestrians and allows them to cross 
one	direction	of	traffic	at	a	time.

Sidewalks
The orientation and alignment of sidewalks are important considerations so that 
the walk provides an access between destinations.  Pedestrians, and in some 
cases bicyclists, are more exposed to the environment as the users of sidewalks.  
This makes them more aware of the effects of sidewalk design elements such 
as location, width, utility interferences, shading, plantings, and the presence of 
amenities.  A narrow sidewalk abutting the curb not only gets diminished by 
sharing space with utility poles, but makes the user feel less secure because 
there	is	no	buffer	from	traffic.		Conversely,	a	planting	strip	with	room	for	trees	
provides buffering and shade, but require more right-of-way and may interfere 
with utilities.  Pedestrian comfort is increased if they are buffered from passing 
vehicles. Some of the elements that serve as buffers include planting strips and 
landscaping, bicycle lanes, and on-street parking.  Walking can be encouraged 
if the perceived distance can be minimized.  Some ways to shorten a perceived 
distance is to create direct connections between land uses, provide mid-block 
crossings, and offer amenities along the way, such as benches, landscaping, 
defined	paving,	shelters	and	other	resting	area	type	design	features.		These	
amenities are also important design elements for transit stops. 

General design guidance for sidewalks includes the following:

•	 Sidewalks should be provided on both sides of all collector and arterial 
roadways, and should be provided on at least one side of all local 
streets, along with safe crossing locations.  In any areas of the City where 
sidewalks have not been provided on local streets, sidewalks should be 
pursued	where	there	is	sufficient	resident	support.

•	 All sidewalks should have a minimum width of 5 feet, with 6 feet used if 
the	sidewalk	is	placed	at	the	back	of	curb.		In	areas	where	significant	use	
is anticipated, such as primary walking routes near schools, retail areas, 
main streets, etc., minimum sidewalks widths should be increased to 8-10 
feet, with wider facilities provided based on need.  Additional space 
in urban areas can be used for street furniture, outdoor cafes, and shy 
distance from buildings.

Urban sidewalk example on retail street, 
Winter Park, FL.

Sidewalk and landscaping buffer in 
Winter Park, FL.

CONCEPT PLAN & DESIGN STANDARDS
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Figure 11: Typical Sidewalk Section

CONCEPT PLAN & DESIGN STANDARDS
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•	 When possible, use planter strips with 6-foot widths (minimum) as a buffer 
between sidewalks and the roadway curb.  If the roadway does not have 
curb and gutter, use a minimum sidewalk separation of 10 feet from edge 
of roadway, with sidewalk placement on outside of drainage (ditch/
swale) preferred.

•	 In adding missing sections of sidewalks, prioritize the most needed locations 
first,	 such	as	near	 schools,	 transit	 stops,	parks,	hospitals,	and	waterfront	
areas.

While the recommended sidewalk construction on most streets will be 
straightforward, the proposed projects on Martin Luther King Jr. Avenue and 
King Street may be more complicated if the right-of-way is constrained and 
sidewalks cannot be located at the back of the existing curb.  In this case, these 
two roadways (within the sections having curb and gutter) are wide enough to 
support construction of sidewalk on at least one side of the street within the 
existing roadway, while not narrowing travel lanes to less than 12 feet.  This 
would require the construction of new curbing 6 feet into the roadway from the 
existing curb to provide for a 6-foot sidewalk which would be located at the 
back of the new curb.  The construction of the new curb and gutter could be 
accomplished by saw-cutting the existing pavement to create a new edge of 
pavement / travel lane.  The contractor would remove the pavement, curbing 
and inlet tops from the saw-cut line toward the right-of-way.  The curb and 
sidewalk area would be rough graded to the proposed elevations.  The new 
curb would be poured at the new edge of pavement and sidewalk placed at 
the	appropriate	offset	from	the	back	of	curb.		The	contractor	would	then	finish	
the grading and sod the work area.  A conceptual diagram of this potential 
sidewalk construction is shown in Figure 11. Detailed planning-level project 
cost breakdowns are included in the Appendix for most pedestrian corssing 
enhancement (PX) project reccomendations.

Pedestrian Crossing Enhancements
Pedestrian crossing enhancements are proposed at existing and future trail 
crossings at both major and minor roadways, within the downtown County 
Courthouse area, and in the vicinity of Jefferson County Elementary School.   
Elements of the pedestrian crossing enhancements include high visibility 
crosswalk markings, advance yield lines, median refuge islands, curb extensions, 
rectangular	rapid	flashing	beacons	(RRFBs),	and	lighting.

High-Visibility Crosswalk Markings
High-visibility	 crosswalks	 alert	 motorists	 to	 the	 potential	 pedestrian	 conflict	

areas, enhance motorists’ recognition of intersections, increase motorists yielding 
to pedestrians, attract pedestrians to the best crossing places, and assist people 
with visual impairment in their crossings.  Ladder style markings are preferred 
because they are more visible to motorists than transverse lines alone. 

General design guidance for crosswalks and markings include the following:

•	 Crosswalks should typically be a minimum of 8-10 feet wide, although 12-
foot widths are often preferred.

•	 Ramp and median openings should be as wide as the markings.  
•	 Crossings need to be as close to the intersection as practicable (generally 

2-10 feet).  If ramps are set back further to match the tangent roadway 
section, then overly wide markings (12-20 feet wide) can be used to help 
draw motorists’ attention to crossings.

High-visbility ladder style crosswalk 
markings, Corpus Christi, TX.

Midblock crosswalk with median island, 
advance yield lines, yield here to peds 
sign, and in-street pedestrian crossing 
sign, Tampa, FL.
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•	 Crosswalks should be highly visible all times of the year. When thermoplastic 
is	used	it	is	helpful	to	add	extra	crushed	glass	content	(increasing	coefficient	
of friction as well as night visibility).

•	 Midblock or uncontrolled crosswalks markings may be supplemented 
with advance yield lines and additional signage such as Yield Here to 
Pedestrians (R1-5) and In-Street Pedestrian Crossing Signs (R1-6).  Advance 
yield lines consist of a row of solid white isosceles triangles pointing oward 
approaching vehicles extending across the approach lanes and indicate 
the point at which yielding is required (placed 40 feet in advance of 
the crosswalk).  In-street pedestrian crossing signs shall only be placed 
at the crosswalk location in the street on the center line, a lane line, or in 
the median (post mounted on the right or left side of the roadway is not 
permitted). 

•	 All marked midblock crosswalks should be well lit, since pedestrians are 
being directed to cross at these are locations.  Pedestrians can have 
difficulty	 in	 judging	the	speed	of	approaching	cars	at	night	when	there	
are no street lights.  An error in judgment by the pedestrian can easily 
result in a crash because even a driver with good eyesight can rarely see 
a pedestrian from more than 200 feet away, and a driver going 45 mph 
needs about 350 feet to see, react to and slow or stop for a pedestrian.  

Raised Median Refuge Islands
Providing median refuge islands at midblock pedestrian crossings separates 
conflicts	 in	 time	and	 location	by	providing	pedestrians	a	safe	stopping	point	
and allowing them to cross the roadway in two stages and cross one direction of 
traffic	at	a	time.		Angling	the	crossing	through	the	median	island	at	45	degrees	
forces	pedestrians	 to	 face	 towards	 traffic	 in	 the	direction	 they	are	about	 to	
cross.

Curb Extensions
Curb extensions move the curb line into the street, narrowing the street at 
intersections or midblock, and reallocating a portion of street space to 
pedestrians or ancillary uses such as landscaping, art, lighting, signage, and 
street furniture. They are most effective when used in areas with on-street 
parking.	 	 Benefits	 include	 reduced	 pedestrian	 crossing	 distance,	 enhanced	
visibility	of	pedestrian	waiting	to	cross,	and	reduced	traffic	speeds.	

Rectangular Rapid Flashing Beacons (RRFB) 
RRFBs	are	an	experimental	 form	of	flashing	beacon,	although	approved	 for	
interim use by FHWA.  They use rectangular shaped high-intensity LED-based 
indications to supplement standard pedestrian warning signs at uncontrolled 
crossings.	 	 The	 beacons	 flash	 rapidly	 in	 a	 “flickering”	 patterns	 and	 greatly	
improve the percentage of motorists yielding to pedestrians at a midblock 
location (the City of St. Petersburg, Florida has documented a motorist yield 
rate of over 82% on four-lane roadways, compared to an average of only 
11%	with	side	mounted	round	flashing	beacons).			RRFBs	may	be	considered	
for potential use at trail or other midblock crossing locations along US 90 and 
US 19 such as at the US 90/Ike Anderson Trail crossing and the proposed 
midblock crossing near US 19 and Cherokee Street; they are typically consider 
an optional treatment on low volume (less than 6,700 vehicles per day) and 
medium	volume	(6,700	–	12,000	vehicles	per	day)	roadways,	with	speed	and	
number of lanes other factors that are considered.  The use of this device on a 

Example of median refuge island with 
angled crossing.

Curb extensions, Venice, FL.

Closer view of the RRFBs mounted 
underneath the pedestrian warning sign.
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state	road	will	require	review	and	approval	by	the	FDOT	Traffic	Engineering	
and	Operations	Office	and	FHWA	prior	to	implementation.				
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Pedestrian crosswalk at intersections in the Downtown 
Courthouse area continue to be a priority.
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PROJECT PRIORITIES

Project Recommendations
Project recommendations were developed primarily based on the countywide 
vision and facilities maps.  The maps include the full set of recommended projects 
that,	 along	with	 the	 existing	 and	programmed	 facilities	 identified,	 complete	
the Jefferson County bicycle and pedestrian network.  Each recommended 
(“planned”)	 project	 is	 labeled	 on	 the	 maps	 with	 a	 unique	 project	 identifier	
that	 includes	a	project	type	prefix	followed	by	a	number.		This	same	project	
identification	label	can	be	found	on	the	associated	“recommended	projects	by	
project type” list and “tiered project priorities” lists.

Project Descriptions
Recommended projects fall into eight project category types: paved shoulders, 
roadway signage, multi-use trails/pathways, road diets, bicycle lanes, 
shared lane markings (aka ‘sharrows’), sidewalks, and pedestrian crossing 
enhancements.  The following includes a complete list of recommended projects, 
organized by project type, along with brief descriptions.  The pedestrian 
crossing enhancement projects are explained in greater detail due to their 
special	complexity.		The	unique	project	identifier	labels	are	also	included	for	
easy cross-reference with the facilities maps displayed in the Concept Plan and 
Design Standards chapter.

Paved Shoulders

(PS-1) CR 257/N Salt Rd from US 90 to CR 146/Ashville Hwy
This improvement is approximately 6.5 miles in length and is a popular cycling 
segment.  The addition of paved shoulders would add safety for both cyclists 
and drivers alike.

(PS-2) CR 259/Waukeenah Hwy from US 27 to US 19
This improvement is approximately 9.5 miles in length and is a popular cycling 
segment providing a north-south alternative route to US 19 between downtown 
Monticello and US 27.  The addition of paved shoulders would add safety for 
both cyclists and drivers alike.

(PS-3) CR 158/Old Lloyd Rd from SR 59 to US 90
This improvement is approximately 8.8 miles in length and is a popular cycling 
segment between the west end of Monticello and State Road 59.  The addition 
of paved shoulders would add safety for both cyclists and drivers alike.

(PS-4) CR 146/Ashville Hwy from St. Margaret Rd to US 221
This improvement is approximately 14.1 miles in length and is a popular cycling 
segment between downtown Monticello and US 221 toward the east end of the 
County.  The addition of paved shoulders would add safety for both cyclists 
and drivers alike.

(PS-5) CR 149/Boston Hwy from US 19 to GA State Line
This improvement is approximately 8.1 miles in length and is also a popular 
cycling segment from Monticello to the Georgia State Line.  The addition of 
paved shoulders would add safety for both cyclists and drivers alike.
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(PS-6) CR 158/Rabon Rd from CR 158/Old Lloyd Rd to CR 259/Waukeenah 
Hwy
This approximately 3.3-mile improvement would provide a desirable connection 
and additional safety between County Road 158/Old Lloyd Road and County 
Road 259/Waukeenah Highway.

(PS-7) CR 158/Drifton-Aucilla Rd from US 19 to CR 257
This approximately 8.1-mile improvement would provide a valuable connection 
and additional safety along Drifton-Aucilla Road between US 19 and CR 257.

(PS-8) Lake Rd from Leon Co Line to US 19
This approximately 10.8-mile improvement would provide a valuable connection 
and additional safety from US 19 to the Leon County Line.

(PS-9) CR 158B/Nash Rd from CR 259/Waukeenah Hwy to US 19
This approximately 1.9-mile improvement is a short, but useful east-west 
connection south of Interstate 10 between US 19 and Count Road 259/ 
Waukeenah Highway.

(PS-10) CR 259/Tram Rd from Leon Co Line to SR 59
This improvement is approximately 5.3 miles in length and would add safety for 
both drivers and cyclists alike.

Roadway Signage*

(SN-1) US 90 from Leon Co Line (west) to Leon Co Line (east)
This improvement is approximately 3.7 miles in length and is a popular cycling 
segment.  “Bikes may use full lane” (BMUFL) signage is recommended for this 
segment, as an alternative to paved shoulders, due to concerns with protecting 
the roadway aesthetic created by the crape myrtle street tree canopy.

(SN-2) CR 158/Old Lloyd Rd from Leon Co Line to SR 59
This short 1.2-mile improvement would include BMUFL signage and is planned as 
an east-west connector south of Interstate 10 from SR 59 to the Leon County Line.

(SN-3) US 90 from Mahan Dr to Ike Anderson Trail
This 0.8-mile project would traverse through the heart of downtown Monticello 
and include BMUFL signage in conjunction with shared lane (sharrow) markings 
(SL-1).

(SN-5) Bassett Dairy Rd from CR 257/N Salt Rd to CR 146/Ashville Hwy
This improvement is approximately 4.6 miles in length and would include BMUFL 
signage connecting County Road 257/ N Salt Road to County Road 146/
Ashville Highway.  It would provide a scenic bikeway alternative to US 90.

(SN-6) Miscellaneous Locations 
This project includes BMUFL and Share the Road (STR) signage to address 
documented problem locations with existing paved shoulders.

(SN-7) Whitehouse Rd from Leon Co Line to SR 59
This 2.9-mile improvement would include BMUFL signage and is planned as an 
east-west connector between Interstate 10 and US 27, from SR 59 to the Leon 
County Line.
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(SN-8) Lloyd Creek Road from US 27 to Old Lloyd Road
This improvement is approximately 5.3 miles in length and would include BMUFL 
signage connecting US 27 to Old Lloyd Road.  It would provide a scenic bikeway 
alternative to SR 59.

(SN-9) Natural Bridge Rd/Fanlew Rd from Leon Co Line to SR 59
This 2.3-mile improvement would be a timely addition of BMUFL signage along 
an existing dirt roadway programmed to be paved.

(SN-10) Casa Bianca Road from CR 259/Waukeenah Hwy to CR 158/Old 
Lloyd Road
This 2.4-mile improvement would be a timely addition of BMUFL signage along 
an existing dirt roadway programmed to be paved.

(SN-11)Oetinger Road from Lake Rd to US 19
This 1.1-mile improvement would be a timely addition of BMUFL signage along 
an existing dirt roadway programmed to be paved.

(SN-12) Tyson Road from CR 259/Waukeenah Hwy to US 19
This 2.2-mile improvement would be a timely addition of BMUFL signage along 
an existing dirt roadway programmed to be paved.

(SN-13) Blue Lake Road from CR 257 to US 90
This 2.6-mile improvement would be a timely addition of BMUFL signage along 
an existing dirt roadway programmed to be paved.

(SN-14) Connell Rd/Brooks Rd/CR 206 from SR 59 to CR 259/Tram Road
This 3.8-mile improvement would be a timely addition of BMUFL signage along 
an existing dirt roadway programmed to be paved.

(SN-15) Limestone Rd/CR 205 from Brooks Road/CR 206 to SR 59
This 1.7-mile improvement would be a timely addition of BMUFL signage along 
an existing dirt roadway programmed to be paved.

(SN-16) Springfield Road from SR 59 to Lloyd Creek Road
This 1.5-mile improvement would be a timely addition of BMUFL signage along 
an existing dirt roadway programmed to be paved.

*Project SN-4 was removed from list prior to final adoption of this Master Plan.

Multi-Use Trails / Pathways

(MU-1) Progress Energy Rail Trail I from Georgia State Line to Lake Rd
This	 is	one	of	five	project	segments	spanning	approximately	23.9	miles	from	
Drifton to the Georgia State Line via utility corridor right-of-way (MU-1 thru 
MU-5).  The overall project would include a dedicated, non-vehicular pathway 
to accommodate both bicyclists and pedestrians.  This particular segment is 
approximately 5.8 miles.

(MU-2) Progress Energy Rail Trail II from Lake Rd to US 90
This	 is	one	of	five	project	segments	spanning	approximately	23.9	miles	from	
Drifton to the Georgia State Line via utility corridor right-of-way (MU-1 thru 
MU-5).  The overall project would include a dedicated, non-vehicular pathway 
to accommodate both bicyclists and pedestrians. This particular segment is 
approximately 5.2 miles.
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(MU-3) Progress Energy Rail Trail III from US 90 to US 19
This	 is	one	of	five	project	segments	spanning	approximately	23.9	miles	from	
Drifton to the Georgia State Line via utility corridor right-of-way (MU-1 thru 
MU-5).  The overall project would include a dedicated, non-vehicular pathway 
to accommodate both bicyclists and pedestrians. This particular segment is 
approximately 3.8 miles.

(MU-4) Progress Energy Rail Trail IV	from	US	19	to	Thompson	Valley	Rd
This	 is	one	of	five	project	segments	spanning	approximately	23.9	miles	from	
Drifton to the Georgia State Line via utility corridor right-of-way (MU-1 thru 
MU-5).  The overall project would include a dedicated, non-vehicular pathway 
to accommodate both bicyclists and pedestrians. This particular segment is 
approximately 2.2 miles.

(MU-5) Progress Energy Rail Trail V	from	Thompson	Valley	Rd	to	CR	257
This	 is	one	of	five	project	segments	spanning	approximately	23.9	miles	from	
Drifton to the Georgia State Line via utility corridor right-of-way (MU-1 thru 
MU-5).  The overall project would include a dedicated, non-vehicular pathway 
to accommodate both bicyclists and pedestrians. This particular segment is 
approximately 6.9 miles.

(MU-6) Water St Eco-Park Tr Connector from Water St at Seminole Ave to US 
19 at Cherokee St
This is one of two project segments within Monticello connecting the west and 
east sides of US 19 at an important retail/shopping destination.  This particular 
segment is approximately 0.3 miles and is located west of US 19.

(MU-7) Water St Eco-Park Tr Connector from US 19 at Cherokee St to Ike 
Anderson Trail at Chase Dr
This is one of two project segments within Monticello connecting the west and 
east sides of US 19 at an important retail/shopping destination.  This particular 
segment is approximately 0.4 miles and is located east of US 19.

(MU-8) Ike Anderson Tr N Extension from Rocky Branch Rd to Jefferson Co 
Recreation Park
This improvement is approximately 0.4 miles in length and would extend the Ike 
Anderson Trail northward from Rocky Branch Road to Mississippi Street near 
the recreation park where a sidewalk is programmed to continue northward to 
Texas Hill Road.

(MU-9) Ike Anderson Tr S Extension I from Martin Rd to US 19 at Nacoosa Rd
This is one of three project segments spanning approximately 3.2 miles from 
the south end of the paved portion of the Ike Anderson Trail (at Martin Road) in 
Monticello southward to the Jefferson County Middle/High School campus.  This 
particular segment includes the portion of the trail that is existing, but currently 
unpaved.  It is approximately 0.8 miles in length.

(MU-10) Ike Anderson Tr S Extension II from US 19 at Nacoosa Rd to US 19 
at Drifton-Aucilla Rd
This is one of three project segments spanning approximately 3.2 miles from 
the south end of the paved portion of the Ike Anderson Trail (at Martin Road) 
in Monticello southward to Jefferson County Middle/High School campus.  This 
particular segment extends from the southern terminous of the existing trail 
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(unpaved) to US 19 at Drifton-Aucilla Road and is approximately 1.7 miles in 
length.

(MU-11) Ike Anderson Tr S Extension III from US 19 at Drifton-Aucilla Rd to 
Jefferson Co MS/HS
This is one of three project segments spanning approximately 3.2 miles from 
the south end of the paved portion of the Ike Anderson Trail (at Martin Road) 
in Monticello southward to Jefferson County Middle/High School campus.  This 
particular segment extends from US 19 at Drifton-Aucilla Road to the Jefferson 
County Middle/High School campus and is approximately 0.7 miles in length.

(MU-12) US 90  from Leon Co Line (west) to Leon Co Line (east)
This improvement is approximately 3.7 miles in length and would provide a 
multimodal trail connection from the Leon County Line eastward through a 
brief portion of Leon County and back into Jefferson County.  The project is 
proposed as an alternative to paved shoulders, due to concerns with protecting 
the roadway aesthetic created by the crape myrtle street tree canopy in this 
location.

(MU-13) Elliot Dr Connector from Elliot Dr at Melrose Dr to Ike Anderson Trail
This improvement is a mere 0.04 miles, but would create a neighborhood 
connection to the Ike Anderson Trail.

Road Diets

(RD-1) US 19 from 0.1 mi north of Madison St to Texas Hill Rd
The project would convert this approximately 0.6-mile segment of US 19 to 
a two-lane roadway (one travel lane in each direction plus a two-way center 
left turn lane) by removing one travel lane in each direction.  The remaining 
space including the unused on-street parking is recommended to be converted 
to buffered bicycle lanes.   The use of this cross section allows for the roadway 
to simply be re-striped without having to reconstruct curb and gutter or address 
drainage facilities.

(RD-2) US 19 from 0.25 mi south of E. Cherokee St to Courthouse Circle
The project would convert this approximately 0.9-mile segment of US 19 to 
a two-lane roadway (one travel lane in each direction plus a two-way center 
left turn lane) by removing one travel lane in each direction.  The remaining 
space including the unused on-street parking is recommended to be converted 
to buffered bicycle lanes.   The use of this cross section allows for the roadway 
to simply be re-striped without having to reconstruct curb and gutter or address 
drainage facilities.

(RD-3) US 90 from Ike Anderson Trail to 0.1 mi west of St. Margaret Rd
The project would convert this approximately 0.6-mile segment of US 90 to 
a two-lane roadway (one travel lane in each direction plus a two-way center 
left turn lane) by removing one travel lane in each direction.  The remaining 
space including the unused on-street parking is recommended to be converted 
to buffered bicycle lanes.   The use of this cross section allows for the roadway 
to simply be re-striped without having to reconstruct curb and gutter or address 
drainage facilities.

PROJECT PRIORITIES
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Bicycle Lanes

(BL-1) US 19 from Pearl St to 0.1 mi north of Madison St
This includes a short segment (approximately one-quarter mile in length) in 
downtown Monticello north of US 90 from Pearl Street to just north of Madison 
Street.  The project could be accomplished by simply adding bicycle lane 
stripes, markings, and signage; and due to the existing curb-to-curb roadway 
width, could be striped seven feet out from the face of curb to provide 12-
foot travel lanes.  Also, this project could be completed as part of a future 
resurfacing project.

Shared Land Markings (i.e. Sharrows)

(SL-1) US 90 from 0.05 mi east of Mahan Dr to Ike Anderson Trail
This improvement is approximately 0.8 miles in length through downtown 
Monticello.  The installation of sharrow lanes through this segment would be of 
benefit	to	bicyclists	since	this	section	does	not	have	paved	shoulders	and	cyclists	
currently	share	the	lane	with	motor	vehicle	traffic.		At	the	west	end,	the	existing	
paved shoulder along US 90 ends near Mahan Drive.

(SL-2) US 19 from Courthouse Cir (south side) to Pearl St
This	 improvement	 is	a	mere	0.15	miles	 in	 length,	but	would	be	of	benefit	 to	
bicyclists along this segment of US 19 in downtown Monticello, as the area 
cannot accommodate the addition of bicycle lanes.

(SL-3) Water St from Seminole Ave to US 90
This is an approximately 0.5-mile improvement through downtown Monticello.  
It would provide a north-south alternative to US 19 through downtown between 
business destinations at US 90 and near Seminole Avenue at US 19.

Sidewalks

(SW-1) Palmer Mills Rd  from Waukeenah St to Ike Anderson Trail
This improvement is approximately 0.25 miles in length and completes a 
sidewalk gap between downtown Monticello, southeast of the US 90/US 19 
intersection, from Waukeenah Street to the Ike Anderson Trail.  The right-of-way 
appears somewhat constrained; therefore, an easement to accommodate the 
sidewalk could be required.  Also, the installation of a sidewalk could require 
a creative solution similar to that described in the Sidewalks section of the 
Concept Plan and Design Standards chapter.  The section includes a typical 
sidewalk cross section drawing for constrained rights-of-way.

(SW-2) Branch St from Ike Anderson Trail to Sage Street
This improvement is approximately 0.4 miles in length and extends from the Ike 
Anderson trail eastward into the Roostertown area.  The right-of-way appears 
somewhat constrained; therefore, an easement to accommodate the sidewalk 
could be required.  Also, the installation of a sidewalk could require a creative 
solution similar to that described in the Sidewalks section of the Concept Plan 
and Design Standards chapter.  The section includes a typical sidewalk cross 
section drawing for constrained rights-of-way.
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(SW-3) Waukeenah St from 200 ft north of Seminole Ave to Chase Dr
This improvement is approximately 0.12 miles in length and would complete 
a pedestrian gap from north of Seminole Avenue where the current sidewalk 
ends, southward to Chase Drive where a separate multi-use pathway facility 
(MU-7) is planned to connect US 19 to the Ike Anderson Trail.  The right-of-way 
may be constrained in this area.

(SW-4) Palmer Mills Rd from 150 ft west of Water St to Water St
This	short	150-foot	improvement	would	fill	a	sidewalk	gap	along	Palmer	Mills	
Road west of Water Street in downtown Monticello.

(SW-5) US 90 from 300 ft west of Holly Rd to Willow St
This	improvement	is	approximately	0.23	miles	in	length	and	would	fill	a	sidewalk	
gap along the south side of US 90 from the western terminus of the existing 
sidewalk at Willow Street, westward to approximately 300 feet west of Holly 
Road.  A new sidewalk is current programmed for construction at the western 
terminus of this project and will extend westward to the City Limits of Monticello.

(SW-6) Madison St from US 19 to Cherry St
This short 0.06-mile improvement would connect Cherry Street to US 19 on 
the north side of downtown Monticello.  Madison Street is part of the popular 
downtown Monticello historic walking tour route.

(SW-7) Pearl St  from US 19 to Cherry St
This short 0.06-mile improvement would connect Cherry Street to US 19 on 
the north side of downtown Monticello.  Pearl Street is part of the popular 
downtown Monticello historic walking tour route.

(SW-8) Cherry St from Pearl St to Madison St
This 0.14-mile improvement would complete a sidewalk gap along Cherry 
Street between Pearl Street and Madison Street on the north side of downtown 
Monticello.  Cherry Street is part of the popular downtown Monticello historic 
walking tour route.

(SW-9) High St from Magnolia St to Railroad St
This improvement is approximately 0.15 miles in length and would provide a 
sidewalk connection between Magnolia Street and Railroad Street on the north 
side of downtown Monticello.  High Street is part of the popular downtown 
Monticello historic walking tour route.

(SW-10)Magnolia St from Dogwood St to High St
This short improvement is approximately 0.09 miles in length and would provide 
a sidewalk connection between Dogwood Street and High Street on the north 
side of downtown Monticello.  Magnolia Street is part of the popular downtown 
Monticello historic walking tour route.

 (SW-11)Old Lloyd Road	from	Leon	County	Line	to	Main	Street	(Post	Office)
This improvement is approximately 1.3 miles in length and would provide a 
sidewalk	connection	from	the	Leon	County	Line	eastward	to	the	post	office	along	
Main Street near the center of Lloyd.  The project would also include a crosswalk 
at State Road 59.  It should be noted that there appears to be constrained 
right-of-way along Old Lloyd Road near the east end of the project. 

PROJECT PRIORITIES
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(SW-12)SR 59 from CR 158/Old Lloyd Rd to 0.25 mi south of I-10 overpass
This improvement is approximately 0.44 miles in length and would provide a 
sidewalk connection between the central population center of Lloyd and the 
retail commercial center along State Road 59 just south of Interstate 10.

(SW-13)Water St (east side) from Walnut St to Seminole Ave
This improvement is approximately 0.5 miles in length and would connect 
Walnut Street, just south of US 90, to Seminole Avenue where a separate multi-
use pathway facility (MU-6) is planned to continue to US 19 near a major 
shopping destination.

(SW-14)King St  from Martin Luther King Jr Ave to Park Ave
This improvement is approximately 0.33 miles in length and provides a 
pedestrian facility through the heart of the Roostertown area from Martin 
Luther King Jr Avenue to Park Avenue.  The right-of-way appears somewhat 
constrained and building setbacks are shallow.  The installation of a sidewalk 
could require a creative solution similar to that described in the Sidewalks 
section of the Concept Plan and Design Standards chapter.  The section includes 
a typical sidewalk cross section drawing for constrained rights-of-way.

(SW-15)Martin Luther King Jr Ave from US 90 to King St
This improvement is approximately 0.26 miles in length and provides a 
pedestrian connection between US 90 and King Street in the Roostertown area.  
The right-of-way appears somewhat constrained and building setbacks are 
shallow.   The installation of a sidewalk could require a creative solution similar 
to that described in the Sidewalks section of the Concept Plan and Design 
Standards chapter.  The section includes a typical sidewalk cross section drawing 
for constrained rights-of-way.

(SW-16)US 19 from CR 259/Waukeenah Street to near Gulf Coast Supply
This improvement is approximately 0.66 miles in length and would provide a 
sidewalk extension along the east side of US 19 from Waukeenah Street to the 
existing southern sidewalk terminus near Gulf Coast Supply.

Pedestrian Crossing Enhancements

(PX-1 and PX-2) Downtown Courthouse Area 
•	 (PX-1) US 90 from Walnut St to Dogwood St; US 19 from Mulberry St to 

Cherry St. 
•	 (PX-2) US 90 from Olive St to Mulberry St, and from Cherry St to 

Waukeenah St; US 19 from Palmer Mill Rd to Walnut St, and from 
Dogwood St to Pearl St.

This project consists of intersection improvements in the vicinity of the Courthouse 
on US 90 from Olive Street to Waukeenah Street and on US 19 from Palmer 
Mill Road to Pearl Street, encompassing two intersections each to the north, 
south, east, and west of the Courthouse roundabout, as well as improvements 
at	 the	 roundabout	 itself.	 	 Specific	 elements	 include	 curb	 extensions	 at	 eight	
intersections which extend from the curb to the edge of parallel or angle 
parking, high visibility crosswalks at all intersections within the project area, 
modifications	 to	on-street	parking,	 incorporation	of	 valley	gutters	 to	 visually	
separate travel lanes from parking areas, and roundabout entry markings.  
Figures 12a and 12b  provides a concept of the improvements for this area.

PROJECT PRIORITIES

Back-in angle parking in Austin, TX 
with adjacent instructional sign (blue 
sign above speed limit sign)
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Figure 12a: Jefferson County Courthouse Area - Existing Conditions

Figure 12b: Jefferson County Courthouse Area - Snapshot of  Proposed Improvements
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During design for these projects, the angle used for angled parking should 
be reviewed as it may be possible to increase the angle to help narrow the 
roadway further without causing issues for passing trucks or motorists backing 
from parking spaces.  The potential for back-in angle parking might also be 
considered for the following reasons:

•	 The backing maneuvering required is similar to that for parallel parking, 
but involves half the effort

•	 Considered to be superior to straight-in diagonal parking because 
visibility is much improved for exiting and the driver controls the space 
while entering just as with parallel parking

•	 Provides direct access to vehicle trunks from the sidewalk, making it easier 
to load a vehicle

•	 When vehicle doors are opened, adults and children alike are naturally 
directed back towards the sidewalk, rather than into the street

•	 Safer for bicyclists: it is impossible for bicyclists to be “doored” unlike 
parallel parking, and drivers are able to see bicyclists easier and much 
sooner when exiting their parking stalls

•	 Has	a	traffic	calming	effect	on	vehicle	speeds
•	 Documented reduction of crashes (Urban Transportation Monitor, June 11, 

2004, “Conversion to Back-in Angle Parking Generally Successful: Results 
in	Reduced	Accidents,	Benefits	for	Cyclists”)

There are potential issues with converting to back-in angle parking as well, as 
follows, although each can be addressed (see response to issue or strategy in 
parentheses):

•	 Drivers used to head-in angle parking may not realize they need to 
back into back-in angled spaces (this can be combated though the use of 
information signs)

•	 Driver skills may be too poor for them to successfully back into back-in 
angle spaces (the skills needed for back-in angle parking are no different 
than for parallel parking: like parallel parking, the driver enters the stall 
by stopping and backing; however, the movement is simpler and faster 
not requiring the front of the vehicle to be maneuvered against the curb)

•	 Most cars have more overhang on the rear, so with narrow sidewalks, 
the sidewalks will appear narrower (issue can be remedied by using 
a landscape buffer of 3-4 feet between the curb and sidewalk or use 
parking blocks within the stalls to limit the vehicle overhang allowed)

•	 Since all cars have exhaust pipes at the rear, consideration should be given 
as to whether or not to located back-in diagonal parking next to sidewalk 
cafes or other areas where people may linger (the Adams Morgan District 
of Washington, DC has back-in angle parking that runs for several blocks 
on one of the great eatery rows and works well; people do not leave their 
cars idling)

•	 Makes it harder to cut the grass in the adjacent buffer strip if provided
•	 Drivers looking back may not see street furniture as easily (a consideration 

is to have more clear space along the curb so that trees, poles, etc. are not 
struck by motorists backing in; also, parking blocks within the parking stalls 
help to appropriately set the backing limit)

The Courthouse area projects propose to use valley gutters to help visually 
distinguish the parking areas from the travel lanes.  These gutters will be 
extended between curb extensions along the edges of the parking areas and 

PROJECT PRIORITIES

Valley gutters in Estes Park, CO 
provide a visual separation between 
angled parking and the travel lanes.

Roundabout markings, Gainesville, FL.
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also used as the borders of the parking areas on the outside edges in each of 
the four quadrants of the Courthouse roundabout.

•	 The proposed roundabout markings consist of two items:
•	 A wide dotted line across the lane entering the roundabout placed at the 

edge of the circulating roadway
•	 A yield line indicating the point behind which vehicles are required to 

yield at the entrance to the roundabout

(PX-3) US 90 near Marvin St
This project is to install a mid block pedestrian crossing along US 90 in the 
vicinity of Marvin Street.  The crossing would accommodate increased north-
south	pedestrian	 traffic	across	US	90,	per	 reports	 from	Monticello	 city	 staff.		
The project would include high visibility crosswalk markings, advance yield lines, 
yield here to peds signs, lighting, and potentially RRFBs.  While local residents 
could	benefit	from	this	crossing,	it	should	be	noted	that	an	additional	north-south	
crossing is proposed a couple blocks west of this location at the Ike Anderson Trail 
crossing at US 90 (PX-4).  The latter crossing would accommodate both bicyclists 
and pedestrians utilizing the multi-use path.  The County (and FDOT) will need 
to determine the feasibility of both locations as well as the practicability of 
including two such pedestrian crossings within such a limited distance along US 
90.

(PX-4) US 90 at Ike Anderson Trail
At the existing trail crossing at US 90, the roadway is transitioning between a 
two-lane undivided roadway with on-street parking to a four-lane undivided 
roadway with on-street parking.  This will continue to be a transition point if 
the proposed US 90 road diet is implemented, as just east of the crossing is 
where designated buffered bicycle lanes will begin in the eastbound direction 
and end in the westbound direction; shared lane markings are proposed to 
the west of the bicycle lanes termini.  With a curb to curb width at the crossing 
point of approximately 39 feet, it is proposed to have a 10-foot wide median 
island and travel lanes in each direction of 14.5 feet, which will be shared by 
bicyclists (see Figures 13a and 13b).  The crossing is proposed to incorporate a 
median island, high visibility crosswalk markings, advance yield lines, yield here 
to peds signs, lighting, and potentially RRFBs.

(PX-5) US 19 at Cherokee St/Jefferson Square Shopping Center
With the proposed road diet on US 19 south, this section would transform from 
a	 five-lane	 section	 to	 a	 three-lane	 section	 with	 buffered	 bicycle	 lanes.	 	 As	
discussed previously, at the crossing point, the bike lanes could be transitioned 
towards the travel lane (removing the buffer) to allow curb extensions to shorten 
the exposed crossing distance for pedestrians (see Figures 14a and 14b).   
Similar to the US 90 trail crossing, this location is proposed to have a median 
island (with angled crossing), high visibility crosswalk markings, advance yield 
lines, yield here to peds signs, lighting, and potentially RRFBs.

PROJECT PRIORITIES
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Figure 13a: US 90 at Ike Anderson Trail Crossing - Existing Conditions

Figure 13b: US 90 at Ike Anderson Trail Crossing - Proposed Improvements
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Figure 14a: US 19 South at Cherokee St.  - Existing Configuration

Figure 14b: US 19 South at Cherokee St.  - Proposed Improvements
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(PX-6) Trailhead at Aucilla Hwy/US 19 (SE corner)
This project would accommodate the proposed Progress Energy Rail Trail (MU-1 
thru MU-5) on property near the southeast corner of US 19 and Aucilla Highway.  
The	 specific	amenities	and	features	 included	at	 this	 trailhead	have	not	been	
determined at this point, but are anticipated to include an unpaved parking 
lot, picnic shelter with tables, restrooms, bike racks, staging area, lighting and 
signage.  Also, property acquisition would be required for this project.

(PX-7) Jefferson Co ES Area at various intersections
This project consists of various minor improvements to the immediate vicinity of 
Jefferson County Elementary School to improve conditions for students to walk 
or bicycle to school from the adjacent neighborhoods, including the following:

•	 Reconstructing the sidewalk on Rocky Branch Road between Mamie Scott 
Drive and Shady Lane to provide an standard width facility and adequate 
buffer to the edge of roadway

•	 Mark high-visibility crosswalks at all school driveways on Rocky Branch 
Road and Mamie Scott Drive

•	 Remove the existing marked crosswalk (transverse lines only) just west of 
the parent drop-off loop

•	 Change the Rocky Branch Rd/Mamie Scott Drive intersection to all-way 
stop control and mark high-visibility crosswalks on each approach

•	 Update	all	school	crossing	signs	to	fluorescent	yellow-green
•	 Install	MUTCD	compliant	school	zone	speed	limit	signs	with	flashing	beacons	

and End School Zone signs on Rocky Branch Road and Mamie Scott Drive
•	 Install stop sign and mark stop line at northern school driveway exit onto 

Mamie Scott Drive
•	 Replace existing crosswalk markings with high-visibility crosswalk markings 

at Rocky Branch Road/Rhodes Street

(PX-8) Ike Anderson Trail at various cross streets
This project simply would provide high-visibility crosswalks and W11-5 
combined bicycle/pedestrian warning signs at six cross street locations: Chase 
Drive, Poplar Street, Holly Street, Dogwood Street, Pearl Street, and York 
Street.

Project Priorities
The ranking order of recommended projects was determined by an assessment 
of the master plan goals and strategies as well as information obtained through 
public input and stakeholder interviews, and a joint county-city work session 
(described below).

Projects were initially ranked into tiered priority groups: Tier One, Tier Two 
and Tier Three.  Approximately one-third of the total projects were included in 
each tier, providing a fairly equal distribution weight among the three priority 
groups.  With these generalized rankings in place, a joint county-city work 
session hosted by the Jefferson County Board of County Commissioners was 
held	to	determine	the	final	project	prioritization	order.		In	addition,	work	session	
participants	were	asked	to	provide	specific	rankings	to	the	projects	included	in	
Tier One in order to give future guidance and direction to the Board of County 
Commissioners and the CRTPA for the funding of future projects as revenue 
sources are procured.  (Projects in Tiers Two and Three remain generally ranked 

PROJECT PRIORITIES
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as listed.)  The Tier One, Two and Three project priority lists, including planning-
level cost estimates, are included in Table 11, 12, and 13 on the following 
pages.
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MAP ID ROADWAY FROM TO

PX-1 Downtown Courthouse Area US 90 from Walnut St to Dogwood St; US 19 from Mulberry St to Cherry St

PX-2 Downtown Courthouse Area US 90 from Olive St to Mulberry St, and from Cherry St to Waukeenah St; US 
19 from Palmer Mill Rd to Walnut St, and from Dogwood St to Pearl St 

SW-1 Palmer Mills Rd Waukeenah St Ike Anderson Trail

PX-3 US 90 Marvin St

PS-1 CR 257/N Salt Rd US 90 CR 146/Ashville Hwy 

SW-2 Branch St Ike Anderson Trail Sage Street

PS-2 CR 259/Waukeenah Hwy US 27 US 19

PS-3 CR 158/Old Lloyd Rd SR 59 US 90

PX-4 US 90 at Ike Anderson Trail

SW-3 Waukeenah St 200 ft north of Seminole Ave Chase Dr

PX-5 US 19 at Cherokee St/Jefferson Square 
Shopping Center

PS-4 CR 146/Ashville Hwy St. Margaret Rd US 221

MU-1 Progress Energy Rail Trail I GA state line Lake Rd

MU-2 Progress Energy Rail Trail II Lake Rd US 90

MU-3 Progress Energy Rail Trail III US 90 US 19

MU-4 Progress Energy Rail Trail IV US 19 Thompson Valley Rd

MU-5 Progress Energy Rail Trail V Thompson Valley Rd CR 257

PX-6 Trailhead at Aucilla Hwy/US 19 (SE corner)

PS-5 CR 149/Boston Hwy US 19 GA state line

MU-6 Water St Eco-Park Trail Connector Water St at Seminole Ave US 19 at Cherokee St

MU-7 Water St Eco-Park Trail Connector US 19 at Cherokee St Ike Anderson Trail at Chase Dr

SN-1 US 90 Leon Co line (west) Leon Co line (east)

SN-2 CR 158/Old Lloyd Rd Leon Co line SR 59

SN-3 US 90 Mahan Dr Ike Anderson Trail

SW-4 Palmer Mills Rd 150 ft west of Water St Water St

SW-5 US 90 300 ft west of Holly Rd Willow St.

SW-6 Madison St US 19 Cherry St

SW-7 Pearl St US 19 Cherry St

PS-10 CR 259/Tram Rd Leon Co line SR 59

SW-8 Cherry St Pearl St Madison St

SW-9 High St Magnolia St Railroad St

SW-10 Magnolia St Dogwood St High St

SW-11 Old Lloyd Road Leon County line Main Street (Post Office)

Table 11: Project Facilities - By Priority Ranking (Tier 1)



JEFFERSON COUNTY BICYCLE & PEDESTRIAN MASTER PLAN

85

JEFFERSON COUNTY BICYCLE & PEDESTRIAN MASTER PLAN 

DIST (miles) PRIORITY CST COST NOTES
N/A 1A  $291,000 4 intersections; curb extensions; crosswalk enhancements; valley gutters…

N/A 1B  $233,000 4 intersections; curb extensions; crosswalk enhancements; valley gutters…

0.25 2  $38,196 Constrained ROW; may need easement

N/A 3  $77,000 popular ped crossing spot, especially for school children; would replace crossing 
at MLK

6.5 4  $1,084,915 

0.4 5  $61,114 Constrained ROW; shallow building setbacks

9.5 6  $1,585,645 

8.8 7  $1,468,808 

N/A 8  $66,000 Important trail crossing at major highway

0.12 9  $18,334 Constrained ROW

N/A 10  $83,000 Major shopping destination; challenging crossing

14.1 11  $2,353,431 

5.8 12A  $2,325,701 

5.2 12B  $2,085,112 

3.8 12C  $1,523,735 

2.2 12D  $882,163 

6.9 12E  $2,766,783 

N/A 12F  N/A Unpaved parking, staging area, picnic shelter w/tables, signage

8.1 13  $1,351,971 

0.3 14  $120,295 Multimodal connection/crossing at major highway and shopping destination

0.4 15  $160,393 Multimodal connection/crossing at major highway and shopping destination

3.7 16  $2,220 BMUFL

1.2 17  $720 BMUFL

0.8 18  $1,440 BMUFL signs (in conjunction with Shared Lane Markings)

0.03 19  $4,584 Downtown Monticello's primary pedestrian network

0.23 20  $389,815 Add to adjacent programmed sidewalk project

0.06 21  $9,167 Downtown Monticello's primary pedestrian network

0.06 22  $9,167 Downtown Monticello's primary pedestrian network

5.3 23  $884,623 

0.14 24  $21,390 Downtown Monticello's primary pedestrian network

0.15 25  $22,918 Downtown Monticello's primary pedestrian network

0.09 26  $13,751 Downtown Monticello's primary pedestrian network

1.3 27  $198,619 South side of road; include crosswalk at SR 59; may be constrained ROW (east 
end)
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MAP ID ROADWAY FROM TO

PS-6 CR 158/Rabon Rd CR 158/Old Lloyd Rd CR 259/Waukeenah Hwy

PS-7 CR 158/Drifton-Aucilla Rd US 19 CR 257

PS-8 Lake Rd Leon Co line  US 19

PS-9 CR 158B/Nash Rd CR 259/Waukeenah Hwy US 19

SN-5 Bassett Dairy Rd CR 257/N Salt Rd CR 146/Ashville Hwy

SN-6 Miscellaneous Locations

SN-7 Whitehouse Rd Leon Co line SR 59

SN-8 Lloyd Creek Road US 27 Old Lloyd Road

MU-8 Ike Anderson Trail 
Northern Extension

Rocky Branch Rd Jefferson Co Recreation Park

MU-9 Ike Anderson Trail 
Southern Extension I

Martin Rd US 19 at Nacoosa Rd

MU-10 Ike Anderson Trail 
Southern Extension II

US 19 at Nacoosa Rd US 19 at Drifton-Aucilla Rd

MU-11 Ike Anderson Trail 
Southern Extension III

US 19 at Drifton-Aucilla Rd Jefferson Co MS/HS

MU-12 US 90 Leon Co line (west) Leon Co line (east)

BL-1 US 19 Pearl St 0.1 mi north of Madison St

SL-1 US 90 0.05 mi east of Mahan Dr Ike Anderson Trail

SL-2 US 19 Courthouse Cir (south side) Pearl St

SL-3 Water St Seminole Ave US 90

SW-12 SR 59 CR 158/Old Lloyd Rd 0.25 mi south of I-10 overpass

SW-13 Water St (east side) Walnut St Seminole Ave

SW-14 King St Martin Luther King Jr Ave Park Ave

SW-15 Martin Luther King Jr Ave US 90 King St

PX-7 Jefferson Co ES Area various intersections

SW-16 US 19 CR259/Waukeenah St near Gulf Coast Supply

Table 12: Project Facilities - By Priority Ranking (Tier 2)
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DIST (miles) PRIORITY CST COST NOTES
3.3 Tier 2  $550,803 

8.1 Tier 2  $1,351,971 

10.8 Tier 2  $1,802,628 

1.9 Tier 2  $317,129 

4.6 Tier 2  $2,760 BMUFL

10 Tier 2  $6,000 STR signs to address documented problem locations with existing paved shoulders

2.9 Tier 2  $1,740 BMUFL

5.3 Tier 2  $3,180 BMUFL

0.4 Tier 2  $160,393 

0.8 Tier 2  $320,786 

1.7 Tier 2  $681,671 

0.7 Tier 2  $280,688 

3.7 Tier 2  $1,483,637 One side of roadway

0.25 Tier 2  $2,640 Complete as part of future resurfacing project

0.8 Tier 2  $6,720 Downtown 'main street'

0.15 Tier 2  $1,260 Downtown 'main street'

0.5 Tier 2  $2,000 Multimodal connector between shopping/business destinations

0.44 Tier 2  $67,225 Constrained ROW; shallow building setbacks

0.5 Tier 2  $76,392 

0.33 Tier 2  $93,070 Constrained ROW; shallow building setbacks

0.26 Tier 2  $72,570 Constrained ROW; shallow building setbacks

N/A Tier 2  $86,000 Mostly minor crossing improvements

0.66 Tier 2 $100,837
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SN-9 Natural Bridge Road 
/ Fanlew Road

Leon Co line SR 59

SN-10 Casa Bianca Road CR 259/Waukeenah Hwy CR 158/Old Lloyd Road

SN-11 Oetinger Road Lake Rd US 19

SN-12 Tyson Road CR 259/Waukeenah Hwy US 19

SN-13 Blue Lake Road CR 257 US 90

SN-14 Connell Road / Brooks 
Road/CR 206

SR 59 CR 259/Tram Road

SN-15 Limestone Road/CR 205 Brooks Road/CR 206 SR 59

SN-16 Springfield Road SR 59 Lloyd Creek Road

MU-13 Elliot Dr Connector Elliot Dr at Melrose Dr Ike Anderson Trail

RD-1 US 19 0.1 mi north of Madison St Texas Hill Rd

RD-2 US 19 0.25 mi south of E. Cherokee St Courthouse Circle

RD-3 US 90 Ike Anderson Trail 0.1 mi west of St. Margaret Rd

PX-8 Ike Anderson Trail at various cross streets

Table 13: Project Facilities - By Priority Ranking (Tier 3 )
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DIST (miles) PRIORITY CST COST NOTES
2.3 Tier 3  $1,380 BMUFL (dirt roads programmed to be paved)

2.4 Tier3  $3,180 BMUFL (dirt roads programmed to be paved)

1.1 Tier3  $660 BMUFL (dirt roads programmed to be paved)

2.2 Tier3  $1,320 BMUFL (dirt roads programmed to be paved)

2.6 Tier3  $1,560 BMUFL (dirt roads programmed to be paved)

3.8 Tier3  $2,280 BMUFL (dirt roads programmed to be paved)

1.7 Tier3  $1,020 BMUFL (dirt roads programmed to be paved)

1.5 Tier3  $900 BMUFL (dirt roads programmed to be paved)

0.04 Tier 3  $16,039 Feasibility: easement, acquisition?

0.6 Tier 3  $595,989 From 4LU + parking to 3LU+bike lanes

0.9 Tier 3  $893,984 From 4/5LU+some parking to 3LU+bike lanes

0.6 Tier 3  $695,321 From 4LU + parking to 3LU+bike lanes

N/A Tier 3  $12,000 Enhanced crosswalk and signs at 6 minor street crossings



Local policies and programs can help to grow an active bicycle 
and pedestrian culture.
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POLICIES & PROGRAMS

Overview
This chapter describes the programs and policies recommended in this Master 
Plan using the six “Es” of bicycle and pedestrian planning as a guide; Education, 
Encouragement, Enforcement, Engineering, Equity, and Evaluation. These policy 
and program elements serve as the basis for a comprehensive bicycle and 
pedestrian strategy that contributes to:

•	 Enhanced community mobility options.
•	 Improved livability and quality of life for residents.
•	 Environmental justice for transportation disadvantaged individuals.
•	 Economic	 development	 benefits	 for	 individuals,	 business	 and	 public	

agencies.
•	 Economic development possibilities related to recreation and eco-tourism.
•	 Increased regional mobility and recreational opportunities.
•	 Increased	community	physical	fitness	and	health.
•	 Reduced pollution and improved air quality. 

The Bicycle and Pedestrian Master Plan proposes a combination of facility 
improvements, including:

•	 Installing sidewalks and completing sidewalk gaps.
•	 Installing roadway shoulders.
•	 On-road bicycle lanes.
•	 Shared-use paths.
•	 Roadway diets.
•	 Bikes May Use Full Lane signage.
•	 Other non-motorized mobility enhancements.

Such improvements are anticipated to complement the County’s existing 
resources and provide connections to desired destinations, such as downtown 
Monticello, schools, parks and recreation facilities, commercial areas, and 
future potential economic development areas. The following sections outline the 
program and policy elements that support the master plan.

Education
With different modes using the same right-of-way, it is imperative that each 
user has at least a basic understanding of the rights and responsibilities of all 
users on the roadway.  Bicyclists and pedestrians must understand their rights 
within	 the	 right-of-way	and	 how	 to	 safety	 travel	alongside	 vehicular	 traffic.	
Motorists also need to understand the legal rights and responsibilities of 
bicyclists and pedestrians. A wide variety of agencies and organizations may 
provide education programs targeted at bicyclists, pedestrians, and motorists 
of various ages. 

Public Education Initiatives
A variety of media, both traditional and new/social, can be used to educate 
the public about bicyclist and pedestrian safety, sharing the road, courtesy, 
economy	and	efficiency,	including:

•	 A	Safe	Routes	to	School	program	in	coordination	with	the	Florida	Traffic	
and Bicycle Safety Education Program, local schools, and school districts 
and	incorporation	of	traffic	and	pedestrian	safety	into	school	curricula	at	
various grade levels.

•	 Share the Road/bicycling public education campaigns in local newspapers, 
TV,	radio,	and	other	media.		
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•	 Coordination with utility providers to include information in utility bills 
(mailed and emailed) regarding bicycle and pedestrian activity.

•	 Public education campaigns for all ages of the general public regarding 
the rights and responsibilities of all roadway users. 

•	 A program to provide bicycle safety equipment, including helmets, lights, 
reflectors,	vests,	other	gear,	and	educational	materials	to	all	residents	who	
are interested and successfully complete a safety training or orientation 
program.  

Education, Training, and Coordination for Local Government Staff
In order for the Master Plan to be effectively implemented, Jefferson County 
and City of Monticello staff from various departments should review the plan 
to gain a better understanding of how their departments can help with plan 
implementation. A comprehensive education program in coordination with the 
American	Association	of	State	Highway	and	Transportation	Officials	guidelines,	
the Jefferson County Health Department, the Jefferson County Community 
Traffic	 Safety	 Team	 and	 other	 community	 service	 organizations	 could	 be	
established to teach safe, courteous and useful practices in all situations and 
conditions. Educational efforts can serve to:

•	 Identify and provide training opportunities for County, City, and other 
agency staff on best practices in roadway facilities design and programs.

•	 Provide a comprehensive understanding of the needs of bicyclists and 
pedestrians and how to create a safe, multimodal transportation network 
within the region.

•	 Training opportunities should include both classroom sessions on on-road 
handling/traffic	cycling	skills	and	pedestrian	safety	precautions	for	staff	
members. 

•	 Ensure interdepartmental coordination within and among Jefferson 
County and City of Monticello departments and others when planning 
and implementing roadway projects and programs to ensure that multi-
modal uses are incorporated and that public awareness of multi-modal 
opportunities are available. 

Encouragement
Bicycling and walking are legitimate modes of transportation and important 
forms of personal mobility and independence. Having a connected network 
of on-street bicycle facilities and sidewalks that allows people to travel from 
one	 place	 to	 another	 without	 driving	 is	 the	 first	 step	 toward	 an	 active	 and	
healthy community. While some enthusiasts are more likely to use facilities once 
they have been installed, others tend to need a bit more encouragement and 
confidence-building	 before	 they	 are	 comfortable.	 Encouragement	 activities	
promote and raise awareness of multi-modal options and events. An important 
key to success of these activities is having a coordinated approach, a consistent 
message, and focused activities.

Bicycle and Pedestrian Advisory Committee
A county-level Bicycle and Pedestrian Advisory Committee (BPAC) would ideally 
represent multiple facets of the community and coordinate between Jefferson 
County and City of Monticello staff on a wide range of bicycle and pedestrian 
issues facing the region, including implementation of the Bicycle and Pedestrian 
Master Plan. The committee would be charged with representing the needs 
and opinions of local residents, businesses, and others related to bicycle and 

POLICIES & PROGRAMS
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pedestrian issues, plans, programs, policies, and project implementation.  Goals 
of the committee should include:

•	 Developing guidelines and a process for establishing a Bicycle and 
Pedestrian Advisory Committee, including committee composition, 
appointment process, purpose and responsibilities, staff liaison and 
coordination roles, and other details to ensure committee effectiveness.

•	 Monitoring planned facility implementation.
•	 Helping organize events and programs.

Bicycle and Pedestrian Coordinator
A Bicycle and Pedestrian Coordinator would be the single point of contact 
for bicycle- and pedestrian-related initiatives, programs, policies, and projects 
within the County. While many departments and organizations will be involved in 
implementing and supporting various elements of the Master Plan, it is essential 
that	a	staff	position	be	identified	to	coordinate	and	guide	implementation.		The	
Coordinator would work with Jefferson County and City of Monticello staff, the 
Bicycle and Pedestrian Advisory Committee, other governmental agencies, the 
business	 community,	and	 the	general	public	 to	 create	partnerships	and	 fulfill	
the vision represented in this Master Plan. Considerations for establishing the 
position should include:

•	 Identification	 of	 key	 responsibilities	 of	 the	 Bicycle	 and	 Pedestrian	
Coordinator, such as to ensure that all facilities comply with the Americans 
with	Disabilities	Act,	and	identification	of	the	appropriate	department	to	
house the position.

•	 Depending on budget constraints, the County may initially choose to 
reassign an existing position to focus on bicycle and pedestrian issues 
at least 50% of the time, moving to a full-time position over time when 
appropriate.

•	 Raise awareness of the position and responsibilities through City 
publications and electronic media.  

Safe Routes to School Programs
Safe Routes to School (SRTS) programs focus on a comprehensive approach 
to encouraging bicycling and walking to school. These programs are sustained 
efforts by parents, schools, community leaders and local, state, and federal 
governments to improve the health and well-being of children by enabling and 
encouraging them to walk and bicycle to school. This may be accomplished 
through the provision of infrastructure (engineering) or via non-infrastructure 
programs (education, encouragement, enforcement). These programs make 
bicycling and walking to school a safer and more appealing transportation 
choice and encourage life-long healthy and active lifestyles.  To promote this 
program, the City should incorporate the following procedures:

•	 Work with all Independent School Districts (ISD) that cover the City to 
establish comprehensive SRTS programs.

•	 Support the creation of SRTS programs at local elementary and middle 
schools, including school transportation assessments and walking/biking 
plans.

•	 Work with local schools to provide appropriate bicycling activities for 
children of different age groups.

•	 Assist	with	 funding	applications	 for	SRTS	projects	 identified	 through	 the	
programs.

POLICIES & PROGRAMS
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Bicycle and Pedestrian Events 
Providing a wide range of opportunities for persons of all ages and abilities to 
walk or ride is essential to increasing multimodal awareness within the County.  
Community or social events provide opportunities for both new and experienced 
bicyclists and walkers to ride to the store, school, library, work, park, or just 
for fun. When combined with safety education materials and programs, the 
following events and informational materials can increase comfort and safety 
for all roadway users:  

•	 The Seminole Cycling Classic is an opportunity to highlight the County’s 
regional bikeway network and focus positive attention on the City of 
Monticello.

•	 Bicycling-related activities that support bicycling to promote healthy 
lifestyles such as Bike to Work Week, Bike Month, and/or Bike-In Movies.

•	 A	wayfinding	map	of	the	City	of	Monticello	and	vicinity,	regional	routes	
and trails (online and fold-out brochure) showing existing bike routes, 
destinations, and links to the hike and bike trail network, once facilities 
are installed. 

•	 The Watermelon Festival in the City of Monticello has many outdoor 
activities including beauty pageants, street dance, a melon run, sports 
events, and a parade, which expose festival goers to Monticello’s 
pedestrian friendly environment.

•	 A county website illustrating future regional connection and planned 
facilities in collaboration with links to County and Monticello departments 
and organizations that are supporting new facilities.

Local Businesses
Public-private partnerships, whether formal or informal, can help encourage 
residents to walk or ride bicycles for short shopping trips or for work trips. 
Partnership opportunities include:

•	 Creating partnerships with local bicycle businesses and community 
organizations to promote bicycle and pedestrian-friendly events, such as 
the Watermelon Festival and the Seminole Cycling Classic.

•	 Seek sponsorship opportunities for safety, education, and awareness 
materials	such	as	wayfinding	maps	and	informative	brochures.

•	 Encouraging employers to include quality/secure bicycle parking, 
showers, and lockers for employees who wish to walk, run, or bicycle to 
work.		Consider	modifications	to	the	development	standards	to	require	or	
provide incentives for incorporation of these facilities in new development 
or redevelopment.

Enforcement
A strong enforcement program is critical in Jefferson County, where many of the 
County’s bicycle and, to a lesser degree, pedestrian facilities will be located on 
existing,	and	highly	trafficked,	regional	roadways.	Enforcement	activities	should	
strive toward three important objectives:

•	 Protect the bicyclist’s right to operate on the roadway.
•	 Protect bicyclists and pedestrians from motorists.
•	 Ensure that bicyclists and pedestrians follow the rules and operate safely.

Taken together, activities that achieve these objectives represent a comprehensive 
enforcement program that sends a “share the road” message to all roadway 
users. 

POLICIES & PROGRAMS

The Seminole Cycling Classic event is a 
regional draw and provides exposure for 
Monticello.

The Watermelon Festival is an annual 
celebration that encourages healthy 
and active behaviors for the city and its 
visitors.
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The Monticello Police Department can play a key role in creating a supportive 
atmosphere in the City through constant contact with other Jefferson County 
staff, City staff, and residents from all areas of the community. Law enforcement 
officers	 and	 other	 Police	 Department	 staff	 who	 interact	 with	 the	 public	 are	
familiar	with	traffic	and	bicycle	laws	and	local	traffic	patterns.	Officers	will	be	
able to reinforce correct motorist, bicyclist, and pedestrian behaviors and send 
a strong message to the community that walking and riding is a viable and 
accepted means of transportation. 

Coordination Efforts
As mentioned earlier, no one department has full responsibility for improving 
pedestrian	 and	 bicycle	 conditions.	 Law	 enforcement	 officials	 can	 provide	
linkages between other various County enforcement agencies, City departments, 
and community organizations to support education, encouragement and 
enforcement activities through:

•	 Coordination with other law enforcement agencies in the area to provide 
training	and	interpretation	of	bicycling	and	traffic	laws	and	practices.

•	 Communication with other law enforcement agencies and bicycle advocacy 
groups to ensure understanding and agreement on existing bicycling-
related regulations and practices.

•	 Sponsorship of and/or support of bicycling education programs and 
bicycling events with other County and City departments and private/
community organizations.

Enforcement Activities
Enforcement	of	traffic	laws	may	incorporate	a	range	of	activities	focused	on	
raising awareness, improving behavior of all roadway users, and improving 
comfort and safety for bicyclists and pedestrians. Bicyclists, pedestrians, 
and motorists must be made aware of these rights and responsibilities and 
encouraged to act within the law.  Enforcement efforts can include:

•	 Ensuring	 law	enforcement	 staff	 (officers	and	other	people	who	 interact	
with the public) are aware of current rules of the road and bicycle-related 
laws. 

•	 Conducting enforcement campaigns to encourage both motorists and 
bicyclists to follow laws and improve safety for all. These campaigns may 
include issuing citations or warnings, rewarding behavior that indicates 
awareness and consideration for the safety and rights of all roadway 
users,	and	should	identify	specific	behaviors	to	target.

•	 Developing partnerships within community and business organizations to 
promote	 compliance	with	 traffic	 laws	and	encourage	 considerations	 for	
all users.

Crash Locations
There may be locations within the Jefferson County and the City of Monticello 
that experience greater numbers of bicycle- or pedestrian-related crashes. It is 
these locations that should be singled out for safety-related countermeasures. 
County staff is encouraged to undertake an examination of available crash 
statistics (types and locations) to determine possible interventions and strategies 
to reduce crashes. 

POLICIES & PROGRAMS
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Engineering
The	physical	structure	of	the	built	environment	is	an	important	factor	that	influences	
whether walking and/or bicycling can be successful forms of transportation in 
a community.  Lane widths, speed limits, pavement/sidewalk conditions, and 
crosswalks and intersection characteristics will affect perceptions of roadway 
safety and comfort for various users. Jefferson County’s regional roadway 
system is currently used, and has many future opportunities, as a bikeway 
network. At both the county and city scale, it is important to adopt streetscape 
standards that ensure the safety of multimodal users on all roadways.

Complete Streets
The goal of Complete Streets is to create a better environment for users of 
most modes of transportation: automobiles, bicyclists, pedestrians, and transit. 
Special attention should be given to designing facilities that accommodate the 
special needs of children, the elderly, and people with physical and visual 
disabilities. Florida Statute 335.065 states that, with noted exceptions: 

“Bicycle and pedestrian ways shall be given full consideration in the planning 
and development of transportation facilities, including the incorporation of such 
ways into state, regional, and local transportation plans and programs. Bicycle 
and pedestrian ways shall be established in conjunction with the construction, 
reconstruction, or other change of any state transportation facility, and special 
emphasis shall be given to projects in or within 1 mile of an urban area.”

Adopting a county-wide Complete Streets policy will ensure that all applicable 
modes (automobile, bicycle, pedestrian, and transit) are included in roadway 
and community design. Successful Complete Streets policies include ten key 
elements: 

•	 Includes a vision for how and why the community wants to complete its 
streets.

•	 Specifies	 that	 ‘all	 users’	 includes	 pedestrians,	 bicyclists	 and	 transit	
passengers of all ages and abilities, as well as trucks, buses, emergency 
vehicles, and automobiles.

•	 Encourages street connectivity and aims to create a comprehensive, 
integrated, connected network for all modes.

•	 Is understood by all agencies to cover all roads.
•	 Applies	 to	 both	 new	 and	 retrofit	 projects,	 including	 design,	 planning,	

maintenance, and operations, for the entire right of way.
•	 Makes	any	exceptions	specific	and	sets	a	clear	procedure	that	requires	

high-level approval of exceptions.
•	 Directs the use of the latest and best design criteria and guidelines while 
recognizing	the	need	for	flexibility	in	balancing	user	needs.

•	 Directs that Complete Streets solutions will complement the context of the 
community.

•	 Establishes performance standards with measurable outcomes.
•	 Includes	specific	next	steps	for	implementation	of	the	policy.

Bicycle Facility Design and Capital Improvements Planning
Many of Jefferson County’s roads are currently being used for bicycling, but 
are lacking best practices for bicyclist and pedestrian safety. Reconstruction, 
retrofit,	 and	 rehabilitation	 projects	 are	 those	 roadway	 projects	 that	 do	 not	
involve the creation of a brand new road. One way to ensure good overall 
facility design is to accommodate multi-modal planning at the beginning of a 
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Complete Street projects provide safe 
access for all users.
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transportation improvement project so that it is integrated into the total design 
of the project at the outset, instead of being added at a later date and at a 
greater cost. City plans and policies can incorporate these goals by:

•	 Using national and state standards, as applicable, to guide design and 
installation of bicycle facilities and treatments.  The American Association 
of	State	Highway	and	Transportation	Office	(AASHTO)	and	Florida	State	
Greenbook standards and guidelines all provide detailed guidance for 
bicycle and pedestrian facilities design and usage.   

•	 Integrating bikeways and sidewalks in typical sections and design 
standards will assist in the construction of these facilities.

•	 Evaluating key roadway resurfacing, reconstruction, and design projects 
for opportunities to incorporate multi-modal facilities and treatments, 
improve intersection crossings, and provide connectivity to the bicycle 
network and trail facilities.

•	 Installing appropriate bicycle and pedestrian facilities and treatments, 
including resurfacing, re-striping, right-of-way adjustments, and share-
the-road	signage,	on	 roadways	 identified	 in	 the	Bicycle	and	Pedestrian	
Concept Plan.

•	 Creating	a	wayfinding	network	of	 signed	bicycle	 routes	 leading	 to	key	
destinations within the community such as parks, community facilities, trails, 
schools, and shopping centers.

•	 Evaluating	the	success	of	new	or	modified	roadway	designs	is	an	important	
aspect for the Engineering Department to consider when evaluating future 
projects. Recommendations for evaluation and performance measures can 
be found at the end of the Evaluation section.

Bicycle and Pedestrian Supporting Facilities
Bicycle and pedestrian-related facilities that make it easier for residents to 
arrive at their destinations can be provided through a number of programs and 
policies. It is important to incorporate supporting facilities into programming, 
design, and construction at key locations, at regional destinations, and within 
downtown Monticello. The County should consider the following initiatives: 

•	 Encourage the development of end-of-trip and bicycle parking facilities, 
especially at community resources (parks, cultural centers, schools, transit 
facilities), and other desired destinations (employment centers, shopping 
destinations) through development requirements and incentives.  

•	 Install bicycle parking at destinations throughout the City, including 
libraries, parks, shopping centers, business districts, and transit stops.  

•	 Install pedestrian-friendly streetscape furnishings, such as benches, waste 
receptacles, and lighting, along key corridors.

POLICIES & PROGRAMS

Supporting facilities add comfort, 
safety, and improved aesthetic quality to 
streetscapes.
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Evaluation
A key component to the successful implementation of the Master Plan is being 
able to evaluate the performance of programs, new or improved facilities, and 
other policy-based decisions. The County and City of Monticello should also be 
enabled to assess the progress of the Master Plan and its ability to meet future 
goals and objectives and make corrections as needed to support a bicycle and 
pedestrian-friendly community.

Baseline Data
It	 is	 impossible	 to	determine	success	without	first	knowing	where	you	started.	
By collecting and compiling existing conditions information, the County and 
Monticello can determine whether conditions have improved over time. Baseline 
data, and performance measures used to track progress, may also be required 
for	obtaining	financial	 support	 from	grants	or	other	sources.	 	Data	collection	
includes establishment of baseline conditions for each of the Master Plan’s 
objectives in order to establish updated conditions and evaluate progress 
against	performance/evaluation	measures	at	 least	every	five	years.	Use	 this	
conditions update and evaluation to revise project lists, program delivery, and 
update the Master Plan over time. 

City Policies and Regulations
Adopting	the	Bicycle	and	Pedestrian	Master	Plan	 is	 just	 the	first	step	toward	
creating a more bicycle-friendly community. Identifying potential locations for 
countermeasures and facilities complemented by changes to associated land 
development regulations, long-range planning policies, and other planning 
documents, will lead to the long-term success of the Master Plan and improved 
safety for bicyclists and pedestrians. Evaluating existing planning documents 
for opportunities to include proactive bicycle and pedestrian-oriented policies 
ensures future development and redevelopment efforts will incorporate human-
scale development patterns and urban design characteristics that will encourage 
healthy and active behaviors. Policy consideration includes:

•	 Revisions to Comprehensive Plan policies and corresponding land 
development regulations/ordinances to encourage land use patterns and 
site design that support bicycling and walking.

•	 Development of form-based development regulations to maximize the 
comfort and safety of non-motorized users.

•	 Clearly	 defining	 responsibilities	 for	 ongoing	 implementation	 and	
coordination of the Master Plan (projects, programs, and policies) 
across County and Monticello departments and with various community 
organizations and stakeholders.

Performance Measures
It is through the implementation and evaluation of policy and program 
objectives that Jefferson County and the City of Monticello will create a clear, 
comprehensive, and implementable approach to fully incorporate multimodal 
opportunities into the fabric of the community. A summary of recommended 
performance measures for each of the six “Es” are shown in the table below:       

POLICIES & PROGRAMS
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POLICIES & PROGRAMS

Table 14:  Summary of Policy and Program Performance Measures

FOCUS AREA PERFORMANCE MEASURES

Education

Number or percentage of key staff attending training of various types (by department, 
agency, etc.)
Number of bicycle/motorist education programs offered to citizens, including  those located 
in non-native English speaking neighborhoods, schools in low-income communities, and elderly 
citizens

Number of attendees at bicycle/motorist safety education programs

Number of school-age students receiving bicycle/traffic safety education

Number of educational brochures/materials distributed to citizens

Number of persons receiving bicycle safety gear

Encouragement

Number of bicycling-related new events initiated in the County

Number of schools participating in Safe Routes to School programs

Reduction in the Countywide obesity and diabetes rates, especially among youth

Implementation of pedestrian- and bicycle-supportive maps and other public media

Number of bike racks installed and subsequent usage

Number of bike racks installed at various locations around the County by private entities

Enforcement

Reduced number of pedestrian- and bicycle-related crashes as a proportion of all crashes in 
the County

Percentage of law enforcement officers receiving specific bicycle-related training

Number of persons who received education and/or citations regarding pedestrian- and 
bicycle-related incidents

Engineering

Reduction in the number of pedestrian and bicycle network gaps throughout the County

Adoption of pedestrian- and bicycle-friendly design guidelines into the County and City 
policies and standards

Number of connectivity points between on-street facilities and off-road paths

Miles of sidewalk, bicycle lanes/paved shoulders and pathway facilities installed

Safety improvements at key intersections

Number of bicycle parking spaces installed in the County at appropriate locations (and usage 
of these parking facilities)

Number of businesses that install bicycle racks or other end-of-trip facilities

Equity

Workshops, training, and education sessions held, and the number of people from identified 
neighborhoods or community groups who attend
Proportion of bicycle and pedestrian facilities, treatments, and wayfinding routes designated 
and installed by geographic area
Number of mobility-related education events and programs offered to lower income, seniors, 
and other special needs populations within the County

Evaluation 
& Planning

Changes to County and City policies and plans to support implementation of the Bicycle and 
Pedestrian Master Plan

Amount of funding identified and allocated toward Bicycle and Pedestrian  Master Plan 
implementation



Future funding towards priority projects will enhance the safety, 
connectivity, and beauty of  Monticello.
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COST ESTIMATING & FUNDING SOURCES

Cost Estimating
Planning-level cost estimates are included for each recommended project 
(with the exception of PX-6: Trailhead at Aucilla Highway/US 19).  Estimates 
are based on typical development practices, depending on the project type 
recommended,	 and	 standard	 cost	 estimating	 figures	 commonly	 used.	 	 More	
detailed cost breakdowns are provided for pedestrian crossing enhancement 
projects PX-1 thru PX-5, PX-7 and PX-8, as these projects are more detailed 
in scope.  General project unit cost estimates assumed for the majority of 
recommended projects are included in the table below.

Detailed project cost estimate breakdowns provided for pedestrian crossing 
enhancement projects PX-1 thru PX-5, PX-7 and PX-8, as mentioned above, can 
be found in the appendix to this master plan.

PROJECT ASSUMPTIONS CST COST SOURCE

Sidewalk (1 side) 5’ width, 1 side $        152,784 1

Sidewalk (2 sides) 5’ width, both sides $        302,293 1

Paved Shoulder 5’ paved shoulder, both sides  $        166,910 1

Trail 12’ multi-use trail, 1 side of roadway  $        400,983 1

Pedestrian Signal Pedestrian activated signal per intersection, 4-way $          11,264 1

Crosswalk
Pedestrian crosswalk per intersection, 12” white 
stripe (paint/thermo), 5 x 12’ lanes all quadrants

$            2,645 1

Restripe
Milling	&	 resurfacing	 (4L	 roadway)	5’	 sidewalk	&	
curb	&	gutter,	undivided,	includes	L	&	R	turn	lanes

 $        993,315 1

BMUFL Signs 1 sign per mile per direction; $300/sign $                600 2

BMUFL Signs (urban) 3 signs per mile per direction; $300/sign $            1,800 2

Bike Lane Stripe 6” white stripe; $1/lf $          10,560 2

Shared Lane Marking Park
1 marking every 250’ adjacent to on-street parking; 
$200/marking

$            8,400 3

Shared Lane Marking
1 marking every 500’ (approx. 0.1 mi) with no on-
street parking; $200/marking

$            4,000 3

1. FDOT D-3 Preliminary Estimates Section Transportation Costs Annual Roadway Construction Cost, Revised December 2011. CEI 
(normally 15% of the construction cost) is not included.

2. Unit costs per FDOT Area 7 averages (07/2011 - 06/2012).

3. Based on unit cost per marking from City of Winter Park, FL project on Palmer Avenue

Table 15:  General Unit Cost Estimates
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Funding Sources
Following the adoption of this master plan, the County and CRTPA will be 
in a better position to seek and procure funding for priority bicycle- and 
pedestrian-related projects in Jefferson County.  The following is a list of 
potential funding sources for consideration in pursuit of accomplishing the 
project recommendations.

Local/State level Funding sources:

VISIT FLORIDA Grants
VISIT	FLORIDA	is	the	state’s	official	tourism	marketing	corporation	created	in	
1996.	VISIT	FLORIDA	is	not	a	government	agency,	but	rather	a	not-for-profit	
corporation that carries out the work of the Florida Commission on Tourism, 
which was created as a public-private partnership by the Florida Legislature 
in	1996.	VISIT	FLORIDA	maintains	the	following	grant	programs:

•	 Cultural Heritage and Nature Tourism Grant Program: The Cultural 
Heritage and Nature Tourism (CHNT) Grant Program is a reimbursement 
program designed to provide funding for multi-county and multipartner 
marketing projects for the promotion of Florida’s cultural heritage and 
nature tourism and education efforts.

•	 Advertising	Matching	Grants	 Program:	VISIT	 FLORIDA	administers	 an	
advertising matching grants program to publicize the tourism advantages 
of the State of Florida. This program is administered on behalf of the 
Florida Commission on Tourism, in cooperation with the Governor’s 
Office	 of	 Tourism,	 Trade,	 and	 Economic	 Development.	 Notices	 of	 the	
grants program are sent out by the second Friday in March. The total 
for all grants under this program shall not exceed $40,000 per year.

Office of  Greenways and Trails - The Recreational Trails Program (RTP)
The	 Recreational	 Trails	 Program	 (RTP)	 is	 coordinated	 by	 the	 Office	 of	
Greenways and Trails. The RTP is a competitive program that provides grants 
for projects that provide, renovate, or maintain recreational trails, trailheads, 
or trail side facilities. The Florida Department of Environmental Protection 
(FDEP) administers the program in coordination with the U.S. Department of 
Transportation and the Federal Highway Administration (FHWA). Municipal 
or county governments, state or federal governmental agencies, recognized 
state and federal Indian tribal governments, and organizations approved by 
the State are eligible to apply. RTP grants have a minimum 20 percent local 
match. Applications must be submitted between March 15 and March 30 of 
the application year.

Small Cities Community Development Block Grant Program
The Community Development Block Grant Program is a federal program 
that provides funding for housing and community development. The U. 
S. Department of Housing and Urban Development distributes money to 
states participating in the Small Cities Community Development Block Grant 
program based on a formula developed by Congress. Florida has received 
between	$18	and	$35	million	each	year	since	1983.	The	program	has	five	
preliminary categories:

•	 Housing
•	 Neighborhood Revitalization
•	 Commercial Revitalization

COST ESTIMATING & FUNDING SOURCES
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•	 Economic Development
•	 Section 108 Loan Guarantee Program

Applications for Economic Development grants may be submitted at any time. 
Applicants may apply for Housing, Neighborhood, or Commercial grants only 
if they have no open grants. Grant contracts are written for two-year periods. 
Applications must meet certain eligibility and national objective requirements, 
as listed below:

•	 To qualify under the Low-Moderate National Objective, at least 51 
percent	of	the	beneficiaries	must	be	low	and	moderate	income	persons.	
The	U.	S.	Department	of	Housing	and	Urban	Development	has	defined	a	
low and moderate income person as one whose total family income is at 
or below 80 percent of the area’s median income.

•	 Under the Slum and Blight National Objective, the area must be a slum or 
blighted	area	as	defined	by	state	or	local	law.

•	 Activities funded under the Urgent Needs National Objective must alleviate 
existing conditions that pose a serious and immediate threat to those living 
in the area and are 18 months or less in origin. Additionally, the local 
government	must	demonstrate	that	it	 is	unable	to	finance	the	activity	on	
its Grants can help fund the own, and that other funding is not available.

Florida Community Trust’s Florida Forever Grant Program
Florida Communities Trust is a state land acquisition grant program that 
provides	 funding	 to	 local	governments	and	eligible	 non-profit	 environmental	
organizations for acquisition of community-based parks, open space, and 
greenways that further outdoor recreation and natural resource protection 
needs	as	identified	in	local	government	comprehensive	plans.

Florida Department of  Transportation Enhancements
The Transportation Enhancement Program (TEP) is a federal program 
administered by the Florida Department of Transportation (FDOT). This funding 
is intended for projects or features that go beyond what has been customarily 
provided with transportation improvements. This program is for projects that 
are related to the transportation system, but are beyond what is required 
through normal mitigation or routinely provided features for transportation 
improvements. TEP is not a grant program; rather, projects are undertaken by 
project sponsors and eligible costs are reimbursed. These funds can be used for 
streetscapes, signage, and roadway improvements.

Bikes Belong Coalition Grant Program
This program assists in the development of bicycle facility projects by providing 
$180,000 in grants each year. This program is administered by the Bikes 
Belong Coalition, which is a bicycle advocacy organization aimed at “putting 
more people on bikes more often.”

Florida Recreation and Development Assistance Grant Program
The Florida Recreation and Development Assistance Program provides grants 
for the acquisition or development of land for public outdoor use or for the 
construction or renovation of recreational trails. This program is administered 
by the Florida Department of Environmental Protection, Bureau of Design and 
Recreation Services.

COST ESTIMATING & FUNDING SOURCES
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Bike Florida Mini-Grants
This small-scale grant program is established through the sale of “Share the 
Road” specialty license plates to provide funds for bicycle and pedestrian 
programs. These grants provide assistance in the purchasing of equipment (such 
as road or trail signage, bike repair for educational programs), print materials 
(printing of bicycle safety information, safety signage for bicycle events, trail 
maps, etc.), or other safety-related projects. Helmet giveaway programs are 
not	considered	eligible.	The	program	website	can	be	found	at	www.bikeflorida.
org.

National/Federal level funding sources:

National Highway System Funding
Funding Entity / Administrator: National Highway System Funding

Website: http://www.fhwa.dot.gov/safetealu/factsheets/nhs.htm

Eligibility: Funds may be used to construct bicycle transportation facilities and 
pedestrian walkways on land adjacent to any highway on the National Highway 
System, including Interstate highways.

Match Requirements: No.

Other Requirements: May be spent on any public highway or trail.

Surface Transportation Program (STP)
Funding Entity / Administrator: FHWA

Website: http://www.fhwa.dot.gov/safetealu/factsheets/stp.htm

Eligibility: Funds may be used for either the construction of bicycle transportation 
facilities and pedestrian walkways (including ADA compliance projects), 
or non-construction projects (such as maps, brochures, and public service 
announcements) related to safe bicycle use and walking; 10 percent of annual 
funds are dedicated to TE projects

Match Requirements: Most Federal-aid highway funding programs require a 
20 percent State match of Federal funds

Other Requirements: State and/or local funds used to match Federal-aid 
highway projects may include in-kind contributions (such as donations).  Projects 
need to be in the North Central Texas Council of Governments (NCTCOG) TIP 
to be eligible (http://www.nctcog.org/trans/tip/)

Transportation Enhancement (TE) Program (subset of  STP)
Funding Entity / Administrator: FHWA

Website: http://www.fhwa.dot.gov/environment/transportation_enhancements

Eligibility:	Program	is	run	through	a	state-level	TE	Office.	Competitive	selection	
process,	funds	are	distributed	directly	by	the	state	TE	Office.

Match Requirements: Individual TE projects under the STP can have a match 
higher or lower than 80 percent; typical local match is 20 percent; Funds from 
other Federal programs may also be used to match TE program funds.

Other Requirements: Projects may exceed the 80 percent Federal share 
provided the State program overall matches at the 80/20 level; Projects need 
to be in the NCTCOG TIP to be eligible; May be used on local roads.
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Congestion Mitigation and Air Quality Improvements (CMAQ) Program 
(subset of  STP)
Funding Entity / Administrator: FHWA

Website: http://www.fhwa.dot.gov/environment/air_quality/cmaq/

Eligibility: Only for local governments in non-attainment areas; Funds may be 
used for either the construction of bicycle transportation facilities and pedestrian 
walkways, or non-construction projects (such as maps, brochures, and public 
service announcements) related to safe bicycle use.

Match Requirements: CMAQ typically covers 80 percent of the project cost, 
with the remaining 20 percent coming from the state, MPO or public/private 
partners.

Other Requirements: Coordination with MPO (NCTCOG) is strongly recommended 
to coordinate the application process; May be used on local roads.

Safe Routes to School Program
Funding Entity / Administrator: Safe Routes to School Program

Website: http://www.txdot.gov/safety/safe_routes/default.htm

Eligibility: Statewide competitive process; cost-reimbursement; Funds are 
apportioned to states based on their relative shares of total enrollment in 
primary and middle schools, but no state will receive less than $1 million.

Match Requirements: No.

Other Requirements: 70-90% to Infrastructure projects; remainder to non-
infrastructure

State and Community Highway Safety Grant (Section 402 funds)
Funding Entity / Administrator: State and Community Highway Safety Grant 
(Section 402 funds)

Website: http://safety.fhwa.dot.gov/policy/section402/

Eligibility: Section 402 grants are provided to support state highway safety 
programs	designed	to	reduce	traffic	crashes	and	resulting	deaths,	injuries,	and	
property damage

Match Requirements: 100 percent federally funded

Other Requirements: State must submit a Performance Plan to be eligible for 
funds.

Transit Enhancement Activity Program
Funding Entity / Administrator: Transit Enhancement Activity Program

Website: http://www.fta.gov

Eligibility: One percent set-aside of Urbanized Area Formula Grant funds 
designated for, among other things, pedestrian access and walkways, and 
“bicycle access, including bicycle storage facilities and installing equipment for 
transporting bicycles on mass transportation vehicles.” 49 USC Section 5307(k)

Match Requirements: Bicycle-related transit projects are 90 percent Federal 
and may increase to 95 percent Federal for bicycle-related transit enhancement 
projects

Other Requirements: No.
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Job Access and Reverse Commute (JARC) Grants
Funding Entity / Administrator: FTA

Website: http://www.fta.dot.gov/grants/13093_3550.html

Eligibility: State and public bodies; Capital, planning and operating expenses 
for projects that transport low income individuals to and from jobs and activities 
related to employment, and for reverse commute projects - includes bicycle-
related services

Match Requirements: The Federal share of eligible capital and planning costs 
may not exceed 80 percent of the net cost of the activity (50 percent for 
operating costs). Recipients may use up to 10 percent to support program 
administrative costs including administration, planning, and technical assistance, 
which may be funded at 100 percent Federal share. The local share of eligible 
capital and planning costs shall be no less than 20 percent of the net cost of the 
activity, and the local share for eligible operating costs shall be no less than 50 
percent of the net operating costs.

Other Requirements: Funds pass from FTA to NCTCOG; Project must be in TIP 
to be funded

Transportation, Community, and System Preservation Program (discretionary 
grants)
Funding Entity / Administrator: FHWA

Website: http://www.fhwa.dot.gov/tcsp/

Eligibility: States, metropolitan planning organizations, local governments, and 
tribal governments are eligible for TCSP Program discretionary grants to plan 
and	 implement	 strategies	which	 improve	 the	 efficiency	 of	 the	 transportation	
system, reduce environmental impacts of transportation, reduce the need for 
costly	 future	public	 infrastructure	 investments,	 ensure	 efficient	 access	 to	 jobs,	
services and centers of trade, and examine development patterns and identify 
strategies to encourage private sector development patterns which achieve 
these goals.

Match Requirements: The Federal share payable shall be 80 percent.

Other Requirements: Applicants are strongly encouraged to coordinate 
applications with the State department of transportation and metropolitan 
planning organization to ensure proposals are consistent with statewide and 
metropolitan planning requirements.
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Conclusion
The Jefferson County Bicycle and Pedestrian Master Plan is the culmination of 
extension data collection, review and analysis.  It was formulated with extensive 
municipal, public and stakeholder input and involvement.  As a result, this Master 
Plan provides the framework for a robust bicycle and pedestrian network, to be 
implemented over time, which will increase transportation mobility options for 
all population segments of the County.  The bicycle and pedestrian conceptual 
network, project recommendations, and project prioritization schedule give 
practical direction to local municipal leaders to implement the plan and realize 
a more complete and diverse transportation system for Jefferson County.

CONCLUSION
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APPENDIX



Jefferson County Bicycle and Pedestrian Master Plan 
 

Stakeholder Interview Notes 
 

 

1. Roy Schleicher/County Administrator, Alan Wise/Preble‐Rish (County Engineer), another 
Henry Gohlke, Assistant County Administrator 
 
Issues 

‐ Fatality at post office (US 19 north) 

‐ No traffic lights in County 

‐ Too many signs 

Opportunities 

‐ Potential Connections – new park at end of Water Street, connections to/from Leon County 

‐ Bulb‐outs in core 6 blocks, improved crossings 

‐ Paved shoulders on 259 north of 27, Lake Micc, US90, Waukeenah Highway 

‐ Connections to destinations 

 
2. City of Monticello – Emily Anderson/City Clerk, Steve Wingate/City Manager, Raymond 

Clark, Supervisor 
 
Issues 

‐ Visibility issues with plants/trees at US90 crossing 

‐ Very few people walk to school 

‐ Curb issues at US 90 

Opportunities 

‐ Coordinate improvements with new development, such as Monticello Pines 

‐ Improve crosswalks with ladder striping 

‐ Gateway improvements 



‐ Potential connections to Eco‐park and north to GA (via Cotton Trail) 

‐ Improvements to US 19 

‐ Improvements to US90 

‐ US 90 E – consider road diet as 2035 volumes are less than 10,000 vpd 

‐ Improve crossing at the US90 trail  

‐ Change to share the road/sharrows 

 
3. Planning/ED – Bill Tellefsen/County Planning Director, Julie Conley/EDC, Nancy 

Wideman/TDC 
Development opportunities include – Monticello Pines, Wacissa, some commercial development at 
US19/27, US 27 at 59 and US19 

Past planning efforts (such as the future land use plan and FSU vision plan) have not been well‐
received. There is an economic development plan in the works.  

Future transportation improvements could include 6 laning US 27 and US 19 to route truck traffic off 
I‐75. This would include a bypass. 

 
4. County Roads Department – David Harvey 
Issues 

‐ SR 59 may not have paved shoulder 

‐ Lamont has existing sidewalk at the post office 

‐ Concern about sharing road – signage helps, but don’t have money for signs all over 

Potential Future Facilities: 

‐ Look at Seminole Cycling Routes northeast of town 

‐ Develop Whitehouse Rd with a separate bicycle route to/from Leon Co. There are issues with 
ROW, which would need coordination with land owners. 

‐ “Goose Pasture” has potential for trailhead areas 

‐ Abandoned RR ROWs from Lamont to GA.  

‐ Add Share the road on Cherry/Lloyd Creek and SR59 

 
 



5. Police Chief and two Sheriff’s Deputies 
 
Issues:  

‐ narrow roads,  

‐ topography, 

‐ golf carts  

‐ kids not permitted to ride to school  

‐ need to educate cyclists on how to ride 

‐ Need pedestrian enforcement at courthouse 

 
6. Winston Lee, AICP, ASLA, local resident/business owner (walk around downtown, no 

notes) 
 
 

7. Jefferson Co. Schools – Superintendent Brumfield 
Title 1 District 

No Kids bike or walk to school (posted speed is 65mph on US 19), though some might use trail if 
extended south.  Kids who live within 2 blocks of the school are bussed. 

Trail crossing at US 90 used to include a school speed zone, but it was removed. 

Can’t afford crossing guards 

Hazardous walking conditions. Sidewalk is needed from Courthouse west to City limits. 



A master plan for the future of bicycling and walking in Jefferson County is in progress. 
The master plan will iden�fy safe and efficient loca�ons to connect bicyclists and 
walkers to key des�na�ons such as historic downtown Mon�cello, parks, schools, 
natural and historical sites, and more.

The master plan will include the following components: 
• Detailed maps of recommended bicycle lanes, sidewalks, trails, and more
• Policies that support bicycling and walking
• Programs to increase awareness and safety
• Priori�es for plan implementa�on

Public par�cipa�on is solicited without regard to race, color, na�onal origin, age, sex, religion, disability or family status.  
Persons requiring special accommoda�on under the Americans with Disabili�es Act or those requiring language transla�on 
services, free of charge, should contact Lynn Barr at (850) 891-6801 at least three (3) days before the event.

For More Informa�on: 
Contact Lynn Barr, CRTPA, (850) 891-6801 or lynn.barr@talgov.com
or Jennifer Carver, Renaissance Planning Group, (850) 270-1926 x 402 or 
jcarver@ci�esthatwork.com

Sponsored by:  

PUBLIC WORKSHOP
JEFFERSON COUNTY BICYCLE & PEDESTRIAN MASTER PLAN 

TUESDAY, MAY 15, 2012
5:00 pm – 7:30 pm

Drop in anytime.  Presentation at 6:00 pm.
Jefferson County R.J. Bailar Public Library  

Community Room
375 South Water Street, Monticello, FL

Public Workshop
At this workshop, preliminary recommenda�ons to improve condi�ons for bicycling 
and walking in Jefferson County will be shared with the community. These concepts 
build on the exis�ng Regional Mobility Plan and are based on stakeholder interviews
and extensive field review. We need your input on the needs and priori�es for bicycle 
and pedestrian facili�es and programs. You are encouraged to a�end and to bring a 
friend.

What places do you walk or bike?    
What route do you want to use to get there? 

www.crtpa.org



Jefferson County Bicycle and Pedestrian Master Plan Public Workshop  
 
 
FOR IMMEDIATE RELEASE 
 
May x, 2012 
 
For more information contact: 
Lynn Barr                          (name) 
Mobility Coordinator     (title) 
850‐891‐6800                   (phone #) 
Lynn.barr@talgov.com  (email) 
____________________________________________________________________________________ 
 

May 15 public workshop to focus on bicycle and pedestrian areas 
 
Monticello ‐ Jefferson County invites all residents, businesses, and stakeholders to attend a public 
workshop to provide input on the needs and priorities for bicycle and pedestrian facilities and programs.  
This public workshop will be held in an informal open house format with a presentation at 6:00 pm. 
Citizens attending the workshop will be able to review the materials, ask questions and submit 
comments.  The public workshop is as follows: 

Tuesday, May 15, 2012 
5:00 pm – 7:30 pm 

Drop in anytime. Presentation at 6:00 pm. 
Jefferson County R.J. Bailar Public Library Community Room 

375 South Water Street, Monticello, FL 
 
The Capital Region Transportation Planning Agency (CRTPA), in coordination with Jefferson County and 
the City of Monticello, is developing the Jefferson County Bicycle and Pedestrian Master Plan.  Emphasis 
will be placed on safe and efficient locations to connect bicyclists and walkers to key destinations. This 
plan will feature the following components: 

• Detailed maps of recommended bicycle lanes, sidewalks, trails, and more 
• Policies that support bicycling and walking 
• Programs to increase awareness and safety 
• Priorities for plan implementation 

 
What would make Jefferson County & Monticello more bicycle‐ and pedestrian‐friendly? What are the 
key bicycling/walking destinations in the County for families, commuters, or others? Where would you 
most like to see bicycle routes/trails, sidewalks, and crosswalks?  What concerns do you have about 
bicycling and walking in the County? 
 



Please visit the CRTPA web site at http://www.crtpa.org/Jefferson_County_Bike_Ped.html to participate 
in a short questionnaire. 

This public meeting is being held in compliance with the Americans with Disabilities Act (ADA). Anyone 
requesting special accommodations may call (850) 891‐6800, at least 48 hours prior to the meeting. For 
more information on the CRTPA and local transportation planning initiatives, please visit www.crtpa.org 
or call (850) 891‐6800. 
 
 

### 
 

 
 
 
 



Jefferson County Bicycle and Pedestrian Master Plan

Web Survey Results

RespondentID Collector ID StartDate EndDate
What would make Jefferson County & Monticello more bicycle- and 
pedestrian-friendly? 

What are the key bicycling/walking 
destinations in the County for families, 
commuters, or others? 

Where would you most like to see 
bicycle routes/trails, sidewalks, and 
crosswalks? 

What concerns do you have about 
bicycling and walking in the County?

Open-Ended Response Open-Ended Response Open-Ended Response Open-Ended Response

1841643960 26281359 05/15/2012 05/15/2012

first, a leash law. we are always being chased by dogs, once by 5! a 2-
ft plus shoulder on some designated bike-friendly roads would also be 
very helpful. the dogs keep me from riding there more than the lack of 
shoulders tho.

Not familiar enough with the county. I just 
love the countryside there.

on 90, so we could ride easily from 
our home at baum and buck lake. 
Canopy roads,

Dogs, lack of shoulders.

1828588683 26281359 05/06/2012 05/06/2012
More Bicycle and Pedestrian friendly paths.  Lots of Bicycle path 
signs.  Wider bicycle paths on the roads.  lots and lots of 
Advertisement detailing Eco-Tours.

There is a brochure made by the TDC in 
Monticello that details a Historic Monticello 
Walking Tour.  There should also be made 
available a Brochure for Historic Biking 
Tours. I would like that question above 
answered as well.  We have no 
advertisement detailing any of these 
destinations in Monticello.  How are people 
to know if it is not put out there.

19N, 19S, 90E, and 90W.

Safety. No bicycle paths to follow, save 
for one already designated, and is hidden 
out of the way. Need more Bicycle and 
Pedestrian Friendly commercial signs on 
streets and everything.  I love the new 
Pedestrian crosswalk signs.  We need 
more of these kind of signs to make 
people aware of what we have.

1823997829 26281359 05/02/2012 05/02/2012

Highway 90 in Jefferson County is the only part of 90 without 
shoulders. Any time a road is resurfaced, it really helps to have 
shoulders or bike lanes.     Stop dangerous drivers and if a driver ever 
his a cyclists or pedestrian charge make them accountable.   Last 
time I bicycled from Tallahassee to Greenville on a few cars passed 
me. But one on an empty roads missed me from behind by inches and 
gunned his engine to make his point.     The rule of the road should be 
that those with the bigger vehicles should be held most accountable. 
Cars over bikes, bikes over pedestrians.     The Bike Florida Ride 
brought $10,000's to many small towns this year. We have to stop the 
few dangerous drivers making these big rides afraid to come here.

Wacissa River, Aucilla, Florida Hiking Trail, 
Courthouse, Opra House are great 
destinations. This may be the only county 
that stretches across Florida. Would be a 
great marketing tool to say "ride across 
Florida" bike ride....in one day.      Lots of 
history tung oil, Spanish, Lloy train station, 
Mahan tree lined 90... Historic markers would 
help promote these things if placed all along 
bike routes.

The ones we use now are good. The 
Speghetti 100 has a great dirt ride 
from Miccusuki to Boston...

Bad drivers are not held accountable 
when the hit cyclists or pedestrians. 
They don't appreciate all the potential 
tourists dollars a big group ride could 
bring to the county. Get a Backroads or 
Vermont bicycling tour book. People pay 
$300/day to bike ride in nice safe areas. 
Our area is as nice as anything in those 
brochures!!!!!!!!

1823860810 26281359 05/02/2012 05/02/2012

1) a 4 "E" type bike/ped program that includes, education, 
encouragement, enforcement and engineering  (facilities) with 
adequate funding   2) a full time bike/ped advocate on staff  3) paved 
shoulders on 2 lane roads where feasible (particularly continuous 
paved shoulders on Hiway 90, 59, 19, etc.)  4) sharrows on 2 lane 
roads  that don't have bike lanes or paved shoulders  5) a bike shop in 
town/county  6) continuous sidewalks throughout downtown 
Monticello  7) curb cut ramps at all downtown intersections  8) a 
detailed map of bike friendly routes & internet mapping app to help 
cyclists map a route in County  9) school based bike/ped safety 
education program  10) bike law education program for enforcement 
officers  11) bike facility design education for ALL County & City staff 
who deal with roadway design  12) a "bike friendly Jefferson County" 
citizens' committee (include CoC and other civic orgs)  13) regular 
bike rides through the County to provide both exercise and business 
opportunities  14) encouragement of "green guide" type eco-tours that 
interface biking, hiking and river/lake boating

Wacissa & Aucilla Rivers, downtown 
locations, Lake Miccosukee, the dog track, 
parks, coast, most rural roads, etc

see above
none - its ALL good. Some 
improvements in facilities would be 
nice...
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You may return this comment sheet via fax (813‐254‐7742) or email (sswearengen@citiesthatwork.com) 
to Scott Swearengen, Renaissance Planning Group. 

 

 

Recommended Bicycle and Pedestrian Facility Improvements 
 
 
 
We appreciate your attendance and participation in today’s meeting.  Your comments are important to 
us and a valuable component of a strong master plan that adequately represents the interests of the 

community.  Please take a moment to leave us your comments in the space provided below. 
 
 

 
 

 
 

 
 

 
 

 
 

 
 

 
 

 
 

 
 
 





Jefferson County Bicycle & Pedestrian Master Plan ‐‐ General Unit Cost Estimates

Project Assumptions CST Cost Source

Sidewalk_1  5' width, 1 side 152,784$        1

Sidewalk_2 5' width, both sides 302,293$        1

Pvd_Shld 5' paved shoulder, both sides 166,910$        1

Trail 12' multi‐use trail, 1 side off roadway 400,983$        1

Ped_Sig Ped activated signal per intersection, 4‐way 11,264$          1

Xwalk Ped crosswalk per intersection, 12" white stripe (paint/thermo), 5 x 12' lanes all quadrants 2,645$            1

Restripe Milling & resurfacing (4L roadway) 5' sidewalk & curb & gutter, undivided, includes L & R turn lanes 993,315$        1

STR_Signs 1 sign per mile per direction; $300/sign 600$                2

STR_Signs_Urban 3 signs per mile per direction; $300/sign 1,800$            2

BL_Stripe 6" white stripe; $1/lf 10,560$          2

SLM_Park 1 marking every 250' adjacent to on‐street parking; $200/marking 8,400$            3

SLM_No_Park 1 marking every 500' (approx. 0.1 mi) with no on‐street parking; $200/marking 4,000$            3

2. Unit costs per FDOT Area 7 averages (07/2011 ‐ 06/2012).

3. Based on unit cost per marking from City of Winter Park, FL project on Palmer Avenue.

1. FDOT D‐3 Preliminary Estimates Section Transportation Costs Annual Roadway Construction Cost, Revised December 2011. CEI (normally 15% of the 

construction cost) is not included.



LONG RANGE ESTIMATE 
Project PX-1: Downtown Courthouse Area Project Phase 1

ITEM NO. ITEM DESCRIPTION QUANTITY UNIT UNIT PRICE TOTAL COST

 101-  1 MOBILIZATION 1                            LS $32,000.00 $32,000.00

 102- 1 MAINTENANCE OF TRAFFIC 1                            LS $25,000.00 $25,000.00

 104- 20 EROSION CONTROL 1                            LS $1,000.00 $1,000.00

DESIGN SURVEY 1                            LS $10,000.00 $10,000.00

SIGNING & PAVEMENT MARKING 1                            LS $5,000.00 $5,000.00

522-1 CONCRETE SIDEWALK, 4" THICK -                         SY $30.00 $0.00

523-2 PATTERNED PAVEMENT, NON-VEHICULAR AREAS 609                        SY $80.00 $48,746.67

110-1-2 CLEARING & GRUBBING 1                            LS $5,000.00 $5,000.00

520-2-4 CONCRETE CURB, TYPE D 844                        LF $13.00 $10,972.00

120-6 EMBANKMENT 45                          CY $10.38 $468.51

0711-11-122 12" White Stripe (Crosswalk Outside Stripe) 1,320                     LF $1.75 $2,310.00

0711-11-125 24" White Stripe (Crosswalk Inside Stripe) 1,120                     LF $3.86 $4,323.20

0711-11-151 6" White Stripe 200                        LF $1.00 $200.00

Concrete Valley Gutter 430                        LF $13.00 $5,590.00

Drainage inlet at Curb Extension 16                          EA $4,500.00 $72,000.00

0527-1 Detectable Warning Pad 56                          EA $350.00 $19,600.00

SUB- TOTAL $242,210.38

CONTINGENCY (20%) $48,442.08

DESIGN FEES (10%) $29,065.25

CEI FEES (10%) $31,971.77

TOTAL ESTIMATED CONSTRUCTION COST (2012) : $290,652.45

ESTIMATE BASIS AND ASSUMPTIONS:

- Estimate does not include utility relocation costs.

- The mobilization costs are based on 15% of the construction cost

- Embankment to 1 ft depth

- No R/W Impact

- No specialized landscaping (beyond sodding)

- Utility relocations by others

SOURCE:  Unit Costs per  FDOT Lake County (Area 7) averages (07/2011 - 06/2012)

Prepared by HDR Engineering, Inc.

Fiscal Year 2012
4444



LONG RANGE ESTIMATE 
Project PX-2: Downtown Courthouse Area Project Phase 2

ITEM NO. ITEM DESCRIPTION QUANTITY UNIT UNIT PRICE TOTAL COST

 101-  1 MOBILIZATION 1                            LS $25,000.00 $25,000.00

 102- 1 MAINTENANCE OF TRAFFIC 1                            LS $20,000.00 $20,000.00

 104- 20 EROSION CONTROL 1                            LS $1,000.00 $1,000.00

DESIGN SURVEY 1                            LS $10,000.00 $10,000.00

SIGNING & PAVEMENT MARKING 1                            LS $5,000.00 $5,000.00

522-1 CONCRETE SIDEWALK, 4" THICK -                         SY $30.00 $0.00

523-2 PATTERNED PAVEMENT, NON-VEHICULAR AREAS 396                        SY $80.00 $31,644.44

110-1-2 CLEARING & GRUBBING 1                            LS $5,000.00 $5,000.00

520-2-4 CONCRETE CURB, TYPE D 636                        LF $13.00 $8,268.00

120-6 EMBANKMENT 29                          CY $10.38 $304.14

0711-11-122 12" White Stripe (Crosswalk Outside Stripe) 864                        LF $1.75 $1,512.00

0711-11-125 24" White Stripe (Crosswalk Inside Stripe) 800                        LF $3.86 $3,088.00

0711-11-151 6" White Stripe 760                        LF $1.00 $760.00

Concrete Valley Gutter 640                        LF $13.00 $8,320.00

Drainage inlet at Curb Extension 14                          EA $4,500.00 $63,000.00

0527-1 Detectable Warning Pad 32                          EA $350.00 $11,200.00

SUB- TOTAL $194,096.58

CONTINGENCY (20%) $38,819.32

DESIGN FEES (10%) $23,291.59

CEI FEES (10%) $25,620.75

TOTAL ESTIMATED CONSTRUCTION COST (2012) : $232,915.90

ESTIMATE BASIS AND ASSUMPTIONS:

- Estimate does not include utility relocation costs.

- The mobilization costs are based on 15% of the construction cost

- Embankment to 1 ft depth

- No R/W Impact

- No specialized landscaping (beyond sodding)

- Utility relocations by others

SOURCE:  Unit Costs per  FDOT Lake County (Area 7) averages (07/2011 - 06/2012)

Prepared by HDR Engineering, Inc.

Fiscal Year 2012
4444



LONG RANGE ESTIMATE
Project PX-3: Midblock Crossing of US 90 at Marvin St

ITEM NO. ITEM DESCRIPTION QUANTITY UNIT UNIT PRICE TOTAL COST

 101-  1 MOBILIZATION 1                            LS $8,000.00 $8,000.00

 102- 1 MAINTENANCE OF TRAFFIC 1                            LS $3,000.00 $3,000.00

 104- 20 EROSION CONTROL 1                            LS $1,000.00 $1,000.00

DESIGN SURVEY 1                            LS $2,000.00 $2,000.00

522-1 CONCRETE SIDEWALK, 4" THICK -                         SY $30.00 $0.00

523-2 PATTERNED PAVEMENT, NON-VEHICULAR AREAS 31                          SY $80.00 $2,480.00

110-1-2 CLEARING & GRUBBING 1                            LS $5,000.00 $5,000.00

520-2-4 CONCRETE CURB, TYPE D 68                          LF $13.00 $884.00

120-6 EMBANKMENT -                         CY $10.38 $0.00

0527-1 Detectable Warning Pad 2                            EA $350.00 $700.00

Rectangular Rapid Flashing Beacons 1                            EA $15,000.00 $15,000.00

0700-20-11 Single Post Sign 2                            EA $300.00 $600.00

Overhead Lighting 2                            EA $8,000.00 $16,000.00

Drainage inlet at Curb Extension 2                            EA $4,500.00 $9,000.00

0711-11-122 12" White Stripe (Crosswalk Outside Stripe) 196                        LF $1.75 $343.00

0711-11-125 24" White Stripe (Crosswalk Inside Stripe) 90                          LF $3.86 $347.40

SUB- TOTAL $64,354.40

CONTINGENCY (20%) $12,870.88

DESIGN FEES (10%) $7,722.53

CEI FEES (10%) $8,494.78

TOTAL ESTIMATED CONSTRUCTION COST (2012) : $77,225.28

ESTIMATE BASIS AND ASSUMPTIONS:

- Estimate does not include utility relocation costs.

- The mobilization costs are based on 15% of the construction cost

- Embankment to 1 ft depth

- No R/W Impact

- No specialized landscaping (beyond sodding)

- Utility relocations by others

SOURCE:  Unit Costs per  FDOT Lake County (Area 7) averages (07/2011 - 06/2012)

Prepared by HDR Engineering, Inc.

Fiscal Year 2012
4444



LONG RANGE ESTIMATE
Project PX-4: Midblock Crossing of US 90 at Ike Anderson Trail

ITEM NO. ITEM DESCRIPTION QUANTITY UNIT UNIT PRICE TOTAL COST

 101-  1 MOBILIZATION 1                            LS $7,000.00 $7,000.00

 102- 1 MAINTENANCE OF TRAFFIC 1                            LS $3,000.00 $3,000.00

 104- 20 EROSION CONTROL 1                            LS $1,000.00 $1,000.00

DESIGN SURVEY 1                            LS $2,000.00 $2,000.00

522-1 CONCRETE SIDEWALK, 4" THICK -                         SY $30.00 $0.00

523-2 PATTERNED PAVEMENT, NON-VEHICULAR AREAS 40                          SY $80.00 $3,200.00

110-1-2 CLEARING & GRUBBING 1                            LS $5,000.00 $5,000.00

520-2-4 CONCRETE CURB, TYPE D 84                          LF $13.00 $1,092.00

120-6 EMBANKMENT 3                            CY $10.38 $31.14

0527-1 Detectable Warning Pad 2                            EA $350.00 $700.00

Rectangular Rapid Flashing Beacons 1                            EA $15,000.00 $15,000.00

0700-20-11 Single Post Sign 2                            EA $300.00 $600.00

Overhead Lighting 2                            EA $8,000.00 $16,000.00

0711-11-122 12" White Stripe (Crosswalk Outside Stripe) 108                        LF $1.75 $189.00

0711-11-125 24" White Stripe (Crosswalk Inside Stripe) 60                          LF $3.86 $231.60

SUB- TOTAL $55,043.74

CONTINGENCY (20%) $11,008.75

DESIGN FEES (10%) $6,605.25

CEI FEES (10%) $7,265.77

TOTAL ESTIMATED CONSTRUCTION COST (2012) : $66,052.49

ESTIMATE BASIS AND ASSUMPTIONS:

- Estimate does not include utility relocation costs.

- The mobilization costs are based on 15% of the construction cost

- Embankment to 1 ft depth

- No R/W Impact

- No specialized landscaping (beyond sodding)

- Utility relocations by others

SOURCE:  Unit Costs per  FDOT Lake County (Area 7) averages (07/2011 - 06/2012)

Prepared by HDR Engineering, Inc.

Fiscal Year 2012
4444



LONG RANGE ESTIMATE
Project PX-5: Midblock Crossing of US 19 at Cherokee St/Jefferson Square Shopping Center

ITEM NO. ITEM DESCRIPTION QUANTITY UNIT UNIT PRICE TOTAL COST

 101-  1 MOBILIZATION 1                            LS $9,000.00 $9,000.00

 102- 1 MAINTENANCE OF TRAFFIC 1                            LS $3,000.00 $3,000.00

 104- 20 EROSION CONTROL 1                            LS $1,000.00 $1,000.00

DESIGN SURVEY 1                            LS $2,000.00 $2,000.00

522-1 CONCRETE SIDEWALK, 4" THICK -                         SY $30.00 $0.00

523-2 PATTERNED PAVEMENT, NON-VEHICULAR AREAS 69                          SY $80.00 $5,520.00

110-1-2 CLEARING & GRUBBING 1                            LS $5,000.00 $5,000.00

520-2-4 CONCRETE CURB, TYPE D 150                        LF $13.00 $1,950.00

120-6 EMBANKMENT 3                            CY $10.38 $31.14

0527-1 Detectable Warning Pad 2                            EA $350.00 $700.00

Rectangular Rapid Flashing Beacons 1                            EA $15,000.00 $15,000.00

0700-20-11 Single Post Sign 2                            EA $300.00 $600.00

Overhead Lighting 2                            EA $8,000.00 $16,000.00

Drainage inlet at Curb Extension 2                            EA $4,500.00 $9,000.00

0711-11-122 12" White Stripe (Crosswalk Outside Stripe) 108                        LF $1.75 $189.00

0711-11-125 24" White Stripe (Crosswalk Inside Stripe) 60                          LF $3.86 $231.60

SUB- TOTAL $69,221.74

CONTINGENCY (20%) $13,844.35

DESIGN FEES (10%) $8,306.61

CEI FEES (10%) $9,137.27

TOTAL ESTIMATED CONSTRUCTION COST (2012) : $83,066.09

ESTIMATE BASIS AND ASSUMPTIONS:

- Estimate does not include utility relocation costs.

- The mobilization costs are based on 15% of the construction cost

- Embankment to 1 ft depth

- No R/W Impact

- No specialized landscaping (beyond sodding)

- Utility relocations by others

SOURCE:  Unit Costs per  FDOT Lake County (Area 7) averages (07/2011 - 06/2012)

Prepared by HDR Engineering, Inc.

Fiscal Year 2012
4444



LONG RANGE ESTIMATE
Project PX-7: Jefferson County Elementary School Area Improvements

ITEM NO. ITEM DESCRIPTION QUANTITY UNIT UNIT PRICE TOTAL COST

 101-  1 MOBILIZATION 1                            LS $9,000.00 $9,000.00

 102- 1 MAINTENANCE OF TRAFFIC 1                            LS $3,000.00 $3,000.00

 104- 20 EROSION CONTROL 1                            LS $1,000.00 $1,000.00

DESIGN SURVEY 1                            LS $2,000.00 $2,000.00

522-1 CONCRETE SIDEWALK, 4" THICK 1,111                     SY $30.00 $33,330.00

523-2 PATTERNED PAVEMENT, NON-VEHICULAR AREAS -                         SY $80.00 $0.00

110-1-2 CLEARING & GRUBBING 1                            LS $5,000.00 $5,000.00

520-2-4 CONCRETE CURB, TYPE D -                         LF $13.00 $0.00

120-6 EMBANKMENT -                         CY $10.38 $0.00

0527-1 Detectable Warning Pad 20                          EA $350.00 $7,000.00

0700-20-11 Single Post Sign w/ Flashing Beacon 4                            EA $500.00 $2,000.00

0700-20-11 Single Post Sign 13                          EA $300.00 $3,900.00

Overhead Lighting EA $8,000.00 $0.00

0711-11-122 12" White Stripe (Crosswalk Outside Stripe) 1,100                     LF $1.75 $1,925.00

0711-11-125 24" White Stripe (Crosswalk Inside Stripe) 900                        LF $3.86 $3,474.00

SUB- TOTAL $71,629.00

CONTINGENCY (20%) $14,325.80

DESIGN FEES (10%) $8,595.48

CEI FEES (10%) $9,455.03

TOTAL ESTIMATED CONSTRUCTION COST (2012) : $85,954.80

ESTIMATE BASIS AND ASSUMPTIONS:

- Estimate does not include utility relocation costs.

- The mobilization costs are based on 15% of the construction cost

- Embankment to 1 ft depth

- No R/W Impact

- No specialized landscaping (beyond sodding)

- Utility relocations by others

SOURCE:  Unit Costs per  FDOT Lake County (Area 7) averages (07/2011 - 06/2012)

Prepared by HDR Engineering, Inc.

Fiscal Year 2012
4444



LONG RANGE ESTIMATE
Project PX-8: Ike Anderson Trail Crossing at Various Minor Streets

ITEM NO. ITEM DESCRIPTION QUANTITY UNIT UNIT PRICE TOTAL COST

 101-  1 MOBILIZATION 1                            LS $1,000.00 $1,000.00

 102- 1 MAINTENANCE OF TRAFFIC 1                            LS $3,000.00 $3,000.00

 104- 20 EROSION CONTROL -                         LS $1,000.00 $0.00

DESIGN SURVEY -                         LS $2,000.00 $0.00

522-1 CONCRETE SIDEWALK, 4" THICK -                         SY $30.00 $0.00

523-2 PATTERNED PAVEMENT, NON-VEHICULAR AREAS -                         SY $80.00 $0.00

110-1-2 CLEARING & GRUBBING -                         LS $5,000.00 $0.00

520-2-4 CONCRETE CURB, TYPE D -                         LF $13.00 $0.00

120-6 EMBANKMENT -                         CY $10.38 $0.00

0527-1 Detectable Warning Pad 2                            EA $350.00 $700.00

0700-20-11 Single Post Sign 12                          EA $300.00 $3,600.00

Overhead Lighting -                         EA $8,000.00 $0.00

0711-11-122 12" White Stripe (Crosswalk Outside Stripe) 288                        LF $1.75 $504.00

0711-11-125 24" White Stripe (Crosswalk Inside Stripe) 300                        LF $3.86 $1,158.00

SUB- TOTAL $9,962.00

CONTINGENCY (20%) $1,992.40

DESIGN FEES $5,000.00

CEI FEES $2,500.00

TOTAL ESTIMATED CONSTRUCTION COST (2012) : $11,954.40

ESTIMATE BASIS AND ASSUMPTIONS:

- Estimate does not include utility relocation costs.

- The mobilization costs are based on 15% of the construction cost

- Embankment to 1 ft depth

- No R/W Impact

- No specialized landscaping (beyond sodding)

- Utility relocations by others

SOURCE:  Unit Costs per  FDOT Lake County (Area 7) averages (07/2011 - 06/2012)

Prepared by HDR Engineering, Inc.

Fiscal Year 2012
4444
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Executive Summary 

An initial median feasibility concept was developed for the Monroe Street corridor and 

modified throughout the public involvement process. Median feasibility was determined 

based on the existing right-of-way, traffic operational characteristics, and the need to 

improve safety.  Implementation of medians throughout segments within the corridor were 

identified as “Warranted”, referring to the implementation of medians to improve safety, or 

“Feasible”, referring to the implementation of medians given current physical and 

operational characteristics.  The recommendation for median implementation for each 

segment is described in the following sections.  

North Magnolia Drive to CSX Railroad Bridge (South Monroe) 

Within the segment from N. Magnolia Drive to the CSX Railroad Bridge, it was determined 

that medians are not warranted based on historic crash records.  Medians are feasible, but 

not warranted for safety purposes at this time. However, as Placemaking efforts continue in 

the South Monroe-South Adams District, installation of medians may be incorporated to 

contribute to an overall sense of place in the District. Additionally, as proximal projects 

including Cascades Park and the FAMU Way extension are completed, medians may 

become necessary along South Monroe to provide pedestrian refuges and increase safety 

throughout the corridor.  See sheet 1 through sheet 5 of Appendix A for the median 

feasibility south of the CSX Railroad Bridge. 

CSX Railroad Bridge to Thomasville Road (Downtown) 

Within the section from CSX Railroad Bridge to Thomasville Road, median implementation 

is warranted but not feasible. The right of way (ROW) within the downtown area is 

extremely limited. There is a large amount of pedestrian activity that may benefit from a 

raised median to assist with mid-block crossings.  The block lengths through the downtown 

area are quite short and the value of the existing on-street parking is instrumental for the 

current business owners.  The inability to widen the road due to ROW restrictions makes 

medians in this area not feasible.  Sheet 5 through Sheet 10 of Appendix A depict the 

results of the feasibility study for this segment. 
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Thomasville Road to John Knox Road 

Within the segment between Thomasville Road and John Knox Road, median 

implementation is both feasible and warranted except in the area between 5th Avenue and 

7th Avenue. In this area, medians are warranted but not feasible due to the extended 

queuing for the left turn lanes.  The current volume of left-turning vehicles within this 

segment is very high.  Queue lengths of left turning vehicles were observed to verify that 

medians are not feasible.  It was found that the implementation of a median in this area 

would decrease the left turn lane storage and cause the queue to spill into the through 

lanes thus further degrading the overall operation of Monroe Street.  The remainder of this 

segment has detailed median recommendations illustrated in the concept plans, sheet 11 

through sheet 17 of Appendix A. The Lake Ella area, 7th Avenue to Tharpe Street, had a 

more in depth study with three median alternatives. The study in its entirety can be found 

in Appendix B. 
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1. Introduction 

Recognizing the need for integrated and inclusive planning for the Monroe Street corridor, 

the Capital Region Transportation Planning Agency (CRTPA) conducted the Monroe Street 

Access Management and Lake Ella Implementation Study.  The corridor study grew out of 

the need to develop a uniform strategy for the overall corridor that incorporates median 

implementation, safety enhancements and enhancing community character while providing 

multimodal accessibility to activity centers along Monroe Street. The implementation study 

at Lake Ella focused on enhancing pedestrian safety through the implementation of 

medians and/or other pedestrian crossing aides. 

Monroe Street is a critical component of the regional transportation system and plays a 

vital role in the movement of people and goods through and within the area.  It is one of the 

larger north south connectors in Tallahassee. It also provides access to Interstate 10. The 

study focused on approximately 4 miles of Monroe Street from just south of Magnolia Drive 

to John Knox Road which can be seen in Figure 1.1.  

The Monroe Street Corridor is a State maintained roadway within the city limits of 

Tallahassee.  As part of the effort, an advisory project team, consisting of municipal staff, 

business owners and other stakeholders, was identified to provide guidance to both 

planning efforts.  Understanding the inherent relationships between transportation and 

almost every other community element provided the foundation for this comprehensive 

approach to planning transportation improvements within the corridor.  The study resulted 

in specific recommended improvements to address the 

feasibility of medians throughout the entire corridor 

in addition to the implementation plan for medians in 

the Lake Ella area.   

The Florida Department of Transportation (FDOT) 

categorizes roadways based on Access Class.  Access 

Management can be viewed as a balance between 

access to adjacent properties and mobility of people 

and goods through a corridor.   
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The FDOT Classes of access management range from Class 1, which is the most restrictive 

and includes the Interstate system, to Class 7, which allows for the most access to land use 

and has the greatest impact on mobility.  There are two access classes in the Monroe Street 

Corridor.  Class 7, from North Magnolia Drive to Thomasville Road, includes both 

restrictive and non-restrictive medians.  Full median openings have a minimum spacing of 

660 feet and directional median openings have a minimum spacing of 330 feet for Class 7.  

From Thomasville Road to John Knox Road is Access Class 5.  Class 5 includes restrictive 

medians with a minimum spacing of 1,320 feet for full median openings where posted 

speeds are less than 45 mph, and a minimum spacing of 660 feet for directional median 

openings. 

Many businesses depend on trucks for deliveries and drop-offs during various times 

throughout the business day.  Trucks and buses require an extremely large median to 

accommodate their turning radius while executing a U-turn.  Median widths to 

accommodate these large U-turns were determined infeasible due to the density of 

development in the corridor. Median opening placement considered the need for truck and 

other large vehicle access.  Although great care was taken to develop medians to serve 

adjacent businesses, sometimes trucks may be required to follow a slightly different route 

to arrive at the property. 

1.1. Literature Review  

Access management studies have found that the reduction of conflict points reduces the 

number of crashes.  Access management also reduces the severity of crashes by reducing 

the number of left turn crashes.   

A study completed on Apalachee Parkway (U.S. 90), in Tallahassee found that the 

implementation of access management reduced overall crashes by 38% and reduced left-

turn crashes by 82%.   

Safe Access is Good for Business found that medians can have a profound effect on driver 

safety compared to two-way left-turn lanes. Adding a median to a road that previously had 

a continuous two-way left turn lane can reduce the crash rate about 37% and the injury 

rate about 48%. For example, when a continuous two-way left turn lane was replaced with 

a median on Atlanta's Memorial Drive, the crash rate was cut in half.  It also states that 
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making a U-turn at a median opening to get to the opposite side of a busy highway is about 

25% safer than a direct left turn from a side street or other access point.  Research also 

shows that: 

 Medians may reduce pedestrian crashes by 46% and motor vehicle crashes by up to 

39%,  

 Medians may decrease delays (by greater than 30%) for motorists, 

 Medians allow pedestrians a safe place to stop at the mid‐point of the roadway 

before crossing the remaining distance, 

 Medians enhance the visibility of pedestrian crossings, particularly at unsignalized 

crossing points, 

 Medians can reduce the speed of vehicles approaching pedestrian crossings, 

 Medians can be used for access management for vehicles (allowing only right‐
in/right‐out turning movements), and 

 Medians provide space for supplemental signage on multi‐lane roadways. 

1.2. Ongoing Area Projects 

Several on-going studies have been completed throughout the corridor:

 FSU Department of Urban and 

Regional Planning (DURP) Study  

 Apalachee Parkway 

 Downtown Connectivity Plan 

 Multi-modal Transportation 

District 

 Midtown Action Plan 

 Placemaking Areas 

 South Monroe Sector Plan 

 State of the Southern Strategy 

 

These studies were reviewed and components from each study were combined into the 

Monroe Street Access Management and Lake Ella Implementation Study to ensure a 

uniform strategy is adopted for access management.  

The FSU DURP Study focused on pedestrian safety issues on Monroe Street from 

Thomasville Rd to Tharpe St. It addresses many of the cumbersome physical features 

pedestrians encounter while traveling along Monroe St. For example, there are utility and 

traffic poles that restrict the width of the sidewalk, as well as many non-ADA compliant 

curbs. FSU DURP made numerous suggestions for improvements that included obstruction 
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free sidewalks, clearly identifiable pedestrian crosswalks, as well as a newly implemented 

pedestrian crosswalk in the Lake Ella area. The recommendations for the Lake Ella area 

were a particular focus in order to provide appropriate safety improvements that best serve 

the needs of the community.  

Apalachee Parkway 

The Downtown Connectivity Plan analyzes and explains how Downtown is connected to the 

Tallahassee metropolitan area and its accessibility and utilization by the community. 

Pedestrian and vehicle safety was addressed, as well as how Downtown interacts with the 

rest of Tallahassee.  Physical characteristics that inhibit pedestrian traffic were addressed 

while roadway geometry that encourages slower speeds was recognized. Downtown is 

unique in that it is such a pedestrian utilized community. The Tallahassee Downtown 

Improvement Authority recognized that connecting Downtown to the rest of Tallahassee 

through effective mass transit options and personal vehicle parking was essential to the 

health growth of the area. Since Monroe St. runs through the heart of Downtown, access 

management needs to be thoroughly researched in order to positively impact the 

businesses, residents, and commuters of the area. 

Multi-modal Transportation District 

The Midtown Action Plan addresses the existing conditions that contribute to Midtown’s 

sense of place, along with goals and improvements to increase the walkability of the 

community. The Midtown Merchant Association and surrounding neighborhood 

associations identified that its existing smaller blocks, street grid network and open area 

shopping is ideal for a walkable community. However, improvements such as a visual 

brand, parking solutions, and reclaimed public spaces would improve the sense of place in 

Midtown. Lake Ella is a major focus with the Midtown community and is a major 

component of the median implementation plan. It is important to address the existing 

needs and incorporate the desires of the community to move towards achieving the overall 

vision for the area.  

The Placemaking Areas document identifies roadway segments that have need for 

improvements and the Placemaking area they impact. Recognizing and understanding the 

planned future improvements for these areas is vital as Monroe Street connects the Gaines 
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Street, Downtown and Midtown areas.  The South Monroe Sector Strategy acknowledges 

the need for an economic and central vision for the South Monroe area. The beautification 

and aesthetic improvements to the area would promote economic development and attract 

people. Specific improvements to Monroe Street were also listed, such as the installation of 

a median, better curb definition and access, and property buffer areas to separate the street 

from the businesses. The median access study begins in heart of this community and 

recognizes the need for improved pedestrian safety which could increase the attractiveness 

of the businesses.  

The State of Southern Strategy Report details the history of comprehensive planning in the 

southern region of Tallahassee (South of Gaines Street and Pensacola Street). As part of the 

recommendations, the report proposes that medians be implemented on South Monroe 

Street.  This recommendation is not consistent with the current Monroe Street Access 

Management Feasibility Study, which recommends that medians are not needed for safety 

improvement on South Monroe at this time.   

2. Data Collection and Geographic Information Systems 

The identification of physical features and extraction of operational data was the first task 

in the effort.  Geographic Information Systems (GIS) data was collected for data pertinent 

to the facility and the surrounding corridor area.  These data include the physical 

attributes and operational characteristics of the facility.  The data were collected from 

existing sources and include the following elements: 

2.1. Physical Attribute Data 

 Existing access points  Sidewalks 

 Rights of Way  Bicycle facilities 

 Railroads and railroad crossings  On-street parking 

 School zones  Bus routes/stops 

 Emergency management locations  Existing buffers 

 Traffic control devices  Existing parallel facilities 

 Intersection location and dimensions  
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 Cross section with pavement width; existing 
median treatments; shoulder types 

 

 

It was also critical to identify the types of land uses that generate access directly onto the 

facility, as well as major attractions or generators that are located within the corridor area.  

This area extended ¼ mile on either side of the corridor.  Land uses, such as educational 

institutions and governmental agencies that generate or attract significant traffic were 

identified.  It was also critical to identify any emergency management facilities, such as fire 

stations, within the corridor area that may require special considerations with regard to 

access and turning radii.  Emergency management personnel were invited to a part of the 

Project Team, which is discussed in later sections of this report. 

RS&H conducted a windshield survey of those properties adjacent to the facility, identifying 

types of use as well as access points and their location.  Within the corridor area, those 

properties not adjacent were identified through a desk audit, with field verification when 

necessary.  Additional or supplemental information regarding the location of emergency 

management facilities, schools, and other facilities/uses were gathered from the 

coordination effort described below.  

In addition, community resources and specific character areas were also be identified.  

Examples of these types of resources and areas include the Lake Ella area and the 

downtown district that may require special treatments or considerations.  Any historic, 

environmental, or cultural resources adjacent to the facility or within the corridor area 

were also identified. 

2.2. Operational Data 

Speed limits, traffic volumes, traffic composition (truck percentages), and accident data 

were collected as part of the operation data for this study.  The Florida Traffic Online (FTI) 

(2011) DVD was used to access traffic volumes, truck percentages and speed limits.  Speed 

limits through the corridor range from 25 mph in the downtown district, to 35 mph on the 

north and south ends of the project limits.  The posted speed limit in the Lake Ella area is 

35 mph.   
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2.2.1. Traffic Data 

Traffic data was utilized from the City of Tallahassee website, as well as FDOT’s 2011 

Florida Traffic Information and Highway Data DVD. No additional traffic data was 

collected for this project. The traffic monitoring site number, site description and heavy 

truck data were analyzed for each segment throughout the corridor.  The Annual Average 

Daily Traffic (AADT) for each monitoring site can be found in Table 2.1. 

Table 2.1: 2011 Traffic Data 

Segment Site Description 
% Heavy 
Trucks 

AADT 

North 
Magnolia to 

CSX 
Railroad 

555060 Monroe Street 300' North of Orange Avenue 5.10 23,500 

555002 SR 61 150' North of Seaboard Coastline R/R 2.80 21,500*

CSX 
Railroad to 
Thomasville 

Road 

555003 SR 61 300' South of Apalachee Parkway 5.10 30,500 
555004 SR 61 100' North of Apalachee Parkway 5.10 37,000 
553002 Monroe Street 400' South of Tennessee Street 5.10 31,500 
555006 Monroe Street 150' North of Tennessee Street 2.20 32,000 

555008 
Monroe Street 150' South of Thomasville 
Road 

2.20 39,000 

Thomasville 
Road to 

John Knox 
Road 

555009 
Monroe Street 200' North of Thomasville 
Road 

2.40 30,500 

555011 Monroe Street 150' South of Tharpe Street 3.20 35,500 
555012 Monroe Street 300' North of Tharpe Street  3.20 32,500 

553003 
Monroe Street 300' South of Silver Slipper 
Lane 

2.20 41,500 

555108 Monroe Street 150' South of Allen Road 3.20 37,500 
*Even though site lies 150 feet north of the Segment 1 boundary, traffic pattern still closely relates 
to Segment 1 due to geographical restrictions. Therefore it was included in Segment 1’s average 
AADT calculation. 

The composite AADT for each segment is listed in Table 2.2. The AADT of the FTI 2011 

sites within each segment were averaged when multiple were available. 

Table 2.2: Composite AADT by Segment 

Segment Average AADT 

North Magnolia to CSX Railroad 22,500 

CSX Railroad to Thomasville Road 34,000 

Thomasville Road to John Knox Road 35,500 
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3. Assessment of Existing and Future Conditions 

Based on the collected data, any operational deficiencies and safety issues were identified.  

The technical analysis included an assessment of crash data, access points, existing right-

of-way, typical turning movements and multimodal access/connectivity.   

In addition to the technical analysis, issues were identified through community, public and 

stakeholder input.  This input from property owners and the users of the facility provided 

valuable information that was not identified through the data assessment. 

The existing community characteristics were documented. This effort examined and 

incorporated in the analyses any existing plans or programs that are focused on 

enhancing/preserving the sense of place or community.  This information was important in 

the development of the final recommendations to ensure coordination with overall 

community goals and objectives. 

As an arterial roadway, the section of Monroe Street involved in the Monroe Street Median 

Feasibility Study contains a high density of cross street intersections and access points to 

local businesses.  Approximately 0.2 miles (5%) of the 3.9 mile corridor contains a raised 

median.  The only sections currently with raised medians are from East Gaines Street to 

just south of East Bloxham Street, Apalachee Parkway to East Madison Street, and two 

island medians located at Thomasville Road.  The remainder of the corridor features a two-

way left-turn lane that both directions of traffic utilize for left-turns and queue storage. 

3.1. Crash Analysis 

The focus of this section is to identify high crash locations and determine whether the 

installation of a median would act as an effective countermeasure that can be implemented 

through alternative designs to increase safety within the corridor.  Crash data over a 5-year 

period for the Monroe Street corridor was collected, obtained from the City of Tallahassee 

Police Department.  All crash data was analyzed to help understand where crashes occur 

within the roadway corridor and to identify problem areas.  The crash information was 

summarized to determine the number of accidents, identify crash trends, and identify 

crash-prone locations.  
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3.1.1. Crash Data Collection 
The crash data for the Monroe Street Median Feasibility Study includes historic crash data 

provided by the City of Tallahassee Police Department.  This crash data ranges from 

Yaeger Street to John Knox Road for the five year period from January 2007 through 

December 2011. The historic crash data was evaluated to determine the location of any 

significant, existing safety hazards along the study corridor.  The following sections 

describe the basic data analysis and include tables and figures of the crash data within the 

study corridor. 

3.1.2. Data Analysis 
The crash data was analyzed based on the address/intersection of a crash and the number 

of crashes at each site.  The mid-segment crashes are represented as unlabeled bars in 

between the bars labeled with an intersecting street in Error! Reference source not found. 

through Error! Reference source not found.. The number of crashes at each intersection 

include those that occurred within the intersection influence area of Monroe Street and the 

cross street. The total number of crashes along the entire corridor over 5 years is 2,881 

crashes, shown in Table 3.1. Segment 1, North Magnolia Street to the CSX Railroad Bridge 

which is approximately Bloxham Street (but not including Bloxham Street), had 185 

crashes over a distance of approximately 1 mile. Segment 2, approximately Bloxham Street 

to Thomasville Road (but not including Thomasville Road), reported 1,102 crashes over a 

distance of approximately 1.2 miles. Segment 3, Thomasville Road to John Knox Road, had 

approximately 1,594 crashes over a distance of approximately 1.6 miles. Error! Reference 

source not found. through Error! Reference source not found. show the number of crashes 

by within each segment.  

Table 3.1: Total Crashes Over 5 Years 

Segment Crashes 

North Magnolia to CSX Railroad 185 
CSX Railroad to Thomasville Road 1,102 
Thomasville Road to John Knox Road 1,594 

Total 2,881 
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Figure 3.1: Segment 1 N. Magnolia Street to the CSX Railroad Bridge (Approximately) 

 

 

Figure 3.2: Segment 2 The CSX Railroad Bridge (Approximately) to Thomasville Road 
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Figure 3.3: Segment 3 Thomasville Road to John Knox Road 

A crash location map was created to analyze the intensity of crash occurrences throughout 

the entire study area.  As shown in Figure 3.4, the crash intensity increases near the 

intersections of Tennessee Street, Tharpe Street, and John Knox Road.  The segment of 

Monroe Street south of the CSX Railroad indicates that the crash occurrence is relatively 

minor.  The crash occurrence in the form of crash rates is further analyzed in later sections.    
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3.1.3. Crash Rate Analysis 
A crash rate calculation was conducted to compare the Monroe Street Corridor crash rate to 

that of the FDOT District-wide and State-wide crash rates.  Annual Average Daily Traffic 

(AADT) values for specific sites along the corridor within the study limits were taken from 

the Florida Traffic Information (FTI) 2011, shown previously in Table 2.1, and averaged for 

each segment, Table 2.2.   

Using the mean AADT, calculated using all sites available within the study limits, the 

crash rate for the Monroe Street corridor was determined to be 12.7 crashes per million 

vehicle-miles.  The crash rate equation is shown in Equation 1, where R is the crash rate 

per million vehicle-miles.   

Equation 1  

= ( . 	 ℎ )(10 )( )( . 	 ) 365  

Table 3.2 displays the variables for each segment that are included in the crash rate 

equation, as well as the variables for the total corridor. Segment 1 had significantly less 

crashes than Segments 2 and 3, with a crash rate of 4.51 per million vehicle-miles. Segment 

2 had a crash rate of 14.8 per million vehicle-miles. Segment 3 had a crash rate of 15.38 per 

million vehicle-miles. As noted above, the crash rate for the entire corridor was 12.7 per 

million vehicle-miles. 

Table 3.2: Crash Rate Variables 

Segment 
Number of 

Crashes 
AADT 

(veh/day)
No. of 
Years 

Length 
(mi) 

Crash Rate 
(per million 
veh-miles) 

N. Magnolia to CSX 
Railroad 

185 22,500 5 1 4.51 

CSX Railroad to 
Thomasville Road 

1,102 34,000 5 1.2 14.8 

Thomasville Road to John 
Knox Road 

1,594 35,500 5 1.6 15.38 

Total 2,881 32,708* 5 3.8 12.7 
*AADT was averaged across all sites available (12 sites) 
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As shown in Table 3.3, this rate is more than double the Statewide average of 4.70, and 

more than quadruple the District 3 average of 2.75 crashes per million vehicle miles for 

Urban 4-5 lane 2 way undivided roadways.   

Table 3.3: Crash Rates 

Location Crash Rate (per mv miles) 

District 3* 2.75 

Statewide* 4.70 

Monroe Street Corridor 12.7 
*Average crash rate for Urban 4-5 Lane 2 way undivided roadways from 2007-20011 

3.2. Access Management 

As previously noted, few sections of Monroe Street are currently fitted with raised medians, 

occurring sporadically between Bloxham Street and Apalachee Parkway and at the 

Thomasville and John Knox intersections. The majority of the sections have Two-Way Left-

Turn Lanes (TWLTL) that provide little protection for crossing pedestrians and pose a 

threat to both turning and through vehicles.  The FDOT has adopted access management 

standards for State maintained roadways which are shown below in Table 3.4. 

Table 3.4: Rule 14-97 of the Florida Administrative Code 

Access 
Class Median 

Median Opening Spacing 
Standard (feet) 

Signal Spacing 
Standard (feet) 

Connection Spacing 
Standard (feet) 

Full Directional 

Posted 
Speed 

Greater than 
45 MPH 

Posted Speed 
of 45 MPH 

or Less 

2 Restrictive 2,640 1,320 2,640 1,320 660 
3 Restrictive 2,640 1,320 2,640 660 440 
4 Non-Restrictive ‐  ‐  2,640 660 440 

5    Restrictive  

2,640 

660 

2,640 

440 245 
at greater than 45 

MPH posted speed
at greater than 45 

MPH posted speed
1,320 1,320 

at 45 MPH or less 
posted speed

at 45 MPH or less 
posted speed

6 Non-Restrictive ‐  ‐  1,320 440 245 
7 Both Median Types 660 330 1,320 125 125 
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3.3. Land Use 

The Leon County Comprehensive Plan (December 2011) outlines the future land use for 

Leon County. The land immediately adjacent to the Monroe Street corridor varies in use. 

Within the southern limits of the project, from N. Magnolia Drive, to the CSX Railroad 

Bridge, the area is categorized as Central Urban. The segment from the CSX railroad 

bridge to approximately Carolina Street is categorized as Central Core; from Carolina 

Street to Tharpe Street transitions back to Central Urban with a mix of Government 

Operations and Activity Center. From Tharpe Street to the northern project limits at John 

Knox Road, the area is mainly suburban with a mix of activity centers.  The Tallahassee 

Future Land Use Map can be seen in Figure 3.5. 
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3.4. Mobility 

The existing traffic conditions were analyzed in three segments throughout the project area 

based on the annual average daily traffic (AADT) for each segment.  The traffic conditions 

were evaluated using the 2009 FDOT Quality/Level of Service (QLOS) Handbook and 

Highway Capacity Manual 2000 standards and methodologies.  The results of the analysis 

are based on total delay for the roadway segment and are expressed in a Level of Service 

(LOS) format; where LOS A is the best operating condition, or “free flow” and LOS F is the 

worst operating condition.  The Leon County Comprehensive Plan (December 2011) states 

that the adopted LOS for Monroe Street (Principal Arterials) is D, shown in Table 3.5.   

Table 3.5: Leon County Adopted Level of Service 

 

Based on the FDOT Generalized Service Level of Service (LOS) Tables, the Monroe Street 

corridor was analyzed for the three segments.  The 2011 AADT and resulting Level of 

Service for each segment are shown in Table 3.6. 

Table 3.6: Segment Level of Service 

Segment 2011 AADT LOS 

N. Magnolia to CSX Railroad 22,500 C 

CSX Railroad to Thomasville Road 34,000 E 

Thomasville Road to John Knox Road 35,500 E 

 

The portion of Monroe Street from the CSX Railroad to John Knox Road is not currently 

meeting the adopted LOS requirement.   
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3.5. Bicycle, Pedestrian and Transit Facilities 

Bicycle lanes are present on Monroe Street in Segment 1, from Yeager Street to Perkins 

Street, where the roadway narrows and bike lanes are no longer present.  The entire 

Monroe Street corridor is currently comprised of sidewalks on both sides of the road.  

Pedestrian demand was observed in the major pedestrian activity centers, including the 

downtown portion of Monroe Street which has the highest observed pedestrian demand, as 

well as in the Lake Ella area.  Transit facilities and operations are provided by StarMetro 

through the Big Bend Route and a portion of the Gulf Route.  On-street parking is currently 

present near the Capital Cascades Park and in the downtown area from East College 

Avenue to East Georgia Street.   

3.6. Right of Way  

The existing right-of-way map from FDOT was reviewed throughout the study area.  South 

Monroe has approximately 150 feet of right-of-way from North Magnolia Drive to Perkins 

Street, where the right-of-way narrows to approximately 66 feet.  The right-of-way is 

approximately 66 feet from Perkins Street north to Silver Slipper Lane, where the right-of-

way widens to accommodate the additional traffic lanes.    

4. Public Involvement 

The public involvement process for this median feasibility study goes beyond informing the 

public about the project process and alternatives being considered.  The public had an 

opportunity to assist the CRTPA in the decision making process.  There were multiple 

opportunities for the public to comment on all aspects of the project and median 

components throughout the process. The public involvement efforts also allowed the study 

team to respond to public concerns and incorporate individual’s ideas 

4.1. Project Team Meetings 

In an effort to ensure seamless communication and efficient coordination, a Project Team 

was created.  The Project Team met on a monthly basis throughout the life of the project.  

Median concepts and public concerns were discussed at each meeting.  Project Team 
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members received information regarding specific updates to the Median Feasibility Study, 

as well as information regarding median implementation in general.   

The Project Team consisted of representatives from local organizations, city, county and 

state government representatives, emergency service representatives, and stakeholders 

within the project area. A full list of the agencies represented is shown below: 

 City of Tallahassee  StarMetro  FDOT Safety Projects 

 FDOT District 3 

Planning 

 FDOT District 3 Traffic 

Operations 

 FDOT District 3 Design 

 Levy Park Neighborhood 

Association 

 Midtown Business 

Association 

 Knight Creative 

Communities 

 Lafayette Park 

Neighborhood 

Association 

 Community 

Redevelopment Agency 

 Tallahassee-Leon County 

Planning 

 Downtown Improvement 

Authority 

 Tallahassee Fire 

Department 

 CRTPA 

 

4.2. Project Webpage 
 

The CRTPA maintained a project specific webpage throughout the life of the Median 

Feasibility Study.  The webpage, www.crtpa.org/monroe-median-project.html, provided 

information regarding the benefits of medians, access management criteria, how access 

management positively impacts business, and local access management studies. 

The project record is also available for review and includes the public meeting information, 

small group meeting documentation, and the presentations that were given throughout the 

life of the project.  Citizens also have the opportunity to comment, communicate ideas, or 

voice concerns via the website.  
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4.3. Open House Meetings 

Stakeholder and public involvement was a major focus for the Monroe Street Median 

Feasibility Study.  Understanding concerns from the public and specifically, property 

owners along the facility, was the largest component of the open house meetings.  Three 

open house meetings were held during various stages of the median feasibility study.   

The Public Meetings were advertised at least 14 days in advance of the meeting date.  

Display advertisements were placed in the Tallahassee Democrat and letters were mailed 

to each business along the corridor with an announcement regarding the meeting purpose, 

meeting time, location, and a brief description about the project. 

4.3.1. Meeting #1 

The first public open house was held on March 6th, 2012 in the City Hall, City Commission 

Chambers and had 41 attendees.  Project information was displayed on static display 

boards and plan sets depicting the existing conditions were shown with an aerial 

background.  Each business along the corridor was identified and labeled to assist 

concerned business owners with locating their property.  The meeting was advertised in the 

Tallahassee Democrat on April 28th, 2012, a media release was published on March 3rd, 

2012, and email announcements were provided to those that had requested notification 

through the project website. 

The purpose of Public Meeting #1 was to introduce the project to the interested 

stakeholders.  The Project Team was able to speak individually with interested parties 

regarding median location, type, and design.  Citizens commented on daily traffic patterns, 

high pedestrian crossing locations, and the issues that they observe on a daily basis. 

4.3.2. Meeting #2 

The second public open house was held on June 28th, 2012 in the City Hall, City 

Commission Chambers and had 25 attendees.  Plan sets depicting the proposed median 

placement for the entire corridor were displayed on tables and the participants had the 

opportunity to edit the proposed medians and place comments or concerns directly on the 

plan sets.  Members of the consultant team and CRTPA staff were available to assist 
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participants and answer any questions.  The meeting was advertised in the Tallahassee 

Democrat on June 22nd, and email announcements were provided to those that had 

requested notification through the project website. Hard copy letters were prepared for 

distribution to the businesses along the corridor.  These paper notifications were hand 

delivered to all of the businesses along Monroe Street the week of the meeting due to a 

malfunction in the mailing process. 

The purpose of the second public meeting was to present the draft locations, type, and size 

of the medians.  Those that attended the meeting were given the opportunity to comment 

on the proposed median design, which was shown on plan sets for the entire corridor.  

Consultant and CRTPA staff members were available to discuss median advantages and 

disadvantages and discuss alternative median configurations. 

4.3.3. Meeting #3 

The third public open house was held on November 28th, 2012 in the atrium of the 

Northwood Center and had 29 attendees.  The study recommendations were shown on plan 

sets for the entire corridor.  The plans displayed the proposed median placement and 

recommended median opening configurations. The public had the opportunity to make 

suggestions to median configurations, and place comments and concerns directly on the 

plans, as well as speak with RS&H associates and CRTPA staff. The meeting was 

advertised in the Tallahassee Democrat on November 23rd, and email announcements were 

provided to those that had requested notification through the project website. Hard copy 

letters were also distributed to the businesses along the corridor. 

4.4. Small Group Meetings 

As part of the involvement effort, smaller focus groups were identified based on the 

geography of the Monroe Street corridor.  Four area specific groups were identified, 

including South Monroe, Downtown, Lake Ella, and North Monroe.  Prior to the first small 

group meeting, the North Monroe and Lake Ella groups were combined due to their 

common interests.   

Those interested in attending the small group meetings were provided notice of the 

meetings via email a few days prior to the meetings.  The South Monroe small group 
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meeting was held on May 17th, 2012 in the corridor area at Dawg Et Al and five people were 

in attendance. The North Monroe and Lake Ella small group meeting was held on May 16th, 

2012 at Krewe de Gras and nine people were in attendance.  There was no interest 

expressed in holding a Downtown small group meeting.   

4.4.1. South Monroe Small Group Meeting 

The meeting opened with a presentation of the project which included updates from the 

project team meetings and the alternatives presented at those meetings.  Concerns were 

expressed about vehicular access into businesses and motorists inability to execute safe U-

turns if medians are constructed.  Attendees also expressed concerns regarding delivery 

trucks and their ability to safely access business to make deliveries and pickups. 

The project team shared examples of median retrofitted roadways that have been 

successful, including the Apalachee Parkway project in Tallahassee.  The project team 

explained that medians were not recommended where through streets existed and that if 

medians were recommended, they would help to reduce conflicts for vehicles and 

pedestrians, as well as the potential for landscaped medians to provide beautification 

opportunities within the corridor. 

4.4.2. North Monroe & Lake Ella Small Group Meeting 

The meeting opened with a presentation of the project which included updates from the 

project team meetings and the alternatives presented at those meetings.  Concerns were 

expressed about northbound left turns into the Sonic Restaurant.  The Project Team noted 

that they had not heard from Sonic regarding the median study. 

The vehicular access to Legion Street and Lake Ella was also a point of concern.  The 

Project Team explained the FDOT medina standards and how median opening spacing is 

regulated.  Concerns were also raised about the volume of pedestrian traffic crossing in the 

Lake Ella area, especially those using the StarMetro bus stops near Legion Street.  The 

Project Team shared the results of an April 12th, 2012 study showing pedestrian crossing 

locations and the number of pedestrians crossing within the Lake Ella area.  Based on the 

data collected, a mid-block signal would not be warranted. 
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Bill Ekwall, from the Tallahassee Fire Department, noted that the medians are not a 

problem for the fire trucks as long as they are designed properly.  He stated the medians 

that have the rolled curbs work for fire truck access and the 4” curb with the straight face 

cause issues. 

4.5. Public Comments 

Public comments were accepted throughout the duration of the project.  Appendix C 

contains all of the public comments received throughout the life of the project.  A summary 

of comments is shown in bullet format below: 

 Medians will limit vehicular traffic 

to my business 

 Median islands with left turn bays 

would make the corridor safer 

 Any change is vehicular access will 

hurt my business 

 Consider a traffic light at Lake 

Ella/ Legion Street 

 Medians should be landscaped for 

beautification 

 Medians will limit the left turn 

queuing and block through traffic 

 Coordinate with the City on other 

infrastructure improvements prior 

to construction 

 Raised medians with pedestrian 

crossings would benefit the Lake 

Ella area 

 We oppose medians between 5th 

and 8th Avenue 

 Do not alter the access to “The 

Cottages” at Lake Ella 

5. Recommended Median Configuration 

An initial median feasibility concept was developed for the Monroe Street corridor and 

modified throughout the public involvement process. Median feasibility was determined 

based on the existing right-of-way, traffic operational characteristics, and the need to 

improve safety.  Implementation of medians throughout segments within the corridor were 

identified as “Warranted”, referring to the implementation of medians to improve safety, or 

“Feasible”, referring to the implementation of medians given current physical and 

operational characteristics.  The recommended median feasible and warranted segments 

are shown in Figure 5.1. 
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A detailed median implementation plan was developed for roadway segments that 

identified medians as both feasible and warranted.  An aerial view of the median 

recommendations can be seen in Appendix A.  In these areas, it is recommended that 12 

foot travel lanes are narrowed to 11 feet to reduce vehicular speeds and increase the 

available roadway for median implementation.  A 17 foot landscaped median is 

recommended with “Type E” curb and gutter to facilitate stormwater runoff.   Typical 

roadway sections showing these improvements are shown in Figure 5.2 and Figure 5.3.   

Where median openings and turn lanes are recommended, the final design should comply 

with the current FDOT Design Standard.  For urbanized areas, turn lane queue lengths 

should be designed to accommodate four passenger cars, or approximately 100 feet, unless 

site specific turning movement data is available.  The length of 25 feet is an average 

distance, front bumper-to bumper of a queue. If the queue is comprised mostly of passenger 

cars, this distance provides for an average distance between vehicles of about one-half car 

length.  Designs for turn lane taper and deceleration lengths should comply with the FDOT 

Design Standard Index 301, or the designer should apply for the applicable design variation 

if appropriate turn lane deceleration standards cannot be achieved.  



 
MONROE STREET MEDIAN 

FEASIBILITY STUDY 



 
MONROE STREET MEDIAN 

FEASIBILITY STUDY 
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The recommendation for median implementation for each segment is described in the 

following sections.  

5.1. North Magnolia Drive to CSX Railroad Bridge (South Monroe) 

Within the segment from North Magnolia Drive to the CSX Railroad Bridge, it was 

determined that medians are not warranted based on historic crash records.  Medians are 

feasible, but not warranted for safety purposes at this time. However, as Placemaking 

efforts continue in the South Monroe-South Adams District, installation of medians may be 

incorporated to contribute to an overall sense of place in the District. Additionally, as 

proximal projects including Cascades Park and the FAMU Way extension are completed, 

medians may become necessary along South Monroe to provide pedestrian refuges and 

increase safety throughout the corridor.  See sheet 1 through sheet 5 of Appendix A for the 

median feasibility south of the CSX Railroad. 

5.2. CSX Railroad Bridge to Thomasville Road (Downtown) 

Within the section from CSX Railroad Bridge to Thomasville Road, median implementation 

is warranted but not feasible. The right of way within the downtown area is extremely 

limited. There is a large amount of pedestrian activity that may benefit from a raised 

median to assist with mid-block crossings.  The block lengths through the downtown area 

are quite short and the value of the existing on-street parking is instrumental for the 

current business owners.  The inability to widen the road due to ROW restrictions makes 

medians in this area not feasible.  Sheet 5 through Sheet 10 of Appendix A depict the 

results of the feasibility study for this segment. 

5.3. Thomasville Road to John Knox Road 

Within the segment between Thomasville Road and John Knox Road, median 

implementation is both feasible and warranted except in the area between 5th Avenue and 

7th Avenue. In this area, medians are warranted but not feasible due to the extended 

queuing for the left turn lanes.  The current volume of left-turning vehicles within this 

segment is very high.  Queue lengths of left turning vehicles were observed to verify that 

medians are not feasible.  It was found that the implementation of a median in this area 

would decrease the left turn lane storage and cause the queue to spill into the through 
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lanes thus further degrading the overall operation of Monroe Street.  The remainder of this 

segment has detailed median recommendations illustrated in the concept plans, sheet 11 

through sheet 17 of Appendix A. The Lake Ella area, 7th Avenue to Tharpe Street, had a 

more in depth study with three median alternatives. The study in its entirety can be found 

in Appendix B. 

 
 

Figure 5.4: Median Rendering at Lake Ella
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Appendix A: Preferred Median Implementation Plan 
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Appendix B: Lake Ella Median Implementation Plan Report 
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Executive Summary 

This study examines the safety of the existing roadway features relative to pedestrian 

crossings along Monroe Street in the Lake Ella area. Marked and unmarked crosswalks, as 

well as other improvements, such as pedestrian activated signals and median 

improvements will be considered to improve pedestrian safety. Midblock crosswalks are 

intended to improve pedestrian connectivity and reduce instances of pedestrians crossing at 

random, unpredictable locations.   

Evaluating the likelihood of an uncontrolled midblock crossing being used once it is marked 

is difficult. The existing crossing volume may use alternative midblock crossing locations 

when a new midblock crosswalk is marked. However, with the existing pedestrian traffic in 

the Lake Ella area, a midblock crossing is not warranted according to the Manual of 

Uniform Traffic Control Devices (MUTCD) or the Florida Department of Transportation 

(FDOT) Traffic Engineering Manual. However, the implementation of a raised median will 

assist pedestrians in a two stage crossing. A signal warrant study at North Lake Ella Drive 

found that a traffic signal is warranted. This signal controlled intersection will provide a 

closer signalized crosswalk than the Tharpe Street intersection, which is an improvement 

for pedestrians. 

The preferred alternative for the Lake Ella Area is Alternative B, shown in Figure 0.1 and 

Figure 0.2, with a directional opening only in front of Legion Street.  The businesses on the 

east and west side of Monroe Street will receive left-in access but with only right out.  

A full median opening at Legion Street and On the Border Restaurant was considered, but 

due to the proximity of the nearest signalized intersection, it was determined that a safer 

alternative would be a directional median opening.  Motorists exiting the Legion Street 

area will have the opportunity to make a right turn, then a U-turn at the North Lake Ella 

signalized intersection.   

It is further recommended that additional signage be included as part of the new signalized 

intersection.  To safely perform a U-turn on Monroe Street, motorists must be clear of right-

turning vehicles from North Lake Ella Drive and the Lake Ella Plaza Shopping Center.  

Therefore, a sign stating that right turns must yield the right of way to U-turns should be 

installed.   
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Pedestrian timings must also be adjusted to allow for U-turning vehicles so that motorists 

and pedestrian conflicts are avoided.  
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1.0 Introduction 

The Lake Ella area is a robust activity center for pedestrian and bicycle activity.  The 

amenities include a 12 foot wide walking path around the lake, picnic pavilions and picnic 

tables, public restrooms and a playground area.  Parking for vehicular access can be found 

at cluster locations around the lake and in the form of parallel parking on Lake Ella Drive 

surrounding the lake. 

This study examines the safety of the existing roadway features relative to pedestrian 

crossings.  Marked and unmarked crosswalks, as well as other improvements such as 

pedestrian activated signals and median improvements, will be considered to improve 

pedestrian safety.  Midblock crosswalks are intended to improve pedestrian connectivity 

and reduce instances of pedestrians crossing at random, unpredictable locations.  A location 

map can be seen in Figure 1.1. 

The need for refuge areas is related to street widths, pedestrian walking speed, and vehicle 

gaps.  This study includes detailed information including; crash history, pedestrian and 

traffic volumes, number of lanes, speed limit, type of median, type and condition of 

crosswalk markings, and crosswalk locations.  Basic traffic engineering principals and 

intersection design procedures were applied to enhance the safety of pedestrians while 

balancing the mobility of the motoring public.  
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1.1. Previous Studies 
Previous studies have identified a need for improved pedestrian safety in the Monroe Street 

area near Lake Ella. The FSU Department of Urban and Regional Planning (DURP) 

completed the North Monroe Design and Safety Study, which provided an evaluation of 

existing conditions in the Lake Ella area, from 7th Avenue to Tharpe Street, as well as 

recommendations for improved pedestrian and bicycle safety. 

Existing Conditions: 

 Dual left turn lanes (center turning lane) cause hazards for pedestrians and drivers 

 Lack of crosswalks at almost every side street in the area, including the Lake Ella 

entrance, reduces connectivity for pedestrians 

 Long stretches between traffic signals and lack of pedestrian crossing distance 

between some intersections 

 Lack of midblock crossing to Lake Ella increases risk of pedestrians being struck by 

automobiles when trying to access the park between Tharpe Street and 7th Avenue. 

Recommendations: 

 Reduce automobile lanes from 12-feet to 11-feet to accommodate medians, buffers 

and sidewalk width improvements 

 Raised medians with landscaping to improve safety and aesthetics 

 Pedestrian midblock crossing at Lake Ella 

Previous studies have identified a need for a midblock crossing at Lake Ella.  This study 

analyzes potential treatments and implementation strategies.  Treatments considered 

include installation of a median, installation of a mid-block crosswalk with a painted 

crosswalk and advanced signage to alert motorists, as well as the installation of a 

pedestrian activated signal, such as the High-Intensity Activated crossWalK beacon 

(HAWK.). 

In recent years, there has been much debate surrounding the safety implications of 

marking crosswalks at uncontrolled intersections. Previous research results were 

contradictory in terms of whether pedestrian vehicle crashes were occurring with more, 

less, or the same frequency at marked and unmarked crosswalks. The contradictory 
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findings can be attributed to limitations of the research project designs, which contained 

many confounding variables and small, potentially biased sample sizes and sites.  

Previous research has found the following:  

 The presence of a median decreased the pedestrian crash risk; 
 Marked crossings had a higher incidence of pedestrian crashes on multi-lane (4 or 

more lanes) roads with high average daily traffic (ADTs); 
 Marked and unmarked crossings had similar incidences of pedestrian crashes on all 

2-, 3-, and multi-lane roads with lower ADTs; 
 Pedestrians ages 65 and above were over represented in crashes; 
 The installation of marked crossings did not alter motorist behavior (e.g., stop or 

yield to pedestrians) or pedestrian behavior (e.g., crossing without looking). 
 An overall higher risk as the number of lanes or ADT rate increases regardless of 

markings; 
 Recognition that multi-lane roadways with high ADT rates represent the most 

difficult scenarios for pedestrian crossings, and 
 The fact that marked crossings draw pedestrians to cross in that location, 

particularly in areas where the crossing is perceived to be difficult. 
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2.0 Existing Conditions 

Monroe Street in the Lake Ella area is a 5 lane roadway with a Two-Way Left-Turn Lane 

(TWLTL) where there are not dedicated left turn lanes. There are no raised medians. The 

posted speed limit is 35 mph.  The existing lane configuration can be seen in Figure 2.1and 

Figure 2.2. 

 

Figure 2.1: Sample of Lane Configuration; 
Lake Ella Drive 

    

Figure 2.2: Sample of Lane Configuration; 
Legion Street 

 

2.1. Nearest Crossing Locations 
The current crossing locations exist at 7th Avenue and Tharpe Street.  Both locations consist 

of signalized intersections, marked crosswalks and pedestrian activated crossing signals.  

The distance between 7th Avenue and Tharpe Street is approximately 2,500’.   
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2.2. Access Management Classification 
Access management is practiced to improve the safety of a roadway or corridor by reducing 

the number of conflict points a vehicle can encounter and balance it with mobility. A 

conflict point is a location where two vehicles’ paths can legally cross. For example, any 

time a left turning vehicle must cross an opposing lane to complete its turning movement, it 

has the potential to conflict with through moving vehicles. If the number of times a vehicle 

can come into conflict with another is reduced, the overall roadway safety is increased.  

The proposed median improvements for Lake Ella area most closely represent a Class 5 

roadway which allows for full median openings every 1,320 feet and directional median 

openings every 660 feet. Table 2.1 lists all roadway classifications as recommended by 

FDOT.  

Table 2.1: Rule 14-97 of the Florida Administrative Code 

Access 
Class Median 

Median Opening Spacing 
Standard (feet) 

Signal Spacing 
Standard (feet) 

Connection Spacing 
Standard (feet) 

Full Directional 

Posted 
Speed 

Greater than 
45 MPH 

Posted Speed 
of 45 MPH 

or Less 

2 Restrictive 2,640 1,320 2,640 1,320 660 
3 Restrictive 2,640 1,320 2,640 660 440 
4 Non-Restrictive ‐  ‐  2,640 660 440 

5    Restrictive  

2,640 

660 

2,640 

440 245 
at greater than 45 

MPH posted speed
at greater than 45 

MPH posted speed
1,320 1,320 

at 45 MPH or less 
posted speed

at 45 MPH or less 
posted speed

6 Non-Restrictive ‐  ‐  1,320 440 245 
7 Both Median Types 660 330 1,320 125 125 
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3.0 Data Collection 

3.1. Pedestrian Demand  
A pedestrian volume count study was performed on Thursday, April 12, 2012, from 10:30 

AM to 4:30 PM. Pedestrians that crossed Monroe Street between 8th Avenue and Tharpe 

Street were documented, as well as their approximate crossing location. The weather 

conditions were dry and sunny with a high level of activity observed at the Lake Ella park 

facilities.  The hourly pedestrian activity observed is shown in Table 3.1 and the pedestrian 

volume and approximate crossing locations is shown in Figure 3.1.  Appendix A contains 

pedestrian count raw data. 

Table 3.1: Pedestrian Data 

Starting 
Time 

Number 
of Ped. 

Number of Ped. 
Per Hour 

10:30 1 
10:45 4 
11:00 1 
11:15 2 8 
11:30 1 8 
11:45 1 5 
12:00 3 7 
12:15 4 9 
12:30 1 9 
12:45 2 10 
13:00 1 8 
13:15 2 6 
13:30 2 7 
13:45 2 7 
14:00 1 7 
14:15 1 6 
14:30 6 10 
14:45 3 11 
15:00 2 12 
Total 40 

*Italicized number indicates an interpolated 
value due to a break in data collection 

 

The FDOT Traffic Engineering Manual Section 3.8.5(3) describes the pedestrian volume 

demand required to warrant a midblock crossing.  A minimum of 20 pedestrians during any 

four consecutive 15-minute periods and a minimum of 60 pedestrians during any 4 hours of 

the day, not necessarily consecutive hours, are required.  No hours of traffic met or 
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surpassed 20 pedestrians per hour or 60 pedestrians during any 4 hours of the day. The 

MUTCD Pedestrian Volume Signal Warrant is also discussed in detail later in this report.   

 

Figure 3.1: Pedestrian Crossing Locations in the Lake Ella Area 

3.2. Vehicle Gap Size Study 
A vehicle gap size study was completed on Thursday, April 12, 2012.  This type of study is 

used to determine the size and frequency of gaps in vehicular traffic to facilitate safe and 

adequate pedestrian crossings. Data was collected for four time periods, each time period 

corresponding to the Pedestrian Volume Count Study that was completed concurrently. 

Table 3.2 contains a summary of the gap size data collected. Appendix A contains the gap 

size raw data.  
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Table 3.2: Gap Size Summary 

Adequate 
Gap Size 

(s) 

Number of Gaps 

10:30AM-
11:30AM 

11:30AM-
12:30PM 

12:30PM-
1:30PM 

1:30PM-
2:30PM Total 

8 5 1 2 4 12 
9 3 0 3 1 7 
10 1 0 1 1 3 
11 4 1 1 2 8 
12 2 1 0 1 4 
13 1 0 0 0 1 
14 1 1 0 1 3 
15 2 0 0 0 2 
16 1 0 0 0 1 
17 0 1 0 0 1 
18 0 0 0 0 0 
19 0 0 0 0 0 

 

The crossing distance is currently 65 feet across the four travel lanes and two-way left-turn 

lane and, with no median refuge, pedestrians are required to cross the entire facility.  An 

adequate gap was determined to be 19 seconds, which would allow a pedestrian with an 

average speed (3.5 feet per second) to safely cross Monroe Street.  No gap size recorded met 

the required 19 seconds to cross Monroe Street in one attempt.  

It was observed, however, that all crossing pedestrians did so in a two stage process, 

crossing two lanes of oncoming Monroe Street traffic and then waiting in the two-way left-

turn lane until the opposing two lanes of Monroe Street became free of traffic. The addition 

of a raised median in the Lake Ella area would provide the existing pedestrian traffic a 

safer refuge while crossing Monroe Street. Drivers along Monroe Street would be more alert 

and less surprised to the presence of pedestrians crossing in two stages.  

3.3. Traffic Volumes 
The 2011 average annual daily traffic (AADT) along the proposed crossing location is 

35,500 vehicles per day as recorded by the Florida Transportation Information (FTI) 2011 

DVD. The FTI AADT Report is in Appendix B. 
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4.0 Crash Analysis 

4.1. Crash Data Collection 
The City of Tallahassee Police Department (TPD) provided historic crash data for a one 

year period from September 27, 2011 and ending September 26, 2012 for the study area 

from East 7th Avenue to Tharpe Street.  Crash records reported by police on “Long Forms” 

were requested for all crashes that resulted in a vehicle being towed away, personal injury, 

or the death of a motorist, pedestrian, or bicyclist. They can be found in Appendix C.  The 

Long Forms provided by the police department allow analysts to more accurately identify 

crash locations and causal factors of each crash.  It was noted that this section of roadway 

reported 683 crashes over a five-year period, which is approximately 136 crashes per year, 

as opposed to the 53 Long Forms obtained from the TPD.  This discrepancy in the data can 

be attributed to crashes that did not result in a vehicle being towed away, personal injury, 

or the death of a motorist, pedestrian, or bicyclist.   

The following sections describe the basic data analysis and include tables and diagrams of 

the crashes at each intersection within the study corridor. 

4.2. Crash Data Analysis 
The crash data was catalogued by location, crash type and severity.  The severity of each 

crash was categorized as “PDO”, “non-fatal”, and “fatal”. PDO indicates a property damage 

only crash. Table 4.1 shows that there were a total of 53 crashes over the 1-year period.  

Forty-four (44) were PDO crashes. Nine (9) crashes incurred non-fatal injuries. No fatal 

crashes were recorded during observation period within the study limits. Also, no crashes 

involved pedestrians were identified. Figure 4.1 displays the crash severity of each incident 

and location by intersection.  

Table 4.1: Crash Severity by Intersection 

Intersection 
Crash Severity 

Total 
PDO Non-Fatal Fatal

7th Avenue 10 1 0 11 
8th Avenue 8 1 0 9 
Legion Street 4 0 0 4 
Lake Ella Drive 11 1 0 12 
Publix N. Entrance 3 0 0 3 
Tharpe Street 8 6 0 14 

Total 44 9 0 53 
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Figure 4.1: Crash Severity by Intersection 

 

4.2.1. Crashes by Intersection and Type 
Collision diagrams were plotted by location on aerial maps. Figure 4.2 and Figure 4.3 are 

the crash diagrams representing the project study limits. The crash locations on the 

following pages are based on the accuracy of the crash reports and are open to 

interpretation based on the police officer’s description of the incident.  When conflicting 

information was presented in the crash reports, the crash diagram was used when 

sufficient information was provided in that section. Each intersection within the study 

limit’s crash experience is summarized in the following paragraphs.   
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The intersection of 7th Avenue and Monroe Street experienced a total of 11 crashes. Table 

4.2 displays the number of crashes by type. The majority of crashes were rear end crashes, 

which, occur frequently at signalized intersections due to the fact that traffic signals 

interrupt the flow of traffic.  

 Table 4.2: 7th Avenue Crashes  

Crash Type Amount
Rear End 5 

Side Swipe 2 
HUP 0 
Angle 3 

Left Turn 1 
Bicycle 0 

Right Turn 0 
Total 11 

The intersection of 8th Avenue and Monroe Street experienced a total of 9 crashes. Table 4.3 

displays the number of crashes by type.  

Table 4.3: 8th Avenue Crashes 

Crash Type Amount
Rear End 5 

Side Swipe 1 
HUP 0 
Angle 0 

Left Turn 3 
Bicycle 0 

Right Turn 0 
Total 9 

The intersection of Legion Street and Monroe Street experienced a total of 4 crashes. Table 

4.4 displays the number of crashes by type.  

Table 4.4: Legion Street Crashes 

Crash Type Amount
Rear End 2 

Side Swipe 1 
HUP 0 
Angle 0 

Left Turn 1 
Bicycle 0 

Right Turn 0 
Total 4 
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The intersection of Lake Ella Drive and Monroe Street experienced a total of 12 crashes. 

Table 4.5 displays the number of crashes by type.  

Table 4.5: Lake Ella Drive Crashes 

Crash Type Amount
Rear End 3 

Side Swipe 4 
HUP 2 
Angle 1 

Left Turn 1 
Bicycle 0 

Right Turn 1 
Total 12 

The Publix North Entrance is primarily a right-in right-out driveway. It experienced a total 

of 3 crashes. Table 4.6 displays the number of crashes by type.  

Table 4.6: Publix N. Entrance 

Crash Type Amount
Rear End 2 

Side Swipe 1 
HUP 0 
Angle 0 

Left Turn 0 
Bicycle 0 

Right Turn 0 
Total 3 

The intersection of Tharpe Street and Monroe Street and the area just south of the 

intersection experienced a total of 14 crashes. Table 4.7 displays the number of crashes by 

type.  

Table 4.7: Tharpe Street Crashes 

Crash Type Amount
Rear End 7 

Side Swipe 2 
HUP 1 
Angle 1 

Left Turn 2 
Bicycle 1 

Right Turn 0 
Total 14 
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5.0 Overview of Alternatives Considered 

5.1. Full Traffic Signal with Pedestrian Activation 
An additional full traffic signal within the Lake Ella area would stop all vehicular traffic on 

Monroe Street when activated by a pedestrian. A detailed signal warrant can be found in 

Section 6.0: Signal Warrant Analysis. 

5.2. High-Intensity Activated crossWalK beacon (H.A.W.K) 
Also known as the Pedestrian Hybrid Beacon, the HAWK is used on a complex, high volume 

roadway with a high volume of pedestrian traffic.  The HAWK is a pedestrian activated 

signal that is only enabled when a pedestrian is present. The mast arm mounted signal has 

a unique signal head configuration: two red lenses over a single yellow lens. Ladder-style 

markings designate the pedestrian crosswalk as seen in Figure 5.1. When a pedestrian 

activates the signal via a push-button, the light begins to flash yellow. Then a solid yellow 

light warns vehicles to slow down and stop. A double solid red signal indicates that all 

traffic should be stopped and provides pedestrians a safe window to cross. After a 

predetermined safe crossing time, the signal begins an alternating flashing red phase that 

acts like a stop sign for vehicles who must yield to pedestrians still in or entering the 

crosswalk. At this time pedestrians see an upraised hand symbol with a countdown display 

informing them of the time remaining to complete the crossing. Each vehicle must treat the 

flashing red signal as a stop sign until the signal is deactivated with no lights flashing. 

 

Figure 5.1: HAWK Example (FHWA) 



Lake Ella Median Implementation Study   

21 
 

5.3. Crosswalk with Appropriate Signage 
Crosswalks provide a safe area where motorists must yield the right-of-way to pedestrians.  

Marked crosswalks can be found at signalized intersections, midblock locations, or other 

high pedestrian areas. Standard yellow flashing beacons and additional warning signs can 

be installed to notify motorists that the area contains pedestrians that may be crossing the 

roadway.    

5.3.1. MidBlock Crossing 
Midblock crossings facilitate pedestrian crossings at other than the end of block locations 

where traffic signals or other pedestrian features are present.  Midblock crossings must be 

designed to ensure placement, geometrics, and operations work seamlessly with both the 

pedestrians and the motorists. For a midblock crossing to work properly, the pedestrian 

demand must be present, adequate sight distance for motorists to react must be achieved, 

and applicable signage must be present. 

Midblock crossings work well when there is a focused demand for pedestrians to cross.  

According to the observations made during the data collection portion of this study,   

several pedestrians crossed within 10’s of feet of a current crosswalk, but they did not 

utilize the crosswalk to safely cross the street. 

The FDOT Plans Preparation Manual (PPM) Chapter 8.3.3.2 provides the following criteria 

for installation of a midblock crossing: 

1. Midblock crosswalks should not be located where the spacing between 
adjacent intersections is less than 660 feet,  
2. Midblock crosswalks should not be located where the distance from the 
crosswalk to the nearest intersection (or crossing location) is less than 300 
feet,  
3. Midblock crosswalks shall not be provided where the crossing distance 
exceeds 60 feet (unless a median or a crossing island is provided),  
4. Midblock crosswalks shall not be provided where the sight distance for 
both the pedestrian and motorist is not adequate (stopping sight distance per 
Table 2.7.1),  
5. Midblock crosswalks shall not be located where the ADA cross slope and 
grade criteria along the crosswalk cannot be met (per Section 8.3.2). 

 
The PPM also states that an engineering study must be completed to ensure that factors 

such as sight distance and crossing distance are examined.   
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5.3.2. Raised Crosswalk 
A raised pedestrian crosswalk is a speed hump that also functions as a crosswalk (Figure 

5.2). The speed hump has ladder-style markings as well as directional arrows on the 

roadway and appropriate signage alerting vehicles to the presence of an approaching 

crosswalk. Pedestrians are elevated which eliminates the need for a curb ramp when 

transitioning into the road. A raised crosswalk also serves as a traffic calming device. With 

these characteristics, this treatment is most often used on minor collectors with low speeds 

and high pedestrian usage or residential roadways. A raised crosswalk could be detrimental 

to roadways on bus routes or those with frequent emergency vehicle use.  

 

Figure 5.2: Raised Crosswalk 

5.4. Rectangular Rapid Flashing Beacon (RRFB) 
A Rectangular Rapid Flashing Beacon (RRFB) is a pedestrian crosswalk sign accompanied 

by two rapid flashing LED lights that can activated manually by a push button or passively 

by a pedestrian detection system (Figure 5.3). RRFB’s incur less cost than a traditional 

signal and can be powered by a solar panel. RRFB’s are placed at painted crosswalks to 

alert vehicles of the presence of a pedestrian.  
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Figure 5.3: Rectangular Rapid Flashing Beacon (RRFB) 

5.5. Raised Medians  
The following discussion on medians can be found in the Federal Highway Administration 

(FHWA) University Course on Bicycle and Pedestrian Transportation publication as part of 

lesson 12: Midblock Crossings. 

Advantages of Medians 

“Medians separate conflicts in time and place. A pedestrian attempting to cross one or more 

lanes of traffic in each direction must determine a safe gap in two, four, or even six lanes at 

a time. This is a complex task that increases in difficulty with limitations in sight distance 

and increasing vehicle speeds. Younger and older pedestrians have reduced gap acceptance 

skills compared with pedestrians in other age groups. Pedestrians are faced with additional 

challenges judging gap size at night. Many may predict that a car is 61.0 m (200 ft) off 

when, in fact, it is only 30.5 m (100 ft) away, far too close to attempt a crossing. 

Not only do medians separate conflicts, but they also create the potential for more 

acceptable gaps. On a standard-width, four-lane roadway with a center left-turn lane (19.5 

m (64 ft) wide, with five 3.7-m (12-ft) lanes plus two 61.0-centimeter (cm) (24-inch) gutter 

pans), it takes an average pedestrian traveling 1.2 m/second (s) (4 ft/s) nearly 16 s to cross. 

Finding a safe 16-second gap in four moving lanes of traffic may be difficult or impossible. 

In any event, an attempt to cross may require a wait of 3–5 minutes (min). Faced with such 

a substantial delay, many pedestrians select a less adequate gap, run across the roadway, 

or stand in the center left-turn lane in hope of an additional gap. If a raised median is 
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placed in the center, the pedestrian now crosses 7.9 m (26 ft) instead. This requires two 8 

second gaps (see figures 12-3 and 12-4). These shorter gaps come more frequently. Based on 

traffic volume and the platooning effects from downstream signalization, the pedestrian 

may be able to find an acceptable gap in a minute or less.  

Medians Are Less Expensive To Build  

The reduced construction cost of a median versus a center left-turn lane comes as a surprise 

to many designers. Grass medians allow natural percolation of water, thus reducing 

drainage and water treatment costs. Medians do not require a base or asphalt. Curbing is 

essential in urban sections where medians are typically raised above the level of the street. 

In general, however, medians average a 5- to 10-percent reduction in materials and labor 

costs compared to a center left-turn lane. 

Medians Are Less Expensive To Maintain 

While there is only a slight savings in cost to build a raised median versus a center left-turn 

lane, there is a substantial savings in maintenance. An FDOT study compared 6.4 km (4 

mi) of median versus center left-turn lane maintenance costs and found that medians save 

an average of 40 percent on maintenance costs based on a 20-year roadway life. More 

frequent resurfacing, such as every 7 to 9 years, would show much greater savings. This, 

too, surprises many designers. During the full life of the roadway asphalt, a raised median 

saves costs associated with sweeping accumulated debris, repainting lines, replacing raised 

pavement markers, and resurfacing lanes.” (FHWA Midblock Crossings 2006) 

5.6. Concern for “Jaywalking” 
Jaywalking is a commonly used term that refers to crossing a street in a manner that 

violates traffic laws, such as crossing a street midblock where no designated crossing exists, 

or acting in a reckless manner, such as crossing in front of vehicles and disregarding traffic 

signals. While walking recklessly is illegal, crossing between signals is allowable in certain 

circumstances. 

The Florida Department of Transportation states that pedestrians may cross midblock 

under the following circumstances: 

 Pedestrians may cross midblock if the nearest intersection does not have a traffic signal. 
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 Pedestrians may not cross between adjacent signalized intersections. 

 Pedestrians must yield to all vehicles on the roadway. 

 Pedestrians must cross at right angles to the roadway, or by the shortest route possible 
to reach the opposite side. 

5.7. Recommended Alternatives for Further Consideration 

Raised Median Installation 
 The implementation of raised medians will provide pedestrians a safe place to stop 

at the mid-point of the roadway before crossing the remaining distance, 

 Studies show that medians reduce pedestrian crashes by 46 percent and motor 

vehicle crashes by up to 39 percent, 

 Medians may decrease delays (by greater than 30 percent) for motorists, 

 Medians enhance the visibility of pedestrian crossings, particularly at unsignalized 

crossing points, 

 Medians can reduce the speed of vehicles approaching pedestrian crossings, 

 Medians can be used for access management for vehicles (restricting turning 

movements), 

 Medians provide space for supplemental signage on multi‐lane roadways. 

 

Full Traffic Signal with Pedestrian Activation  
A signalized intersection at the North Lake Ella and Lake Ella Plaza intersection will 

provide the following benefits: 

 Pedestrians will have the opportunity to activate the traffic light to accomplish a 

conflict free crossing, 

 Persons with limited mobility, such as wheel chair bound individuals, will have curb 

ramps and other ADA features provided, 

 Motorists will have a protected left turn movement from North Lake Ella Drive and 

the Lake Ella Plaza Shopping Center, 

 Motorists will have a protected U-turn movement on northbound and southbound 

Monroe Street. 
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6.0 Signal Warrant Analysis 

As part of the Median Implementation Plan, two Signal Warrant Studies based on vehicle 

traffic volume and one Signal Warrant Study based on pedestrian volume were completed.  

A signal warrant based on vehicle traffic was conducted at the intersections of Lake Ella 

Drive and Monroe Street and Legion Street and Monroe Street. The results of these studies 

showed that Lake Ella Drive and Monroe Street met two warrants (peak hour and four 

hour).  Legion Street and Monroe Street passed none of the warrants. The complete signal 

warrant analysis report for each intersection can be found in Appendix D. 

6.1. MUTCD (2009) Warrant 4, Pedestrian Volume 
The pedestrian volume signal warrant is intended for application where the traffic volume 

on a major street is so heavy that pedestrians experience excessive delay in crossing the 

major street (Section 4C.05, P1).  One of two requirements must be met in conjunction with 

an engineering study for need for a traffic control signal at an intersection or at a midblock 

location. 

A. The first condition states that for each of any 4 hours of an average day, the plotted 

points representing the vehicles per hour on the major street (total of both 

approaches) and the corresponding pedestrians per hour crossing the major street 

(total of all crossings) all fall above the curve in Figure 6.1; (Section 4C.05, P2, A) or 

B. For 1 hour (any four consecutive 15-minute periods) of an average day, the plotted 

point representing the vehicles per hour on the major street (total of both 

approaches) and the corresponding pedestrians per hour crossing the major street 

(total of all crossings) falls above the curve in Figure 6.2;  (Section 4C.05, P2, B). 

6.1.1. Pedestrian Four-Hour Volume 
The Lake Ella area did not pass the Pedestrian Four-Hour Volume warrant. The lower 

threshold volume for this warrant is 107 pedestrians per hour as seen in Figure 6.1. The 

maximum number of pedestrians per hour observed was 12 as seen in Table 3.1 earlier in 

this report.  
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Figure 6.1: Pedestrian Four-Hour Volume 

6.1.2. Pedestrian Peak Hour Volume 
The Lake Ella area did not pass the Pedestrian Peak Hour Volume warrant. The lower 

threshold volume for this warrant is 133 pedestrians per hour as seen in Figure 6.2. The 

maximum number of pedestrians per hour observed was 12 as seen in Table 3.1 earlier in 

this report.  

 

Figure 6.2: Pedestrian Peak Hour 
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6.2. MUTCD (2009) Pedestrian Hybrid Beacons Warrant 
A Pedestrian Hybrid Beacon or HAWK, described earlier in this report, is a pedestrian 

activated signal that can be installed at a midblock location based on evaluation of the 

needs with respect to the proximity of significant generators, pedestrian demand, 

pedestrian-vehicle crash history, and the distance between crossing locations. No matter 

what the oncoming traffic volume or the length of crosswalk is, the lower threshold 

pedestrian volume is 20 pedestrians per hour (Figure 6.3).  The maximum number of 

pedestrians per hour observed was 12 as seen in Table 3.1 earlier in this report.  Based on 

this analysis, a HAWK is not warranted for the Lake Ella Area. 

 

Figure 6.3: HAWK Pedestrian Volume Requirements 
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7.0 Median Design Alternatives 

Several alternative median configurations were analyzed during the median 

implementation study.  Each median configuration was developed using the standards from 

the FDOT Plans Preparation Manual (PPM).  A typical section was developed and reviewed 

by the FDOT early on in the project.  The approved typical section includes narrowing the 

existing 12 foot travel lanes to 11 foot lanes and adding a curb and gutter median.  Type “E” 

or mountable, curb is proposed for the median.  The proposed median will consist of a 

combination of vegetation and hardscape. The proposed typical sections are shown in 

Figure 7.1 through Figure 7.3. 
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FIGURE 7.2
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The final three alternatives that were presented at the November 28th, 2012 public meeting 

considered a variety of median opening options.   

7.1. Alternative A – Restricted Access at Legion Street / On the Border 
Alternative A, Figure 7.4 and Figure 7.5, results in the most restrictive median 

configuration and contains no median opening across from Legion Street.  A full median 

opening is provided at North Lake Ella Drive / Lake Ella Plaza to accommodate the 

proposed traffic signal.  A directional opening into South Lake Ella Drive for southbound 

Monroe Street motorists is also provided.  A directional opening is provided at 8th Avenue 

with the appropriate deceleration and queue storage.  

7.2. Alternative B – Directional Opening at Legion Street / On the Border 
Alternative B, Figure 7.6 and Figure 7.7, contains a directional median opening at Legion 

Street allowing left turns into Legion Street and On the Border Restaurant, but left turn 

movements out are prohibited.  A full median opening is provided at North Lake Ella Drive 

/ Lake Ella Plaza to accommodate the proposed traffic signal.  A directional opening into 

South Lake Ella Drive for southbound Monroe Street motorists is also provided.  A 

directional opening is provided at 8th Avenue with the appropriate deceleration and queue 

storage. 

7.3. Alternative C - Full Opening at Legion Street / On the Border 
Alternative C, Figure 7.8 and Figure 7.9, is the least restrictive configuration resulting in a 

full median opening at Legion Street.  There are no restrictions to vehicular movements at 

Legion Street in this configuration.  A full median opening is provided at North Lake Ella 

Drive / Lake Ella Plaza to accommodate the proposed traffic signal.  A directional opening 

into South Lake Ella Drive for southbound Monroe Street motorists is also provided.  A 

directional opening is provided at 8th Avenue with the appropriate deceleration and queue 

storage. 
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8.0 Public Involvement 

The public involvement process for this median implementation study was paired with the 

overall Monroe Street Median Feasibility Study and goes beyond informing the public about 

the project process and alternatives being considered.  The public had an opportunity to 

assist the CRTPA in the decision making process.  There were multiple opportunities for 

the public to comment on all aspects of the project and median components throughout the 

process. The public involvement efforts also allowed the study team to respond to public 

concerns and incorporate their ideas. 

As part of the public involvement process, renderings of potential recommendations at key 

locations were generated.  Renderings of project results proved to be an efficient tool in 

communicating the potential effects of a median implemented in the Lake Ella area.  The 

renderings depicting the “before and after” scenarios can be seen in Figure 8.1 and Figure 

8.2, respectively. 

8.1. Project Team Meetings 
In an effort to ensure seamless communication and efficient coordination, a Project Team 

was created.  The Project Team met on a monthly basis throughout the life of the project.  

Median concepts and public concerns were discussed at each meeting.  Project Team 

members received information regarding specific updates to the Median Implementation 

Study, as well as information regarding median implementation in general.   

The Project Team consisted of representatives from local organizations, city, county and 

state government representatives, emergency service representatives, and stakeholders 

within the project area. A full list of the agencies represented is shown below: 

 City of Tallahassee  StarMetro  FDOT Safety Projects 

 FDOT District 3 Planning  FDOT District 3 Traffic 
Operations 

 FDOT District 3 Design 

 Levy Park Neighborhood 
Association 

 Midtown Business 
Association 

 Knight Creative 
Communities 

 Lafayette Park 
Neighborhood Association 

 Community 
Redevelopment Agency 

 Tallahassee-Leon 
County Planning 

 Downtown Improvement 
Authority 

 Tallahassee Fire 
Department 

 CRTPA 



Figure 8.1: "Before" Median Rendering



Figure 8.2: "After" Median Rendering
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8.2. Project Webpage 
The CRTPA maintained a project specific webpage throughout the life of the Median 

Feasibility Study.  The webpage, www.crtpa.org/monroe-median-project.html, provided 

information regarding the benefits of medians, access management criteria, how access 

management positively impacts business, and local access management studies. 

The project record is also available for review and includes the public meeting information, 

small group meeting documentation, and the presentations that were given throughout the 

life of the project.  Citizens also had the opportunity to comment, communicate ideas, or 

voice concerns via the website.  

8.3. Open House Meetings 
Stakeholder and public involvement was a major focus for the Monroe Street Median 

Feasibility Study.  Understanding concerns from the public and specifically, property 

owners along the facility, was the largest component of the open house meetings.  Three 

open house meetings were held during various stages of the median feasibility study.   

The Public Meetings were advertised at least 14 days in advance of the meeting date.  

Display advertisements were placed in the Tallahassee Democrat and letters were mailed 

to each business along the corridor with an announcement regarding the meeting purpose, 

meeting time, location, and a brief description about the project. 

8.3.1. Meeting #1 
The first public open house was held on March 6th, 2012 in the City Hall, City Commission 

Chambers and had 41 attendees.  Project information was displayed on static display 

boards and plan sets depicting the existing conditions were shown with an aerial 

background.  Each business along the corridor was identified and labeled to assist 

concerned business owners with locating their property.  The meeting was advertised in the 

Tallahassee Democrat on April 28th, 2012, a media release was published on March 3rd, 

2012, and email announcements were provided to those that had requested notification 

through the project website. 

The purpose of Public Meeting #1 was to introduce the project to the interested 

stakeholders.  The Project Team was able to speak individually with interested parties 

regarding median location, type, and design.  Citizens commented on daily traffic patterns, 

high pedestrian crossing locations, and the issues that they observe on a daily basis. 



Lake Ella Median Implementation Study   

44 
 

8.3.2. Meeting #2 
The second public open house was held on June 28th, 2012 in the City Hall, City 

Commission Chambers and had 25 attendees.  Plan sets depicting the proposed median 

placement for the Lake Ella area were displayed on tables and the participants had the 

opportunity to edit the proposed medians and place comments or concerns directly on the 

plan sets.  Members of the consultant team and CRTPA staff were available to assist 

participants and answer any questions. The meeting was advertised in the Tallahassee 

Democrat on June 22nd, and email announcements were provided to those that had 

requested notification through the project website. Hard copy letters were prepared for 

distribution to the businesses within the Lake Ella area.  These paper notifications were 

hand delivered to all of the businesses in the area due to a malfunction in the mailing 

process. 

The purpose of the second public meeting was to present the draft location, type, and size of 

the medians.  Those that attended the meeting were given the opportunity to comment on 

the proposed median design, which was shown on plan sets for the Lake Ella area.  

Consultant and CRTPA staff members were available to discuss median advantages and 

disadvantages and discuss alternative median configurations. 

8.3.3. Meeting #3 
The third public open house was held on November 28th, 2012 in the atrium of the 

Northwood Center and had 29 attendees.  The study recommendations were shown on plan 

sets for the entire corridor.  The plans displayed the proposed median placement and 

recommended median opening configurations. The public had the opportunity to make 

suggestions to median configurations, and place comments and concerns directly on the 

plans as well as speak with RS&H associates and CRTPA staff. The meeting was advertised 

in the Tallahassee Democrat on November 23rd, and email announcements were provided to 

those that had requested notification through the project website. Hard copy letters were 

also distributed to the businesses along the corridor. 

8.4. Small Group Meetings 
As part of the involvement effort, a small focus group was created for the Lake Ella Median 

Implementation Study and the North Monroe portion of the concurrent Median Feasibility 

Study. Those interested in attending the small group meetings were provided notice of the 
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meetings via email a few days prior to the meetings.  The North Monroe and Lake Ella 

small group meeting was held on May 16th, 2012 and nine people were in attendance.   

The meeting opened with a presentation of the project which included updates from the 

project team meetings and the alternatives presented at those meetings.  Concerns were 

expressed about northbound left turns into the Sonic Restaurant.  The Project Team noted 

that they had not heard from Sonic regarding the median study. 

The vehicular access to Legion Street and Lake Ella was also a point of concern.  The 

Project Team explained the FDOT median standards and how median opening spacing is 

regulated.  Concerns were also raised about the volume of pedestrian traffic crossing in the 

Lake Ella area, especially those using the StarMetro bus stops near Legion Street.  The 

Project Team shared the results of an April 12th, 2012 study showing pedestrian crossing 

locations and the number of pedestrians crossing within the Lake Ella area.  Based on the 

data collected, a mid-block signal would not be warranted. 

Bill Ekwall from the Tallahassee Fire Department noted that the medians are not a 

problem for the fire trucks as long as they are designed properly.  He stated the medians 

that have the rolled curb work for fire truck access while the 4” curb with the straight face 

cause issues. 

8.5. Public Comments 
Public comments were accepted throughout the duration of the project.  Appendix E 

contains all of the public comments received throughout the life of the project.  A summary 

of comments is shown in bullet format below: 

 Medians will limit vehicular traffic to my business 

 Median islands with left turn bays would make the corridor safer 

 Any change is vehicular access will hurt my business 

 Consider a traffic light at Lake Ella/ Legion Street 

 Medians should be landscaped for beautification 

 Medians will limit the left turn queuing and block through traffic 

 Coordinate with the City on other infrastructure improvements prior to construction 

 Raised medians with pedestrian crossings would benefit the Lake Ella area 

 Do not alter the access to “The Cottages” at Lake Ella  
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9.0 Preferred Alternative and Implementation Plan 

Evaluating the likelihood of an uncontrolled midblock crossing being used once it is marked 

is difficult.  The existing crossing volume may use alternative midblock crossing locations 

when a new midblock crosswalk is marked. However, with the existing pedestrian traffic, a 

midblock crossing is not warranted according to the MUTCD or the FDOT Traffic 

Engineering Manual. A raised median will assist pedestrians in a two stage crossing. A 

signal warrant study at Lake Ella Drive found that a traffic signal is warranted. This 

traffic light controlled intersection will provide a closer signal controlled crosswalk than the 

Tharpe Street intersection, which is an improvement. 

The preferred alternative for the Lake Ella area is Alternative B with a directional opening 

only in front of Legion Street.  The businesses on the east and west side of Monroe Street 

will receive left-in access and right out access.  The Preferred Alternative can be seen in 

Figure 9.1 and Figure 9.2. 

A full median opening at Legion Street and On the Border Restaurant was considered, but 

due to the proximity of the nearest signalized intersection, it was determined that a safer 

alternative would be directional median opening.  Motorists exiting the Legion Street area 

will have the opportunity to make a right turn, then a U-

turn at the North Lake Ella signalized intersection.   

It is further recommended that additional signage be 

included as part of the new signalized intersection.  To safely 

perform a U-turn on Monroe Street, motorists must be clear 

of right-turning vehicles from North Lake Ella Drive and the 

Lake Ella Plaza Shopping Center.  Therefore, a sign stating 

that right turns must yield the right of way to U-turns 

should be installed.   

Pedestrian timings must also be adjusted to allow for U-

turning vehicles so that motorists and pedestrian conflicts are avoided.  
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Appendix C: Public Comments 
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Arnio, Nicholi

From: Burke, Greg <Greg.Burke@talgov.com>
Sent: Wednesday, November 28, 2012 12:50 PM
To: 'Delaney, Kristina'
Cc: Chung, Suzanne; Reed, Harry; Arnio, Nicholi
Subject: RE: Walgreens #3374 Tallahassee, FL - Monroe Street Median Feasibility and Lake 

Ella median Implementation study

Hi Kristina.  I will make sure that my agency keeps you informed regarding the status of this project.  For your 
information, we have added a project page to the agency’s website that is updated as the study progresses 
(http://www.crtpa.org/Monroe_Median_Project.html). 
 
Sincerely, 
 
Greg T. Burke, AICP 
Transportation Planner  
Capital Region Transportation Planning Agency  
408 N. Adams Street, 4th Floor  
Tallahassee, FL 32301  
850/891.6802  Fax/891.6832  
Email: greg.burke@talgov.com  
web site: www.crtpa.org  
 

Mailing Address: 
300 S. Adams Street, M.S. A-19 
Tallahassee, FL 32301 

 
 

From: Delaney, Kristina [mailto:kristina.delaney@walgreens.com]  
Sent: Wednesday, November 28, 2012 12:25 PM 
To: Burke, Greg 
Cc: Chung, Suzanne 
Subject: Walgreens #3374 Tallahassee, FL - Monroe Street Median Feasibility and Lake Ella median Implementation 
study 
 
Hi, Greg, 
 
Following our telephone conversation earlier, please keep up informed periodically about the status of this 
project.  Thank you.  
 
Be well, 
Kristina 
 
Kristina Delaney 
Walgreen Co. 
104 Wilmot Road, MS#1420 
Deerfield, IL 60015 
p 847-315-4658 
f  847-315-4825 
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Arnio, Nicholi

From: Burke, Greg <Greg.Burke@talgov.com>
Sent: Wednesday, November 28, 2012 12:16 PM
To: Arnio, Nicholi
Subject: FW: Median Project at Lake Ella
Attachments: median.jpg

 
 
‐‐‐‐‐Original Message‐‐‐‐‐ 
From: Mitchell, Yulonda  
Sent: Wednesday, November 28, 2012 12:10 PM 
To: Burke, Greg 
Subject: FW: Median Project at Lake Ella 
 
 
 
Yulonda Mitchell 
Capital Region Planning Agency 
Mailing Address:  300 South Adams Street, Box A‐19 Physical Address:  408 North Adams Street Tallahassee, FL  32301 
Phone:  850.891.6800 
Fax:  850.891.6832 
 
‐‐‐‐‐Original Message‐‐‐‐‐ 
From: Ingram, M'Lisa 
Sent: Wednesday, November 28, 2012 11:20 AM 
To: Reed, Harry 
Cc: Mitchell, Yulonda 
Subject: FW: Median Project at Lake Ella 
 
FYI 
 
‐‐‐‐‐Original Message‐‐‐‐‐ 
From: Wendy [mailto:wendy@quartermoonimports.com] 
Sent: Tuesday, November 27, 2012 4:57 PM 
To: Gillum, Andrew; Miller, Nancy; Ziffer, Gil; Marks, John 
Cc: Minor, Rick 
Subject: Median Project at Lake Ella 
 
Dear Commisioners and Rick Minor, 
I am writing to ask your support in advocating for an opening in the planned Monroe Street median at Lake Ella.  I am 
concerned that if or when the state gains control of the project, their goal will be to move traffic swiftly rather than 
preserve public access to one of the most beloved parks in our city. Monroe Street is more than a highway. It is the 
artery connecting neighborhoods to each other and people to local businesses and the beloved Lake Ella Park. The 
businesses at Lake Ella would be impacted severely if there was not access from southbound traffic. Please see the 
attached draft of Plan A. Please help us at the CRTPA meeting tomorrow (Wednesday 11/28 at the Northwood Centre 
Atrium, 1940 N. Monroe from 5pm‐7pm. ) We are collecting comment forms from our customers and staff, but we know 
that we need your voice to address the state. Please help us to preserve easy and safe access to Lake Ella. 
 
I have attached a copy of Draft of Plan A. This would be the worst case scenerio. 
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There are other options (Plan C is preferred with Plan B as a second) we would support that allow access from both 
traffic directions. 
 
Thank you, 
 
Wendy Halleck 
Quarter Moon Imports@talgov.com 
1641 N. Monroe 
Tallahassee Florida 32303 
Shop (850) 222‐2254 
Cell (850) 222‐2254 
www.quartermoonimports.com 
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Executive Summary 

This study examines the safety of the existing roadway features relative to pedestrian 

crossings along Monroe Street in the Lake Ella area. Marked and unmarked crosswalks, as 

well as other improvements, such as pedestrian activated signals and median 

improvements will be considered to improve pedestrian safety. Midblock crosswalks are 

intended to improve pedestrian connectivity and reduce instances of pedestrians crossing at 

random, unpredictable locations.   

Evaluating the likelihood of an uncontrolled midblock crossing being used once it is marked 

is difficult. The existing crossing volume may use alternative midblock crossing locations 

when a new midblock crosswalk is marked. However, with the existing pedestrian traffic in 

the Lake Ella area, a midblock crossing is not warranted according to the Manual of 

Uniform Traffic Control Devices (MUTCD) or the Florida Department of Transportation 

(FDOT) Traffic Engineering Manual. However, the implementation of a raised median will 

assist pedestrians in a two stage crossing. A signal warrant study at North Lake Ella Drive 

found that a traffic signal is warranted. This signal controlled intersection will provide a 

closer signalized crosswalk than the Tharpe Street intersection, which is an improvement 

for pedestrians. 

The preferred alternative for the Lake Ella Area is Alternative B, shown in Figure 0.1 and 

Figure 0.2, with a directional opening only in front of Legion Street.  The businesses on the 

east and west side of Monroe Street will receive left-in access but with only right out.  

A full median opening at Legion Street and On the Border Restaurant was considered, but 

due to the proximity of the nearest signalized intersection, it was determined that a safer 

alternative would be a directional median opening.  Motorists exiting the Legion Street 

area will have the opportunity to make a right turn, then a U-turn at the North Lake Ella 

signalized intersection.   

It is further recommended that additional signage be included as part of the new signalized 

intersection.  To safely perform a U-turn on Monroe Street, motorists must be clear of right-

turning vehicles from North Lake Ella Drive and the Lake Ella Plaza Shopping Center.  

Therefore, a sign stating that right turns must yield the right of way to U-turns should be 

installed.   



Lake Ella Median Implementation Study   

2 
 

Pedestrian timings must also be adjusted to allow for U-turning vehicles so that motorists 

and pedestrian conflicts are avoided.  
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1.0 Introduction 

The Lake Ella area is a robust activity center for pedestrian and bicycle activity.  The 

amenities include a 12 foot wide walking path around the lake, picnic pavilions and picnic 

tables, public restrooms and a playground area.  Parking for vehicular access can be found 

at cluster locations around the lake and in the form of parallel parking on Lake Ella Drive 

surrounding the lake. 

This study examines the safety of the existing roadway features relative to pedestrian 

crossings.  Marked and unmarked crosswalks, as well as other improvements such as 

pedestrian activated signals and median improvements, will be considered to improve 

pedestrian safety.  Midblock crosswalks are intended to improve pedestrian connectivity 

and reduce instances of pedestrians crossing at random, unpredictable locations.  A location 

map can be seen in Figure 1.1. 

The need for refuge areas is related to street widths, pedestrian walking speed, and vehicle 

gaps.  This study includes detailed information including; crash history, pedestrian and 

traffic volumes, number of lanes, speed limit, type of median, type and condition of 

crosswalk markings, and crosswalk locations.  Basic traffic engineering principals and 

intersection design procedures were applied to enhance the safety of pedestrians while 

balancing the mobility of the motoring public.  
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1.1. Previous Studies 
Previous studies have identified a need for improved pedestrian safety in the Monroe Street 

area near Lake Ella. The FSU Department of Urban and Regional Planning (DURP) 

completed the North Monroe Design and Safety Study, which provided an evaluation of 

existing conditions in the Lake Ella area, from 7th Avenue to Tharpe Street, as well as 

recommendations for improved pedestrian and bicycle safety. 

Existing Conditions: 

 Dual left turn lanes (center turning lane) cause hazards for pedestrians and drivers 

 Lack of crosswalks at almost every side street in the area, including the Lake Ella 

entrance, reduces connectivity for pedestrians 

 Long stretches between traffic signals and lack of pedestrian crossing distance 

between some intersections 

 Lack of midblock crossing to Lake Ella increases risk of pedestrians being struck by 

automobiles when trying to access the park between Tharpe Street and 7th Avenue. 

Recommendations: 

 Reduce automobile lanes from 12-feet to 11-feet to accommodate medians, buffers 

and sidewalk width improvements 

 Raised medians with landscaping to improve safety and aesthetics 

 Pedestrian midblock crossing at Lake Ella 

Previous studies have identified a need for a midblock crossing at Lake Ella.  This study 

analyzes potential treatments and implementation strategies.  Treatments considered 

include installation of a median, installation of a mid-block crosswalk with a painted 

crosswalk and advanced signage to alert motorists, as well as the installation of a 

pedestrian activated signal, such as the High-Intensity Activated crossWalK beacon 

(HAWK.). 

In recent years, there has been much debate surrounding the safety implications of 

marking crosswalks at uncontrolled intersections. Previous research results were 

contradictory in terms of whether pedestrian vehicle crashes were occurring with more, 

less, or the same frequency at marked and unmarked crosswalks. The contradictory 
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findings can be attributed to limitations of the research project designs, which contained 

many confounding variables and small, potentially biased sample sizes and sites.  

Previous research has found the following:  

 The presence of a median decreased the pedestrian crash risk; 
 Marked crossings had a higher incidence of pedestrian crashes on multi-lane (4 or 

more lanes) roads with high average daily traffic (ADTs); 
 Marked and unmarked crossings had similar incidences of pedestrian crashes on all 

2-, 3-, and multi-lane roads with lower ADTs; 
 Pedestrians ages 65 and above were over represented in crashes; 
 The installation of marked crossings did not alter motorist behavior (e.g., stop or 

yield to pedestrians) or pedestrian behavior (e.g., crossing without looking). 
 An overall higher risk as the number of lanes or ADT rate increases regardless of 

markings; 
 Recognition that multi-lane roadways with high ADT rates represent the most 

difficult scenarios for pedestrian crossings, and 
 The fact that marked crossings draw pedestrians to cross in that location, 

particularly in areas where the crossing is perceived to be difficult. 
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2.0 Existing Conditions 

Monroe Street in the Lake Ella area is a 5 lane roadway with a Two-Way Left-Turn Lane 

(TWLTL) where there are not dedicated left turn lanes. There are no raised medians. The 

posted speed limit is 35 mph.  The existing lane configuration can be seen in Figure 2.1and 

Figure 2.2. 

 

Figure 2.1: Sample of Lane Configuration; 
Lake Ella Drive 

    

Figure 2.2: Sample of Lane Configuration; 
Legion Street 

 

2.1. Nearest Crossing Locations 
The current crossing locations exist at 7th Avenue and Tharpe Street.  Both locations consist 

of signalized intersections, marked crosswalks and pedestrian activated crossing signals.  

The distance between 7th Avenue and Tharpe Street is approximately 2,500’.   
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2.2. Access Management Classification 
Access management is practiced to improve the safety of a roadway or corridor by reducing 

the number of conflict points a vehicle can encounter and balance it with mobility. A 

conflict point is a location where two vehicles’ paths can legally cross. For example, any 

time a left turning vehicle must cross an opposing lane to complete its turning movement, it 

has the potential to conflict with through moving vehicles. If the number of times a vehicle 

can come into conflict with another is reduced, the overall roadway safety is increased.  

The proposed median improvements for Lake Ella area most closely represent a Class 5 

roadway which allows for full median openings every 1,320 feet and directional median 

openings every 660 feet. Table 2.1 lists all roadway classifications as recommended by 

FDOT.  

Table 2.1: Rule 14-97 of the Florida Administrative Code 

Access 
Class Median 

Median Opening Spacing 
Standard (feet) 

Signal Spacing 
Standard (feet) 

Connection Spacing 
Standard (feet) 

Full Directional 

Posted 
Speed 

Greater than 
45 MPH 

Posted Speed 
of 45 MPH 

or Less 

2 Restrictive 2,640 1,320 2,640 1,320 660 
3 Restrictive 2,640 1,320 2,640 660 440 
4 Non-Restrictive ‐  ‐  2,640 660 440 

5    Restrictive  

2,640 

660 

2,640 

440 245 
at greater than 45 

MPH posted speed
at greater than 45 

MPH posted speed
1,320 1,320 

at 45 MPH or less 
posted speed

at 45 MPH or less 
posted speed

6 Non-Restrictive ‐  ‐  1,320 440 245 
7 Both Median Types 660 330 1,320 125 125 
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3.0 Data Collection 

3.1. Pedestrian Demand  
A pedestrian volume count study was performed on Thursday, April 12, 2012, from 10:30 

AM to 4:30 PM. Pedestrians that crossed Monroe Street between 8th Avenue and Tharpe 

Street were documented, as well as their approximate crossing location. The weather 

conditions were dry and sunny with a high level of activity observed at the Lake Ella park 

facilities.  The hourly pedestrian activity observed is shown in Table 3.1 and the pedestrian 

volume and approximate crossing locations is shown in Figure 3.1.  Appendix A contains 

pedestrian count raw data. 

Table 3.1: Pedestrian Data 

Starting 
Time 

Number 
of Ped. 

Number of Ped. 
Per Hour 

10:30 1 
10:45 4 
11:00 1 
11:15 2 8 
11:30 1 8 
11:45 1 5 
12:00 3 7 
12:15 4 9 
12:30 1 9 
12:45 2 10 
13:00 1 8 
13:15 2 6 
13:30 2 7 
13:45 2 7 
14:00 1 7 
14:15 1 6 
14:30 6 10 
14:45 3 11 
15:00 2 12 
Total 40 

*Italicized number indicates an interpolated 
value due to a break in data collection 

 

The FDOT Traffic Engineering Manual Section 3.8.5(3) describes the pedestrian volume 

demand required to warrant a midblock crossing.  A minimum of 20 pedestrians during any 

four consecutive 15-minute periods and a minimum of 60 pedestrians during any 4 hours of 

the day, not necessarily consecutive hours, are required.  No hours of traffic met or 
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surpassed 20 pedestrians per hour or 60 pedestrians during any 4 hours of the day. The 

MUTCD Pedestrian Volume Signal Warrant is also discussed in detail later in this report.   

 

Figure 3.1: Pedestrian Crossing Locations in the Lake Ella Area 

3.2. Vehicle Gap Size Study 
A vehicle gap size study was completed on Thursday, April 12, 2012.  This type of study is 

used to determine the size and frequency of gaps in vehicular traffic to facilitate safe and 

adequate pedestrian crossings. Data was collected for four time periods, each time period 

corresponding to the Pedestrian Volume Count Study that was completed concurrently. 

Table 3.2 contains a summary of the gap size data collected. Appendix A contains the gap 

size raw data.  
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Table 3.2: Gap Size Summary 

Adequate 
Gap Size 

(s) 

Number of Gaps 

10:30AM-
11:30AM 

11:30AM-
12:30PM 

12:30PM-
1:30PM 

1:30PM-
2:30PM Total 

8 5 1 2 4 12 
9 3 0 3 1 7 
10 1 0 1 1 3 
11 4 1 1 2 8 
12 2 1 0 1 4 
13 1 0 0 0 1 
14 1 1 0 1 3 
15 2 0 0 0 2 
16 1 0 0 0 1 
17 0 1 0 0 1 
18 0 0 0 0 0 
19 0 0 0 0 0 

 

The crossing distance is currently 65 feet across the four travel lanes and two-way left-turn 

lane and, with no median refuge, pedestrians are required to cross the entire facility.  An 

adequate gap was determined to be 19 seconds, which would allow a pedestrian with an 

average speed (3.5 feet per second) to safely cross Monroe Street.  No gap size recorded met 

the required 19 seconds to cross Monroe Street in one attempt.  

It was observed, however, that all crossing pedestrians did so in a two stage process, 

crossing two lanes of oncoming Monroe Street traffic and then waiting in the two-way left-

turn lane until the opposing two lanes of Monroe Street became free of traffic. The addition 

of a raised median in the Lake Ella area would provide the existing pedestrian traffic a 

safer refuge while crossing Monroe Street. Drivers along Monroe Street would be more alert 

and less surprised to the presence of pedestrians crossing in two stages.  

3.3. Traffic Volumes 
The 2011 average annual daily traffic (AADT) along the proposed crossing location is 

35,500 vehicles per day as recorded by the Florida Transportation Information (FTI) 2011 

DVD. The FTI AADT Report is in Appendix B. 
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4.0 Crash Analysis 

4.1. Crash Data Collection 
The City of Tallahassee Police Department (TPD) provided historic crash data for a one 

year period from September 27, 2011 and ending September 26, 2012 for the study area 

from East 7th Avenue to Tharpe Street.  Crash records reported by police on “Long Forms” 

were requested for all crashes that resulted in a vehicle being towed away, personal injury, 

or the death of a motorist, pedestrian, or bicyclist. They can be found in Appendix C.  The 

Long Forms provided by the police department allow analysts to more accurately identify 

crash locations and causal factors of each crash.  It was noted that this section of roadway 

reported 683 crashes over a five-year period, which is approximately 136 crashes per year, 

as opposed to the 53 Long Forms obtained from the TPD.  This discrepancy in the data can 

be attributed to crashes that did not result in a vehicle being towed away, personal injury, 

or the death of a motorist, pedestrian, or bicyclist.   

The following sections describe the basic data analysis and include tables and diagrams of 

the crashes at each intersection within the study corridor. 

4.2. Crash Data Analysis 
The crash data was catalogued by location, crash type and severity.  The severity of each 

crash was categorized as “PDO”, “non-fatal”, and “fatal”. PDO indicates a property damage 

only crash. Table 4.1 shows that there were a total of 53 crashes over the 1-year period.  

Forty-four (44) were PDO crashes. Nine (9) crashes incurred non-fatal injuries. No fatal 

crashes were recorded during observation period within the study limits. Also, no crashes 

involved pedestrians were identified. Figure 4.1 displays the crash severity of each incident 

and location by intersection.  

Table 4.1: Crash Severity by Intersection 

Intersection 
Crash Severity 

Total 
PDO Non-Fatal Fatal

7th Avenue 10 1 0 11 
8th Avenue 8 1 0 9 
Legion Street 4 0 0 4 
Lake Ella Drive 11 1 0 12 
Publix N. Entrance 3 0 0 3 
Tharpe Street 8 6 0 14 

Total 44 9 0 53 
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Figure 4.1: Crash Severity by Intersection 

 

4.2.1. Crashes by Intersection and Type 
Collision diagrams were plotted by location on aerial maps. Figure 4.2 and Figure 4.3 are 

the crash diagrams representing the project study limits. The crash locations on the 

following pages are based on the accuracy of the crash reports and are open to 

interpretation based on the police officer’s description of the incident.  When conflicting 

information was presented in the crash reports, the crash diagram was used when 

sufficient information was provided in that section. Each intersection within the study 

limit’s crash experience is summarized in the following paragraphs.   
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The intersection of 7th Avenue and Monroe Street experienced a total of 11 crashes. Table 

4.2 displays the number of crashes by type. The majority of crashes were rear end crashes, 

which, occur frequently at signalized intersections due to the fact that traffic signals 

interrupt the flow of traffic.  

 Table 4.2: 7th Avenue Crashes  

Crash Type Amount
Rear End 5 

Side Swipe 2 
HUP 0 
Angle 3 

Left Turn 1 
Bicycle 0 

Right Turn 0 
Total 11 

The intersection of 8th Avenue and Monroe Street experienced a total of 9 crashes. Table 4.3 

displays the number of crashes by type.  

Table 4.3: 8th Avenue Crashes 

Crash Type Amount
Rear End 5 

Side Swipe 1 
HUP 0 
Angle 0 

Left Turn 3 
Bicycle 0 

Right Turn 0 
Total 9 

The intersection of Legion Street and Monroe Street experienced a total of 4 crashes. Table 

4.4 displays the number of crashes by type.  

Table 4.4: Legion Street Crashes 

Crash Type Amount
Rear End 2 

Side Swipe 1 
HUP 0 
Angle 0 

Left Turn 1 
Bicycle 0 

Right Turn 0 
Total 4 
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The intersection of Lake Ella Drive and Monroe Street experienced a total of 12 crashes. 

Table 4.5 displays the number of crashes by type.  

Table 4.5: Lake Ella Drive Crashes 

Crash Type Amount
Rear End 3 

Side Swipe 4 
HUP 2 
Angle 1 

Left Turn 1 
Bicycle 0 

Right Turn 1 
Total 12 

The Publix North Entrance is primarily a right-in right-out driveway. It experienced a total 

of 3 crashes. Table 4.6 displays the number of crashes by type.  

Table 4.6: Publix N. Entrance 

Crash Type Amount
Rear End 2 

Side Swipe 1 
HUP 0 
Angle 0 

Left Turn 0 
Bicycle 0 

Right Turn 0 
Total 3 

The intersection of Tharpe Street and Monroe Street and the area just south of the 

intersection experienced a total of 14 crashes. Table 4.7 displays the number of crashes by 

type.  

Table 4.7: Tharpe Street Crashes 

Crash Type Amount
Rear End 7 

Side Swipe 2 
HUP 1 
Angle 1 

Left Turn 2 
Bicycle 1 

Right Turn 0 
Total 14 
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5.0 Overview of Alternatives Considered 

5.1. Full Traffic Signal with Pedestrian Activation 
An additional full traffic signal within the Lake Ella area would stop all vehicular traffic on 

Monroe Street when activated by a pedestrian. A detailed signal warrant can be found in 

Section 6.0: Signal Warrant Analysis. 

5.2. High-Intensity Activated crossWalK beacon (H.A.W.K) 
Also known as the Pedestrian Hybrid Beacon, the HAWK is used on a complex, high volume 

roadway with a high volume of pedestrian traffic.  The HAWK is a pedestrian activated 

signal that is only enabled when a pedestrian is present. The mast arm mounted signal has 

a unique signal head configuration: two red lenses over a single yellow lens. Ladder-style 

markings designate the pedestrian crosswalk as seen in Figure 5.1. When a pedestrian 

activates the signal via a push-button, the light begins to flash yellow. Then a solid yellow 

light warns vehicles to slow down and stop. A double solid red signal indicates that all 

traffic should be stopped and provides pedestrians a safe window to cross. After a 

predetermined safe crossing time, the signal begins an alternating flashing red phase that 

acts like a stop sign for vehicles who must yield to pedestrians still in or entering the 

crosswalk. At this time pedestrians see an upraised hand symbol with a countdown display 

informing them of the time remaining to complete the crossing. Each vehicle must treat the 

flashing red signal as a stop sign until the signal is deactivated with no lights flashing. 

 

Figure 5.1: HAWK Example (FHWA) 
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5.3. Crosswalk with Appropriate Signage 
Crosswalks provide a safe area where motorists must yield the right-of-way to pedestrians.  

Marked crosswalks can be found at signalized intersections, midblock locations, or other 

high pedestrian areas. Standard yellow flashing beacons and additional warning signs can 

be installed to notify motorists that the area contains pedestrians that may be crossing the 

roadway.    

5.3.1. MidBlock Crossing 
Midblock crossings facilitate pedestrian crossings at other than the end of block locations 

where traffic signals or other pedestrian features are present.  Midblock crossings must be 

designed to ensure placement, geometrics, and operations work seamlessly with both the 

pedestrians and the motorists. For a midblock crossing to work properly, the pedestrian 

demand must be present, adequate sight distance for motorists to react must be achieved, 

and applicable signage must be present. 

Midblock crossings work well when there is a focused demand for pedestrians to cross.  

According to the observations made during the data collection portion of this study,   

several pedestrians crossed within 10’s of feet of a current crosswalk, but they did not 

utilize the crosswalk to safely cross the street. 

The FDOT Plans Preparation Manual (PPM) Chapter 8.3.3.2 provides the following criteria 

for installation of a midblock crossing: 

1. Midblock crosswalks should not be located where the spacing between 
adjacent intersections is less than 660 feet,  
2. Midblock crosswalks should not be located where the distance from the 
crosswalk to the nearest intersection (or crossing location) is less than 300 
feet,  
3. Midblock crosswalks shall not be provided where the crossing distance 
exceeds 60 feet (unless a median or a crossing island is provided),  
4. Midblock crosswalks shall not be provided where the sight distance for 
both the pedestrian and motorist is not adequate (stopping sight distance per 
Table 2.7.1),  
5. Midblock crosswalks shall not be located where the ADA cross slope and 
grade criteria along the crosswalk cannot be met (per Section 8.3.2). 

 
The PPM also states that an engineering study must be completed to ensure that factors 

such as sight distance and crossing distance are examined.   
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5.3.2. Raised Crosswalk 
A raised pedestrian crosswalk is a speed hump that also functions as a crosswalk (Figure 

5.2). The speed hump has ladder-style markings as well as directional arrows on the 

roadway and appropriate signage alerting vehicles to the presence of an approaching 

crosswalk. Pedestrians are elevated which eliminates the need for a curb ramp when 

transitioning into the road. A raised crosswalk also serves as a traffic calming device. With 

these characteristics, this treatment is most often used on minor collectors with low speeds 

and high pedestrian usage or residential roadways. A raised crosswalk could be detrimental 

to roadways on bus routes or those with frequent emergency vehicle use.  

 

Figure 5.2: Raised Crosswalk 

5.4. Rectangular Rapid Flashing Beacon (RRFB) 
A Rectangular Rapid Flashing Beacon (RRFB) is a pedestrian crosswalk sign accompanied 

by two rapid flashing LED lights that can activated manually by a push button or passively 

by a pedestrian detection system (Figure 5.3). RRFB’s incur less cost than a traditional 

signal and can be powered by a solar panel. RRFB’s are placed at painted crosswalks to 

alert vehicles of the presence of a pedestrian.  
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Figure 5.3: Rectangular Rapid Flashing Beacon (RRFB) 

5.5. Raised Medians  
The following discussion on medians can be found in the Federal Highway Administration 

(FHWA) University Course on Bicycle and Pedestrian Transportation publication as part of 

lesson 12: Midblock Crossings. 

Advantages of Medians 

“Medians separate conflicts in time and place. A pedestrian attempting to cross one or more 

lanes of traffic in each direction must determine a safe gap in two, four, or even six lanes at 

a time. This is a complex task that increases in difficulty with limitations in sight distance 

and increasing vehicle speeds. Younger and older pedestrians have reduced gap acceptance 

skills compared with pedestrians in other age groups. Pedestrians are faced with additional 

challenges judging gap size at night. Many may predict that a car is 61.0 m (200 ft) off 

when, in fact, it is only 30.5 m (100 ft) away, far too close to attempt a crossing. 

Not only do medians separate conflicts, but they also create the potential for more 

acceptable gaps. On a standard-width, four-lane roadway with a center left-turn lane (19.5 

m (64 ft) wide, with five 3.7-m (12-ft) lanes plus two 61.0-centimeter (cm) (24-inch) gutter 

pans), it takes an average pedestrian traveling 1.2 m/second (s) (4 ft/s) nearly 16 s to cross. 

Finding a safe 16-second gap in four moving lanes of traffic may be difficult or impossible. 

In any event, an attempt to cross may require a wait of 3–5 minutes (min). Faced with such 

a substantial delay, many pedestrians select a less adequate gap, run across the roadway, 

or stand in the center left-turn lane in hope of an additional gap. If a raised median is 
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placed in the center, the pedestrian now crosses 7.9 m (26 ft) instead. This requires two 8 

second gaps (see figures 12-3 and 12-4). These shorter gaps come more frequently. Based on 

traffic volume and the platooning effects from downstream signalization, the pedestrian 

may be able to find an acceptable gap in a minute or less.  

Medians Are Less Expensive To Build  

The reduced construction cost of a median versus a center left-turn lane comes as a surprise 

to many designers. Grass medians allow natural percolation of water, thus reducing 

drainage and water treatment costs. Medians do not require a base or asphalt. Curbing is 

essential in urban sections where medians are typically raised above the level of the street. 

In general, however, medians average a 5- to 10-percent reduction in materials and labor 

costs compared to a center left-turn lane. 

Medians Are Less Expensive To Maintain 

While there is only a slight savings in cost to build a raised median versus a center left-turn 

lane, there is a substantial savings in maintenance. An FDOT study compared 6.4 km (4 

mi) of median versus center left-turn lane maintenance costs and found that medians save 

an average of 40 percent on maintenance costs based on a 20-year roadway life. More 

frequent resurfacing, such as every 7 to 9 years, would show much greater savings. This, 

too, surprises many designers. During the full life of the roadway asphalt, a raised median 

saves costs associated with sweeping accumulated debris, repainting lines, replacing raised 

pavement markers, and resurfacing lanes.” (FHWA Midblock Crossings 2006) 

5.6. Concern for “Jaywalking” 
Jaywalking is a commonly used term that refers to crossing a street in a manner that 

violates traffic laws, such as crossing a street midblock where no designated crossing exists, 

or acting in a reckless manner, such as crossing in front of vehicles and disregarding traffic 

signals. While walking recklessly is illegal, crossing between signals is allowable in certain 

circumstances. 

The Florida Department of Transportation states that pedestrians may cross midblock 

under the following circumstances: 

 Pedestrians may cross midblock if the nearest intersection does not have a traffic signal. 
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 Pedestrians may not cross between adjacent signalized intersections. 

 Pedestrians must yield to all vehicles on the roadway. 

 Pedestrians must cross at right angles to the roadway, or by the shortest route possible 
to reach the opposite side. 

5.7. Recommended Alternatives for Further Consideration 

Raised Median Installation 
 The implementation of raised medians will provide pedestrians a safe place to stop 

at the mid-point of the roadway before crossing the remaining distance, 

 Studies show that medians reduce pedestrian crashes by 46 percent and motor 

vehicle crashes by up to 39 percent, 

 Medians may decrease delays (by greater than 30 percent) for motorists, 

 Medians enhance the visibility of pedestrian crossings, particularly at unsignalized 

crossing points, 

 Medians can reduce the speed of vehicles approaching pedestrian crossings, 

 Medians can be used for access management for vehicles (restricting turning 

movements), 

 Medians provide space for supplemental signage on multi‐lane roadways. 

 

Full Traffic Signal with Pedestrian Activation  
A signalized intersection at the North Lake Ella and Lake Ella Plaza intersection will 

provide the following benefits: 

 Pedestrians will have the opportunity to activate the traffic light to accomplish a 

conflict free crossing, 

 Persons with limited mobility, such as wheel chair bound individuals, will have curb 

ramps and other ADA features provided, 

 Motorists will have a protected left turn movement from North Lake Ella Drive and 

the Lake Ella Plaza Shopping Center, 

 Motorists will have a protected U-turn movement on northbound and southbound 

Monroe Street. 
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6.0 Signal Warrant Analysis 

As part of the Median Implementation Plan, two Signal Warrant Studies based on vehicle 

traffic volume and one Signal Warrant Study based on pedestrian volume were completed.  

A signal warrant based on vehicle traffic was conducted at the intersections of Lake Ella 

Drive and Monroe Street and Legion Street and Monroe Street. The results of these studies 

showed that Lake Ella Drive and Monroe Street met two warrants (peak hour and four 

hour).  Legion Street and Monroe Street passed none of the warrants. The complete signal 

warrant analysis report for each intersection can be found in Appendix D. 

6.1. MUTCD (2009) Warrant 4, Pedestrian Volume 
The pedestrian volume signal warrant is intended for application where the traffic volume 

on a major street is so heavy that pedestrians experience excessive delay in crossing the 

major street (Section 4C.05, P1).  One of two requirements must be met in conjunction with 

an engineering study for need for a traffic control signal at an intersection or at a midblock 

location. 

A. The first condition states that for each of any 4 hours of an average day, the plotted 

points representing the vehicles per hour on the major street (total of both 

approaches) and the corresponding pedestrians per hour crossing the major street 

(total of all crossings) all fall above the curve in Figure 6.1; (Section 4C.05, P2, A) or 

B. For 1 hour (any four consecutive 15-minute periods) of an average day, the plotted 

point representing the vehicles per hour on the major street (total of both 

approaches) and the corresponding pedestrians per hour crossing the major street 

(total of all crossings) falls above the curve in Figure 6.2;  (Section 4C.05, P2, B). 

6.1.1. Pedestrian Four-Hour Volume 
The Lake Ella area did not pass the Pedestrian Four-Hour Volume warrant. The lower 

threshold volume for this warrant is 107 pedestrians per hour as seen in Figure 6.1. The 

maximum number of pedestrians per hour observed was 12 as seen in Table 3.1 earlier in 

this report.  
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Figure 6.1: Pedestrian Four-Hour Volume 

6.1.2. Pedestrian Peak Hour Volume 
The Lake Ella area did not pass the Pedestrian Peak Hour Volume warrant. The lower 

threshold volume for this warrant is 133 pedestrians per hour as seen in Figure 6.2. The 

maximum number of pedestrians per hour observed was 12 as seen in Table 3.1 earlier in 

this report.  

 

Figure 6.2: Pedestrian Peak Hour 
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6.2. MUTCD (2009) Pedestrian Hybrid Beacons Warrant 
A Pedestrian Hybrid Beacon or HAWK, described earlier in this report, is a pedestrian 

activated signal that can be installed at a midblock location based on evaluation of the 

needs with respect to the proximity of significant generators, pedestrian demand, 

pedestrian-vehicle crash history, and the distance between crossing locations. No matter 

what the oncoming traffic volume or the length of crosswalk is, the lower threshold 

pedestrian volume is 20 pedestrians per hour (Figure 6.3).  The maximum number of 

pedestrians per hour observed was 12 as seen in Table 3.1 earlier in this report.  Based on 

this analysis, a HAWK is not warranted for the Lake Ella Area. 

 

Figure 6.3: HAWK Pedestrian Volume Requirements 

  



Lake Ella Median Implementation Study   

29 
 

7.0 Median Design Alternatives 

Several alternative median configurations were analyzed during the median 

implementation study.  Each median configuration was developed using the standards from 

the FDOT Plans Preparation Manual (PPM).  A typical section was developed and reviewed 

by the FDOT early on in the project.  The approved typical section includes narrowing the 

existing 12 foot travel lanes to 11 foot lanes and adding a curb and gutter median.  Type “E” 

or mountable, curb is proposed for the median.  The proposed median will consist of a 

combination of vegetation and hardscape. The proposed typical sections are shown in 

Figure 7.1 through Figure 7.3. 
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FIGURE 7.2
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The final three alternatives that were presented at the November 28th, 2012 public meeting 

considered a variety of median opening options.   

7.1. Alternative A – Restricted Access at Legion Street / On the Border 
Alternative A, Figure 7.4 and Figure 7.5, results in the most restrictive median 

configuration and contains no median opening across from Legion Street.  A full median 

opening is provided at North Lake Ella Drive / Lake Ella Plaza to accommodate the 

proposed traffic signal.  A directional opening into South Lake Ella Drive for southbound 

Monroe Street motorists is also provided.  A directional opening is provided at 8th Avenue 

with the appropriate deceleration and queue storage.  

7.2. Alternative B – Directional Opening at Legion Street / On the Border 
Alternative B, Figure 7.6 and Figure 7.7, contains a directional median opening at Legion 

Street allowing left turns into Legion Street and On the Border Restaurant, but left turn 

movements out are prohibited.  A full median opening is provided at North Lake Ella Drive 

/ Lake Ella Plaza to accommodate the proposed traffic signal.  A directional opening into 

South Lake Ella Drive for southbound Monroe Street motorists is also provided.  A 

directional opening is provided at 8th Avenue with the appropriate deceleration and queue 

storage. 

7.3. Alternative C - Full Opening at Legion Street / On the Border 
Alternative C, Figure 7.8 and Figure 7.9, is the least restrictive configuration resulting in a 

full median opening at Legion Street.  There are no restrictions to vehicular movements at 

Legion Street in this configuration.  A full median opening is provided at North Lake Ella 

Drive / Lake Ella Plaza to accommodate the proposed traffic signal.  A directional opening 

into South Lake Ella Drive for southbound Monroe Street motorists is also provided.  A 

directional opening is provided at 8th Avenue with the appropriate deceleration and queue 

storage. 
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8.0 Public Involvement 

The public involvement process for this median implementation study was paired with the 

overall Monroe Street Median Feasibility Study and goes beyond informing the public about 

the project process and alternatives being considered.  The public had an opportunity to 

assist the CRTPA in the decision making process.  There were multiple opportunities for 

the public to comment on all aspects of the project and median components throughout the 

process. The public involvement efforts also allowed the study team to respond to public 

concerns and incorporate their ideas. 

As part of the public involvement process, renderings of potential recommendations at key 

locations were generated.  Renderings of project results proved to be an efficient tool in 

communicating the potential effects of a median implemented in the Lake Ella area.  The 

renderings depicting the “before and after” scenarios can be seen in Figure 8.1 and Figure 

8.2, respectively. 

8.1. Project Team Meetings 
In an effort to ensure seamless communication and efficient coordination, a Project Team 

was created.  The Project Team met on a monthly basis throughout the life of the project.  

Median concepts and public concerns were discussed at each meeting.  Project Team 

members received information regarding specific updates to the Median Implementation 

Study, as well as information regarding median implementation in general.   

The Project Team consisted of representatives from local organizations, city, county and 

state government representatives, emergency service representatives, and stakeholders 

within the project area. A full list of the agencies represented is shown below: 

 City of Tallahassee  StarMetro  FDOT Safety Projects 

 FDOT District 3 Planning  FDOT District 3 Traffic 
Operations 

 FDOT District 3 Design 

 Levy Park Neighborhood 
Association 

 Midtown Business 
Association 

 Knight Creative 
Communities 

 Lafayette Park 
Neighborhood Association 

 Community 
Redevelopment Agency 

 Tallahassee-Leon 
County Planning 

 Downtown Improvement 
Authority 

 Tallahassee Fire 
Department 

 CRTPA 



Figure 8.1: "Before" Median Rendering



Figure 8.2: "After" Median Rendering



Lake Ella Median Implementation Study   

43 
 

8.2. Project Webpage 
The CRTPA maintained a project specific webpage throughout the life of the Median 

Feasibility Study.  The webpage, www.crtpa.org/monroe-median-project.html, provided 

information regarding the benefits of medians, access management criteria, how access 

management positively impacts business, and local access management studies. 

The project record is also available for review and includes the public meeting information, 

small group meeting documentation, and the presentations that were given throughout the 

life of the project.  Citizens also had the opportunity to comment, communicate ideas, or 

voice concerns via the website.  

8.3. Open House Meetings 
Stakeholder and public involvement was a major focus for the Monroe Street Median 

Feasibility Study.  Understanding concerns from the public and specifically, property 

owners along the facility, was the largest component of the open house meetings.  Three 

open house meetings were held during various stages of the median feasibility study.   

The Public Meetings were advertised at least 14 days in advance of the meeting date.  

Display advertisements were placed in the Tallahassee Democrat and letters were mailed 

to each business along the corridor with an announcement regarding the meeting purpose, 

meeting time, location, and a brief description about the project. 

8.3.1. Meeting #1 
The first public open house was held on March 6th, 2012 in the City Hall, City Commission 

Chambers and had 41 attendees.  Project information was displayed on static display 

boards and plan sets depicting the existing conditions were shown with an aerial 

background.  Each business along the corridor was identified and labeled to assist 

concerned business owners with locating their property.  The meeting was advertised in the 

Tallahassee Democrat on April 28th, 2012, a media release was published on March 3rd, 

2012, and email announcements were provided to those that had requested notification 

through the project website. 

The purpose of Public Meeting #1 was to introduce the project to the interested 

stakeholders.  The Project Team was able to speak individually with interested parties 

regarding median location, type, and design.  Citizens commented on daily traffic patterns, 

high pedestrian crossing locations, and the issues that they observe on a daily basis. 
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8.3.2. Meeting #2 
The second public open house was held on June 28th, 2012 in the City Hall, City 

Commission Chambers and had 25 attendees.  Plan sets depicting the proposed median 

placement for the Lake Ella area were displayed on tables and the participants had the 

opportunity to edit the proposed medians and place comments or concerns directly on the 

plan sets.  Members of the consultant team and CRTPA staff were available to assist 

participants and answer any questions. The meeting was advertised in the Tallahassee 

Democrat on June 22nd, and email announcements were provided to those that had 

requested notification through the project website. Hard copy letters were prepared for 

distribution to the businesses within the Lake Ella area.  These paper notifications were 

hand delivered to all of the businesses in the area due to a malfunction in the mailing 

process. 

The purpose of the second public meeting was to present the draft location, type, and size of 

the medians.  Those that attended the meeting were given the opportunity to comment on 

the proposed median design, which was shown on plan sets for the Lake Ella area.  

Consultant and CRTPA staff members were available to discuss median advantages and 

disadvantages and discuss alternative median configurations. 

8.3.3. Meeting #3 
The third public open house was held on November 28th, 2012 in the atrium of the 

Northwood Center and had 29 attendees.  The study recommendations were shown on plan 

sets for the entire corridor.  The plans displayed the proposed median placement and 

recommended median opening configurations. The public had the opportunity to make 

suggestions to median configurations, and place comments and concerns directly on the 

plans as well as speak with RS&H associates and CRTPA staff. The meeting was advertised 

in the Tallahassee Democrat on November 23rd, and email announcements were provided to 

those that had requested notification through the project website. Hard copy letters were 

also distributed to the businesses along the corridor. 

8.4. Small Group Meetings 
As part of the involvement effort, a small focus group was created for the Lake Ella Median 

Implementation Study and the North Monroe portion of the concurrent Median Feasibility 

Study. Those interested in attending the small group meetings were provided notice of the 
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meetings via email a few days prior to the meetings.  The North Monroe and Lake Ella 

small group meeting was held on May 16th, 2012 and nine people were in attendance.   

The meeting opened with a presentation of the project which included updates from the 

project team meetings and the alternatives presented at those meetings.  Concerns were 

expressed about northbound left turns into the Sonic Restaurant.  The Project Team noted 

that they had not heard from Sonic regarding the median study. 

The vehicular access to Legion Street and Lake Ella was also a point of concern.  The 

Project Team explained the FDOT median standards and how median opening spacing is 

regulated.  Concerns were also raised about the volume of pedestrian traffic crossing in the 

Lake Ella area, especially those using the StarMetro bus stops near Legion Street.  The 

Project Team shared the results of an April 12th, 2012 study showing pedestrian crossing 

locations and the number of pedestrians crossing within the Lake Ella area.  Based on the 

data collected, a mid-block signal would not be warranted. 

Bill Ekwall from the Tallahassee Fire Department noted that the medians are not a 

problem for the fire trucks as long as they are designed properly.  He stated the medians 

that have the rolled curb work for fire truck access while the 4” curb with the straight face 

cause issues. 

8.5. Public Comments 
Public comments were accepted throughout the duration of the project.  Appendix E 

contains all of the public comments received throughout the life of the project.  A summary 

of comments is shown in bullet format below: 

 Medians will limit vehicular traffic to my business 

 Median islands with left turn bays would make the corridor safer 

 Any change is vehicular access will hurt my business 

 Consider a traffic light at Lake Ella/ Legion Street 

 Medians should be landscaped for beautification 

 Medians will limit the left turn queuing and block through traffic 

 Coordinate with the City on other infrastructure improvements prior to construction 

 Raised medians with pedestrian crossings would benefit the Lake Ella area 

 Do not alter the access to “The Cottages” at Lake Ella  
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9.0 Preferred Alternative and Implementation Plan 

Evaluating the likelihood of an uncontrolled midblock crossing being used once it is marked 

is difficult.  The existing crossing volume may use alternative midblock crossing locations 

when a new midblock crosswalk is marked. However, with the existing pedestrian traffic, a 

midblock crossing is not warranted according to the MUTCD or the FDOT Traffic 

Engineering Manual. A raised median will assist pedestrians in a two stage crossing. A 

signal warrant study at Lake Ella Drive found that a traffic signal is warranted. This 

traffic light controlled intersection will provide a closer signal controlled crosswalk than the 

Tharpe Street intersection, which is an improvement. 

The preferred alternative for the Lake Ella area is Alternative B with a directional opening 

only in front of Legion Street.  The businesses on the east and west side of Monroe Street 

will receive left-in access and right out access.  The Preferred Alternative can be seen in 

Figure 9.1 and Figure 9.2. 

A full median opening at Legion Street and On the Border Restaurant was considered, but 

due to the proximity of the nearest signalized intersection, it was determined that a safer 

alternative would be directional median opening.  Motorists exiting the Legion Street area 

will have the opportunity to make a right turn, then a U-

turn at the North Lake Ella signalized intersection.   

It is further recommended that additional signage be 

included as part of the new signalized intersection.  To safely 

perform a U-turn on Monroe Street, motorists must be clear 

of right-turning vehicles from North Lake Ella Drive and the 

Lake Ella Plaza Shopping Center.  Therefore, a sign stating 

that right turns must yield the right of way to U-turns 

should be installed.   

Pedestrian timings must also be adjusted to allow for U-

turning vehicles so that motorists and pedestrian conflicts are avoided.  







Appendix A: Raw Pedestrian Count and Gap Size Data 

  











Appendix B: FTI AADT Report 



                                                FLORIDA DEPARTMENT OF TRANSPORTATION

                                              2011 Annual Average Daily Traffic Report - Report Type: ALL

     County: 55    LEON         

      Site                                                                               AADT       "K"    "D"     "T"

Site  Type  Description                                        Direction 1  Direction 2  Two-Way    FCTR   FCTR   FCTR

====  ====  ================================================   ===========  ===========  =======   =====  ======  =====

5011        SR 63 (US 27) 150' SOUTH OF C158 (THARPE STREET)   N    17000   S    18500   35500 C     7.5   67.3F   3.2F

 Site Type  : Blank= Portable; T= Telemetered

"K" Factor  : Department adopted standard K factor begining with count year 2011

 AADT Flags : C= Computed; E= Manual Est; F= First Year Est; S= Second Year Est; T= Third Year Est; X= Unknown

"D/T" Flags : A= Actual; F= Factor Catg; D= Dist Funcl; P= Prior Year; S= Statewide Default; W= One-Way Road; X= Cross Ref

22-Mar-2012 20:31:13                            Page 1 of 1                                 622UPD [1,0,0,2] 3_55_CAADT.txt
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1.01.01.01.0 IntroductionIntroductionIntroductionIntroduction    
RS&H has prepared a traffic signal warrant analysis report for the intersection of State 

Road 63 (Monroe Street) and Lake Ella Drive in Tallahassee, Florida.  Figure Figure Figure Figure 1111....1111 shows the 

intersection location. This study includes assessment of applicable traffic signal warrants 

detailed in the Manual on Uniform Traffic Control Devices (MUTCD). 

The Capital Region Transportation Planning Agency (CRTPA) has initiated a median 

implementation study on SR 63 (Monroe Street) in the Lake Ella area to aid in safe 

pedestrian crossings. During the Lake Ella Implementation Study, it became apparent that 

the intersection of Monroe Street and Lake Ella Drive deserved further inspection in order 

to provide the most complete set of recommendations to the CRTPA. Per the Manual on 

Uniform Traffic Control Devices (MUTCD) 2009 Edition, this report shows that existing 

volumes at Monroe Street and Lake Ella Drive warrant the placement of a traffic signal.  

The details of the analysis that arrives at this conclusion are shown on the following pages.  

  



[�

Tallahassee

[�

Legion 
Street

Lake Ella Drive

Tharpe Street

M
o
n
ro

e
 S

tre
e
t

Eighth Avenue

M
onroe S

treet

I-10

Tharpe Street

T
h

o
m

a
s
v
il
le

 R
o
a
d

Tennessee Street

M
e
ri

d
ia

n
 R

o
a

d

Figure 1.1
Lake Ella Drive Signal Warrant 

Location Map



Traffic Signal Warrant Analysis   

3 
 

2.02.02.02.0 SiteSiteSiteSite    ConditionsConditionsConditionsConditions    
The existing geometric configuration of the intersection at Monroe Street and Lake Ella 

Drive is shown in Figure Figure Figure Figure 2222....1111.  Monroe Street in the Lake Ella area is a four lane undivided 

principal urban arterial with a Two-Way-Left-Turn-Lane (TWLTL).  The northbound 

approach of Monroe Street has a left turn lane with a 100 foot queue storage length while 

the southbound approach has a left turn lane with a 50 foot queue storage. The eastbound 

minor approach provides access to the Lake Ella Plaza shopping center with various 

businesses such as Publix, Patients First Medical Center, and other restaurants and retail 

areas. This approach currently has a dedicated left turn lane and a dedicated right turn 

lane. The westbound minor approach is Lake Ella Drive and accesses the Lake Ella 

amenities as well as residential neighborhoods. This approach currently has one lane that 

services all movements.  

The posted speed limit on Monroe Street is 35 mph.  The posted speed limit on Lake Ella 

Drive is 25 mph and the business entrance west of Monroe Street immediately accesses a 

large parking lot. Since the posted speed limit is less than 40 mph for the major street, the 

100% factor columns and graphs were used during analysis.  

There is no on-street parking in the intersection area. Sight distance triangles for all 

approaches at the intersection of Monroe Street and Lake Ella Drive indicate adequate 

sight distance is available.  

 

Figure Figure Figure Figure 2222....1111::::    Existing Site ConditionsExisting Site ConditionsExisting Site ConditionsExisting Site Conditions    
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3.03.03.03.0 Access Access Access Access ManagementManagementManagementManagement    
The proposed addition of a traffic signal at Lake Ella Drive may cause concern with the 

spacing between the existing signals and median openings. The FDOT Access Management 

Standards call for Access Class 5 roadways to require 1,320 feet between signalized 

intersections, 1,320 feet between full median openings and 600 feet between directional 

median openings.  

Tharpe Street is a signalized intersection approximately 500 feet north of Lake Ella Drive. 

The median treatment at Lake Ella Drive is currently a full access opening with a painted 

median.  Left turn lanes currently exist on the northbound and southbound approaches. 

Approximately 375 feet south of Lake Ella is Legion Street. The median treatment at 

Legion Street is currently a full access painted opening with left turn lanes on the 

northbound and southbound approaches. Since these three intersections are so closely 

spaced, the Monroe Street corridor was researched to determine a precedent for signal 

spacing within the corridor. 

Two existing situations were found on the Monroe Corridor that are similar to the spacing 

of Tharpe Street, Lake Ella Drive and Legion Street.  

The first location is the signalized intersection of Calloway Road and Monroe Street which 

is located just south of I-10. Calloway Road is approximately 575 feet north of Lakeshore 

Drive, another signalized intersection, as shown in Figure Figure Figure Figure 3333....1111. Calloway Road has a 

northbound left turn lane that abuts Lakeshore Drive’s southbound left turn lane. The turn 

lanes are separated by a two foot raised median. This situation is similar to the proposed 

signal at Lake Ella Drive and its proximity to Tharpe Street. In addition, there is a full 

access median opening approximately 420 feet south of Lakeshore Drive with a northbound 

and southbound left turn lane separated from traffic with a two foot raised median. This 

situation is similar to the proposed signal at Lake Ella Drive and its proximity to Legion 

Street. 

 

Figure Figure Figure Figure 3333....1111: Calloway Road and Lakeshore Drive Intersections: Calloway Road and Lakeshore Drive Intersections: Calloway Road and Lakeshore Drive Intersections: Calloway Road and Lakeshore Drive Intersections    
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The second location is the signalized intersection of Martin Luther King Jr. Boulevard and 

Monroe Street located approximately 1,580 feet north of Tharpe Street. This section of 

Monroe Street currently has painted pavement markings separating northbound and 

southbound traffic. Northwood Center Boulevard and Monroe Street is a signalized 

intersection approximately 500 feet south of Martin Luther King Jr. Boulevard, shown in 

Figure Figure Figure Figure 3333....2222. This situation is similar to the proposed signal at Lake Ella Drive and its 

proximity to Tharpe Street. In addition, there is a full access painted opening 

approximately 360 feet south of Northwood Center Boulevard with a southbound left turn 

lane  and Two Way Left Turn Lane (TWLTL) on the south side of the intersection. This 

situation is similar to the proposed signal at Lake Ella Drive and its proximity to Legion 

Street. 

 

Figure Figure Figure Figure 3333....2222: Martin Lu: Martin Lu: Martin Lu: Martin Luther King Jr. Boulevard and ther King Jr. Boulevard and ther King Jr. Boulevard and ther King Jr. Boulevard and     
Northwood Center Boulevard IntersectionsNorthwood Center Boulevard IntersectionsNorthwood Center Boulevard IntersectionsNorthwood Center Boulevard Intersections    

4.04.04.04.0 Data CollectionData CollectionData CollectionData Collection    

4.1.4.1.4.1.4.1. Traffic DataTraffic DataTraffic DataTraffic Data    
Existing traffic volumes were recorded at the intersection of Monroe Street and Lake Ella 

Drive.  24-hour machine counts were collected on each approach for a typical week. The 

northbound and southbound approaches were collected from 10/2/2012-10/6/2012 (Week 41). 

The eastbound approach was collected from 10/2/2012-10/4/2012 while the westbound 

approach was counted from 10/9/2012-10/11/2012 (Week 42) due to a machine malfunction 

during the first attempt. Appendix A Appendix A Appendix A Appendix A contains all raw volume counts. Turning Movement 

Counts (TMCs) were also collected on 10/4/2012 (weekday) and 10/6/2012 (Saturday). The 

daily volume counts, in 15-minute increments, were averaged across Tuesday, Wednesday, 

and Thursday of the week counted to achieve an average day of traffic on each approach. 
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The 15-minute increments were then seasonally adjusted with a Seasonal Factor (SF) as 

found in Florida Traffic Online 2011. The Monroe Street volume counts were additionally 

adjusted by an axle correction factor as found in Florida Traffic Online 2011. Volumes were 

analyzed for the twelve hour period from 7:00 am to 7:00 pm because the majority of traffic 

occurs between these hours.    Appendix BAppendix BAppendix BAppendix B contains volume counts with the appropriate 

seasonal factor applied as well as the seasonal factor and axle correction factor tables used. 

Appendix CAppendix CAppendix CAppendix C contains the raw and seasonally adjusted TMC data.    

The Saturday traffic    data was used to determine if the peak traffic occurred during the 

weekend. The weekday average had higher hours of peak traffic than the weekend; 

therefore the weekday average was analyzed for each warrant. Table Table Table Table 4444....1111    shows the 

weekday counts summarized by hour and by direction. Appendix Appendix Appendix Appendix DDDD contains the weekday 

average and Saturday traffic used for comparison in 15 minute increments.  

Table Table Table Table 4444....1111: Existing: Existing: Existing: Existing    WeekdayWeekdayWeekdayWeekday    Traffic VolumesTraffic VolumesTraffic VolumesTraffic Volumes    

TimeTimeTimeTime    

Major Street  Major Street  Major Street  Major Street  
Northbound Northbound Northbound Northbound 
Monroe Monroe Monroe Monroe 
StreetStreetStreetStreet    

Major Street  Major Street  Major Street  Major Street  
Southbound Southbound Southbound Southbound 
Monroe StreetMonroe StreetMonroe StreetMonroe Street    

Major Street Major Street Major Street Major Street 
Total of Both Total of Both Total of Both Total of Both 
Approaches Approaches Approaches Approaches     

Minor Street  Minor Street  Minor Street  Minor Street  
Eastbound Eastbound Eastbound Eastbound 
Business Business Business Business 
EntranceEntranceEntranceEntrance    

Minor Street Minor Street Minor Street Minor Street 
Westbound Westbound Westbound Westbound 
Lake Ella Lake Ella Lake Ella Lake Ella 
DriveDriveDriveDrive    

7:00 AM - 8:00 AM 580 1571 2151 46 45 
8:00 AM - 9:00 AM 677 1379 2056 59 53 
9:00 AM - 10:00 AM 676 1026 1702 70 52 
10:00 AM - 11:00 AM 772 908 1680 85 65 
11:00 AM - 12:00 PM 1026 1007 2033 115 70 
12:00 PM - 1:00 PM 1126 1199 2325 134 100 
1:00 PM - 2:00 PM 1111 1207 2318 105 94 
2:00 PM - 3:00 PM 1127 1033 2160 89 88 
3:00 PM - 4:00 PM 1194 1014 2208 96 87 
4:00 PM - 5:00 PM 1417 1060 2477 115 97 
5:00 PM - 6:00 PM 1625 1153 2778 138 120 
6:00 PM - 7:00 PM  1204 971 2175 126 139 

    

4.2.4.2.4.2.4.2. Crash HistoryCrash HistoryCrash HistoryCrash History    
Crashes reported by the City of Tallahassee were assessed for the most recent 12 month 

period available starting September 27, 2011 and ending September 26, 2012.  The 

discussion of Warrant 7, Crash History, includes a summary of the crashes that are likely 

to be affected by installation of a traffic signal.    
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5.05.05.05.0 Traffic Signal Traffic Signal Traffic Signal Traffic Signal WarrantWarrantWarrantWarrant    AnalysiAnalysiAnalysiAnalysissss    
Traffic data collection showed that an average of 90% of the eastbound traffic on the 

business entrance turns right.  Right-turning vehicles on the minor road incur less delay 

than the left-turn or through vehicles due to the fact that they may often complete their 

movement easily without a traffic signal. The MUTCD states that “engineering judgment 

should be used to determine what, if any, portion of the right-turn traffic is subtracted from 

the minor-street traffic count.” A right turn reduction was applied on the minor approaches 

where applicable. 

Since right- turners on the eastbound approach do not experience any sight distance issues 

while completing the right turn, all right-turning vehicles were removed for analysis. The 

eastbound approach, Lake Ella Drive, has only one lane to accommodate all movements. 

Therefore all traffic collected on this approach should be considered during analysis. Table Table Table Table 

5555....1111    displays the traffic used for analysis after the appropriate right turn reduction was 

taken. See Appendix EAppendix EAppendix EAppendix E for traffic used for analysis broken up into 15 minute increments. 

With all of the right turning vehicles being removed from the eastbound business entrance, 

the westbound Lake Ella Drive traffic became the consistent maximum volume on the 

minor approach. For warrants 1, 2, and 3, the ‘2 or more lanes and 1 lane’ category was 

used for analysis.  

Table Table Table Table 5555....1111::::    Existing Traffic Volumes after Right Turn ReductionExisting Traffic Volumes after Right Turn ReductionExisting Traffic Volumes after Right Turn ReductionExisting Traffic Volumes after Right Turn Reduction    

TimeTimeTimeTime    

Major Street  Major Street  Major Street  Major Street  
Northbound Northbound Northbound Northbound 
Monroe Monroe Monroe Monroe 
StreetStreetStreetStreet    

Major Street  Major Street  Major Street  Major Street  
SouthboSouthboSouthboSouthbound und und und 
Monroe StreetMonroe StreetMonroe StreetMonroe Street    

Major Street Major Street Major Street Major Street 
Total of Both Total of Both Total of Both Total of Both 
Approaches Approaches Approaches Approaches     

Minor Street  Minor Street  Minor Street  Minor Street  
Eastbound Eastbound Eastbound Eastbound 
Business Business Business Business 
EntranceEntranceEntranceEntrance    

Minor Street Minor Street Minor Street Minor Street 
Westbound Westbound Westbound Westbound 
Lake Ella Lake Ella Lake Ella Lake Ella 
DriveDriveDriveDrive    

7:00 AM - 8:00 AM 580 1571 2151 4 45 

8:00 AM - 9:00 AM 677 1379 2056 6 53 

9:00 AM - 10:00 AM 676 1026 1702 8 52 

10:00 AM - 11:00 AM 772 908 1680 8 65 

11:00 AM - 12:00 PM 1026 1007 2033 16 70 

12:00 PM - 1:00 PM 1126 1199 2325 17 100 

1:00 PM - 2:00 PM 1111 1207 2318 8 94 

2:00 PM - 3:00 PM 1127 1033 2160 9 88 

3:00 PM - 4:00 PM 1194 1014 2208 10 87 

4:00 PM - 5:00 PM 1417 1060 2477 12 97 

5:00 PM - 6:00 PM 1625 1153 2778 11 120 

6:00 PM - 7:00 PM  1204 971 2175 19 139 
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Warrant 1.  EightWarrant 1.  EightWarrant 1.  EightWarrant 1.  Eight----Hour Vehicular VolumeHour Vehicular VolumeHour Vehicular VolumeHour Vehicular Volume    
The Minimum Vehicular Volume, Condition A, is intended for application where a large volume of 

intersecting traffic is the principal reason to consider installing a traffic control signal.  

The Interruption of Continuous Traffic, Condition B, is intended for application where Condition A is 

not satisfied and where the traffic volume on a major street is so heavy that traffic on a minor 

intersecting street suffers excessive delay or conflict in entering or crossing the major street. 

It is intended that Warrant 1 be treated as a single warrant. If Condition A is satisfied, then Warrant 1 

is satisfied and analyses of Condition B and the combination of Conditions A and B are not needed. 

Similarly, if Condition B is satisfied, then Warrant 1 is satisfied and an analysis of the combination of 

Conditions A and B is not needed. 

With existing traffic and reduced right-turns, Warrant 1 is not satisfied. Table Table Table Table 5555....2222 contains 

the required volumes to meet Warrant 1. 

Both Condition A and Condition B are not satisfied for the twelve hours observed using the 

100% column.     

TableTableTableTable    5555....3333 displays which hours of traffic pass Conditions A and B. The traffic on the major 

street, Monroe Street, far exceeded the necessary volumes for Condition A and B. For the 

minor street, Lake Ella Drive, no hour of traffic exceeds the required 150 vph for Condition 

A while only four hours of traffic meet or exceed the required 75 vph for Condition B. Since 

neither Condition A nor Condition B meets the 100% column, one may compare the traffic 

to the 80% columns. If eight hours of traffic satisfy the 80% columns for both Condition A 

and Condition B for the same hour then the warrant is met. Only two hours of traffic met 

the 80% columns for both Condition A and Condition B which does not satisfy the warrant. 
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Table Table Table Table 5555....2222: Table 4C: Table 4C: Table 4C: Table 4C----1 from MUTCD1 from MUTCD1 from MUTCD1 from MUTCD    

Condition A - Minimum Vehicular Volume 

 Number of lanes for moving 
traffic on each approach   

 Vehicles per hour on major street                     
(total of both approaches)   

 Vehicles per hour on higher-volume               
minor-street approach (one dir. only)   

Major Street Minor Street 100%
a
 80%

b
 70%

c
 56%

d
 100%

a
 80%

b
 70%

c
 56%

d
 

1 1 500 400 350 280 150 120 105 84 

2 or more 1 600 480 420 336 150 120 105 84 

2 or more 2 or more 600 480 420 336 200 160 140 112 

1 2 or more 500 400 350 280 200 160 140 112 

Condition B - Interruption of Continuous Traffic 

 Number of lanes for moving 
traffic on each approach   

 Vehicles per hour on major street                     
(total of both approaches)   

 Vehicles per hour on higher-volume               
minor-street approach (one dir. only)   

Major Street Minor Street 100%
a
 80%

b
 70%

c
 56%

d
 100%

a
 80%

b
 70%

c
 56%

d
 

1 1 750 600 525 420 75 60 53 42 

2 or more 1 900 720 630 504 75 60 53 42 

2 or more 2 or more 900 720 630 504 100 80 70 56 

1 2 or more 750 600 525 420 100 80 70 56 

Note: Green shade indicates minimum vph required for study area  
a
 Basic minimum hourly volume 

b
 Used for combination of Conditions A and B after adequate trial of other remedial measures 

c
 May be used when the major-street speed exceeds 40 mph or in an isolated community with a pop. of less than 10,000 

d
 May be used for combination of Conditions A and B after adequate trial of other remedial measures when the major 

street speed exceeds 40 mph or in an isolated community with a population of less than 10,000 
    

Table Table Table Table 5555....3333::::    Evaluation of Evaluation of Evaluation of Evaluation of Existing Traffic for Warrant 1Existing Traffic for Warrant 1Existing Traffic for Warrant 1Existing Traffic for Warrant 1    

8 Hour Vehicular Volume8 Hour Vehicular Volume8 Hour Vehicular Volume8 Hour Vehicular Volume    

Minimum Base Minimum Base Minimum Base Minimum Base 
Volumes:Volumes:Volumes:Volumes:    

Condition ACondition ACondition ACondition A    Condition BCondition BCondition BCondition B    

600600600600    150150150150    900900900900    75757575    

Time  periodTime  periodTime  periodTime  period    
VPH on major 
street, both 
approaches 

VPH on higher-
volume minor street 

VPH on major 
street, both 
approaches 

VPH on higher-
volume minor street 

7:00 - 8:00 2151 45 2151 45 

8:00 - 9:00 2056 53 2056 53 

9:00 - 10:00 1702 52 1702 52 

10:00 - 11:00 1680 65 1680 65 

11:00 - 12:00 2033 70 2033 70 

12:00 - 13:00 2325 100 2325 100 

13:00 - 14:00 2318 94 2318 94 

14:00 - 15:00 2160 88 2160 88 

15:00 - 16:00 2208 87 2208 87 

16:00 - 17:00 2477 97 2477 97 

17:00 - 18:00 2778 120 2778 120 

18:00 - 19:00 2175 139 2175 139 

Note: Shaded values do not meet criteria. 
Threshold for 80%Threshold for 80%Threshold for 80%Threshold for 80%    480 120 720 60 
 

With existing traffic and reduced right-turns, Section 4C.02 Warrant 1 is not satisfied. 
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Warrant 2.  FourWarrant 2.  FourWarrant 2.  FourWarrant 2.  Four----Hour Vehicular VolumeHour Vehicular VolumeHour Vehicular VolumeHour Vehicular Volume    
The Four-Hour Vehicular Volume signal warrant conditions are intended to be applied where the volume of 

intersecting traffic is the principal reason to consider installing a traffic control signal. 

Warrant 2 is satisfied.  Using Figure 4C-2, Figure Figure Figure Figure 5555....1111 in this report, the existing traffic 

volumes satisfy the warrant for six hours of traffic. Table Table Table Table 5555....4444 shows the hours of traffic used 

for analysis. Six data points lie above the required 80 vph threshold for intersections with 2 

or more lanes on approach and 1 lane on the other approach. 

Table Table Table Table 5555....4444: Peak Hourly Traffic: Peak Hourly Traffic: Peak Hourly Traffic: Peak Hourly Traffic    Passing Warrant 2Passing Warrant 2Passing Warrant 2Passing Warrant 2    

Beginning Beginning Beginning Beginning 
TimeTimeTimeTime    

End End End End 
TimeTimeTimeTime    

VPH on major street, VPH on major street, VPH on major street, VPH on major street, 
both approachesboth approachesboth approachesboth approaches    

VPHVPHVPHVPH    on higheron higheron higheron higher----
volume minor streetvolume minor streetvolume minor streetvolume minor street    

18:00 19:00 2175 139 

17:00 18:00 2778 120 

12:15 13:15 2354 109 

16:00 17:00 2477 97 

13:45 14:45 2173 94 

15:00 16:00 2208 87 

11:15 12:15 2129 79 

10:15 11:15 1728 66 

9:15 10:15 1654 54 

8:15 9:15 1973 55 

Note: Green shading indicates hours of traffic that satisfy Warrant 2 

 

 

Figure Figure Figure Figure 5555....1111: Figure 4C: Figure 4C: Figure 4C: Figure 4C----2 from the MUTCD2 from the MUTCD2 from the MUTCD2 from the MUTCD     
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Warrant 3.  Peak HourWarrant 3.  Peak HourWarrant 3.  Peak HourWarrant 3.  Peak Hour    
The Peak Hour signal warrant is intended for use at a location where traffic conditions are such that for a 

minimum of 1 hour of an average day, the minor-street traffic suffers undue delay when entering or 

crossing the major street.  

Warrant 3 (Category B) is satisfied.  For three hours, existing traffic volumes exceed the 

threshold of 100 vph shown in Figure 4C-4, Figure Figure Figure Figure 5555....2222 in this report. Table Table Table Table 5555....4444    show the 

hours of traffic used for analysis.  

Table Table Table Table 5555....5555: : : : Peak Peak Peak Peak Hourly Traffic Passing Warrant 3Hourly Traffic Passing Warrant 3Hourly Traffic Passing Warrant 3Hourly Traffic Passing Warrant 3    

Beginning Beginning Beginning Beginning 
TimeTimeTimeTime    

End End End End 
TimeTimeTimeTime    

VPH on major street, VPH on major street, VPH on major street, VPH on major street, 
bothbothbothboth    approachesapproachesapproachesapproaches    

VPH on higherVPH on higherVPH on higherVPH on higher----
volume minor streetvolume minor streetvolume minor streetvolume minor street    

18:00 19:00 2175 139 

17:00 18:00 2778 120 

12:15 13:15 2354 109 

16:00 17:00 2477 97 

13:45 14:45 2173 94 

15:00 16:00 2208 87 

11:15 12:15 2129 79 

10:15 11:15 1728 66 

9:15 10:15 1654 54 

8:15 9:15 1973 55 

Note: Green shading indicates hours of traffic that satisfy Warrant 3 

 

 

Figure Figure Figure Figure 5555....2222: Figure 4C: Figure 4C: Figure 4C: Figure 4C----4 from the MUTCD4 from the MUTCD4 from the MUTCD4 from the MUTCD    
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Warrant 4.  Pedestrian VolumeWarrant 4.  Pedestrian VolumeWarrant 4.  Pedestrian VolumeWarrant 4.  Pedestrian Volume    
The Pedestrian Volume signal warrant is intended for application where the traffic volume on a major 

street is so heavy that pedestrians experience excessive delay in crossing the major street. 

Warrant 4 was not assessed because pedestrian delay is not currently a concern at the 

intersection. 

Warrant 5. Warrant 5. Warrant 5. Warrant 5. School CrossingSchool CrossingSchool CrossingSchool Crossing    
Warrant 5 is intended for application where the fact that schoolchildren cross the major street is the 

principal reason to consider installing a traffic control signal. 

Warrant 5 was not assessed because there is no school crossing in the intersection area. 

Warrant 6. Coordinated Signal SystemWarrant 6. Coordinated Signal SystemWarrant 6. Coordinated Signal SystemWarrant 6. Coordinated Signal System    
Progressive movement in a coordinated signal system sometimes necessitates installing traffic control 

signals at intersections where they would not otherwise be needed in order to maintain proper platooning of 

vehicles. 

Field observations confirmed that adequate platooning of vehicles is provided with the 

existing signal system.  Warrant 6 was not satisfied. 

Warrant 7. Crash ExperienceWarrant 7. Crash ExperienceWarrant 7. Crash ExperienceWarrant 7. Crash Experience    
The Crash Experience signal warrant conditions are intended for application where the severity and 

frequency of crashes are the principal reasons to consider installing a traffic control signal. 

Standard: The need for a traffic control signal shall be considered if an engineering study finds that all of 

the following criteria are met: 

A. Adequate trial of alternatives with satisfactory observance and enforcement has failed to reduce the 

crash frequency; and 

B. Five or more reported crashes, of types susceptible to correction by a traffic control signal, have 

occurred within a 12-month period, each crash involving personal injury or property damage 

apparently exceeding the applicable requirements for a reportable crash; and 

C. For each of any 8 hours of an average day, the vehicles per hour (vph) given in both of the 80    percent 

columns of Condition A in Table 4C-1, or the vph in both of the 80 percent columns of Condition B in 

Table 4C-1 exists on the major-street and the higher-volume minor-street approach, respectively, to the 

intersection, or the volume of pedestrian traffic is not less than 80 percent of the requirements specified 

in the Pedestrian Volume warrant.  These major-street and minor-street volumes shall be for the same 

8-hours.  On the minor street, the higher volume shall not be required to be on the same approach 

during each of the 8 hours. 

With existing traffic and crash history, Warrant 7 is not satisfied. 

The study team reviewed crash data for a 12 month period, starting September 27, 2011 

and ending September 26, 2012. Crashes that are not likely to be corrected by a traffic 

signal were not included in the crash experience summary.  For example, left turn or angle 

crashes can be corrected with the installation of a traffic signal while rear end or side swipe 

crashes generally cannot be. The study period has only two crashes correctable by a traffic 

signal and does not satisfy criteria B, having 5 or more crashes. Table Table Table Table 5555....6666 displays a 
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summary of the crash history within the study period. Appendix Appendix Appendix Appendix FFFF    contains the overall 

crash data for the intersection.  

Table Table Table Table 5555....6666: Crash History: Crash History: Crash History: Crash History    

Type of Type of Type of Type of 
CrashCrashCrashCrash    

OccurrencesOccurrencesOccurrencesOccurrences    

Angle 1 

Left turn 1 

Total 2 

 

Warrant 8. Roadway NetworkWarrant 8. Roadway NetworkWarrant 8. Roadway NetworkWarrant 8. Roadway Network    
Section 4C.09 Warrant 8 applies to the intersection of two or more major routes where a traffic control 

signal might be justified to encourage concentration and organization of traffic flow on a roadway network. 

Warrant 8 is not applicable. 

Warrant 9.Warrant 9.Warrant 9.Warrant 9.    Intersection Near a Grade CrossingIntersection Near a Grade CrossingIntersection Near a Grade CrossingIntersection Near a Grade Crossing    
Warrant 9 is intended for use at a location where none of the other eight warrants are satisfied, but the 

proximity to the intersection of a grade crossing on an intersection approach controlled by a STOP or 

YIELD sign is the principal reason to consider installing a traffic control signal. 

Warrant 9 is not applicable. 
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6.06.06.06.0 Conclusion and RecommendationsConclusion and RecommendationsConclusion and RecommendationsConclusion and Recommendations    
Based on the existing traffic, the study team recommends the intersection of SR 63 and 

Lake Ella Drive for a traffic control signal. Three hours of traffic exceeded the required one 

hour for Warrant 3, Peak Hour. Six hours of existing traffic exceeded the required four 

hours for Warrant 2, Four-Hour Vehicular Volume.  Existing traffic volumes did not satisfy 

Warrant 1, Eight-Hour Vehicular Volume. Warrant 6, Coordinated Signal System, was not 

satisfied due to the fact that adequate platooning of vehicles is provided with the existing 

signal system. In addition Warrant 7, Crash Experience, was not fulfilled due to not enough 

crashes susceptible to correction by a traffic control signal existing. Table Table Table Table 6666....1111 provides a 

summary of the warrant analysis. 

Table Table Table Table 6666....1111::::    Warrant Analysis SummaryWarrant Analysis SummaryWarrant Analysis SummaryWarrant Analysis Summary    

WarrantWarrantWarrantWarrant    ResultResultResultResult    

1 8-Hour Vehicular Volume Not Satisfied 
2 4-Hour Vehicular Volume Satisfied 
3 Peak Hour  Satisfied  
4 Pedestrian Volume N/A 
5 School Crossing N/A 
6 Coordinated Signal System Not Satisfied 
7 Crash Experience Not Satisfied 
8 Roadway Network N/A 

9 
Intersection Near a Grade 
Crossing 

N/A 
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AppendixAppendixAppendixAppendix    AAAA: Raw : Raw : Raw : Raw VolumeVolumeVolumeVolume    CountsCountsCountsCounts    
 

 

  



Combined

Time 1st 2nd 3rd 4th Hour Tot. 1st 2nd 3rd 4th Hour Tot. Total

0:00 44 36 31 39 150 45 37 42 39 163 313

1:00 26 23 19 9 77 19 11 18 17 65 142

2:00 21 22 15 14 72 11 17 22 18 68 140

3:00 9 6 16 10 41 11 8 12 11 42 83

4:00 8 11 5 18 42 9 15 20 22 66 108

5:00 23 18 21 30 92 21 32 45 75 173 265

6:00 25 44 54 82 205 92 136 225 324 777 982

7:00 102 156 145 179 582 454 390 432 376 1652 2234

8:00 181 176 178 173 708 373 365 349 304 1391 2099

9:00 189 169 161 172 691 278 269 280 246 1073 1764

10:00 193 165 215 193 766 215 217 232 229 893 1659

11:00 208 256 311 274 1049 237 251 260 272 1020 2069

12:00 269 277 296 282 1124 315 263 292 309 1179 2303

13:00 272 283 292 253 1100 336 342 301 294 1273 2373

14:00 232 284 294 274 1084 276 272 232 237 1017 2101

15:00 255 276 285 325 1141 273 261 229 254 1017 2158

16:00 344 361 360 378 1443 267 263 267 278 1075 2518

17:00 441 459 422 396 1718 319 274 301 281 1175 2893

18:00 307 346 286 288 1227 239 272 261 230 1002 2229

19:00 227 264 236 237 964 235 194 186 203 818 1782

20:00 250 200 171 209 830 200 178 162 147 687 1517

21:00 230 175 137 120 662 152 130 126 120 528 1190

22:00 133 119 82 78 412 100 93 85 64 342 754

23:00 90 75 58 56 279 60 71 46 45 222 501

Total 16459 17718 34177

Northbound

Southbound

Daily 1700 2893

Hour Volume

A.M 700 2234

P.M 1700 2893

Direction: Combined

Hour

Hour

700

1652

1718

1718

1652

1288

Daily

Direction:

Direction:

1245

700

A.M

Daily

P.M

1700

1700

Start Date: 2-Oct-12

A.M

0:00

P.M

Volume

716

Start Time:

Volume

HSA Consulting Group, Inc.

1315 Country Club Road

Gulf  Breeze, Florida  32563

Monroe Street north of N. Lake Ella DriveLocation:

LeonCounty:

Northbound

Peak Hour Summary

Southbound

815



Combined

Time 1st 2nd 3rd 4th Hour Tot. 1st 2nd 3rd 4th Hour Tot. Total

0:00 43 42 42 39 166 38 39 35 27 139 305

1:00 31 27 18 18 94 16 21 17 12 66 160

2:00 21 13 20 11 65 16 21 11 9 57 122

3:00 14 8 18 12 52 12 10 16 17 55 107

4:00 14 13 9 7 43 19 10 14 25 68 111

5:00 17 26 20 35 98 21 28 42 85 176 274

6:00 25 32 59 79 195 87 146 201 331 765 960

7:00 114 161 158 184 617 417 419 424 412 1672 2289

8:00 188 196 163 178 725 387 387 389 333 1496 2221

9:00 209 169 189 173 740 298 257 247 280 1082 1822

10:00 178 196 212 211 797 269 229 226 228 952 1749

11:00 276 237 276 288 1077 253 228 283 287 1051 2128

12:00 325 333 353 330 1341 280 327 318 378 1303 2644

13:00 305 320 292 331 1248 321 327 318 294 1260 2508

14:00 293 278 294 286 1151 298 255 265 306 1124 2275

15:00 352 323 312 339 1326 282 249 274 233 1038 2364

16:00 371 375 375 394 1515 268 270 292 254 1084 2599

17:00 449 381 361 380 1571 314 326 309 237 1186 2757

18:00 363 289 307 258 1217 264 268 225 247 1004 2221

19:00 236 258 207 205 906 197 213 201 178 789 1695

20:00 210 215 230 180 835 162 155 140 168 625 1460

21:00 165 159 107 109 540 140 116 87 87 430 970

22:00 100 86 93 101 380 82 88 71 86 327 707

23:00 85 74 55 38 252 87 68 65 42 262 514

Total 16951 18011 34962

Northbound

Southbound

P.M

Hour Volume

A.M

P.M

Peak Hour Summary

Direction:

Hour Volume

3-Oct-12 Start Time: 0:00

Northbound Southbound

Start Date:

HSA Consulting Group, Inc.

1315 Country Club Road

Location: Monroe Street north of N. Lake Ella Drive

County: Leon

Gulf  Breeze, Florida  32563

Direction: Combined

730 2336

1645 2788

Daily 700 1672

Direction:

700

1215 1344

Hour Volume

A.M 1672

Daily 1630 1599

815

1630 1599

A.M 746

P.M

Daily 1645 2788



Combined

Time 1st 2nd 3rd 4th Hour Tot. 1st 2nd 3rd 4th Hour Tot. Total

0:00 40 35 46 26 147 44 48 41 33 166 313

1:00 34 32 29 16 111 21 23 21 18 83 194

2:00 27 32 35 17 111 17 18 13 16 64 175

3:00 14 14 12 10 50 9 9 21 5 44 94

4:00 17 9 8 10 44 9 9 15 21 54 98

5:00 23 21 21 28 93 20 34 47 97 198 291

6:00 38 48 70 105 261 108 128 199 324 759 1020

7:00 117 171 162 193 643 399 392 407 375 1573 2216

8:00 178 184 204 194 760 403 361 315 334 1413 2173

9:00 187 192 165 153 697 299 249 265 229 1042 1739

10:00 204 177 183 193 757 226 244 244 266 980 1737

11:00 195 266 249 290 1000 238 271 261 294 1064 2064

12:00 243 284 320 276 1123 288 277 349 337 1251 2374

13:00 287 286 297 316 1186 344 301 289 291 1225 2411

14:00 326 301 306 293 1226 302 260 247 265 1074 2300

15:00 303 282 308 331 1224 286 270 294 253 1103 2327

16:00 350 345 381 381 1457 292 285 272 290 1139 2596

17:00 412 430 424 353 1619 297 317 320 293 1227 2846

18:00 333 329 325 279 1266 239 293 249 235 1016 2282

19:00 253 241 243 257 994 238 202 203 210 853 1847

20:00 227 236 213 212 888 197 191 196 161 745 1633

21:00 210 180 166 162 718 155 146 136 133 570 1288

22:00 144 126 136 122 528 94 107 89 90 380 908

23:00 84 80 83 51 298 84 86 42 77 289 587

Total 17201 18312 35513

Northbound

Southbound

P.M 1645 2871

Daily 1645 2871

1577

Direction: Combined

Hour Volume

A.M 715 2281

715

A.M 830

P.M 1645

777

1647

Northbound Southbound

Start Time:

Direction:

Hour Volume

Monroe Street north of N. Lake Ella Drive

County: Leon

Start Date: 4-Oct-12 0:00

Peak Hour Summary

HSA Consulting Group, Inc.

1315 Country Club Road

Gulf  Breeze, Florida  32563

Location:

Direction:

Hour Volume

A.M 715 1577

P.M

Daily 1645 1647

1230 1331

Daily



Combined

Time 1st 2nd 3rd 4th Hour Tot. 1st 2nd 3rd 4th Hour Tot. Total

0:00 46 60 42 39 187 41 57 39 25 162 349

1:00 35 38 26 27 126 42 31 18 28 119 245

2:00 27 20 18 23 88 24 32 6 15 77 165

3:00 27 18 11 10 66 16 14 30 10 70 136

4:00 16 9 12 12 49 9 13 16 20 58 107

5:00 28 21 28 29 106 20 25 53 61 159 265

6:00 27 35 69 92 223 94 142 193 305 734 957

7:00 113 165 138 188 604 376 398 428 359 1561 2165

8:00 164 187 172 194 717 343 329 360 328 1360 2077

9:00 190 161 177 199 727 303 290 255 289 1137 1864

10:00 182 221 172 236 811 227 243 286 250 1006 1817

11:00 222 255 283 292 1052 255 279 306 375 1215 2267

12:00 339 325 336 324 1324 344 328 328 357 1357 2681

13:00 359 332 327 356 1374 380 381 354 350 1465 2839

14:00 369 339 359 334 1401 309 331 288 293 1221 2622

15:00 368 344 386 341 1439 302 301 310 340 1253 2692

16:00 407 408 352 397 1564 328 301 337 316 1282 2846

17:00 385 402 459 347 1593 365 364 333 353 1415 3008

18:00 333 313 300 275 1221 331 365 315 346 1357 2578

19:00 300 311 275 330 1216 301 293 287 243 1124 2340

20:00 306 297 269 274 1146 247 245 196 228 916 2062

21:00 279 257 239 307 1082 210 199 177 191 777 1859

22:00 240 236 171 166 813 178 175 163 163 679 1492

23:00 141 143 148 123 555 148 164 142 118 572 1127

Total 19484 21076 40560

Northbound

Southbound

Daily 1645 3021

1643

Daily

A.M 700 1561

P.M

P.M

Direction:

Hour Volume

0:00

Northbound Southbound

Start Date: 5-Oct-12 Start Time:

HSA Consulting Group, Inc.

1315 Country Club Road

Gulf  Breeze, Florida  32563

Location: Monroe St north of N. Lake Ella Dr

County: Leon

A.M 815 743

Daily

Direction: Combined

Peak Hour Summary

Direction:

Hour Volume

1645

1645 1643

1645 3021

1245 1472

700 1561

Hour Volume

A.M 715 2183

P.M



Combined

Time 1st 2nd 3rd 4th Hour Tot. 1st 2nd 3rd 4th Hour Tot. Total

0:00 119 76 76 74 345 86 107 84 85 362 707

1:00 78 66 72 61 277 66 56 40 63 225 502

2:00 76 77 46 52 251 42 47 43 42 174 425

3:00 37 33 30 35 135 28 17 30 33 108 243

4:00 27 20 23 27 97 19 20 25 28 92 189

5:00 16 11 12 21 60 24 17 21 56 118 178

6:00 18 24 31 44 117 33 62 84 99 278 395

7:00 43 53 77 97 270 101 86 114 147 448 718

8:00 89 101 90 113 393 127 136 188 201 652 1045

9:00 135 147 166 186 634 186 203 198 259 846 1480

10:00 158 185 201 220 764 232 243 290 292 1057 1821

11:00 183 234 238 273 928 243 279 299 307 1128 2056

12:00 256 254 284 253 1047 309 308 323 294 1234 2281

13:00 316 271 275 288 1150 287 326 278 302 1193 2343

14:00 294 289 278 291 1152 267 305 302 299 1173 2325

15:00 271 305 332 285 1193 242 268 251 271 1032 2225

16:00 281 308 312 269 1170 293 240 276 223 1032 2202

17:00 252 296 252 251 1051 258 293 221 267 1039 2090

18:00 269 255 262 241 1027 242 270 257 254 1023 2050

19:00 226 262 275 244 1007 245 255 226 223 949 1956

20:00 218 200 223 203 844 227 193 191 171 782 1626

21:00 192 193 165 165 715 195 169 158 172 694 1409

22:00 147 159 124 123 553 163 134 120 111 528 1081

23:00 109 100 103 147 459 101 146 112 138 497 956

Total 15639 16664 32303

Northbound

Southbound

Daily 1230 2354

A.M 845 1349

P.M 1230 2354

Daily 1200 1234

Direction: Combined

Hour Volume

A.M 845 788

P.M 1200 1234

Daily 1530 1206

Direction:

Hour Volume

Hour Volume

A.M 845 561

P.M 1530 1206

6-Oct-12 0:00

Peak Hour Summary

Direction:

Northbound Southbound

HSA Consulting Group, Inc.

County: Leon

1315 Country Club Road

Gulf  Breeze, Florida  32563

Location: Monroe St north of N. Lake Ella Dr

Start Time:Start Date:



Combined

Time 1st 2nd 3rd 4th Hour Tot. 1st 2nd 3rd 4th Hour Tot. Total

0:00 44 36 30 35 145 43 37 46 36 162 307

1:00 27 28 16 9 80 20 14 17 17 68 148

2:00 21 20 15 13 69 10 17 21 17 65 134

3:00 9 7 14 10 40 11 10 12 10 43 83

4:00 7 10 6 17 40 8 15 21 24 68 108

5:00 18 13 26 28 85 19 34 47 76 176 261

6:00 27 49 45 85 206 90 143 225 317 775 981

7:00 101 151 147 169 568 433 421 446 387 1687 2255

8:00 172 183 166 176 697 371 355 335 303 1364 2061

9:00 183 178 160 162 683 272 257 275 226 1030 1713

10:00 194 167 205 213 779 208 210 240 226 884 1663

11:00 210 277 286 280 1053 228 237 254 249 968 2021

12:00 282 272 312 273 1139 308 271 287 323 1189 2328

13:00 270 274 309 220 1073 334 355 305 315 1309 2382

14:00 231 277 273 274 1055 286 284 239 239 1048 2103

15:00 257 270 294 322 1143 263 257 221 249 990 2133

16:00 324 341 365 381 1411 265 265 266 266 1062 2473

17:00 418 446 403 392 1659 312 257 284 275 1128 2787

18:00 289 341 273 284 1187 241 271 245 225 982 2169

19:00 231 260 214 209 914 255 197 200 210 862 1776

20:00 236 189 173 195 793 206 185 166 137 694 1487

21:00 213 163 121 111 608 169 144 126 123 562 1170

22:00 127 107 69 69 372 102 109 93 64 368 740

23:00 73 66 54 51 244 72 71 43 40 226 470

Total 16043 17710 33753

Northbound

Southbound

Daily 1700 2787

Hour Volume

A.M 715 2264

P.M 1700 2787

Direction: Combined

Hour

Hour

700

1687

1659

1659

1687

1317

Daily

Direction:

Direction:

1245

700

A.M

Daily

P.M

1700

1700

Start Date: 2-Oct-12

A.M

0:00

P.M

Volume

708

Start Time:

Volume

HSA Consulting Group, Inc.

1315 Country Club Road

Gulf  Breeze, Florida  32563

Monroe Street south of Legion StreetLocation:

LeonCounty:

Northbound

Peak Hour Summary

Southbound

815



Combined

Time 1st 2nd 3rd 4th Hour Tot. 1st 2nd 3rd 4th Hour Tot. Total

0:00 40 34 37 35 146 39 40 34 29 142 288

1:00 30 28 17 16 91 17 20 19 12 68 159

2:00 21 13 21 10 65 17 21 11 9 58 123

3:00 13 9 11 12 45 17 11 16 15 59 104

4:00 13 9 9 7 38 19 10 13 25 67 105

5:00 16 24 19 38 97 20 30 45 85 180 277

6:00 29 27 57 80 193 85 144 202 325 756 949

7:00 117 159 142 177 595 410 439 441 404 1694 2289

8:00 192 185 144 169 690 380 389 389 321 1479 2169

9:00 206 165 181 173 725 307 242 255 273 1077 1802

10:00 180 203 221 227 831 243 214 217 206 880 1711

11:00 287 255 264 285 1091 230 213 257 268 968 2059

12:00 314 302 293 284 1193 262 336 329 372 1299 2492

13:00 262 300 273 296 1131 345 335 311 292 1283 2414

14:00 291 271 278 272 1112 300 268 250 287 1105 2217

15:00 317 292 295 321 1225 275 235 255 216 981 2206

16:00 373 367 368 355 1463 260 264 282 253 1059 2522

17:00 430 416 400 388 1634 314 312 283 229 1138 2772

18:00 342 294 289 260 1185 248 274 216 242 980 2165

19:00 230 256 203 198 887 205 223 178 195 801 1688

20:00 199 207 215 181 802 161 155 133 173 622 1424

21:00 163 162 103 98 526 153 116 96 97 462 988

22:00 88 78 95 100 361 86 89 65 91 331 692

23:00 80 68 56 37 241 82 75 67 44 268 509

Total 16367 17757 34124

Northbound

Southbound

P.M

Hour Volume

A.M

P.M

Peak Hour Summary

Direction:

Hour Volume

3-Oct-12 Start Time: 0:00

Northbound Southbound

Start Date:

HSA Consulting Group, Inc.

1315 Country Club Road

Location: Monroe Street south of Legion Street

County: Leon

Gulf  Breeze, Florida  32563

Direction: Combined

715 2334

1700 2772

Daily 700 1694

Direction:

700

1215 1382

Hour Volume

A.M 1694

Daily 1700 1634

845

1700 1634

A.M 721

P.M

Daily 1700 2772



Combined

Time 1st 2nd 3rd 4th Hour Tot. 1st 2nd 3rd 4th Hour Tot. Total

0:00 33 34 43 23 133 44 49 42 34 169 302

1:00 32 29 30 16 107 22 20 17 17 76 183

2:00 27 32 35 17 111 19 16 13 16 64 175

3:00 13 13 14 11 51 9 8 20 8 45 96

4:00 16 10 5 13 44 9 9 14 24 56 100

5:00 23 16 20 29 88 18 38 46 96 198 286

6:00 40 45 67 101 253 107 136 196 314 753 1006

7:00 124 164 162 180 630 386 406 398 371 1561 2191

8:00 172 181 174 181 708 407 368 305 308 1388 2096

9:00 172 194 157 149 672 298 256 260 221 1035 1707

10:00 202 185 185 192 764 220 241 230 260 951 1715

11:00 211 272 258 281 1022 227 257 228 281 993 2015

12:00 248 300 311 266 1125 279 281 349 336 1245 2370

13:00 280 279 282 299 1140 355 307 305 280 1247 2387

14:00 313 291 296 295 1195 307 253 249 265 1074 2269

15:00 302 274 304 328 1208 275 276 276 251 1078 2286

16:00 350 334 362 373 1419 263 280 275 287 1105 2524

17:00 415 437 427 361 1640 282 295 306 295 1178 2818

18:00 337 327 299 268 1231 233 285 235 241 994 2225

19:00 263 249 220 236 968 233 208 208 217 866 1834

20:00 223 229 215 206 873 209 202 204 178 793 1666

21:00 196 170 159 149 674 163 142 147 139 591 1265

22:00 129 117 125 108 479 107 123 86 99 415 894

23:00 76 75 72 47 270 92 90 52 85 319 589

Total 16805 18194 34999

Northbound

Southbound

P.M 1645 2822

Daily 1645 2822

1582

Direction: Combined

Hour Volume

A.M 715 2260

715

A.M 830

P.M 1645

721

1652

Northbound Southbound

Start Time:

Direction:

Hour Volume

Monroe Street south of Legion Street

County: Leon

Start Date: 4-Oct-12 0:00

Peak Hour Summary

HSA Consulting Group, Inc.

1315 Country Club Road

Gulf  Breeze, Florida  32563

Location:

Direction:

Hour Volume

A.M 715 1582

P.M

Daily 1645 1652

1230 1347

Daily



Combined

Time 1st 2nd 3rd 4th Hour Tot. 1st 2nd 3rd 4th Hour Tot. Total

0:00 44 55 41 39 179 52 56 46 28 182 361

1:00 31 35 23 25 114 37 33 19 28 117 231

2:00 24 20 20 20 84 25 34 7 15 81 165

3:00 29 17 10 14 70 17 14 31 11 73 143

4:00 16 9 14 14 53 9 11 18 20 58 111

5:00 26 22 27 28 103 22 24 53 65 164 267

6:00 32 36 64 85 217 96 136 203 307 742 959

7:00 112 169 144 177 602 369 383 427 375 1554 2156

8:00 160 178 176 188 702 343 327 362 323 1355 2057

9:00 196 159 170 192 717 304 288 249 276 1117 1834

10:00 177 208 171 231 787 221 228 270 244 963 1750

11:00 233 263 251 290 1037 265 273 300 345 1183 2220

12:00 333 317 340 318 1308 337 321 330 357 1345 2653

13:00 343 325 331 350 1349 363 352 361 351 1427 2776

14:00 346 340 344 338 1368 311 329 273 296 1209 2577

15:00 356 343 362 321 1382 289 291 291 335 1206 2588

16:00 423 393 364 384 1564 299 304 336 320 1259 2823

17:00 390 416 430 346 1582 342 354 321 330 1347 2929

18:00 321 313 296 290 1220 313 341 303 324 1281 2501

19:00 295 310 262 314 1181 289 318 293 242 1142 2323

20:00 275 294 263 249 1081 245 247 197 229 918 1999

21:00 264 223 235 277 999 232 216 201 197 846 1845

22:00 214 230 169 154 767 189 183 165 171 708 1475

23:00 135 126 134 109 504 150 171 150 118 589 1093

Total 18970 20866 39836

Northbound

Southbound

Daily 1645 2957

1620

Daily

A.M 700 1554

P.M

P.M

Direction:

Hour Volume

0:00

Northbound Southbound

Start Date: 5-Oct-12 Start Time:

HSA Consulting Group, Inc.

1315 Country Club Road

Gulf  Breeze, Florida  32563

Location: Monroe St south of Legion St

County: Leon

A.M 815 738

Daily

Direction: Combined

Peak Hour Summary

Direction:

Hour Volume

1645

1645 1620

1645 2957

1245 1433

700 1554

Hour Volume

A.M 715 2178

P.M



Combined

Time 1st 2nd 3rd 4th Hour Tot. 1st 2nd 3rd 4th Hour Tot. Total

0:00 114 68 68 72 322 88 110 88 90 376 698

1:00 72 61 71 62 266 69 56 42 68 235 501

2:00 70 76 47 54 247 46 50 40 48 184 431

3:00 39 32 29 37 137 25 21 29 32 107 244

4:00 24 20 20 22 86 19 22 24 29 94 180

5:00 16 10 7 25 58 20 19 23 54 116 174

6:00 19 27 28 45 119 33 62 82 93 270 389

7:00 41 59 68 96 264 91 92 107 127 417 681

8:00 82 105 88 115 390 113 131 177 181 602 992

9:00 126 138 162 178 604 164 193 197 240 794 1398

10:00 167 180 183 208 738 232 254 288 274 1048 1786

11:00 186 235 244 280 945 239 272 294 313 1118 2063

12:00 242 271 270 256 1039 298 319 321 300 1238 2277

13:00 312 280 271 277 1140 292 327 275 300 1194 2334

14:00 297 275 279 268 1119 277 315 302 289 1183 2302

15:00 288 313 311 255 1167 248 276 238 278 1040 2207

16:00 281 283 303 267 1134 299 253 267 235 1054 2188

17:00 252 280 240 250 1022 257 286 239 262 1044 2066

18:00 266 236 244 220 966 234 259 259 262 1014 1980

19:00 216 272 253 223 964 250 266 231 233 980 1944

20:00 219 186 213 185 803 214 190 203 183 790 1593

21:00 178 183 150 162 673 197 167 173 187 724 1397

22:00 137 156 119 108 520 171 142 136 117 566 1086

23:00 104 94 90 145 433 108 150 118 147 523 956

Total 15156 16711 31867

Northbound

Southbound

Daily 1230 2358

A.M 845 1276

P.M 1230 2358

Daily 1230 1240

Direction: Combined

Hour Volume

A.M 845 735

P.M 1230 1240

Daily 1445 1180

Direction:

Hour Volume

Hour Volume

A.M 845 541

P.M 1445 1180

6-Oct-12 0:00

Peak Hour Summary

Direction:

Northbound Southbound

HSA Consulting Group, Inc.

County: Leon

1315 Country Club Road

Gulf  Breeze, Florida  32563

Location: Monroe St south of Legion St

Start Time:Start Date:



Combined

Time 1st 2nd 3rd 4th Hour Tot. 1st 2nd 3rd 4th Hour Tot. Total

0:00 0 2 1 1 4 5 0 5 0 10 14

1:00 0 1 0 1 2 5 5 1 3 14 16

2:00 0 0 0 0 0 3 0 2 0 5 5

3:00 1 0 0 1 2 0 0 0 0 0 2

4:00 0 1 0 1 2 1 0 0 3 4 6

5:00 0 0 0 2 2 3 1 2 7 13 15

6:00 2 0 1 4 7 0 6 2 9 17 24

7:00 3 2 2 3 10 12 6 10 12 40 50

8:00 6 11 8 3 28 13 9 15 18 55 83

9:00 12 3 11 6 32 7 10 19 8 44 76

10:00 4 8 9 4 25 11 11 16 18 56 81

11:00 6 12 16 8 42 15 19 17 17 68 110

12:00 21 12 22 19 74 21 30 25 31 107 181

13:00 13 17 8 19 57 22 19 15 23 79 136

14:00 9 18 14 12 53 17 20 29 13 79 132

15:00 10 10 13 17 50 18 14 30 12 74 124

16:00 14 14 16 19 63 22 25 13 24 84 147

17:00 23 11 19 19 72 29 40 22 27 118 190

18:00 16 20 23 20 79 27 30 38 35 130 209

19:00 21 15 12 11 59 30 25 29 19 103 162

20:00 12 8 11 17 48 26 9 12 20 67 115

21:00 6 6 7 8 27 20 25 16 15 76 103

22:00 4 5 6 4 19 25 22 16 7 70 89

23:00 3 3 3 2 11 7 7 5 5 24 35

Total 768 1337 2105

Eastbound

Westbound

Daily 1815 217

Hour Volume

A.M 800 83

P.M 1815 217

Direction: Combined

Hour

Hour

800

133

84

84

55

Daily

Direction:

Direction:

1815

1815

A.M

Daily

P.M

1815

Start Date: 9-Oct-12

A.M

0:00

P.M

Volume

34

Start Time:

Volume

HSA Consulting Group, Inc.

1315 Country Club Road

Gulf  Breeze, Florida  32563

Lake Ella Drive East of Monroe StreetLocation:

LeonCounty:

Eastbound

Peak Hour Summary

Westbound

815

1815

133



Combined

Time 1st 2nd 3rd 4th Hour Tot. 1st 2nd 3rd 4th Hour Tot. Total

0:00 2 3 1 0 6 4 4 3 0 11 17

1:00 0 0 0 0 0 2 2 0 1 5 5

2:00 0 0 0 0 0 0 3 1 1 5 5

3:00 0 0 0 1 1 0 2 1 2 5 6

4:00 0 0 1 0 1 0 0 0 1 1 2

5:00 0 0 2 3 5 0 1 3 2 6 11

6:00 0 1 4 4 9 1 8 3 10 22 31

7:00 4 5 3 6 18 6 12 13 19 50 68

8:00 9 7 8 13 37 9 9 15 12 45 82

9:00 12 11 8 8 39 15 15 14 7 51 90

10:00 6 6 8 6 26 14 13 26 11 64 90

11:00 14 15 11 16 56 11 16 22 24 73 129

12:00 21 23 17 19 80 30 16 21 31 98 178

13:00 20 20 11 23 74 38 19 17 27 101 175

14:00 24 14 17 13 68 26 18 20 24 88 156

15:00 17 21 22 17 77 27 30 25 21 103 180

16:00 25 22 24 19 90 34 26 30 28 118 208

17:00 29 37 22 21 109 31 36 36 29 132 241

18:00 22 24 17 13 76 43 44 43 45 175 251

19:00 11 15 18 13 57 18 46 27 25 116 173

20:00 18 8 11 12 49 20 22 23 14 79 128

21:00 7 12 9 5 33 21 18 33 6 78 111

22:00 4 8 5 3 20 12 17 15 5 49 69

23:00 0 3 1 2 6 13 7 8 4 32 38

Total 937 1507 2444

Eastbound

Westbound

P.M

Hour Volume

A.M

P.M

Peak Hour Summary

Direction:

Hour Volume

10-Oct-12 Start Time: 0:00

Eastbound Westbound

Start Date:

HSA Consulting Group, Inc.

1315 Country Club Road

Location: Lake Ella Drive East of Monroe Street

County: Leon

Gulf  Breeze, Florida  32563

Direction: Combined

830 101

1800 251

Daily 1800 175

Direction:

830

1800 175

Hour Volume

A.M 57

Daily 1630 109

830

1630 109

A.M 44

P.M

Daily 1800 251



Combined

Time 1st 2nd 3rd 4th Hour Tot. 1st 2nd 3rd 4th Hour Tot. Total

0:00 2 0 2 2 6 6 10 3 8 27 33

1:00 1 1 0 0 2 2 4 1 1 8 10

2:00 1 0 1 1 3 4 1 0 2 7 10

3:00 0 0 0 1 1 0 2 1 2 5 6

4:00 0 1 0 0 1 1 1 0 1 3 4

5:00 0 0 1 3 4 1 2 0 7 10 14

6:00 4 1 3 3 11 1 3 5 11 20 31

7:00 8 8 5 4 25 3 14 8 16 41 66

8:00 2 8 10 8 28 3 9 15 28 55 83

9:00 10 9 12 12 43 10 17 15 16 58 101

10:00 8 8 17 7 40 13 22 15 22 72 112

11:00 10 15 14 20 59 14 13 19 18 64 123

12:00 19 19 17 18 73 18 20 29 27 94 167

13:00 22 15 12 13 62 36 19 23 22 100 162

14:00 12 14 9 16 51 29 27 23 15 94 145

15:00 11 12 11 14 48 19 17 16 27 79 127

16:00 15 17 21 13 66 24 17 24 19 84 150

17:00 19 9 19 30 77 26 28 25 26 105 182

18:00 17 13 21 14 65 24 30 21 32 107 172

19:00 20 8 4 18 50 25 30 35 27 117 167

20:00 15 9 13 8 45 18 24 25 14 81 126

21:00 5 4 6 0 15 6 19 16 10 51 66

22:00 4 5 4 5 18 10 8 9 9 36 54

23:00 0 4 0 0 4 8 7 6 7 28 32

Total 797 1346 2143

Eastbound

Westbound

P.M 1215 188

Daily 1215 188

122

Direction: Combined

Hour Volume

A.M 845 109

1845Daily

A.M 845

P.M 1745

39

81

Eastbound Westbound

Start Time:

Direction:

Hour Volume

Lake Ella Drive East of Monroe Street

County: Leon

Start Date: 11-Oct-12 0:00

Gulf  Breeze, Florida  32563

Location:

830 70

Peak Hour Summary

HSA Consulting Group, Inc.

1315 Country Club Road

P.M

Daily 1745 81

1845 122

Direction:

Hour Volume

A.M



Combined

Time 1st 2nd 3rd 4th Hour Tot. 1st 2nd 3rd 4th Hour Tot. Total

0:00 0 1 1 0 2 0 0 0 0 0 2

1:00 1 0 0 1 2 0 0 0 1 1 3

2:00 0 0 0 1 1 0 0 0 0 0 1

3:00 0 0 1 2 3 0 0 1 3 4 7

4:00 0 0 0 1 1 2 0 3 0 5 6

5:00 1 0 2 1 4 1 1 1 1 4 8

6:00 4 4 2 9 19 2 3 3 0 8 27

7:00 5 8 12 14 39 0 2 5 3 10 49

8:00 12 13 20 13 58 5 1 6 4 16 74

9:00 20 22 18 17 77 4 5 7 3 19 96

10:00 20 24 8 23 75 3 11 15 11 40 115

11:00 20 28 21 22 91 8 9 7 14 38 129

12:00 34 36 29 29 128 15 29 18 21 83 211

13:00 35 29 34 16 114 13 10 22 19 64 178

14:00 10 17 24 21 72 23 28 23 21 95 167

15:00 26 24 26 27 103 21 25 23 19 88 191

16:00 26 28 26 34 114 38 27 15 18 98 212

17:00 22 32 30 36 120 31 28 24 20 103 223

18:00 34 23 28 22 107 27 34 30 23 114 221

19:00 19 17 18 16 70 29 23 21 22 95 165

20:00 15 16 9 17 57 25 12 13 12 62 119

21:00 7 6 10 9 32 18 15 6 7 46 78

22:00 7 8 4 4 23 4 13 12 3 32 55

23:00 1 2 1 1 5 8 4 3 1 16 21

Total 1317 1041 2358

Eastbound

Westbound

Daily 1745 232

Hour Volume

A.M 830 94

P.M 1745 232

Direction: Combined

Hour

Hour

845

116

132

132

20

Daily

Direction:

Direction:

1815

1815

A.M

Daily

P.M

1715

Start Date: 2-Oct-12

A.M

0:00

P.M

Volume

75

Start Time:

Volume

HSA Consulting Group, Inc.

1315 Country Club Road

Gulf  Breeze, Florida  32563

Business Entrance West of Monroe StLocation:

LeonCounty:

Eastbound

Peak Hour Summary

Westbound

830

1715

116



Combined

Time 1st 2nd 3rd 4th Hour Tot. 1st 2nd 3rd 4th Hour Tot. Total

0:00 0 1 1 1 3 2 2 2 2 8 11

1:00 0 3 0 0 3 0 1 3 0 4 7

2:00 0 1 4 0 5 0 0 0 0 0 5

3:00 0 1 0 3 4 4 0 2 0 6 10

4:00 0 0 1 0 1 0 2 0 1 3 4

5:00 1 0 1 1 3 0 4 3 2 9 12

6:00 1 1 1 11 14 2 2 4 5 13 27

7:00 9 10 14 14 47 5 20 6 15 46 93

8:00 24 13 13 10 60 17 19 17 6 59 119

9:00 18 12 13 22 65 20 18 19 23 80 145

10:00 23 22 27 20 92 20 14 18 20 72 164

11:00 22 26 38 41 127 15 25 23 21 84 211

12:00 37 39 26 34 136 27 38 49 39 153 289

13:00 18 30 11 29 88 40 30 33 28 131 219

14:00 29 22 24 20 95 31 25 23 20 99 194

15:00 21 14 26 28 89 26 14 16 18 74 163

16:00 27 29 32 26 114 14 10 14 13 51 165

17:00 31 31 44 38 144 21 17 20 10 68 212

18:00 38 33 25 38 134 19 14 10 11 54 188

19:00 22 13 18 10 63 13 13 15 15 56 119

20:00 15 10 13 13 51 5 17 8 16 46 97

21:00 11 8 8 6 33 3 6 2 6 17 50

22:00 1 2 6 3 12 4 1 1 1 7 19

23:00 4 2 1 0 7 5 4 2 3 14 21

Total 1390 1154 2544

Eastbound

Westbound

P.M

Hour Volume

A.M

P.M

Peak Hour Summary

Direction:

Hour Volume

3-Oct-12 Start Time: 0:00

Eastbound Westbound

Start Date:

HSA Consulting Group, Inc.

1315 Country Club Road

Location: Business Entrance West of Monroe St

County: Leon

Gulf  Breeze, Florida  32563

Direction: Combined

745 132

1200 289

Daily 1215 166

Direction:

745

1215 166

Hour Volume

A.M 68

Daily 1730 153

730

1730 153

A.M 65

P.M

Daily 1200 289



Combined

Time 1st 2nd 3rd 4th Hour Tot. 1st 2nd 3rd 4th Hour Tot. Total

0:00 0 1 2 0 3 1 1 5 0 7 10

1:00 1 0 0 0 1 0 0 0 0 0 1

2:00 0 0 1 1 2 1 0 1 1 3 5

3:00 0 0 1 2 3 0 0 0 1 1 4

4:00 0 1 0 2 3 0 1 0 0 1 4

5:00 0 1 0 1 2 1 5 0 4 10 12

6:00 2 3 1 6 12 6 1 6 1 14 26

7:00 10 11 14 14 49 1 9 3 4 17 66

8:00 14 9 14 19 56 12 4 7 11 34 90

9:00 14 12 16 19 61 10 9 10 4 33 94

10:00 22 19 17 25 83 10 11 3 4 28 111

11:00 23 31 37 33 124 7 13 11 15 46 170

12:00 27 28 36 26 117 17 9 19 16 61 178

13:00 32 31 20 27 110 20 16 19 22 77 187

14:00 23 23 26 23 95 18 19 17 16 70 165

15:00 24 19 24 26 93 19 16 17 26 78 171

16:00 35 31 25 21 112 20 11 11 20 62 174

17:00 40 33 30 29 132 24 14 16 19 73 205

18:00 25 29 32 29 115 20 28 11 20 79 194

19:00 23 24 18 24 89 23 10 17 20 70 159

20:00 25 28 18 12 83 9 15 10 12 46 129

21:00 13 18 10 5 46 11 6 17 7 41 87

22:00 7 11 5 3 26 10 13 5 10 38 64

23:00 2 6 3 2 13 11 9 4 4 28 41

Total 1430 917 2347

Eastbound

Westbound

P.M 1700 205

Daily 1700 205

83

Direction: Combined

Hour Volume

A.M 845 101

1730Daily

A.M 845

P.M 1700

61

132

Eastbound Westbound

Start Time:

Direction:

Hour Volume

Business Entrance West of Monroe St

County: Leon

Start Date: 4-Oct-12 0:00

Gulf  Breeze, Florida  32563

Location:

845 40

Peak Hour Summary

HSA Consulting Group, Inc.

1315 Country Club Road

P.M

Daily 1700 132

1730 83

Direction:

Hour Volume

A.M



Traffic Signal Warrant Analysis   

16 
 

Appendix BAppendix BAppendix BAppendix B: : : : Seasonally Adjusted Volume CountsSeasonally Adjusted Volume CountsSeasonally Adjusted Volume CountsSeasonally Adjusted Volume Counts    

    
  



Monroe Street North of N. Lake Ella Drive

Week SF Axle

40 0.99 0.98

41 0.98 0.98

42 0.98 0.98

43 0.99 0.98

Week 41
0:00

Factors 

Applied
0.98 0.98

Start Date: Start Date: Start Date:

Time NB SB NB SB NB SB NB SB NB SB

0:00 43 44 42 37 39 43 42 42 115 83

0:15 35 36 41 38 34 47 37 41 73 103

0:30 30 41 41 34 45 40 39 39 73 81

0:45 38 38 38 26 25 32 34 32 72 82

1:00 25 19 30 16 33 21 30 19 75 64

1:15 23 11 26 21 31 23 27 19 64 54

1:30 19 18 18 17 28 21 22 19 70 39

1:45 9 17 18 12 16 18 15 16 59 61

2:00 21 11 21 16 26 17 23 15 73 41

2:15 22 17 13 21 31 18 22 19 74 46

2:30 15 22 20 11 34 13 23 16 45 42

2:45 14 18 11 9 17 16 14 15 50 41

3:00 9 11 14 12 14 9 13 11 36 27

3:15 6 8 8 10 14 9 10 9 32 17

3:30 16 12 18 16 12 21 16 17 29 29

3:45 10 11 12 17 10 5 11 11 34 32

4:00 8 9 14 19 17 9 13 13 26 19

4:15 11 15 13 10 9 9 11 12 20 20

4:30 5 20 9 14 8 15 8 17 23 25

4:45 18 22 7 25 10 21 12 23 26 27

5:00 23 21 17 21 23 20 21 21 16 24

5:15 18 31 25 27 21 33 22 31 11 17

5:30 21 44 20 41 21 46 21 44 12 21

5:45 29 73 34 82 27 94 30 83 21 54

6:00 25 89 25 84 37 104 29 93 18 32

6:15 43 131 31 141 47 123 41 132 24 60

6:30 52 217 57 194 68 192 59 201 30 81

6:45 79 312 76 318 101 312 86 314 43 96

7:00 98 437 110 401 113 384 107 408 42 98

7:15 150 375 155 403 165 377 157 385 51 83

7:30 140 415 152 408 156 391 150 405 74 110

7:45 172 362 177 396 186 361 179 373 94 142

8:00 174 359 181 372 171 388 176 373 86 122

8:15 170 351 189 372 177 347 179 357 98 131

8:30 171 336 157 374 196 303 175 338 87 181

8:45 167 292 171 320 187 321 175 311 109 194

9:00 182 267 201 287 180 288 188 281 130 179

9:15 163 259 163 247 185 240 171 249 142 195

9:30 155 269 182 238 159 255 166 254 160 191

9:45 166 237 167 269 147 220 160 242 179 249

10:00 186 207 171 259 196 218 185 228 152 223

10:15 159 209 189 220 170 235 173 222 178 234

10:30 207 223 204 218 176 235 196 226 194 279

10:45 186 220 203 219 186 256 192 232 212 281

Weekday Average Saturday

County: Leon

HSA Consulting Group, Inc.

1315 Country Club Road

Gulf  Breeze, Florida  32563

Location: Monroe Street North of N. Lake Ella Dr

Start Time:

Tue Oct 2, 2012 Wed Oct 3, 2012 Thu Oct 4, 2012



Monroe Street North of N. Lake Ella Drive

11:00 200 228 266 243 188 229 218 234 176 234

11:15 246 242 228 219 256 261 244 241 225 268

11:30 299 250 266 272 240 251 269 258 229 288

11:45 264 262 277 276 279 283 274 274 263 295

12:00 259 303 313 269 234 277 269 283 246 297

12:15 267 253 320 315 273 267 287 279 244 296

12:30 285 281 340 306 308 336 311 308 273 311

12:45 271 297 317 364 266 324 285 329 243 283

13:00 262 323 293 309 276 331 277 321 304 276

13:15 272 329 308 315 275 290 285 312 261 314

13:30 281 290 281 306 286 278 283 292 265 267

13:45 243 283 318 283 304 280 289 282 277 291

14:00 223 266 282 287 314 291 273 282 283 257

14:15 273 262 267 245 290 250 277 253 278 293

14:30 283 223 283 255 294 238 287 239 267 291

14:45 264 228 275 294 282 255 274 259 280 288

15:00 245 263 339 271 292 275 292 270 261 233

15:15 266 251 311 240 271 260 283 251 293 258

15:30 274 220 300 264 296 283 290 256 319 242

15:45 313 244 326 224 318 243 319 237 274 261

16:00 331 257 357 258 337 281 342 266 270 282

16:15 347 253 361 260 332 274 347 263 296 231

16:30 346 257 361 281 366 262 358 267 300 266

16:45 364 267 379 244 366 279 370 264 259 215

17:00 424 307 432 302 396 286 418 299 243 248

17:15 441 264 366 314 413 305 407 295 285 282

17:30 406 290 347 297 408 308 387 299 243 213

17:45 381 270 365 228 340 282 362 260 242 257

18:00 295 230 349 254 320 230 322 238 259 233

18:15 333 262 278 258 316 282 309 268 245 260

18:30 275 251 295 217 313 240 295 236 252 247

18:45 277 221 248 238 268 226 265 229 232 244

19:00 219 226 227 190 243 229 230 215 218 236

19:15 254 187 248 205 232 195 245 196 252 245

19:30 227 179 199 194 234 195 220 190 265 218

19:45 228 195 197 171 247 202 224 190 235 215

20:00 241 193 202 156 219 190 221 180 210 219

20:15 193 171 207 149 227 184 209 168 193 186

20:30 165 156 221 135 205 189 197 160 215 184

20:45 201 142 173 162 204 155 193 153 195 165

21:00 221 146 159 135 202 149 194 144 185 188

21:15 169 125 153 112 173 141 165 126 186 163

21:30 132 122 103 84 160 131 132 113 159 152

21:45 116 116 105 84 156 128 126 110 159 166

22:00 128 97 97 79 139 91 122 89 142 157

22:15 115 90 83 85 122 103 107 93 153 129

22:30 79 82 90 69 131 86 100 79 120 116

22:45 75 62 98 83 118 87 97 78 119 107

23:00 87 58 82 84 81 81 84 75 105 98

23:15 73 69 72 66 77 83 74 73 97 141

23:30 56 45 53 63 80 41 63 50 99 108

23:45 54 44 37 41 49 74 47 53 142 133



Monroe Street South of Legion Street

Week SF Axle

40 0.99 0.98

41 0.98 0.98

42 0.98 0.98

43 0.99 0.98

Week 41 0:00
Factors 

Applied
0.98 0.98

Start Date: Start Date: Start Date:

Time N S N S N S N S N S

0:00 43 42 39 38 32 43 38 41 110 85

0:15 35 36 33 39 33 48 34 41 66 106

0:30 29 45 36 33 42 41 36 40 66 85

0:45 34 35 34 28 23 33 31 32 70 87

1:00 26 20 29 17 31 22 29 20 70 67

1:15 27 14 27 20 28 20 28 18 59 54

1:30 16 17 17 19 29 17 21 18 69 41

1:45 9 17 16 12 16 17 14 16 60 66

2:00 21 10 21 17 26 19 23 16 68 45

2:15 20 17 13 21 31 16 22 18 73 49

2:30 15 21 21 11 34 13 24 15 46 39

2:45 13 17 10 9 17 16 14 14 52 47

3:00 9 11 13 17 13 9 12 13 38 25

3:15 7 10 9 11 13 8 10 10 31 21

3:30 14 12 11 16 14 20 13 16 28 28

3:45 10 10 12 15 11 8 11 11 36 31

4:00 7 8 13 19 16 9 12 12 24 19

4:15 10 15 9 10 10 9 10 12 20 22

4:30 6 21 9 13 5 14 7 16 20 24

4:45 17 24 7 25 13 24 13 25 22 28

5:00 18 19 16 20 23 18 19 19 16 20

5:15 13 33 24 29 16 37 18 33 10 19

5:30 25 46 19 44 20 45 22 45 7 23

5:45 27 73 37 82 28 93 31 83 25 52

6:00 26 87 28 82 39 103 31 91 19 32

6:15 48 138 26 139 44 131 40 136 26 60

6:30 44 217 55 195 65 189 55 201 27 79

6:45 82 305 77 313 98 302 86 307 44 90

7:00 98 416 113 394 120 371 111 394 40 88

7:15 146 405 153 422 158 390 153 406 57 89

7:30 142 429 137 424 156 383 145 412 66 103

7:45 163 372 170 389 173 357 169 373 93 122

8:00 166 357 185 365 166 391 173 371 79 109

8:15 176 341 178 374 174 354 176 357 101 126

8:30 160 322 139 374 168 293 156 330 85 170

8:45 170 292 163 309 174 296 169 299 111 174

9:00 176 262 198 295 166 287 180 282 122 158

9:15 171 247 159 233 187 246 173 242 133 186

9:30 154 265 174 245 151 250 160 254 156 190

9:45 156 218 167 263 144 213 156 232 171 231

10:00 187 200 173 234 195 212 185 216 161 223

10:15 161 202 195 206 178 232 178 214 173 244

10:30 197 231 213 209 178 221 196 221 176 277

Saturday

County: Leon

HSA Consulting Group, Inc.

1315 Country Club Road

Gulf  Breeze, Florida  32563

Location: Monroe St south of Legion St

Start Time:

Tue Oct 2, 2012 Wed Oct 3, 2012 Thu Oct 4, 2012 Weekday Average



Monroe Street South of Legion Street

10:45 205 218 219 198 185 250 203 222 200 264

11:00 202 219 276 221 203 219 227 220 179 230

11:15 267 228 245 205 262 247 258 227 226 262

11:30 275 244 254 247 248 219 259 237 235 283

11:45 269 240 274 258 270 270 271 256 269 301

12:00 271 296 302 252 239 268 271 272 233 287

12:15 262 261 291 323 289 270 281 285 261 307

12:30 300 276 282 316 299 336 294 310 260 309

12:45 263 311 273 358 256 323 264 331 246 289

13:00 260 321 252 332 269 341 261 332 300 281

13:15 264 341 289 322 268 295 274 320 269 315

13:30 297 293 263 299 271 293 277 295 261 265

13:45 212 303 285 281 288 269 262 285 267 289

14:00 222 275 280 289 301 295 268 287 286 267

14:15 267 273 261 258 280 243 270 258 265 303

14:30 263 230 267 241 285 240 272 237 268 291

14:45 264 230 262 276 284 255 270 254 258 278

15:00 247 253 305 265 291 265 281 261 277 239

15:15 260 247 281 226 264 266 269 247 301 266

15:30 283 213 284 245 292 266 287 242 299 229

15:45 310 240 309 208 316 242 312 230 245 267

16:00 312 255 359 250 337 253 336 253 270 288

16:15 328 255 353 254 321 269 334 260 272 243

16:30 351 256 354 271 348 265 351 264 292 257

16:45 366 256 341 243 359 276 356 259 257 226

17:00 402 300 413 302 399 271 405 291 243 247

17:15 429 247 400 300 420 284 417 277 269 275

17:30 388 273 385 272 411 294 395 280 231 230

17:45 377 265 373 220 347 284 366 257 241 252

18:00 278 232 329 239 324 224 311 232 256 225

18:15 328 261 283 264 315 274 309 267 227 249

18:30 263 236 278 208 288 226 277 224 235 249

18:45 273 217 250 233 258 232 261 228 212 252

19:00 222 245 221 197 253 224 232 222 208 241

19:15 250 190 246 215 240 200 246 202 262 256

19:30 206 193 195 171 212 200 205 188 243 222

19:45 201 202 191 188 227 209 207 200 215 224

20:00 227 198 192 155 215 201 212 185 211 206

20:15 182 178 199 149 220 195 201 174 179 183

20:30 167 160 207 128 207 196 194 162 205 195

20:45 188 132 174 167 198 171 187 157 178 176

21:00 205 163 157 147 189 157 184 156 171 190

21:15 157 139 156 112 164 137 159 130 176 161

21:30 117 122 99 93 153 142 123 119 145 167

21:45 107 119 95 94 144 134 116 116 156 180

22:00 122 98 85 83 124 103 111 95 132 165

22:15 103 105 75 86 113 119 97 104 150 137

22:30 67 90 92 63 121 83 94 79 115 131

22:45 67 62 97 88 104 96 90 82 104 113

23:00 71 70 77 79 73 89 74 80 100 104

23:15 64 69 66 73 73 87 68 77 91 145

23:30 52 42 54 65 70 50 59 53 87 114

23:45 49 39 36 43 46 82 44 55 140 142



Lake Ella Drive East of Monroe Street

Week SF

40 0.99

41 0.98

42 0.98

Lake Ella Dr east of Monroe St 43 0.99

Leon

Week 42
Start Time: 0:00

Factors 

Applied
0.98

Start Date: Start Date: Start Date: Weekday Average

Time EB WB EB WB EB WB EB WB

0:00 0 5 2 4 2 6 2 5

0:15 2 0 3 4 0 10 2 5

0:30 1 5 1 3 2 3 2 4

0:45 1 0 0 0 2 8 1 3

1:00 0 5 0 2 1 2 1 3

1:15 1 5 0 2 1 4 1 4

1:30 0 1 0 0 0 1 0 1

1:45 1 3 0 1 0 1 1 2

2:00 0 3 0 0 1 4 1 3

2:15 0 0 0 3 0 1 0 2

2:30 0 2 0 1 1 0 1 1

2:45 0 0 0 1 1 2 1 1

3:00 1 0 0 0 0 0 1 0

3:15 0 0 0 2 0 2 0 2

3:30 0 0 0 1 0 1 0 1

3:45 1 0 1 2 1 2 1 2

4:00 0 1 0 0 0 1 0 1

4:15 1 0 0 0 1 1 1 1

4:30 0 0 1 0 0 0 1 0

4:45 1 3 0 1 0 1 1 2

5:00 0 3 0 0 0 1 0 2

5:15 0 1 0 1 0 2 0 2

5:30 0 2 2 3 1 0 1 2

5:45 2 7 3 2 3 7 3 6

6:00 2 0 0 1 4 1 2 1

6:15 0 6 1 8 1 3 1 6

6:30 1 2 4 3 3 5 3 4

6:45 4 9 4 10 3 11 4 10

7:00 3 12 4 6 8 3 5 7

7:15 2 6 5 12 8 14 5 11

7:30 2 10 3 13 5 8 4 11

7:45 3 12 6 19 4 16 5 16

8:00 6 13 9 9 2 3 6 9

8:15 11 9 7 9 8 9 9 9

8:30 8 15 8 15 10 15 9 15

8:45 3 18 13 12 8 28 8 20

9:00 12 7 12 15 10 10 12 11

9:15 3 10 11 15 9 17 8 14

9:30 11 19 8 14 12 15 11 16

9:45 6 8 8 7 12 16 9 11

10:00 4 11 6 14 8 13 6 13

10:15 8 11 6 13 8 22 8 16

10:30 9 16 8 26 17 15 12 19

HSA Consulting Group, Inc.

1315 Country Club Road

Gulf  Breeze, Florida  32563

Tue Oct 9, 2012 Wed Oct 10, 2012 Thu Oct 11, 2012

County:

Location:



Lake Ella Drive East of Monroe Street

10:45 4 18 6 11 7 22 6 17

11:00 6 15 14 11 10 14 10 14

11:15 12 19 15 16 15 13 14 16

11:30 16 17 11 22 14 19 14 20

11:45 8 17 16 24 20 18 15 20

12:00 21 21 21 30 19 18 21 23

12:15 12 30 23 16 19 20 18 22

12:30 22 25 17 21 17 29 19 25

12:45 19 31 19 31 18 27 19 30

13:00 13 22 20 38 22 36 19 32

13:15 17 19 20 19 15 19 18 19

13:30 8 15 11 17 12 23 11 19

13:45 19 23 23 27 13 22 19 24

14:00 9 17 24 26 12 29 15 24

14:15 18 20 14 18 14 27 16 22

14:30 14 29 17 20 9 23 14 24

14:45 12 13 13 24 16 15 14 18

15:00 10 18 17 27 11 19 13 22

15:15 10 14 21 30 12 17 15 21

15:30 13 30 22 25 11 16 16 24

15:45 17 12 17 21 14 27 16 20

16:00 14 22 25 34 15 24 18 27

16:15 14 25 22 26 17 17 18 23

16:30 16 13 24 30 21 24 21 23

16:45 19 24 19 28 13 19 17 24

17:00 23 29 29 31 19 26 24 29

17:15 11 40 37 36 9 28 19 35

17:30 19 22 22 36 19 25 20 28

17:45 19 27 21 29 30 26 24 28

18:00 16 27 22 43 17 24 19 32

18:15 20 30 24 44 13 30 19 35

18:30 23 38 17 43 21 21 21 34

18:45 20 35 13 45 14 32 16 38

19:00 21 30 11 18 20 25 18 25

19:15 15 25 15 46 8 30 13 34

19:30 12 29 18 27 4 35 12 31

19:45 11 19 13 25 18 27 14 24

20:00 12 26 18 20 15 18 15 22

20:15 8 9 8 22 9 24 9 19

20:30 11 12 11 23 13 25 12 20

20:45 17 20 12 14 8 14 13 16

21:00 6 20 7 21 5 6 6 16

21:15 6 25 12 18 4 19 8 21

21:30 7 16 9 33 6 16 8 22

21:45 8 15 5 6 0 10 5 11

22:00 4 25 4 12 4 10 4 16

22:15 5 22 8 17 5 8 6 16

22:30 6 16 5 15 4 9 5 14

22:45 4 7 3 5 5 9 4 7

23:00 3 7 0 13 0 8 1 10

23:15 3 7 3 7 4 7 4 7

23:30 3 5 1 8 0 6 2 7

23:45 2 5 2 4 0 7 2 6



Business Entrance West of Monroe Street

Week SF

40 0.99

41 0.98

42 0.98

Business Entrance West of Monroe Street 43 0.99

Week 41
Factors 

Applied
0.98

Start Date: Start Date: Start Date: Weekday Average

Time EB WB EB WB EB WB EB WB

0:00 0 0 0 2 0 1 0 1

0:15 1 0 1 2 1 1 1 1

0:30 1 0 1 2 2 5 2 3

0:45 0 0 1 2 0 0 1 1

1:00 1 0 0 0 1 0 1 0

1:15 0 0 3 1 0 0 1 1

1:30 0 0 0 3 0 0 0 1

1:45 1 1 0 0 0 0 1 1

2:00 0 0 0 0 0 1 0 1

2:15 0 0 1 0 0 0 1 0

2:30 0 0 4 0 1 1 2 1

2:45 1 0 0 0 1 1 1 1

3:00 0 0 0 4 0 0 0 2

3:15 0 0 1 0 0 0 1 0

3:30 1 1 0 2 1 0 1 1

3:45 2 3 3 0 2 1 3 2

4:00 0 2 0 0 0 0 0 1

4:15 0 0 0 2 1 1 1 1

4:30 0 3 1 0 0 0 1 1

4:45 1 0 0 1 2 0 1 1

5:00 1 1 1 0 0 1 1 1

5:15 0 1 0 4 1 5 1 4

5:30 2 1 1 3 0 0 1 2

5:45 1 1 1 2 1 4 1 3

6:00 4 2 1 2 2 6 3 4

6:15 4 3 1 2 3 1 3 2

6:30 2 3 1 4 1 6 2 5

6:45 9 0 11 5 6 1 9 2

7:00 5 0 9 5 10 1 8 2

7:15 8 2 10 20 11 9 10 11

7:30 12 5 14 6 14 3 14 5

7:45 14 3 14 15 14 4 14 8

8:00 12 5 24 17 14 12 17 12

8:15 13 1 13 19 9 4 12 8

8:30 20 6 13 17 14 7 16 10

8:45 13 4 10 6 19 11 14 7

9:00 20 4 18 20 14 10 18 12

9:15 22 5 12 18 12 9 16 11

9:30 18 7 13 19 16 10 16 12

9:45 17 3 22 23 19 4 20 10

10:00 20 3 23 20 22 10 22 11

10:15 24 11 22 14 19 11 22 12

10:30 8 15 27 18 17 3 18 12

HSA Consulting Group, Inc.

1315 Country Club Road

Gulf  Breeze, Florida  32563

County: Leon

Location:

Start Time: 0:00

Tue Oct 2, 2012 Wed Oct 3, 2012 Thu Oct 4, 2012



Business Entrance West of Monroe Street

10:45 23 11 20 20 25 4 23 12

11:00 20 8 22 15 23 7 22 10

11:15 28 9 26 25 31 13 29 16

11:30 21 7 38 23 37 11 32 14

11:45 22 14 41 21 33 15 32 17

12:00 34 15 37 27 27 17 33 20

12:15 36 29 39 38 28 9 35 26

12:30 29 18 26 49 36 19 31 29

12:45 29 21 34 39 26 16 30 26

13:00 35 13 18 40 32 20 29 25

13:15 29 10 30 30 31 16 30 19

13:30 34 22 11 33 20 19 22 25

13:45 16 19 29 28 27 22 24 23

14:00 10 23 29 31 23 18 21 24

14:15 17 28 22 25 23 19 21 24

14:30 24 23 24 23 26 17 25 21

14:45 21 21 20 20 23 16 22 19

15:00 26 21 21 26 24 19 24 22

15:15 24 25 14 14 19 16 19 19

15:30 26 23 26 16 24 17 26 19

15:45 27 19 28 18 26 26 27 21

16:00 26 38 27 14 35 20 30 24

16:15 28 27 29 10 31 11 30 16

16:30 26 15 32 14 25 11 28 14

16:45 34 18 26 13 21 20 27 17

17:00 22 31 31 21 40 24 31 26

17:15 32 28 31 17 33 14 32 20

17:30 30 24 44 20 30 16 35 20

17:45 36 20 38 10 29 19 35 17

18:00 34 27 38 19 25 20 33 22

18:15 23 34 33 14 29 28 29 26

18:30 28 30 25 10 32 11 29 17

18:45 22 23 38 11 29 20 30 18

19:00 19 29 22 13 23 23 22 22

19:15 17 23 13 13 24 10 18 16

19:30 18 21 18 15 18 17 18 18

19:45 16 22 10 15 24 20 17 19

20:00 15 25 15 5 25 9 19 13

20:15 16 12 10 17 28 15 18 15

20:30 9 13 13 8 18 10 14 11

20:45 17 12 13 16 12 12 14 14

21:00 7 18 11 3 13 11 11 11

21:15 6 15 8 6 18 6 11 9

21:30 10 6 8 2 10 17 10 9

21:45 9 7 6 6 5 7 7 7

22:00 7 4 1 4 7 10 5 6

22:15 8 13 2 1 11 13 7 9

22:30 4 12 6 1 5 5 5 6

22:45 4 3 3 1 3 10 4 5

23:00 1 8 4 5 2 11 3 8

23:15 2 4 2 4 6 9 4 6

23:30 1 3 1 2 3 4 2 3

23:45 1 1 0 3 2 4 1 3



 2011 Peak Season Factor Category Report - Report Type: ALL

Category: 5500  LEON COUNTYWIDE          

                                                MOCF: 0.97

Week          Dates               SF            PSCF

================================================================================

  1    01/01/2011 - 01/01/2011    1.04          1.07

  2    01/02/2011 - 01/08/2011    1.04          1.07

  3    01/09/2011 - 01/15/2011    1.03          1.06

  4    01/16/2011 - 01/22/2011    1.02          1.05

  5    01/23/2011 - 01/29/2011    1.00          1.03

  6    01/30/2011 - 02/05/2011    0.99          1.02

* 7    02/06/2011 - 02/12/2011    0.97          1.00

* 8    02/13/2011 - 02/19/2011    0.96          0.99

* 9    02/20/2011 - 02/26/2011    0.97          1.00

*10    02/27/2011 - 03/05/2011    0.97          1.00

*11    03/06/2011 - 03/12/2011    0.98          1.01

*12    03/13/2011 - 03/19/2011    0.98          1.01

*13    03/20/2011 - 03/26/2011    0.97          1.00

*14    03/27/2011 - 04/02/2011    0.96          0.99

*15    04/03/2011 - 04/09/2011    0.96          0.99

*16    04/10/2011 - 04/16/2011    0.95          0.98

*17    04/17/2011 - 04/23/2011    0.96          0.99

*18    04/24/2011 - 04/30/2011    0.97          1.00

*19    05/01/2011 - 05/07/2011    0.98          1.01

 20    05/08/2011 - 05/14/2011    0.99          1.02

 21    05/15/2011 - 05/21/2011    1.01          1.04

 22    05/22/2011 - 05/28/2011    1.01          1.04

 23    05/29/2011 - 06/04/2011    1.01          1.04

 24    06/05/2011 - 06/11/2011    1.01          1.04

 25    06/12/2011 - 06/18/2011    1.01          1.04

 26    06/19/2011 - 06/25/2011    1.01          1.04

 27    06/26/2011 - 07/02/2011    1.02          1.05

 28    07/03/2011 - 07/09/2011    1.03          1.06

 29    07/10/2011 - 07/16/2011    1.03          1.06

 30    07/17/2011 - 07/23/2011    1.03          1.06

 31    07/24/2011 - 07/30/2011    1.02          1.05

 32    07/31/2011 - 08/06/2011    1.02          1.05

 33    08/07/2011 - 08/13/2011    1.01          1.04

 34    08/14/2011 - 08/20/2011    1.01          1.04

 35    08/21/2011 - 08/27/2011    1.00          1.03

 36    08/28/2011 - 09/03/2011    1.00          1.03

 37    09/04/2011 - 09/10/2011    1.00          1.03

 38    09/11/2011 - 09/17/2011    0.99          1.02

 39    09/18/2011 - 09/24/2011    0.99          1.02

 40    09/25/2011 - 10/01/2011    0.99          1.02

 41    10/02/2011 - 10/08/2011    0.98          1.01

 42    10/09/2011 - 10/15/2011    0.98          1.01

 43    10/16/2011 - 10/22/2011    0.99          1.02

 44    10/23/2011 - 10/29/2011    1.00          1.03

 45    10/30/2011 - 11/05/2011    1.01          1.04

 46    11/06/2011 - 11/12/2011    1.02          1.05

 47    11/13/2011 - 11/19/2011    1.03          1.06

 48    11/20/2011 - 11/26/2011    1.03          1.06

 49    11/27/2011 - 12/03/2011    1.03          1.06

 50    12/04/2011 - 12/10/2011    1.04          1.07

 51    12/11/2011 - 12/17/2011    1.04          1.07

 52    12/18/2011 - 12/24/2011    1.04          1.07

 53    12/25/2011 - 12/31/2011    1.03          1.06

* Peak Season
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            2011 Weekly Axle Factor Category Report - Report Type: ALL

     County: 55 - LEON

Week        Dates                      5505                      5507                      5509                      5510                     

                           LEON COUNTY URBAN          SR366/PEN.&ST.AUG.ST       SR 61, US 90 - SR261       SR63/US27                

 1  01/01/2011 - 01/01/2011            1.00                      0.99                      1.00                      0.98            

 2  01/02/2011 - 01/08/2011            1.00                      0.99                      1.00                      0.98            

 3  01/09/2011 - 01/15/2011            1.00                      0.99                      1.00                      0.98            

 4  01/16/2011 - 01/22/2011            1.00                      0.99                      1.00                      0.98            

 5  01/23/2011 - 01/29/2011            1.00                      0.99                      1.00                      0.98            

 6  01/30/2011 - 02/05/2011            1.00                      0.99                      1.00                      0.98            

 7  02/06/2011 - 02/12/2011            1.00                      0.99                      1.00                      0.98            

 8  02/13/2011 - 02/19/2011            1.00                      0.99                      1.00                      0.98            

 9  02/20/2011 - 02/26/2011            1.00                      0.99                      1.00                      0.98            

10  02/27/2011 - 03/05/2011            1.00                      0.99                      1.00                      0.98            

11  03/06/2011 - 03/12/2011            1.00                      0.99                      1.00                      0.98            

12  03/13/2011 - 03/19/2011            1.00                      0.99                      1.00                      0.98            

13  03/20/2011 - 03/26/2011            1.00                      0.99                      1.00                      0.98            

14  03/27/2011 - 04/02/2011            1.00                      0.99                      1.00                      0.98            

15  04/03/2011 - 04/09/2011            1.00                      0.99                      1.00                      0.98            

16  04/10/2011 - 04/16/2011            1.00                      0.99                      1.00                      0.98            

17  04/17/2011 - 04/23/2011            1.00                      0.99                      1.00                      0.98            

18  04/24/2011 - 04/30/2011            1.00                      0.99                      1.00                      0.98            

19  05/01/2011 - 05/07/2011            1.00                      0.99                      1.00                      0.98            

20  05/08/2011 - 05/14/2011            1.00                      0.99                      1.00                      0.98            

21  05/15/2011 - 05/21/2011            1.00                      0.99                      1.00                      0.98            

22  05/22/2011 - 05/28/2011            1.00                      0.99                      1.00                      0.98            

23  05/29/2011 - 06/04/2011            1.00                      0.99                      1.00                      0.98            

24  06/05/2011 - 06/11/2011            1.00                      0.99                      1.00                      0.98            

25  06/12/2011 - 06/18/2011            1.00                      0.99                      1.00                      0.98            

26  06/19/2011 - 06/25/2011            1.00                      0.99                      1.00                      0.98            

27  06/26/2011 - 07/02/2011            1.00                      0.99                      1.00                      0.98            

28  07/03/2011 - 07/09/2011            1.00                      0.99                      1.00                      0.98            

29  07/10/2011 - 07/16/2011            1.00                      0.99                      1.00                      0.98            

30  07/17/2011 - 07/23/2011            1.00                      0.99                      1.00                      0.98            

31  07/24/2011 - 07/30/2011            1.00                      0.99                      1.00                      0.98            

32  07/31/2011 - 08/06/2011            1.00                      0.99                      1.00                      0.98            

33  08/07/2011 - 08/13/2011            1.00                      0.99                      1.00                      0.98            

34  08/14/2011 - 08/20/2011            1.00                      0.99                      1.00                      0.98            

35  08/21/2011 - 08/27/2011            1.00                      0.99                      1.00                      0.98            

36  08/28/2011 - 09/03/2011            1.00                      0.99                      1.00                      0.98            

37  09/04/2011 - 09/10/2011            1.00                      0.99                      1.00                      0.98            

38  09/11/2011 - 09/17/2011            1.00                      0.99                      1.00                      0.98            

39  09/18/2011 - 09/24/2011            1.00                      0.99                      1.00                      0.98            

40  09/25/2011 - 10/01/2011            1.00                      0.99                      1.00                      0.98            

41  10/02/2011 - 10/08/2011            1.00                      0.99                      1.00                      0.98            

42  10/09/2011 - 10/15/2011            1.00                      0.99                      1.00                      0.98            

43  10/16/2011 - 10/22/2011            1.00                      0.99                      1.00                      0.98            

44  10/23/2011 - 10/29/2011            1.00                      0.99                      1.00                      0.98            

45  10/30/2011 - 11/05/2011            1.00                      0.99                      1.00                      0.98            

46  11/06/2011 - 11/12/2011            1.00                      0.99                      1.00                      0.98            

47  11/13/2011 - 11/19/2011            1.00                      0.99                      1.00                      0.98            

48  11/20/2011 - 11/26/2011            1.00                      0.99                      1.00                      0.98            

49  11/27/2011 - 12/03/2011            1.00                      0.99                      1.00                      0.98            

50  12/04/2011 - 12/10/2011            1.00                      0.99                      1.00                      0.98            

51  12/11/2011 - 12/17/2011            1.00                      0.99                      1.00                      0.98            

52  12/18/2011 - 12/24/2011            1.00                      0.99                      1.00                      0.98            

53  12/25/2011 - 12/31/2011            1.00                      0.99                      1.00                      0.98            
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Traffic Signal Warrant Analysis   

17 
 

Appendix CAppendix CAppendix CAppendix C: : : : Raw and Seasonally Adjusted Raw and Seasonally Adjusted Raw and Seasonally Adjusted Raw and Seasonally Adjusted 

Turning Turning Turning Turning Movements Counts (TMCs)Movements Counts (TMCs)Movements Counts (TMCs)Movements Counts (TMCs)    
  



Lake Ella Drive Weekday Midday

C:\Program Files (x86)\JAMAR\PetraPro\Data Files\Monroe_LakeElla_Thurs_MID.ppd Week SF

10/4/2012 40 0.99

11:30:00 AM 41 0.98

42 0.98

Week 41 43 0.99

Factor Used 0.98

Raw Counts

Start Time Right Thru Left Peds Right Thru Left Peds Right Thru Left Peds Right Thru Left Peds

11:30 15 0 4 0 18 0 3 0 2 0 23 0 14 0 4 0

11:45 11 0 12 0 12 1 1 0 7 0 26 0 28 0 4 0

12:00 11 0 5 0 15 1 4 0 4 0 20 0 29 0 4 0

12:15 7 0 12 0 16 0 3 0 7 0 28 0 27 0 3 0

12:30 6 0 6 0 20 1 1 0 6 0 31 0 31 3 3 0

12:45 7 0 7 0 19 0 3 0 7 0 25 2 31 0 0 0

13:00 9 0 8 0 18 0 9 0 3 0 24 0 27 0 2 0

13:15 8 0 11 0 15 1 5 0 6 0 25 0 26 1 1 0

Adjusted Counts

Start Time Right Thru Left Peds Right Thru Left Peds Right Thru Left Peds Right Thru Left Peds

11:30 15 0 4 0 18 0 3 0 2 0 23 0 14 0 4 0

11:45 11 0 12 0 12 1 1 0 7 0 26 0 28 0 4 0

12:00 11 0 5 0 15 1 4 0 4 0 20 0 29 0 4 0

12:15 7 0 12 0 16 0 3 0 7 0 28 0 27 0 3 0

12:30 6 0 6 0 20 1 1 0 6 0 31 0 31 3 3 0

12:45 7 0 7 0 19 0 3 0 7 0 25 2 31 0 0 0

13:00 9 0 8 0 18 0 9 0 3 0 24 0 27 0 2 0

13:15 8 0 11 0 15 1 5 0 6 0 25 0 26 1 1 0

MONROE                       

From South

LAKE ELLA                       

From West

MONROE                       

From North

LAKE ELLA                       

From East

MONROE                       

From North

LAKE ELLA                       

From East

MONROE                       

From South

File Name:

Start Date:

Start Time:

LAKE ELLA                       

From West



Lake Ella Drive Weekday PM

C:\Program Files (x86)\JAMAR\PetraPro\Data Files\Lake Ella Study\Monroe_LakeElla_Thurs_PM.ppd Week SF

10/4/2012 40 0.99

5:00:00 PM 41 0.98

42 0.98

Week 41 43 0.99

Factor Used 0.98

Raw Counts

Start Time Right Thru Left Peds Right Thru Left Peds Right Thru Left Peds Right Thru Left Peds

17:00 16 0 3 0 9 0 40 2 31 0 1 0 4 0 6 1

17:15 16 1 0 0 12 0 28 0 21 0 0 0 4 0 11 0

17:30 19 1 0 0 6 0 32 1 34 1 1 0 7 0 2 0

17:45 10 0 3 0 7 0 25 1 37 2 1 0 7 0 8 0

18:00 17 0 0 0 10 0 24 2 25 2 3 0 2 0 8 0

18:15 17 0 5 0 4 0 22 1 30 0 5 0 7 0 15 0

18:30 23 2 5 0 3 0 29 1 17 1 0 0 5 0 10 0

18:45 17 3 5 1 6 0 19 1 23 0 3 0 8 0 12 0

Adjusted Counts

Start Time Right Thru Left Peds Right Thru Left Peds Right Thru Left Peds Right Thru Left Peds

17:00 16 0 3 0 9 0 40 2 31 0 1 0 4 0 6 1

17:15 16 1 0 0 12 0 28 0 21 0 0 0 4 0 11 0

17:30 19 1 0 0 6 0 32 1 34 1 1 0 7 0 2 0

17:45 10 0 3 0 7 0 25 1 37 2 1 0 7 0 8 0

18:00 17 0 0 0 10 0 24 2 25 2 3 0 2 0 8 0

18:15 17 0 5 0 4 0 22 1 30 0 5 0 7 0 15 0

18:30 23 2 5 0 3 0 29 1 17 1 0 0 5 0 10 0

18:45 17 3 5 1 6 0 19 1 23 0 3 0 8 0 12 0

Lake Ella Westbound Monroe Northbound Publix S. Eastbound Monroe Southbound

Lake Ella Westbound Monroe Northbound Publix S. Eastbound Monroe Southbound

File Name:

Start Date:

Start Time:



C:\Program Files (x86)\JAMAR\PetraPro\Data Files\Lake Ella Study\Monroe_LakeElla_Sat_MID.ppd Week SF

10/6/2012 40 0.99

11:00:00 AM 41 0.98

42 0.98

43 0.99

Week 41

Factor Used 0.98

Raw Counts

Start Time Right Thru Left Peds Right Thru Left Peds Right Thru Left Peds Right Thru Left Peds

11:00 10 1 8 0 9 0 4 0 2 0 9 0 8 1 2 0

11:15 8 0 10 0 17 2 4 0 8 0 11 1 17 0 3 0

11:30 3 0 5 0 17 0 4 0 3 0 14 0 17 1 1 0

11:45 3 0 5 1 12 0 4 0 3 0 18 1 21 0 1 0

12:00 7 0 10 0 20 1 5 0 5 0 23 1 16 0 1 0

12:15 10 0 9 0 14 0 4 0 5 0 16 0 39 0 3 0

12:30 7 0 9 0 18 0 6 0 5 0 16 2 24 0 7 0

12:45 0 0 4 0 15 1 4 0 3 0 21 0 21 0 2 0

13:00 5 0 4 0 20 1 6 0 6 0 28 0 21 2 0 0

13:15 3 0 10 0 18 3 3 0 2 0 27 0 27 1 3 0

13:30 7 0 7 0 19 1 9 0 8 0 20 0 20 1 1 0

13:45 4 0 12 0 13 0 9 0 5 0 12 0 18 0 2 0

Adjusted Counts

Start Time Right Thru Left Peds Right Thru Left Peds Right Thru Left Peds Right Thru Left Peds

11:00 10 1 8 0 9 0 4 0 2 0 9 0 8 1 2 0

11:15 8 0 10 0 17 2 4 0 8 0 11 1 17 0 3 0

11:30 3 0 5 0 17 0 4 0 3 0 14 0 17 1 1 0

11:45 3 0 5 1 12 0 4 0 3 0 18 1 21 0 1 0

12:00 7 0 10 0 20 1 5 0 5 0 23 1 16 0 1 0

12:15 10 0 9 0 14 0 4 0 5 0 16 0 39 0 3 0

12:30 7 0 9 0 18 0 6 0 5 0 16 2 24 0 7 0

12:45 0 0 4 0 15 1 4 0 3 0 21 0 21 0 2 0

13:00 5 0 4 0 20 1 6 0 6 0 28 0 21 2 0 0

13:15 3 0 10 0 18 3 3 0 2 0 27 0 27 1 3 0

13:30 7 0 7 0 19 1 9 0 8 0 20 0 20 1 1 0

13:45 4 0 12 0 13 0 9 0 5 0 12 0 18 0 2 0

MONROE                     

From South

LAKE ELLA                    

From West

MONROE                     

From South

LAKE ELLA                    

From West

File Name:

Start Date:

Start Time:

MONROE                     

From North

LAKE ELLA                   

From East

MONROE                     

From North

LAKE ELLA                   

From East



Lake Ella Drive Sat PM

C:\Program Files (x86)\JAMAR\PetraPro\Data Files\Lake Ella Study\Monroe_LakeElla_Sat_PM.ppd Week SF

10/6/2012 40 0.99

3:00:00 PM 41 0.98

42 0.98

Week 41 43 0.99

Factor Used 0.98

Raw Counts

Start Time Right Thru Left Peds Right Thru Left Peds Right Thru Left Peds Right Thru Left Peds

15:00 5 1 8 0 17 1 4 0 8 0 13 0 16 0 2 0

15:15 10 0 7 0 19 1 6 0 7 0 25 0 25 2 0 0

15:30 5 0 9 0 21 0 10 0 3 0 13 1 18 0 2 0

15:45 0 0 3 0 25 0 11 0 2 0 14 0 19 0 1 0

16:00 5 0 11 0 14 1 8 0 4 0 16 0 30 0 0 0

16:15 4 0 5 0 14 1 7 0 0 0 9 0 20 0 5 0

16:30 3 0 15 0 14 1 4 0 5 0 21 0 16 1 4 0

16:45 4 0 10 0 14 1 4 0 10 0 12 0 27 0 2 0

17:00 5 0 1 0 22 0 6 0 5 0 24 0 28 1 2 0

17:15 8 0 8 0 19 1 5 0 6 0 22 0 28 0 2 0

17:30 1 0 3 0 22 0 9 0 4 0 20 0 16 0 1 0

17:45 3 0 8 0 13 0 6 0 2 0 16 0 22 0 2 0

Adjusted Counts

Start Time Right Thru Left Peds Right Thru Left Peds Right Thru Left Peds Right Thru Left Peds

15:00 5 1 8 0 17 1 4 0 8 0 13 0 16 0 2 0

15:15 10 0 7 0 19 1 6 0 7 0 25 0 25 2 0 0

15:30 5 0 9 0 21 0 10 0 3 0 13 1 18 0 2 0

15:45 0 0 3 0 25 0 11 0 2 0 14 0 19 0 1 0

16:00 5 0 11 0 14 1 8 0 4 0 16 0 30 0 0 0

16:15 4 0 5 0 14 1 7 0 0 0 9 0 20 0 5 0

16:30 3 0 15 0 14 1 4 0 5 0 21 0 16 1 4 0

16:45 4 0 10 0 14 1 4 0 10 0 12 0 27 0 2 0

17:00 5 0 1 0 22 0 6 0 5 0 24 0 28 1 2 0

17:15 8 0 8 0 19 1 5 0 6 0 22 0 28 0 2 0

17:30 1 0 3 0 22 0 9 0 4 0 20 0 16 0 1 0

17:45 3 0 8 0 13 0 6 0 2 0 16 0 22 0 2 0

MONROE                     

From North

LAKE ELLA                    

From East

MONROE                     

From South

LAKE                    

From West

File Name:

Start Date:

Start Time:

MONROE                     

From South

LAKE                    

From West

MONROE                     

From North

LAKE ELLA                    

From East
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Appendix D: Appendix D: Appendix D: Appendix D: Traffic Data Used for Analysis Traffic Data Used for Analysis Traffic Data Used for Analysis Traffic Data Used for Analysis 

(Preliminary)(Preliminary)(Preliminary)(Preliminary)    
  



Lake Ella Drive Weekday Traffic

Start Time NB SB EB WB

Major (sum 

of both 

major app.)

Minor (max 

of minor 

app.)

7:00 111 408 8 7

7:15 153 385 10 11

7:30 147 405 14 11

7:45 169 373 14 16 2151 46

8:00 173 373 17 9 2178 55

8:15 176 357 12 9 2173 57

8:30 158 338 16 15 2117 59

8:45 170 311 14 20 2056 59

9:00 182 281 18 11 1973 60

9:15 174 249 16 14 1863 64

9:30 162 254 16 16 1783 64

9:45 158 242 20 11 1702 70

10:00 187 228 22 13 1654 74

10:15 180 222 22 16 1633 80

10:30 199 226 18 19 1642 82

10:45 206 232 23 17 1680 85

11:00 229 234 22 14 1728 85

11:15 261 241 29 16 1828 92

11:30 263 258 32 20 1924 106

11:45 273 274 32 20 2033 115

12:00 276 283 33 23 2129 126

12:15 284 279 36 22 2190 133

12:30 298 308 32 25 2275 133

12:45 268 329 33 30 2325 134

13:00 267 321 29 32 2354 130

13:15 281 312 30 19 2384 124

13:30 288 292 22 19 2358 114

13:45 275 282 24 24 2318 105

14:00 275 282 21 24 2287 97

14:15 280 253 21 22 2227 89

14:30 287 239 25 24 2173 94

14:45 285 259 22 18 2160 89

15:00 292 270 24 22 2165 92

15:15 281 251 19 21 2164 90

15:30 298 256 26 24 2192 91

15:45 323 237 27 20 2208 96

16:00 345 266 30 27 2257 102

16:15 342 263 30 23 2330 113

16:30 362 267 28 23 2405 115

16:45 368 264 27 24 2477 115

17:00 417 299 32 29 2582 117

17:15 423 295 34 35 2695 121

17:30 402 299 37 28 2767 130

17:45 383 260 35 28 2778 138

18:00 318 238 33 32 2618 139

18:15 321 268 29 35 2489 134

18:30 290 236 32 34 2314 129

18:45 275 229 32 38 2175 139

15-Minute Counts
Sum of four previous 15 

min periodsMajor Movement Minor Movement



Lake Ella Drive Weekend Traffic

Start Time NB SB EB WB
Minor (max of 

minor app.)

Major (sum of 

both major 

app.)

7:00 40 98 0 0

7:15 57 83 0 0

7:30 66 110 0 0

7:45 93 142 0 0 689 0

8:00 79 122 0 0 752 0

8:15 101 131 0 0 844 0

8:30 85 181 0 0 934 0

8:45 111 194 0 0 1004 0

9:00 122 179 0 0 1104 0

9:15 133 195 0 0 1200 0

9:30 156 191 0 0 1281 0

9:45 171 249 0 0 1396 0

10:00 161 223 0 0 1479 0

10:15 173 234 0 0 1558 0

10:30 176 279 0 0 1666 0

10:45 200 281 0 0 1727 0

11:00 179 234 11 13 1756 13

11:15 226 268 20 23 1843 36

11:30 235 288 19 21 1911 57

11:45 269 295 22 16 1994 73

12:00 233 297 17 26 2111 86

12:15 261 296 42 18 2174 100

12:30 260 311 31 24 2222 112

12:45 246 283 23 20 2187 113

13:00 300 276 23 27 2233 119

13:15 269 314 31 24 2259 108

13:30 261 267 22 29 2216 100

13:45 267 291 20 22 2245 102

14:00 286 257 0 0 2212 75

14:15 265 293 0 0 2187 51

14:30 268 291 0 0 2218 22

14:45 258 288 0 0 2206 0

15:00 277 233 18 22 2173 22

15:15 301 258 27 26 2174 48

15:30 299 242 20 31 2156 79

15:45 245 261 20 36 2116 115

16:00 270 282 30 23 2158 116

16:15 272 231 25 22 2102 112

16:30 292 266 21 19 2119 100

16:45 257 215 29 19 2085 105

17:00 243 248 31 28 2024 106

17:15 269 282 30 25 2072 111

17:30 231 213 17 31 1958 107

17:45 241 257 24 19 1984 103

18:00 256 233 0 0 1982 75

18:15 227 260 0 0 1918 50

18:30 235 247 0 0 1956 24
18:45 212 244 0 0 1914 0

Sum of four previous 15 min 

periods

Note: Grey shaded rows were the peak hours that were counted on the minor approaches on the 

weekend

15-Minute Counts

Major Movement Minor Movement
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Appendix E: Appendix E: Appendix E: Appendix E: Traffic Data Used for Analysis (Less Traffic Data Used for Analysis (Less Traffic Data Used for Analysis (Less Traffic Data Used for Analysis (Less 

Right Turns from Business Approach)Right Turns from Business Approach)Right Turns from Business Approach)Right Turns from Business Approach)    
  



Lake Ella Drive Weekday Traffic Without Eastbound Right Turning Traffic

Start Time NB SB EB WB

Major (sum 

of both 

major app.)

Minor (max 

of minor 

app.)

7:00 111 408 1 7

7:15 153 385 1 11

7:30 147 405 1 11

7:45 169 373 1 16 2151 45

8:00 173 373 2 9 2178 47

8:15 176 357 1 9 2173 45

8:30 158 338 2 15 2117 49

8:45 170 311 1 20 2056 53

9:00 182 281 2 11 1973 55

9:15 174 249 2 14 1863 60

9:30 162 254 2 16 1783 61

9:45 158 242 2 11 1702 52

10:00 187 228 2 13 1654 54

10:15 180 222 2 16 1633 56

10:30 199 226 2 19 1642 59

10:45 206 232 2 17 1680 65

11:00 229 234 2 14 1728 66

11:15 261 241 3 16 1828 66

11:30 263 258 7 20 1924 67

11:45 273 274 4 20 2033 70

12:00 276 283 4 23 2129 79

12:15 284 279 5 22 2190 85

12:30 298 308 5 25 2275 90

12:45 268 329 3 30 2325 100

13:00 267 321 2 32 2354 109

13:15 281 312 2 19 2384 106

13:30 288 292 2 19 2358 100

13:45 275 282 2 24 2318 94

14:00 275 282 2 24 2287 86

14:15 280 253 2 22 2227 89

14:30 287 239 3 24 2173 94

14:45 285 259 2 18 2160 88

15:00 292 270 2 22 2165 86

15:15 281 251 2 21 2164 85

15:30 298 256 3 24 2192 85

15:45 323 237 3 20 2208 87

16:00 345 266 3 27 2257 92

16:15 342 263 3 23 2330 94

16:30 362 267 3 23 2405 93

16:45 368 264 3 24 2477 97

17:00 417 299 2 29 2582 99

17:15 423 295 2 35 2695 111

17:30 402 299 4 28 2767 116

17:45 383 260 3 28 2778 120

18:00 318 238 5 32 2618 123

18:15 321 268 4 35 2489 123

18:30 290 236 4 34 2314 129

18:45 275 229 6 38 2175 139

Sum of four previous 

15 min periods

15-Minute Counts

Major Movement Minor Movement
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Appendix FAppendix FAppendix FAppendix F::::    Crash DataCrash DataCrash DataCrash Data    
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Arnio, Nicholi

From: Burke, Greg <Greg.Burke@talgov.com>
Sent: Wednesday, November 28, 2012 12:50 PM
To: 'Delaney, Kristina'
Cc: Chung, Suzanne; Reed, Harry; Arnio, Nicholi
Subject: RE: Walgreens #3374 Tallahassee, FL - Monroe Street Median Feasibility and Lake 

Ella median Implementation study

Hi Kristina.  I will make sure that my agency keeps you informed regarding the status of this project.  For your 
information, we have added a project page to the agency’s website that is updated as the study progresses 
(http://www.crtpa.org/Monroe_Median_Project.html). 
 
Sincerely, 
 
Greg T. Burke, AICP 
Transportation Planner  
Capital Region Transportation Planning Agency  
408 N. Adams Street, 4th Floor  
Tallahassee, FL 32301  
850/891.6802  Fax/891.6832  
Email: greg.burke@talgov.com  
web site: www.crtpa.org  
 

Mailing Address: 
300 S. Adams Street, M.S. A-19 
Tallahassee, FL 32301 

 
 

From: Delaney, Kristina [mailto:kristina.delaney@walgreens.com]  
Sent: Wednesday, November 28, 2012 12:25 PM 
To: Burke, Greg 
Cc: Chung, Suzanne 
Subject: Walgreens #3374 Tallahassee, FL - Monroe Street Median Feasibility and Lake Ella median Implementation 
study 
 
Hi, Greg, 
 
Following our telephone conversation earlier, please keep up informed periodically about the status of this 
project.  Thank you.  
 
Be well, 
Kristina 
 
Kristina Delaney 
Walgreen Co. 
104 Wilmot Road, MS#1420 
Deerfield, IL 60015 
p 847-315-4658 
f  847-315-4825 
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Arnio, Nicholi

From: Burke, Greg <Greg.Burke@talgov.com>
Sent: Wednesday, November 28, 2012 12:16 PM
To: Arnio, Nicholi
Subject: FW: Median Project at Lake Ella
Attachments: median.jpg

 
 
‐‐‐‐‐Original Message‐‐‐‐‐ 
From: Mitchell, Yulonda  
Sent: Wednesday, November 28, 2012 12:10 PM 
To: Burke, Greg 
Subject: FW: Median Project at Lake Ella 
 
 
 
Yulonda Mitchell 
Capital Region Planning Agency 
Mailing Address:  300 South Adams Street, Box A‐19 Physical Address:  408 North Adams Street Tallahassee, FL  32301 
Phone:  850.891.6800 
Fax:  850.891.6832 
 
‐‐‐‐‐Original Message‐‐‐‐‐ 
From: Ingram, M'Lisa 
Sent: Wednesday, November 28, 2012 11:20 AM 
To: Reed, Harry 
Cc: Mitchell, Yulonda 
Subject: FW: Median Project at Lake Ella 
 
FYI 
 
‐‐‐‐‐Original Message‐‐‐‐‐ 
From: Wendy [mailto:wendy@quartermoonimports.com] 
Sent: Tuesday, November 27, 2012 4:57 PM 
To: Gillum, Andrew; Miller, Nancy; Ziffer, Gil; Marks, John 
Cc: Minor, Rick 
Subject: Median Project at Lake Ella 
 
Dear Commisioners and Rick Minor, 
I am writing to ask your support in advocating for an opening in the planned Monroe Street median at Lake Ella.  I am 
concerned that if or when the state gains control of the project, their goal will be to move traffic swiftly rather than 
preserve public access to one of the most beloved parks in our city. Monroe Street is more than a highway. It is the 
artery connecting neighborhoods to each other and people to local businesses and the beloved Lake Ella Park. The 
businesses at Lake Ella would be impacted severely if there was not access from southbound traffic. Please see the 
attached draft of Plan A. Please help us at the CRTPA meeting tomorrow (Wednesday 11/28 at the Northwood Centre 
Atrium, 1940 N. Monroe from 5pm‐7pm. ) We are collecting comment forms from our customers and staff, but we know 
that we need your voice to address the state. Please help us to preserve easy and safe access to Lake Ella. 
 
I have attached a copy of Draft of Plan A. This would be the worst case scenerio. 
 



2

There are other options (Plan C is preferred with Plan B as a second) we would support that allow access from both 
traffic directions. 
 
Thank you, 
 
Wendy Halleck 
Quarter Moon Imports@talgov.com 
1641 N. Monroe 
Tallahassee Florida 32303 
Shop (850) 222‐2254 
Cell (850) 222‐2254 
www.quartermoonimports.com 

















































































































            2011 Weekly Axle Factor Category Report - Report Type: ALL

     County: 55 - LEON

Week        Dates                      5505                      5507                      5509                      5510                     

                           LEON COUNTY URBAN          SR366/PEN.&ST.AUG.ST       SR 61, US 90 - SR261       SR63/US27                

 1  01/01/2011 - 01/01/2011            1.00                      0.99                      1.00                      0.98            

 2  01/02/2011 - 01/08/2011            1.00                      0.99                      1.00                      0.98            

 3  01/09/2011 - 01/15/2011            1.00                      0.99                      1.00                      0.98            

 4  01/16/2011 - 01/22/2011            1.00                      0.99                      1.00                      0.98            

 5  01/23/2011 - 01/29/2011            1.00                      0.99                      1.00                      0.98            

 6  01/30/2011 - 02/05/2011            1.00                      0.99                      1.00                      0.98            

 7  02/06/2011 - 02/12/2011            1.00                      0.99                      1.00                      0.98            

 8  02/13/2011 - 02/19/2011            1.00                      0.99                      1.00                      0.98            

 9  02/20/2011 - 02/26/2011            1.00                      0.99                      1.00                      0.98            

10  02/27/2011 - 03/05/2011            1.00                      0.99                      1.00                      0.98            

11  03/06/2011 - 03/12/2011            1.00                      0.99                      1.00                      0.98            

12  03/13/2011 - 03/19/2011            1.00                      0.99                      1.00                      0.98            

13  03/20/2011 - 03/26/2011            1.00                      0.99                      1.00                      0.98            

14  03/27/2011 - 04/02/2011            1.00                      0.99                      1.00                      0.98            

15  04/03/2011 - 04/09/2011            1.00                      0.99                      1.00                      0.98            

16  04/10/2011 - 04/16/2011            1.00                      0.99                      1.00                      0.98            

17  04/17/2011 - 04/23/2011            1.00                      0.99                      1.00                      0.98            

18  04/24/2011 - 04/30/2011            1.00                      0.99                      1.00                      0.98            

19  05/01/2011 - 05/07/2011            1.00                      0.99                      1.00                      0.98            

20  05/08/2011 - 05/14/2011            1.00                      0.99                      1.00                      0.98            

21  05/15/2011 - 05/21/2011            1.00                      0.99                      1.00                      0.98            

22  05/22/2011 - 05/28/2011            1.00                      0.99                      1.00                      0.98            

23  05/29/2011 - 06/04/2011            1.00                      0.99                      1.00                      0.98            

24  06/05/2011 - 06/11/2011            1.00                      0.99                      1.00                      0.98            

25  06/12/2011 - 06/18/2011            1.00                      0.99                      1.00                      0.98            

26  06/19/2011 - 06/25/2011            1.00                      0.99                      1.00                      0.98            

27  06/26/2011 - 07/02/2011            1.00                      0.99                      1.00                      0.98            

28  07/03/2011 - 07/09/2011            1.00                      0.99                      1.00                      0.98            

29  07/10/2011 - 07/16/2011            1.00                      0.99                      1.00                      0.98            

30  07/17/2011 - 07/23/2011            1.00                      0.99                      1.00                      0.98            

31  07/24/2011 - 07/30/2011            1.00                      0.99                      1.00                      0.98            

32  07/31/2011 - 08/06/2011            1.00                      0.99                      1.00                      0.98            

33  08/07/2011 - 08/13/2011            1.00                      0.99                      1.00                      0.98            

34  08/14/2011 - 08/20/2011            1.00                      0.99                      1.00                      0.98            

35  08/21/2011 - 08/27/2011            1.00                      0.99                      1.00                      0.98            

36  08/28/2011 - 09/03/2011            1.00                      0.99                      1.00                      0.98            

37  09/04/2011 - 09/10/2011            1.00                      0.99                      1.00                      0.98            

38  09/11/2011 - 09/17/2011            1.00                      0.99                      1.00                      0.98            

39  09/18/2011 - 09/24/2011            1.00                      0.99                      1.00                      0.98            

40  09/25/2011 - 10/01/2011            1.00                      0.99                      1.00                      0.98            

41  10/02/2011 - 10/08/2011            1.00                      0.99                      1.00                      0.98            

42  10/09/2011 - 10/15/2011            1.00                      0.99                      1.00                      0.98            

43  10/16/2011 - 10/22/2011            1.00                      0.99                      1.00                      0.98            

44  10/23/2011 - 10/29/2011            1.00                      0.99                      1.00                      0.98            

45  10/30/2011 - 11/05/2011            1.00                      0.99                      1.00                      0.98            

46  11/06/2011 - 11/12/2011            1.00                      0.99                      1.00                      0.98            

47  11/13/2011 - 11/19/2011            1.00                      0.99                      1.00                      0.98            

48  11/20/2011 - 11/26/2011            1.00                      0.99                      1.00                      0.98            

49  11/27/2011 - 12/03/2011            1.00                      0.99                      1.00                      0.98            

50  12/04/2011 - 12/10/2011            1.00                      0.99                      1.00                      0.98            

51  12/11/2011 - 12/17/2011            1.00                      0.99                      1.00                      0.98            

52  12/18/2011 - 12/24/2011            1.00                      0.99                      1.00                      0.98            

53  12/25/2011 - 12/31/2011            1.00                      0.99                      1.00                      0.98            
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