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IL.

Administration

A. Approval of Technical Committee Meeting Agenda
(2 minutes/Bingle)
TECHNICAL COMMITTEE ACTION REQUESTED

B. Approval of July 20, 2006 Meeting Minutes .....cc.cceereeesnsiercserssnnssnsscssssessnseses Tab 1
(2 minutes/Bingle)
TECHNICAL COMMITTEE ACTION REQUESTED

C. Public Comment Period
(3 minutes/Bingle)
Individuals requesting to speak are requested to state their name and organization (if
any) that they represent before making comments. Individuals and organizations have
up to three minutes to address the Technical Committee.

D. Executive Director’s Report
(3 minutes/Rudge)
Dan Rudge will provide a review of the Metropolitan Planning Organization (MPO)
staff activities since the July Technical Committee meeting.

New Business

A. Functional Classification Map
(15 minutes/Rudge, Edwards and Miller)
The region’s Functional Classification map has not been updated since 2000. As part of
the MPO’s Triennial Review, it was recommended that the functional classification map
be updated to reflect changes to roadway classifications throughout the region. The
Functional Classification map differs from the Major Thoroughfare Plan in that the
Functional Classification Map represents how the roadway functions today. The Major
Thoroughfare Plan map represents how the roadway is anticipated to function at the end
of the Long-Range Transportation Plan cycle. MPO staff, in association with local
jurisdictions, met on several occasions to prepare a revised map that accurately portrays
the existing functional classification for each roadway in the OTO service area. As a
result of this update, several roads will become eligible for STP-Urban and other federal
and state funding categories. (Due to database merging problems, the revised Functional
Classification Map will not be available for review until the Technical Committee



meeting. At the meeting, some decisions may be necessary to ensure that FHWA
guidelines for functional class designations are met.)

TECHNICAL COMMITTEE ACTION REQUESTED TO RECOMMEND THE
OZARKS TRANSPORTATION ORGANIZATION’S FUNCTIONAL
CLASSIFICATION MAP TO THE BOARD OF DIRECTORS FOR ADOPTION OR
TO RETURN THE MAP TO THE SUBCOMMITTEE FOR FURTHER FINE
TUNING.

B. Establishment of MPO Priority Roadways......ccoccvreersnrvrnsrenseensiennseensienisenens Tab 2
(10 minutes/Rudge)
While the MPO Board has established a list of five priority projects, it is typical for
MPOs to designate priority roadways for both long-range planning corridor studies and
for potential spot improvements in the MoDOT scoping and preliminary design process.
By adopting a series of priority corridors, the MPO can also better direct where regional

funds can be focused when the Board is not the lead in establishing funding priorities.
(Materials Attached.)

TECHNICAL COMMITTEE ACTION REQUESTED TO RECOMMEND THE
PRIORITY ROADWAYS TO THE BOARD OF DIRECTORS FOR ADOPTION.

C. US 60/65 Interchange TIP Amendment Request ........ccoceveeisurrnrrncrreccnrcsannne Tab 3
(10 minutes/Edwards)
Each year, the MPO receives an apportionment for bridge repair projects for bridges
located on the MoDOT roadway system. The FY04-FYO06 on-system bridge funds have
yet to be programmed for projects and the unencumbered balance exceeds $650,000.
Because of MPO priorities, staff is recommending that the unspent FY04-FY06 On-
System Bridge funds be designated for use on the US60/US65 Interchange project where
two Condition Three bridges need replacement. (Materials Attached.)

TECHNICAL COMMITTEE ACTION REQUESTED TO MAKE A
RECOMMENDATION TO THE BOARD OF DIRECTORS ON AMENDING
THE TIP TO PROGRAM FY04-FY06 ON-SYSTEM BRIDGE FUNDS FOR USE
ON THE US60/US65 INTERCHANGE PROJECT. IF RECOMMENDED FOR
APPROVAL INCLUDE THE FOLLOWING; THAT STAFF PREPARE A PRESS
RELEASE PURSUANT TO THE MPO’S PUBLIC INVOLVEMENT PROCESS
SO THAT A 15 DAY PUBLIC REVIEW PERIOD FOR THE TIP AMENDMENT
CAN BE CONDUCTED AND COMMENTS RECEIVED PRIOR TO THE
OCTOBER BOARD OF DIRECTORS MEETING.

D. Unspent Urban STP Balances ........cceveisncnrsnesisnsssssnssnssnsaisssesssossssnsssssssssens Tab 4
(10 minutes/Rudge and Miller)
Recently, MPO staff received e-mail communication from the Federal Highway
Administration (FHWA) regarding the need to program unused Urban STP funds or risk
having those funds be redistributed to other metropolitan areas. However, MoDOT has
informed MPO staff that there is not a threat to our region’s Urban STP funds. MPO
staff will discuss each eligible jurisdictions unspent Urban STP balances and MoDOT



staff will recap their discussions with FHWA regarding the status of unprogrammed
Urban STP funds. (Materials Attached.)

NO ACTION APPEARS TO BE REQUIRED. THIS AGENDA ITEM IS FOR
INFORMATIONAL PURPOSES ONLY.

F. Update on the North-South Corridor Study
(10 minutes/Edwards)
MPO staff member Sara Edwards will provide an overview on the status of the North-
South Corridor Study.

I11. Other Business

A. Technical Committee Member Announcements
(5 minutes/Technical Committee Members)
Members are encouraged to announce transportation events being scheduled that may be
of interest to MPO Technical Committee members.

B. Transportation Issues For Technical Committee Member Review
(5 minutes/Technical Committee Members)
Members are encouraged to raise transportation issues or concerns that they have for
future agenda items or later in-depth discussion by the MPO Technical Committee.

C. INTOrmAation TECIS ceeeeeeiiiiiererseneeessesesseessssessessssssrssasssssssssssssssssssssssosssssassnssassnsses Tab 5
(Articles attached.)

IV.  Adjournment
Targeted for 3:00 P.M. Next Technical Committee meeting scheduled for Wednesday,

November 15, 2006 at 1:30 PM at the Missouri State University Plaster Student Union.

DR/dr
Attachments and Enclosure

Pc:  Tom Carlson, MPO Chair Designee, Mayor, City of Springfield
David Coonrod, MPO Vice-Chair, Greene County Presiding Commissioner
Ms. Donna McQuay, Immediate Past-Chair of MPO, Mayor, City of Nixa
Stacy Burks, Senator Bond’s Office
Terry Campbell, Senator Talent’s Office
Steve MclIntosh, Congressmen Blunt’s Office
Area News Media



MEETING MINUTES

Attached for Technical Committee member review are the minutes from the last
Technical Committee meeting. Please review these minutes prior to our meeting and
note any corrections that need to be made. The Chair will ask during the meeting if any
Technical Committee member has any amendments to the attached minutes.

TECHNICAL COMMITTEE ACTION REQUESTED: To make any necessary
corrections to the minutes and then approve the minutes for public review.




OZARKS TRANSPORTATION ORGANIZATION
TECHNICAL PLANNING COMMITTEE MEETING MINUTES
July 19, 2006

The Technical Planning Committee of the Ozarks Transportation Organization met at its scheduled time
of 1:30-3:30 p.m., at the Missouri State University Plaster Student Union (East Ballroom, 3 Floor).

The following members were present:

Mr. Brian Bingle, City of Nixa (Chair) Mr. Kevin Lambeth, City of Battlefield

Mr. Earl Newman, City of Springfield Mr. Frank Miller, MoDOT

Mr. Gary Snavely, Missouri State University ~ Mr. Duffy Mooney, Greene Co. Highway Department
Mr. Fred Gress, City of Willard Mr. Wally Schrock, City of Republic

Mr. Andy Furedy, City of Springfield Ms. Natasha Longpine, SMCOG

Ms. Carol Cruise, City Utilities Mr. Bill Robinett, MoDOT

Mr. David Hutchison, City of Springfield Mr. Roger Howard, Burlington Northern Railroad
Mr. Steve Childers, City of Ozark Mr. Marc Thornsberry, City of Springfield

Mr. Ryan Mooney, Chamber of Commerce Mr. Andy Mueller, MoDOT

Mr. Terry Whaley, Ozark Greenways Mr. Harry Price, City of Springfield (a)

Mr. Bob Atchley, Christian Co. Planning & Zoning
Mr. Joel Keller, Greene Co. Planning Department

The following members were not present:

Mr. John Vicat, City of Strafford Mr. Gary Cyr, Airport

Mr. Kent Morris, Greene County Mr. Jim Dow, Springfield R-12 Schools

Mr. Brad McMahon, FHWA Mr. Mike Tettamble, Jr., Trucking Representative

Mr. Mokhtee Ahmad, FTA Mr. Dan Smith, Greene Co. Highway Dept. (Chair Elect)

Mr. Thomas Coates, FAA

Others present were: Carl Carlson, Scott Consulting Engineers; Kyle Kittrell, TranSystems; Mike
McKenna, Olsson Associates; Dan Watts, SMCOG; Steve MclIntosh, Congressman Roy Blunt’s office;
Dan Rudge, Sara Edwards and Kim Cook, Ozarks Transportation Organization.

Mr. Bingle called the July 19, 2006 Technical Planning Committee Meeting to order at 1:35 p.m.
1. Administration

A. Approval of Technical Committee Meeting Agenda
Mr. Robinett motioned to approve the agenda as presented. Mr. Gress seconded, and the motion
was carried unanimously.

B. Approval of March 15, 2006 Meeting Minutes
Mr. Robinett noted that the minutes inaccurately listed Steve Mclntosh as working for Senator
Blunt instead of Congressman Blunt’s office.
Mr. Miller asked that the minutes reflect his change voiced at the last meeting, which was to
reword 60 West Bypass to US 60 West relocation.
Mr. Thornsberry motioned to approve the March meeting minutes as amended. Mr. Price
seconded and the motion was carried unanimously.



C. Public Comment Period
No one from the public spoke.

D. Executive Director’s Report
Mr. Rudge reported that MPO staff conducted an all day bus survey for the transit development
plan. Despite high temperatures and a 5:00 a.m.— midnight schedule, overall everything went
smoothly.

Mr. Rudge reported that the Safe Route to Schools Advisory Committee had asked him to write a
letter to the Safe Route to Schools State Coordinator expressing Advisory Committee concerns
with how the program was moving forward. A conference call had been scheduled for Thursday.
Mr. Thornsberry questioned what concerns the Safe Route to Schools Advisory Committee had.
Mr. Rudge stated that there currently was not any objective criteria to determine what projects
would be funded and which would not be funded. Also the Committee wanted to require people
that apply for the funds to develop a Safe Route to Schools plan and the Coordinator wanted to be
able to just give out the funds.

Mr. Rudge reported that the Board approved all Technical Committee recommendations at its
April meeting and that no Board meeting was conducted in June.

Mr. Rudge announced that the replacement of planner Davonna Morgan would be Technical
Committee Member, Natasha Longpine from SMCOG. She will begin on July 24, 2006 and the
MPOQ is happy to have her join our team. Mr. Rudge also announced the addition of Kim Cook as
administrative assistant, who replaced Danee Avery.

II. New Business

A. Consideration of the FY 2007-2010 Transportation Improvement Program
Ms. Edwards reported that in the past the TIP has had a three year horizon to remain in
conformance with federal law. With the passage of the Safe, Accountable, Flexible, and Efficient
Transportation Equity Act: A Legacy for Users (SAFETEA-LU), the TIP must now be based on a
four year cycle.

Ms. Edwards reported that a few minor changes have been made to TIP and are as follows:

» Enhancements (Page C6) adding College Station Phase IIl moving it out of 06 and into 07. The
funding changed, using CDBG money. Overall change to dollar amount is within $2,000.00.

e Transit Program (Page E6) Some #’s have changed with the Bus Transfer Facility.

e Transit Program (Page E19) Intermodal Transfer-Facility Parking-Deck. This is a new page.
City Utilities and the Intermodal Transfer Facility were listed as one project but now they are
separate.

Ms. Edwards presented reviews from FHWA & MoDOT. Minor modifications were made to
clarify financial reports, review language and projections.

Ms. Edwards presented a summary of total funding in the TIP broken down by categories. There
is approximately $341 million total in the FY 2007-2010 TIP. Also, on the enhancements
projects, the OTO received 13 applicants and 11 of the 13 were able to be funded. The total
amount available for enhancements was about $1.7 million. All but $8,000 was able to be
programmed.



Mr. Thornsberry questioned as to why (D9) showed St. Louis incomplete.
Ms. Edwards stated that the item should be corrected to show the project complete.

Mr. Miller requested that the TIP reflect MoDOT changes for ITS project job numbers to begin
with AQ instead of AP.

Mr. Rudge commended the work of Senator’s Bond and Talent, and Congressman Blunt for
providing federal funding for key regional projects. Mr. Rudge asked the representatives present
to please pass on the OTO’s gratitude.

Ms. Edwards requested that the FY 2007-2010 TIP be recommended to the Board of Directors for
adoption. If recommended for approval to include the following; staff prepare a press release
pursuant to the MPO’s public involvement process so that a 15 day public review period for the
TIP can be conducted and comments received prior to the August Board of Directors meeting.

Ms. Cruise made a motion to recommend the FY 2007-2010 TIP to the Board of Directors for
approval. Mr. Miller seconded and the motion was carried unanimously.

B. Missouri Department of Transportation STIP Adoption Request
Mr. Rudge stated that every year, MoDOT adopts a Statewide Transportation Improvement
Program (STIP). As part of its efforts to continue to work closely with its planning partners,
MoDOT has requested a portion of the STIP covering the OTO service area be adopted by the
MPO.

Mr. Miller reported the STIP is mostly an update from last year’s program. A few scoping
projects were added as the first phase of bringing a project forward.

Mr. Childers made a motion to recommend the STIP to the Board of Directors for adoption. Mr.
Gress seconded and the motion was carried unanimously.

C. Designated Recipient for FTA Section 5307, 5316, 5317 Funds
As part of Safe, Accountable, Flexible and Efficient Transportation Equity Act: A Legacy for
Users (SAFETEA-LU), two new funding categories were revised from discretionary to formula
funding as it relates to FTA programs. Under federal requirements, all FTA formula funds must
have one designated recipient to receive and administer these funds. In the past, Section 5307
funds were the only formula funds received in the OTO service area and the designated recipient
was City Utilities Transit. The FTA has requested that the MPO revise their designated recipient
resolution to include the new Section 5316 (Job Access Reverse Commute or JARC) and Section
5317 (New Freedoms Initiative). As before, the MPO would develop selection criteria and rate
and rank the funding request submissions. Mr. Rudge added that the OTO would form a special
subcommittee should any disputes arise between City Utilities Transit and the applicant or
recipients.

Mr. Snavely made a motion to recommend the revised Designated Recipient resolution to the
Board of Directors for adoption. Mr. Thornsberry seconded and the motion was carried
unanimously.



D. Long-Range Transportation Plan Citizen Comment Review
Mr. Rudge reported that as part of the Long-Range Transportation Process, federal regulations
require that significant public comments must be reviewed and considered by the Board of
Directors before adoption of the plan. At the April Board meeting, staff shared six significant
public comments with the Board. The Board determined that five comments were adequately
addressed by staff and the Long-Range Plan Subcommittee and no additional action was required
on those comments. The sixth comment involves extensive revisions to the Major Thoroughfare
Plan in and around Republic. Since the last Board meeting, the City of Republic has decided to
table consideration of these revisions until a later date. However, because the comment involves
the Major Thoroughfare Plan the Technical Committee needs to decide if it would like to review
the suggested revisions or table them until the City of Republic decides to re-consider the
recommendations.

Mr. Rudge requested to either form a subcommittee to review the Major Thoroughfare Plan
revisions or to table the review until the City of Republic decides to revisit the recommendations.

Mr. Schrock made a motion to table the review until the City of Republic decides to revisit the
recommendations. Mr. Childers seconded and the motion was carried unanimously.

E. Selection of Additional Priority Subcommittee
Mr. Rudge stated that as of June this year all five of our regional priority projects are either in
scoping, design, or construction. As a result, MoDOT has requested that the MPO consider
developing a short list of other priority projects so that MoDOT can use this list to determine
which projects should begin the scoping process. Our original priority projects would remain as
our top five priorities until such time as construction on them is complete.

Mr. Rudge suggested we develop an Additional Priority Subcommittee to create the requested list
of possible priority projects.

Mr. Bingle questioned as to what the difference is between scoping and preliminary design.

Mr. Mueller stated that scoping is what comes first. We are determining what the need is so we
can decide what the project will be. Preliminary design is where we already have an idea that the
need is there and we can get somebody on board to handle environmental clearances, etc.

Mr. Bingle asked for volunteers for the subcommittee and those members that volunteered were:
Mr. Steve Childers, Mr. Wally Schrock, Mr. Fred Gress, Mr. Marc Thornsberry, Mr. Duffy
Mooney, Mr. Ryan Mooney, Mr. Brian Bingle, Mr. Earl Newman and Mr. Bob Atchley.

F. Functional Classification Map Subcommittee
As part of the MPO’s Triennial Review Process, it was recommended that MoDOT, in
consultation with the OTO, update its Functional Classification Map. The roadway Functional
Classification Map differs from the Major Thoroughfare Plan Map in that the adopted Major
Thoroughfare Plan Map represents what functional classification each roadway will be in 2030.
The Functional Classification Map represents what type of roadway currently exists as built.

Mr. Miller reported that originally the intent was to update the Functional Classification Map
every three years. However, it has now been six years since the last update.

Mr. Rudge requested that a subcommittee be formed to update the Functional Classification Map.



Mr. Bingle asked for volunteers and those members that volunteered were: Mr. Steve Childers,
Mr. Brian Bingle, Mr. Bob Atchley, Mr. Frank Miller, Mr. Joel Keller, Mr. Wally Schrock, Mr.
Earl Newman and Mr. David Hutchison.

G. Update on the North-South Corridor Study
Mr. Mike McKenna with Olsson Associates reported that they have completed collecting data,
conducting agency meetings and public meetings for the North-South Corridor Study. They will
begin processing all the data and review information from meetings, etc.

Mr. McKenna asked what time frame/process of review for the preliminary study would need to
take place. Mr. Rudge stated that Olsson Associates would need to submit the preliminary study a
minimum of one week prior to the next Committee meeting to allow time to review the study
before the meeting.

Mr. McKenna stated that the study will be submitted for review one week or more before the
September 20, 2006 Technical Committee meeting.

II1. Other Business

A. Technical Committee Member Announcements
Mr. Thornsberry wanted to compliment MoDOT for their acceleration of the Smooth Roads
program and the fact that they really have saved the taxpayers money.

Mr. Miller wanted to welcome Mr. Atchley to the Committee.

B. Transportation Issues for Technical Committee Member Review
None.

C. Information Items

None.

IV. Adjournment
Mr. Robnett made a motion to adjourn the meeting. Mr. Schrock seconded the motion. The meeting
was adjourned at 2:25 p.m.

The next scheduled meeting of the Technical Committee has been scheduled for Wednesday,
September 20, 2006, 1:30 — 3:30 p.m., Plaster Student Union, Missouri State University.



TECHNICAL COMMITTEE AGENDA 09/06; ITEM II.B
Establishment of MPO Priority Roadways

Ozarks Transportation Organization
(Springfield, MO Area MPO)

AGENDA DESCRIPTION: At the last Technical Committee meeting, a subcommittee
was formed to recommend an additional set of priority projects to provide
direction for the Board of Directors and MoDOT in determining what projects
should be next in line for scoping and preliminary design. This would allow the
MPO to select projects based on regional priorities rather than having the Board
react to individual requests from citizen-based or business groups.

After some debate, the subcommittee agreed that instead of establishing a list of
priority projects, the MPO should establish a list of priority corridors. These
corridors would be selected based on what corridors where most important in
facilitating regional movement and connecting the region to other parts of the
state and nation. Because the corridors are set as priorities, long-range planning
studies could also be targeted at improving the movement of people and goods
over the long-range plan horizon. The list identifies five existing priority
corridors including known locations where spot improvements could improve
regional traffic flow. In addition, the route for the new North-South corridor is
included on the list. By adopting a series of priority corridors, the MPO can
better direct where regional funds should be directed when the Board of Directors
is not the lead in establishing funding priorities.

SUBCOMMITTEE RECOMMENDATION: The subcommittee carefully considered
multiple travel corridors and selected these five priorities based on their
importance for regional travel and for connectivity to other parts of the state and
nation. The subcommittee unanimously recommends these corridors to the full
technical committee.

TECHNICAL COMMITTEE ACTION REQUESTED: To either recommend the list
of MPO Priority Roadways for Scoping and Preliminary Design to the Board of
Directors for adoption or to return the list to the subcommittee for further
consideration.




OTO Scoping and Preliminary Design High Priority Corridors

US 65 — Capacity Improvements to Include Six Lanes from 1-44 to Route 14
Interchange improvements at Chestnut and US 65 including RR grade separation
Interchange improvements at Battlefield and US 65
Interchange improvements at Route 14 and US 65

US 60 — Capacity Improvements
Interchange improvements at National Avenue and James River Freeway
Interchange improvements at James River Freeway and Campbell Avenue
Upgrade to Freeway from US 65 through Rogersville
US 60 West Relocation Study (MPO portion of US 60/SR37 from AR to JRF)

I-44 — Capacity Improvements
Interchange improvements at Route 13 and 1-44
Interchange Improvements at Route 266 and 1-44

US 160 — Capacity Improvements
Capacity improvements from Springfield to Willard
Capacity improvements from James River Freeway south through Nixa.

Route 14 — Capacity Improvements
Capacity improvements from Business 65 in Ozark to US 160 in Nixa
Bridge Widening over 65

Selected North South Corridor resulting from Study

The above list was not developed in order to preempt the scoping or
development of existing projects. The existing scoping projects, which are
listed below, appear in the 2007-2010 Transportation Improvement
Program. These projects listed below remain a priority. The list above was
developed to direct future scoping decisions, when additional resources
become available.

Existing Scoping Projects

MoDOT Job # Route Project Description

850736 RT CC Grading, widening, resurfacing and minor realignment from Route 160 to Route 65.

8P0588 MO 14 Grading, widening, resurfacing and minor realignment from west of Main Street in Nixa
to west of Route 65.

8P0786 MO 14 Scoping for roadway safety improvements at Tiffany/Majestic Oak Drive in Nixa.

8P0605 UsS 65 Improve system efficiency and capacity from Valley Water Mill in Springfield to Route F
in Ozark

850724 RT H Scoping to determine needs at interchange and intersections on Rte. H from north of




FR102 (Valley Water Mill) to south of 1-44

850835 RTM Add turn lanes, signal at Republic High School

850795 New Scoping for needs of new access road to serve new Midfield terminal at
Springfield/Branson National Airport

8P0760 Var Scoping for Advanced Transportation Management System at MoDOT's at various routes
in Springfield area

8P0858 Var Repair guardrail in the Ozarks Transportation Boundary

8P0683D us 60 Scoping for corridor preservation for US 60/J/NN interchange with corresponding outer
roads from w/o Highland Springs Rd. to e/o Farm Road 213

8P0O683E us 60 Scoping for corridor preservation for interchange and outer roads from west of FR213 to
FR247

8P0683B uUs 60 Rebuild interchange and replace cloverleaf with directional ramps at Route 60/65
interchange in southeast Springfield

8P0791 Us 60 PE to determine intersection needs at James River Freeway and National in Springfield

8P0792 us 60 PE to determine intersection needs at James River Freeway and Route 160/13
(Campbell) in Springfield

8PO789 BU 65 PE to determine intersection needs at Glenstone and Primrose in Springfield

8P0850 UsS 65 Scoping to improve interchange capacity at Rte. Business 65 (Chestnut Expressway)

8P0841 MO 13 Scoping to improve interchange capacity at 1-44

850851 MO 266  Scoping to improve capacity on Chestnut Expressway at I-44 interchange and between
1-44 and Route AB

850790 MO 744  PE to determine intersection needs at Kearney and National in Springfield

850852 MO 744  Scoping to determine pavement rehabilitation needs from Route 65 to Route OO

810860 1-44 Repair guard cable in the Ozarks Transportation Organization boundary

810862 1-44 Repair guard cable in the Ozarks Transportation Organization boundary

8P0856 US 160  Scoping to improve intersection capacity at Hughes Road in Willard




TECHNICAL COMMITTEE AGENDA 09/06; ITEM II.C
US 60/US6S On-System Bridge TIP Amendment Request

Ozarks Transportation Organization
(Springfield, MO Area MPO)

AGENDA DESCRIPTION: Each year, the MPO receives an apportionment for repair
projects for bridges on the MoDOT roadway system. The FY04-FY06 on-system
bridge funds have yet to be programmed for projects and the unencumbered
balance exceeds $650,000. While there are a number of bridges that qualify for
these funds, staff believes that on-system bridge funds should be used on MPO
priority projects that have a Condition Three bridge included in the project area.

The US60/US65 Interchange Project contains two Condition Three bridges. In
order to complete the project, MoDOT has phased the project and is exploring
funding options for future phases. Currently, renovation for one of the Condition
Three bridges is in a later phase of the project and funding is contingent on how
low the construction bids are for earlier phases.

STAFF RECOMMENDATION: Since the request is using unencumbered funds and
would be used on a top five MPO priority project, staff recommends approval of
the TIP amendment request.

TECHNICAL COMMITTEE ACTION REQUESTED: To either recommend the US
60/US65 TIP amendment to the Board of Directors for approval or to form a
special subcommittee to further study the issue. If recommended for approval
include the following; that staff prepare a press release pursuant to the MPO’s
Public Involvement Process so that a 15 day public review period for TIP
amendments can be conducted and comments received prior to the February
Board of Directors meeting.




PROGRAMMED IMPROVEMENTS
— Highway/ Roads —

CITY OF SPRINGFIELD (Incorporated City Limits)
FY2008

Traffic Signal/Traffic Calming Annual Program 2007-2010 ..............ocoooooooeeoeee oo TIP #SP0801
Install one new signal annually or replace and maintain signal system.

Work or Fund Category: Design/ROW/Construction
Local (City of Springfield s cent sales tax): $400,000
TOTAL FY2008: $400,000
* This project is subject to voter approval

FY2009

US 60/65 (MODOT Project #8PO68B3C) ..........cocoouiiiiiiiiiic et ev e TIP # SP0626
Interchange and Ramp Improvements at Route 60/65. Amendment 3 Major Project

MoDOT Funding Category: Major Projects
Work or Fund Category: Construction
Previous Funding: $3,721,000
MoDOT: $44,694,000
TOTAL FY2009: 44,694,000
Total Project: $48,415,000
This project is subject to the State Legislature approval for bonding.

Traffic Signal/Traffic Calming Annual Program 2007-2010 .............cooooiiirieeoeee oo, TIP #SP0801
Install one new signal annually or replace and maintain signal system.

Work or Fund Category: Design/ROW/Construction
Local (City of Springfield %4 cent sales tax): $400,000
TOTAL FY2009: $400,000
* This project is subject to voter approval

Route 65 (MODOT HBPOBOTY) ...ciiviiiiiirusinsimmimim s iesariasssss il s s s oes s s ssesannrnnsseasaras TIP #5P0901
Rebuild northbound bridge A0647 over Route 60 in southeast Springfield. To be let in combination with 8P0683C
and 8P0898.

Federal Source Agency: FHWA
Federal Funding Category: Bridge
MoDOT Funding Category: Taking Care of System
Work or Fund Category: Construction
FHWA: $3,304,800
MoDOT: $826,200
Total FY2009: 4,131,000

Route 60 (MODOT #BPOBOB) ......ccocoiiiiiiiiiteee ettt et e ettt e eee et ereos e nee TIP #SP0902
Redeck and widen westbound bridge L-5142 over James River/Lake Springfield in southeast Springfield. To be let
in combination with 8P0683C and 8P0897.

Federal Source Agency: FHWA

Federal Funding Category: STP/BRM

MoDOT Funding Category: Taking Care of System
Work or Fund Category: Construction

FHWA (STP): $4,189,949
FHWA (BRM): $654,051
MoDOT: $1,211,000

Total FY2009: $6,055,000

OZARKS TRANSPORTATION ORGANIZATION
2007-2010 Transportation Improvement Program
D37



FINANCIAL SUMMARY

-Highways/ Roads--

2009
PROJECT FEDERAL
STP Urban STP NHS BRIDGE ITS TOTAL
GR0901 50 $180,000 $180,000
NX0901 $0 $3,297,050]  $3,297,050
NX0902 $0 $1,296,750] $1,296,750
SP0626 $0|  $44,694,000 $44,694,000
SP0801 $0 $400,000 $400,000
SP0901 $3,304,800 43,304,800 $826,000 $4,131,000
SP0902 $4,189,949 $654,051 $4,844,000]  $1,211,000 $6,055,000
MO0901 30 $173,000 $173,000
MO0902 $444,000 $444,000 $111,000 $555,000
MO0903 $548,800 $548,800 $137,200 $454,873] $1,140,873
TOTAL $0| $8,487,549 $0 $654,051 $0]  $9,141,600| $47,332,200] $5,448,673| $61,922,473

OZARKS TRANSPORTATION ORGANIZATION
2007-2010 Transportation Improvement Program

F9




--Highways/ Roads--

FINANCIAL SUMMARY

FINANCIAL CONSTRAINTS
FEDERAL | MoDOT Local Total
STP Urban STP NHS BRIDGE ITS TOTAL

Anticipated | $14,893,603|  $9,266,894| $12,183,200| $1,613,600 $596,862| $38,554,159| $32,066,890| $20,323,485/$90,944,534
2007

Programmed|  $4,050,400|  $9,266,894| $12,183,200] $1,613,600 $596,862| $27,710,956| $32,066,890| $20,323,485/$80,101,331
Balance $10,843,203 $0 $0 $0 $0]  $10,843,203 $0 $0/$10,843,203
2008

Anticipated* |  $2,853,954|  $4,095,886|  $4,750,000|  $2,151,200 $739,656| $14,590,696| $7,439,685| $13,588,597|$35,618,978
2008

Programmed |  $6,661,284|  $4,095,886|  $4,750,000]  $2,151,200 $739,656| $18,398,026] $7,439,685| $13,588,597/$39,426,308
Balance -$3,807,330 $0 $0 $0 $0] -$3,807,330 $0 $0| -$3,807,330
2009

Anticipated* |  $2,853,954|  $8,487,549 $0 $654,051 $0] $11,995,554| $47,332,200]  $5,448,673|$64,776,427
2009

Programmed $0|  $8,487,549 $0 $654,051 $0|  $9,141,600| $47,332,200|  $5,448,673({$61,922,473
Balance $2,853,954 $0 $0 $0 $0]  $2,853,954 $0 $0| $2,853,954
2010

Anticipated* |  $2,853,954]  $2,199,200 $0 $0 $0| 45,053,154 $549,800|  $9,439,769($15,042,723
2010

Programmed $0|  $2,199,200 $ $0 $0|  $2,199,200 $549,800|  $9,439,769|$12,188,769
Balance $2,853,954 $0 $ $0 $0]  $2,853,954 $0 $0| $2,853,954
TOTAL BALANCE REMAINING 2007-2010 $12,743,780

OZARKS TRANSPORTATION ORGANIZATION
2007-2010 Transportation Improvement Program
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TECHNICAL COMMITTEE AGENDA 09/06; ITEM IL.D
Unspent Urban STP Balances

Ozarks Transportation Organization
(Springfield, MO Area MPO)

AGENDA DESCRIPTION: Recently, MPO staff received e-mail communication from
the Federal Highway Administration (FHWA) regarding the need to program
unused Urban STP funds or risk having those funds be redistributed to other
metropolitan areas. However, MoDOT has informed MPO staff that there is not a
threat to our region’s Urban STP funds. MPO staff will discuss each eligible
jurisdictions unspent Urban STP balances and MoDOT staff will recap their
discussions with FHWA regarding the status of unprogrammed Urban STP funds.

The correspondence suggests that unobligated Urban STP balances must be
explained so that FHWA can complete its due diligence regarding STP balances
as required under SAFETEA-LU. Also according to the correspondence,
Missouri is not one of the states considered to be in non-compliance with the
requirement. Staff has therefore placed this item on the agenda so that each of the
MPO jurisdictions is aware of the requirements, what corrective actions are
necessary, if any, and what consequences there may be if Urban STP funds are
not obligated.

TECHNICAL COMMITTEE ACTION REQUESTED: None. This agenda item is
for informational purposes only.




A Memorandum

U.S. Department
of Transportation
Federal Highway

Administration
SENT BY ELECTRONIC MAIL

subjectt ACTION: Funds Suballocated to Urbanized Date: August 7, 2006
Areas Over 200,000 Population

/Original signed by C. J. Burbank (for)/ Reply to
From:  Frederick G. Wright, Jr. Atn.of:  HEP-2
Executive Director

To:  Division Administrators

The purpose of this memorandum is to direct your attention to 23 U.S.C. 133(f), as amended by
SAFETEA-LU. This provision requires States to make obligation authority (OA) available for
funds suballocated to urbanized areas over 200,000 population over two 3-year periods - FYs
2004-2006 and 2007-2009. Section 133(f)(2) specifies that it is the joint responsibility of each
State, each affected MPO and the Secretary of Transportation to ensure compliance with this
provision. Attachment 1 includes notes on this provision that may be helpful to you.

Section 133(f) applies to all States except Alaska and Hawaii (which have a legislative
exemption) and those States that do not have any urbanized areas with a population over 200,000
(Maine, Montana, North Dakota, South Dakota, Vermont, West Virginia, and Wyoming). Puerto
Rico is also excepted from 133(f). Since enactment of ISTEA, the 41 affected States have been
required to make OA available to these urbanized areas at the same rate that the States receive
OA. (Idaho was not covered by this requirement until FY 2003.)

Attachments 2 and 3 are FMIS reports M89A and M83A that show the status of obligations of
suballocated funds as of June 30, 2006. The data in these reports are cumulative beginning with
FY 1992, except for Idaho which only has had suballocated STP funds beginning with FY 2003.
More current data can be obtained by running these reports in FMIS.

The M89A report shows the “target” amount of OA that each State must “make available” to
urbanized areas with population over 200,000 and the amount of suballocated funds actually
obligated. They do not show the OA a State may have made available that an urbanized area did
not use. For example, an area may choose to accumulate annual apportionments for a large
project to be developed in a later year or may have a project going through the environmental
process for which funds and OA will not be needed until some future year. Thus, the tables
should be used as only one indication of whether the States have made the obligation authority
available.




The M89A shows that as of June 30, nine States (Alabama, Colorado, Idaho, Iowa, Mississippi,
North Carolina, Oklahoma, Tennessee, and Virginia) have obligated less than 85 percent and
16 States (Arkansas, California, Florida, Indiana, Kansas, Minnesota, Nebraska, Nevada, New
Jersey, New Mexico, New York, Oregon, South Carolina, Texas, Utah, and Washington) have
obligated between 85 to 95 percent of their target amounts.

FHWA oversight of the provisions of 23 USC 133(f) is important. To fulfill our oversight
responsibilities, Divisions in these 25 States should discuss this matter with the State and MPOs
and facilitate an agreement as to how and when the remaining suballocated funds will eventually
be obligated or an agreement among the affected organizations that the OA was “made
available,” but not used by the MPO(s). Please advise Tony Solury in HEP by August 25 as to
whether such an agreement has been reached and what the agreement indicates so that FIHITWA
can be responsive if this question arises in the coming months. Attachment 4 is a form that may
facilitate your response.

If you have any questions about Section 133(f), please feel free to contact Tony at 202-366-5003.

Attachments (4)

cc: Directors of Field Services



FHWA:HEP-2:TSolury:65003:8/2/2006
bce:  HEP-1, HEPP-1, HCF-1, HCF-1, HCF-30, HIF-1, HAD-1, HCC-30, TPL-1



Attachment 1

NOTES FOR DIVISIONS ON 23 USC 133(f)

Section 133(f) of title 23, U.S.C. applies to suballocated STP funds and any additions to the
STP or apportionment adjustments (Hold Harmless, 90 percent of Payment Adjustments,
Interstate Reimbursement, Donor State Bonus, Minimum Guarantee, and Equity Bonus) that
are subject to the suballocation provisions of Section 133(d). It does not apply to pre-TEA-
21 Minimum Allocation funds that were not subject to the obligation limitation.

This requirement can not be met by counting the obligation of other categories of Federal-aid
funds (e.g., CMAQ, NHS, HBRRP, etc) obligated within these urbanized areas.

It is recognized that a variety of factors affect the information over time and can result in an
appearance of a problem in complying with Section 133(f) when no problem may exist. For
example, because of the way projects are advanced, the amount obligated changes daily.
Further, with the additional apportionments and obligation authority made available each FY,
obligation percentages are naturally lower at the beginning of a FY than at the end. Other
reasons for low obligation rates of suballocated funds need to be considered on a State-by-
State and individual urbanized area basis.

If the “Percent of Target Obligated” in the M89A for a State is close to or above 100 percent,
it would imply that the State is complying with this provision. However, since the provision
needs to be complied with for each separate urbanized area, the data in the M83 A report
should be reviewed for each urbanized area to determine if corrective action may be needed
in a specific area.

The M83A does not include the percent OA received or the obligation target for each
urbanized area. To calculate the percent of the obligation target that has been obligated for
an area, it will be necessary to multiply the total obligations for the area in the M83 A by the
percent OA that the State has received from the second column of the M89A and then divide
the total obligations for the area to date by this target amount.



Attachment 4

Report on Status of Suballocated Funds
[23 U.S.C. 133(9)]
State:
Report Prepared by:

Date of Report:

% of Target | Obligation

Urbanized Area Obligated | Shortfall

Comments/Findings*

* Please indicate if the State and MPO agree that the OA was made available to the urbanized

area, why the funds have not been obligated, and add any other explanatory material that would
be helpful.
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Christian County

STP-Urban Balance

Appropriation FY03 & 04 316,983
Kansas Extension Study Obligation {205,342)
Appropriation FY 05 187,185
Projected Appropriation FY 06 158,260
Nicholas at 14 {50,000)
Projected Appropriation FY 07 160,848
Longview Extension {200,000)
Highway 14 Eastern Bypass {176,000)
Balance 191,934




Greene County

STP-Urban Balance

Small Urban Remaining Funds $344,279
Appropriation FY 03 & 04 $1,271,553
Appropriation FY 05 $750,877
Transfer from City of Battlefield $45,000
Appropriation FY 06 $634,845
Weaver/Campbell {$1,132,142)
JRF/ Glenstone {$500,000)
Glenstone, 1-44 to Valley Water Mill {$1,500,000)
Projected Appropriation FY 07 $645,228
TOTAL $559,641




City of Battlefield

STP-Urban Balance

Appropriation FY 03 & 04 $57,625
Obligation (Transfer to Greene County) (345,000)
Appropriation FY 05 $34,029
Appropriation FY 06 $28,770
Projected Approriation FY 07 $29,241

Balance

$104,664




STP-Urban Balance

City of Nixa

Appropriation FY 03 & 04 $286,526
Appropriation FY 05 $169,199
Appropriation FY 06 $143,053
Nicolas/14 {$50,000)
Tiffany/ Majestic/14 {$224,000)
CC Study ($24,000)
Projected Appropriation FY 07 $145,393

Balance

$446,171




City of Ozark

STP-Urban Balance

Appropriation FY03 & 04 $234,424
Appropriation FY 05 $138,432
Appropriation FY 06 $117,040
Projected Appropriation FY 07 $118,955

Balance

$608,851




City of Republic STP-Urban Funds

Amount Amount
Date Available Obligated Balance
10/1/2003 $303,436.03 $ 303,436.03
3/19/2004 $303,436.03 $303,436.00 30.03
2005 $33,077.66 0.00  $33,077.66
2006 $33,077.66 0  $33,077.66
2008 $33,077.66 0  $33,077.66
2009 $33,077.66 0  $33,077.66

$132,310.67



City of Springfield

STP-Urban Balance

Small Urban Balance

$3,163,402.68

FY 03/04 Allocation

$3,568,014.70

FY 05

$2,106,983.81

FY 06

$1,781,394.05

Weaver/ Campbell Intersection

$1,553,142.00)

Glenstone/JRF/Republic Interchange

$1,726,400.00)

National/ Chestnut Intersection

Glenstone/ Primrose

$1,400,000.00)

Glenstone (I-44 to Valley Water Mill)

{
{
($1,400,000.00)
(
(

$1,200,000.00)

Campbell Avenue Traffic Signals {$240,000.00)
44/65 Enhancements {$74,000.00)
Railroad Reconfiguration Study ($800,000.00)

Projected Appropriation FY 07

$1,810,529.46

BALANCE

$4,036,782.70

Projects are estimated figures. Actual obligations pending program agreements.



INFORMATION ITEMS

Attached for Technical Committee member review are various information items regarding
transportation in our region, state, and nation. These information items are typically drawn
from newspapers, special reports, and mailings received by MPO staff. They are provided
for the sole purpose of keeping MPO Technical Committee members apprised of
transportation issues currently under review by MPO staff and/or other transportation
organizations. The focus is on information that may have a direct impact on the Ozarks
Transportation Organization study area.
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City ponders more spaces for bicycles: Existing rule viewed as insufficient.

Matthew Leblang, Columbia Daily Tribune, Mo.

Sep. 10--Fred Schmidt rides everywhere on his bike.
He rides to the store. He rides to work. He even rides for pleasure in Columbia parks.

Deciding what to do with the bicycle after reaching his destination is sometimes a challenge. Often there
aren't any bike racks at businesses he visits, and Schmidt is left searching for somewhere to tether his two-
wheeler.

"I'm used to lashing my bike to whatever is convenient," he said.

The city in 2001 put in place regulations that require some businesses to provide parking places for bicycles.
The requirements call for new commercial developments with more than 50 vehicle parking spaces to install
bicycle racks or lockers where bikes can be secured.

Smaller businesses such as convenience stores and drug stores of less than 10,000 square feet were
exempted because those who drafted the law worried the regulations would hurt owners of small businesses.

City leaders now say the parking requirements -~ part of Columbia's zoning regulations -- are outdated and
should be changed. More residents are traveling by pedal power, they say, and all businesses should tailor
their parking lots to accommodate bicyclists.

"We made a progressive start,” said Mayor Darwin Hindman, "but I think" the regulations "are actually
inadequate. We need to look into reforming it.”

The Columbia City Council agreed last week to move forward with a review of the regulations, and the city's
Bicycle and Pedestrian Commission will begin discussions on the issue later this month.

Bicycle parking in Columbia is required on a sliding scale, depending on the number of vehicle parking spaces
at a business. For example, lots with 100 to 199 vehicle spaces must have at least 12 parking places for
bikes. Lots with 300 or more vehicle spaces need to have bicycle parking equal to 5 percent of the number of
vehicle spaces.

Tim Teddy, the city's director of planning, said comments from developers about the regulations have largely
been positive since they were introduced. He acknowledged, however, that across-the-board requirements
sometimes don't fit well with certain types of developments.

Large stores such as Sam's Club on Conley Road have dozens of bicycle spaces because of the size of their
parking lots, even though it's unlikely shoppers would frequent those stores on two wheels.

"That's what the variance process is for,” Teddy said, "to adjust" the regulations "to reality. If an owner feels
this is excessive, they could go to the Board of Adjustment.”

A report to the city council says the method of calculating the required bicycle parking spaces will also be
reviewed.

Other cities, including Springfield, calculate the number of bike spaces needed based on the size of buildings.

http://www6.lexisnexis.com/publisher/EndUser? Action=UserDisplayFullDocument&orgld... 9/11/2006
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Marya Morris, a senior research associate with the American Planning Association, said bicycle parking
has become a popular topic among the nation's city planners. An increasing number of trails in U.S. cities
appears to be driving the discussion, she said.

In Columbia, the discussion likely will center on the cost of installing bike racks -- planners estimate one rack
costs $2,000 -- and whether a formula can be found to tailor regulations to meet the needs of local cyclists
and businesses.

Businessman Jeff Viles said it's important that changes to regulations apply specifically to the needs of
prospective customers at small businesses.

"The city paints with toco wide a brush,” Viles said.

Don Stamper, of the Central Missouri Development Council, said city officials should focus first on problems
such as road infrastructure and affordable housing.

"We've got a lot of priorities and needs in the community," he said.

Schmidt said he would rather see business owners instalf bicycle parking on their own, without city
regulations.

"These are hard types of things to write,” he said.

Copyright (c) 2006, Columbia Daily Tribune, Mo. Distributed by McClatchy-Tribune Business News. For
reprints, email , call 800-374-7985 or 847-635-6550, send a fax to 847-635-6968, or write to The
Permissions Group Inc., 1247 Milwaukee Ave., Suite 303, Glenview, IL 60025, USA.
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EDITORIAL: Step Toward Smart Growth

The Hartford Courant, Conn.

Sep. 10--Connecticut has lagged behind most Northeastern states in fighting sprawl, resulting in poorly
planned, low-density development in many of our suburban and rural towns. Sprawl has meant more traffic
congestion and poliution, loss of farms and forests, higher costs for infrastructure and services and a loss of
housing variety.

Let's hope that will change.

In an unusually passionate announcement last weekend, Gov. M. Jodi Rell said she's begun a national search
for a deputy commissioner of the state Department of Transportation who will focus on mass transit and anti-
sprawl| measures.

"We need tc combat sprawl," Mrs. Rell said. "Our goal is to create more attractive, livable, economically
strong communities while protecting natural rescurces, and our battle to attain those goals must include
mass transit.” She spoke of bringing affordable housing and business to the areas around transit stops, to
create "walkable, bikable neighborhoods."”

The governor correctly observes that transit and transit-related planning "have been on the back burner for
decades." To turn things around, the "state's economic development, environment, public health, energy and
transportation policies need to be coordinated and balanced every step of the way."

Mrs. Rell framed the issue properly. But to succeed, she -- or her successor -- must oversee and support the
effort. This editorial page argued that the DOT commissioner, not a deputy commissioner, should be the
expert in transit and transit-oriented development. Nonetheless, the deputy commissioner can be a leader in
fighting sprawl, with the strong support of the commissioner and the governor.

In addition, the governor needs to champion a legislative package that will create incentives to build in town
centers and transit corridors, provide maore help for regional planners and local land-use officials, and make a
stronger commitment to farmland preservation.

The governor should initiate a statewide review of zoning legislation, because current zoning laws in many
towns are outdated and work against smart growth.

Mrs. Rell has supported $3.5 billion in transportation improvements in the past two years. Her national search
for a transit leader is another step toward reversing the helter-skelter development that is threatening the
state's vaunted quality of life. With perseverance, these initiatives will grow into a solid smart-growth
policy in Connecticut.

Copyright (c) 2006, The Hartford Courant, Conn. Distributed by McClatchy-Tribune Business News. For
reprints, email , call 800-374-7985 or 847-635-6550, send a fax to 847-635-6968, or write to The
Permissions Group Inc., 1247 Milwaukee Ave., Suite 303, Glenview, IL 60025, USA.
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City to file for light-rail damages: Several flaws found, and more are expected

Richard Rubin, The Charlotte Observer, N.C.

Sep. 7--City officials cited a litany of errors Wednesday in the design of Charlotte's light-rail line, blaming a
contractor for problems that will push the project beyond its $427 million budget.

Alleged mistakes by Parsons Transportation Group include:

--Designing an 11-foot ceiling in a maintenance building's boiler room that was supposed to hold an 11-foot,
7-inch boiler.

--Failing to coordinate schedules between different contractors. In one case, a contractor was supposed to
install ticket machines on the platforms -- before the platforms were built.

--Planning a parking deck near Interstate 485 with incorrectly estimated soil conditions and handicapped
parking spaces that would not meet building codes.

Most of the problems were discovered during construction of the 9.6-mile line along South Boulevard, which
is still scheduled to open in late November 2007. The project is only 56 percent complete, and the city
expects to discover more problems.

The Charlotte Area Transit System has not created a new budget or totaled the cost of Parsons' errors.

"We just can't speculate on a number today," said city attorney Mac McCarley. The city plans to file a claim
for damages against Parsons at the end of the project, and a lawsuit is possible, he said.

A spokeswoman for California-based Parsons declined to answer questions Wednesday, saying the company
was still trying to get its facts straight before commenting publicly.

City Council members learned of the problems from the city staff during a two-hour closed meeting Tuesday,
and several expressed disappointment that they were not told soconer.

"What's clear to me is that somebody was asleep at the switch," said Democrat Anthony Foxx. "And I think
that taxpayers hold us accountable for making sure that their resources are being expended wisely, and we
have a responsibility to hold staff accountable for that as well."

Parsons has been involved in the South Corridor project even longer than CATS CEO Ron Tober, who was
hired in summer 1999. By that time, Parsons' consultants were holding meetings with citizens along the
cerridor.

The rail line is CATS' first big project, and as it moved from concept to completion, the agency tried to avoid
expanding its staff too quickly, Tober said. Parsons was hired to design the line and oversee construction.

Although some CATS officials worked in the same building as Parsons, the public employees were outmanned
as they tried to supervise the designers. CATS had two engineers on the project. At times, Tober said,
Parsons had 100 people working on the line.

"We won't make that mistake again," he said, adding that CATS put too much trust in Parsons.

In 2004 and 2005, CATS started running into problems with the consultants, including high construction bids.

http://www6.lexisnexis.com/publisher/EndUser? Action=UserDisplayFullDocumenté&orgld... 9/11/2006
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"The relationship between client and consultant deteriorated,” according to a 2005 report from an oversight
firm hired by the federal government.

In early 2005, CATS decided not to let Parsons oversee construction, hiring another company instead. This
year, CATS ended Parsons’ preliminary work on the light-rail line to University City. Another contractor will be
chosen for that project.

City auditors found problems with about $83,000 worth of Parsons' bills, much of it an travel and hotel
expenses. A forthcoming audit will question another $109,000, but those are relatively small amounts, given
Parsons' total bills, said city auditor Greg McDowell. The company has been paid about $38 million.

Parsons provided a good, basic design for the rail line and the project will be safe, Tober said. But many
problems surfaced when multiple construction companies tried to use Parsons' plans, requiring redesign.

The designs haven't been the only issue that increased the price of the rail line. Problems with Norfolk
Southern and rising costs of construction materials also were factors.

CATS is working with the Federal Transit Administration on a revised estimate, which will not be ready for

several weeks, Tober said. Additional costs will come from CATS' reserves, funded by a half-cent sales tax.
City officials don't expect to go more than 5 percent over the $427 million price, putting the potential gap

somewhere below $22 million.

Republican City Council member Don Lochman wants more analysis.

"The public needs to be reminded of just how drastically this has changed from the initial forecast to where
we are now, and they have a right to expect better performance and better accountability," he said. "I would
hope that would be pretty obvious at this point.”

Corridor History

1998: Rough estimates say the line could cost $227 million.

May 2000: Inflation and new costs push the price to $331 million.

July 2002: The cost rises te $371 million.

March 2004: A new bridge and higher land costs bring the project to $398.7 million.
January 2005: High construction bids prompt CATS to raise the target to $427 million.
September 2006: The city announces that the cost will exceed $427 million.

Copyright (c) 2006, The Charlotte Observer, N.C. Distributed by McClatchy-Tribune Business News. For
reprints, email , call 800-374-7985 or 847-635-6550, send a fax to 847-635-6968, or write to The
Permissions Group Inc., 1247 Milwaukee Ave., Suite 303, Glenview, IL 60025, USA.
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Regional light rail idea is revived

By JANET ZINK
Times Staff Writer

TAMPA — Mayor Pam lorio is pushing to resurrect old plans for light and commuter rail lines connecting
Pinelfas, Hillsborough, Polk, Pasco and Manatee counties.

*I'm asking that these studies be taken off the shelf,” Iorio said Thursday, referring to plans from 1993 and
2002 mothballed due to lack of support.

Road construction has become practically cost-prohibitive, she said, pointing out that price estimates to
expand Interstate 275 in Tampa came in $100-million over budget.

And building new highways and toll roads leads to suburban sprawl and longer commutes, she said. A
beltway proposed by the TampaHillsborough Expressway Authority through largely undeveloped land around
Tampa Bay “ignores smart growth principles” because it doesn’t move people between major population and
employment centers.

*QOur future is in mass transit,” she said.

Having a rail plan and local financial commitment would open the door to state and federal money, which is
how Orlando is funding a commuter rail system, she said.

St. Petersburg Mayor Rick Baker applauded Iorio for coming forward with the idea, which proposes a line that
extends from downtown Tampa to Tampa International Airport and downtown St. Petersburg.

“Pam and I have had a number of discussions about methods to connect the two downtowns along with
connections to the two airports, the St. Pete gateway and Tampa,” he said.

Rail is one option for doing that, he said.
But it could be expensive and a long time to complete, he said.

“There are other options to lock at as well. One of them would be a similar system that connects via some
sort of bus rapid system. We're exploring that on our side,” Baker said. "The good news is both sides of the
bay are looking at ways to provide connectivity between the communities.”

Mass transit plans have come and gone over the years with no progress.

Hillsborough’s most recent light rail plan called for a 20-mile line linking downtown Tampa to the University of
South Florida and West Shore Business District. That system would have cost $985-million to build over 20
years, with annual operating expenses of $22-million. It was put aside in 2003,

Iorio wants that concept revisited, as well as the idea of expanding along existing CSX rail lines into
neighboring counties.

Iorio joins a chorus of high-powered voices from elected officials to business leaders who have been saying
it's time to bring better mass transit to the bay area.

Tampa developer Al Austin, who in the past opposed light rail, said that as chair of the Tampa Chamber of
Commerce’s growth management task force he’s come to realize rail is necessary.

“With the growth of this area and the amount of traffic that we're going to incur over the next 10 years, we
have to find alternative ways to get people from point A to point B,” he said. “Light rail makes sense in
certain applications, particularly in getting from the airport to West Shore or downtown Tampa or St. Pete or
the area around the University of South Florida.”
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State Sen. Mike Fasano, who represents suburban areas in Citrus, Hernando, Pasco and Pinellas counties, is
part of a group working on legislation to create a regional authority to finance and build multi-county
transportation projects.

He said Iorio’s proposal would be a “perfect match” for the agency.

“Many of us who live outside of Tampa and Hillsborough County go there a lot. I would very much like to be
able to find a great way to head from Pasco County south through Hillsborough County when 1 go to the
Lightning games,” he said.

Rep. Bill Galvano of Bradenton, ancther key player in the move to establish a regional authority, was also
enthusiastic, but more cautious.

“The concept of expanding rail fits squarely within the objectives of the regional transportation authority,” he
said. “We have been pitching it as a multimodal authority from the beginning. The specific plan of where the
rail would go will have to be left to the authority.”

St. Petersburg City Council member Bill Foster said light rail transportation is “inevitable” for the region.
“1'd like to see it in my lifetime,” he said. “I'm glad she’s dusting off the plans.”

Tampa City Council member Shawn Harrison, who chairs Hillsborough’s Metropolitan Planning Organization,
said that group in May voted to conduct a complete review of all mass transit options for the county,
including rail.

“We're on it,” he said.

Harrison said he also recently talked to a representative of CSX about a commuter rail line from the south of
Gandy Boulevard area to downtown Tampa.

CSX is already working with local, state and federal officials to plan a commuter rail around Orlando.

“He told me that they were focused on Orlando right now and it would take about six months to pull that off.
If they can, they will look at other areas, including Tampa,” Harrison said.

But Hillsborough County Commissioner Mark Sharpe urged caution.

Some type of mass transit, possibly rail, is clearly one component of solving the region’s transportation woes.
But it shouldn’t be the top priority.

Sharpe stands by plans to build a beltway around the bay area, saying that limiting exits would keep
suburban sprawl in check.

“I've been calling all along for making sure we do our roads first,” he said. “The problem with the transit
system is by itself it will move such a small number of people that you will still have congestion problems.
It’s got to be done in conjunction with other things.”
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Officials Stumped by Signs te Trump Course

Bob Pcool, Times Staff Writer

The mystery surrounding illegal freeway signs promoting developer Donald Trump's new Rancho Palos Verdes
golf course deepened Wednesday as authorities continued searching for new signs -- and for the phantom
work crew that has installed them across a 25-mile swath of Los Angeles.

Puzzled motorists first noticed the officiai-looking but phony signs pointing the way to the Trump National
Golf Club a week ago. So far, California Department of Transportation maintenance workers have removed
four of them along two freeways.

But others have reportedly popped up near freeway onramps to confound commuters and transportation
engineers alike.

Most resemble the standard green freeway directional signs used by Caltrans throughout the state. But at
least one mimics the brown directional signs used in public parks.

The source of the signs, meantime, remains unknown.

Some motorists wondered whether the signs might be the handiwork of contestants on Trump's television
show, "The Apprentice." But Mike van der Goes, general manager of Trump National's Rancho Palos Verdes
club, said Trump has denied any involvement.

"We have no idea who put them up,” van der Goes said Wednesday. "I spoke with Mr. Trump and he knows
nothing about them.”

Leaders of a group of guerrilla artists that some had speculated might have been behind the signs also denied
responsibility. That group, which calls itself Heavy Trash, caused a stir six years ago by erecting mock MTA
signs on the Westside announcing the future route of a fictitious subway it dubbed "the Aqua Line."

In an unsigned e-mail, the group said it advocates "urban solutions like housing, schools, public
transportation, parks and pedestrian-friendly commercial development.”

"We would never support something as wasteful as a new golf course within the Los Angeles Basin."”

Commuters have seen the rogue signs along the Harbor Freeway -- near Sepulveda Boulevard, at Gaffey
Street, and in the vicinity of Pacific Coast Highway -- as well as next to the 405 Freeway's Sunset Boulevard
ramps.

Caltrans has removed the two 405 Freeway signs as well as two from the Harbor Freeway, spokeswoman
Judy Gish said Wednesday.

"If more signs are brought to our attention we will remove them immediately," she said.
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Metro bus expansion will be on Nov. 7 ballot;
"Transit Now" - Measure would raise $50M a year if approved

Keith Ervin, Seattle Times staff reporter

King County voters will decide Nov. 7 whether to increase the sales tax to pay for a broad expansion of Metro
Transit bus service.

The County Council voted 8-1 Tuesday in favor of a public vote on "Transit Now," a one-tenth-of-a-
percentage-point tax increase that advocates said would dramatically improve bus service in the face of
higher gas prices and rapid suburban population growth.

"People all over King County are demanding more bus service," said Councilwoman Julia Patterson, D-SeaTac,
who teamed with County Executive Ron Sims in support of the proposal.

Council Chairman Larry Phillips, D-Seattle, said the only complaint he hears about Metro bus service is, "It
ain't enough.”

If approved by voters, the measure would raise $50 million a year for transit and would raise the tax on a $1
purchase from 8.8 cents to 8.9 cents in most parts of King County.

For most households, said Counciiman Bob Ferguson, D-Seattle, the tax would cost $25 a year. "That's a
bargain," he said. "The services the voters and residents of King Conuty will receive will be worth that
investment.”

Reagan Dunn, R-Bellevue, cast the only vote against the measure, saying he agrees with its goals but worries
it would jeopardize a three-county transit-and-highways package expected to go before voters next year.

Dunn called that proposal being put together by Sound Transit and the Regional Transportation Investment
District "the single most important transportation package to face this region in a long time. ... "

"The tolerance of the people is limited. It would be a shame if we got this bus service and next year we didn't
get the roads part of this.”

Transit Now would bring more frequent service on 35 major routes and add routes or buses to outlying areas,
including Redmond Ridge, the Snoqualmie Valley, Maple Valley and Black Diamond.

A new "RapidRide" service would bring buses every 10 to 15 minutes along five heavily used routes
connecting Shoreline, Ballard and West Seattle to downtown Seattle, Bellevue to Redmond, and SeaTac to
Federal Way.
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(These excerpts are taken from the draft second edition of this Guide. Final publication is
expected to be available in the Thunderhead members’ web resources library and at all
major on-line booksellers by summer 2006; ISBN: 0-595-39318-7.)

CHAPTER 1 - Introduction

Thunderhead Alliance

The Thunderhead Alliance is the national coalition of state and local bicycle and
pedestrian advocacy organizations. 119 strong in 47 states and one Canadian province,
Thunderhead’s member organizations employ more than 187 full-time staff and reach a
combined dues-paying membership of more than 94,000 people. Thunderhead’s mission
is to unite these organizations, help strengthen them, and create new ones where they are
most needed.

Complete streets policies that require safe accommodation of all users of a street can
eliminate most of this nation’s barriers to bicycling and walking. Thunderhead’s National
Complete the Streets Campaign has a goal of helping our organizations win at least one
complete streets policy, local or state-level, in all 50 states by 2008 in order to influence a
federal-level complete streets policy through the reauthorization of SAFETEA-LU, the U.S.
federal transportation law. This tapestry of local, state and federal policies will ensure that no
transportation project can move forward without being complete!

If you are a leader or potential leader of a Thunderhead organization, this Guide to Complete
Streets Campaigns is written for you. If you are not a leader of such an organization, this
Guide will be your window into the world of bringing positive change to communities
through professional bicycle and pedestrian advocacy. Read as if you are a leader of a
Thunderhead organization and bring these elements of this powerful transportation reform
campaign to your own officials. Sometimes all it takes is one determined, professional voice.
And make sure to connect with your Thunderhead organization on our Links page at:
www.thunderheadalliance.org/links.htm .

This Guide to Complete Streets Campaigns is a roadmap to winning a complete streets policy
in your jurisdiction. It is also a guide to effective community organizing, as it is our hope that
in winning a complete streets policy our Thunderhead member organizations will also gain
strength, increase partnerships, and in many ways make their communities better with
improved conditions for bicycling and walking.

The Concepts of Complete Streets and Complete the Streets Campaigns

Complete streets are thoroughfares that serve all users, moving by car, truck, transit,
bicycle, wheelchair, or foot. Complete streets allow all their users to travel in a safe and
welcoming way. You, as a leader of a Thunderhead organization, as a champion of
bicycling and walking issues, as a bicyclist and pedestrian, will acknowledge that the vast
majority of the current North American transportation system is not comprised of complete
streets. Many streets lack sidewalks, few accommodate bicyclists well, most encourage
traffic to travel too close and fast, many don’t have curb ramps at intersections or across



driveways, and so on. We all know that these types of streets are less safe, less functional,
and a hindrance to healthy communities and people.

The Cost Misconception: A common misconception is that complete streets cost more to
build than incomplete streets. In fact, complete streets most often cost no more and many
times can cost less than incomplete streets. For instance, a common street cross section that
serves only cars is a four lane speedway with no shoulders, sidewalks or intersection
treatments for people. Using the same right-of-way width, this design can be reshaped into
two narrower through lanes, one center turn lane, and bike lanes and sidewalks on both
sides. By using less width for the most expense elements, truck weight standard asphalt and
subsurface, and adding less expensive sidewalks, this design, often referred to as a “road
diet” when applied to existing roads, actually saves money. Not only that, this design has
been proven to improve traffic flow and safety for motor vehicles by better controlling
turning movements. Many other complete streets designs offer similar cost savings. You
may even want to bring up the economic benefits of streets that attract visitors and offer
access to more employees. Be sure to address this misconception early in your campaign so
that you can focus your valuable time on instituting a policy for your communities.

Why Complete Streets Are Important

Bottom line: Bicyclists and pedestrians are dying! A full 13% of traffic deaths in the U.S.
are bicyclists and pedestrians yet most roadways are still being built with only cars and
trucks in mind.

CHAPTER 2 - Complete Streets Policies

Introduction
Complete streets policies represent a potentially powerful tool for you and your organization.
They are the next step in transforming your streetscapes and your communities.

As the national coalition of state and local bicycle and pedestrian advocacy organizations, the
Thunderhead Alliance invested in a national survey and analysis of complete streets policy
statements, directives, legislation, resolutions, plans, ordinances, and design manuals that
require routinely building and reconstructing streets to be safe and convenient for all users,
including those on foot and bicycle. This chapter summarizes the results of the inventory of
jurisdictions with some form of complete streets policy and adds information about policies
we learned about or which were adopted since the survey was completed in December 2004.
It makes specific recommendations for creating effective complete streets policies and
campaigns.

Methodology

This analysis of complete streets policies was derived from a survey sent to leaders of
Thunderhead organizations and state and local bicycle-pedestrian coordinators throughout
the United States (see Appendix C for a copy of the survey form), as well as information
informally collected on new and newly discovered policies. Respondents were self-selected,
although an extra effort was made to get responses from jurisdictions where policies were
known to be in place The fact that the responses came from both agency staff and



Thunderhead leaders means that, in some cases, different perspectives are reflected for a
single policy. The two-part survey concentrated on the characteristics of the policy and on
the steps taken that led to its adoption.

The baseline criteria for inclusion of a policy discussed in this chapter included: 1. calling
for routine accommodation of walking and bicycling as a requirement, not as an option, and
2. covering all roads under the jurisdictions’ control (this excludes bike/ped plans that only
call for accommodation on certain streets). There was no evaluation on the effectiveness of
these policies on the ground. However, since the survey came out, the National Complete
Streets Coalition, a collaborative effort of organizations working for complete streets
including the Thunderhead Alliance, has developed a standard for effective complete streets
policies posted at: www.completestreets.org. For a list of active Coalition organizations see
Chapter 5. Also, the Thunderhead Alliance has developed a Complete Streets Policy
Checklist based on these recommended elements (see Appendix F) to help with evaluation of
future policies. We have also become more familiar with what really works to create
complete streets.

It should also be recognized that there is no perfect complete streets policy. Jurisdictions
have taken a variety of different approaches, so these policies defy easy characterization. In
addition, a policy that looks good on paper may have been essentially ignored within an
agency, while a seemingly weak policy may have been implemented with gusto by local
planners. So we define a good complete streets policy as one that achieves a planning, design
and project development process with a constellation of new training, new procedures and
design manual changes that put bicycling, walking, and transit on a par with motor vehicles.
This chapter is the beginning of a learning curve, not a definitive account.

The Complete Streets Policy Checklist (Appendix F) still does not measure which policies
are resulting in good outcomes on our roadways and in our communities. This will be an
essential step for the future including performance measures. In addition, the analysis stops
short of delving into the many design issues concerning completing the streets.

What does the Federal Guidance policy say? Because a number of the state and local policies are based on
statements in the USDOT Design Guidance, a review of that document is pertinent here (see Appendix F, Example
1 for the full Guidance text). While the language in TEA-21, where it originated, fell short of requiring states to
accommodate bicyclists and pedestrians, the subsequent Guidance recommends that each state make such
accommodation routine. The policy states that:

...bicycle and pedestrian ways shall be established in new construction and reconstruction

projects in all urbanized areas unless one or more of three conditions are met.
The USDOT Design Guidance also calls for paved shoulders on rural roads and designs that are accessible for
disabled people. It recommends using the best currently available design standards and guidelines. In a more
general discussion of the approach to implementation, it recommends re-writing design manuals to include safe
bicycle and pedestrian facilities while applying engineering judgment to roadway design.

The USDOT Design Guidance lists additional steps that should be taken, including:
*  planning for the long-term anticipating future bicycle or pedestrian use,
* addressing the need to cross roadways, and
*  requiring that exceptions be approved at a senior level and documented with supporting data.

With regard to exceptions, the Guidance lists three. They are where:
= the costs are excessive (defined as more than 20% of project costs),
« there is an absence of need (including future need), and
*  bicyclists or pedestrians are prohibited from traveling by law.

The Thunderhead Alliance has developed a list of ways to enhance this Guidance for use in developing
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We use the term ‘policies’ loosely, because they take many forms. At the state level, five
states have passed legislation: Oregon, Florida, Rhode Island, Massachusetts, and Maryland.
Two states have policies that were issued by their State Transportation Commissions (North
and South Carolina). Most other states have DOTs that have issued internal policies or
directives.

The policies at the city, MPO, and county level include city and MPO plans, local resolutions
and ordinances, and local design manuals. Some of the newest policies are tax ordinances in
San Diego and Sacramento, California (approved by voters in November 2004).

Another way to analyze the policies is to look at the split between those achieved primarily
through public or inherently political processes (interaction with elected officials or other
political bodies) and those achieved through internal agency processes. Of the 36 policies, 13
are laws, resolutions, or ordinances and 23 are internal policies, plans, or design manuals. In
several cases the internal agency-driven processes were greatly influenced by outside agents,
particularly bicycle and/or pedestrian advisory groups. These policies may have also had to
go through a public approval process. In addition, a comprehensive complete streets policy
may take shape at several levels: first as a general policy statement in a resolution passed by
an elective body, then fleshed out with administrative policies set by the implementing
agency.

It is encouraging to see that complete streets policies can be achieved in many different ways
at different government levels. While the statewide policies would be expected to have the
most widespread effect, they commonly affect only state-owned and state-maintained roads.
Oregon’s state law is an exception as it affects all roads, no matter the jurisdiction. Other
state polices may influence local communities and lead to the creation of more local policies.
In California for example, Deputy Directive 64 seems to have spurred additional local action.

We have also discovered some complete streets policies that we call ‘paper policies’
because they look good on paper but are not being implemented. Bringing these policies
to light is important in helping Thunderhead leaders and agency officials begin to work
on their full implementation. See the implementation chapter for more details.

In the more detailed table below, you will find paper policies listed below model policies.
The model policies are highlighted due to the fact that the leaders of the Thunderhead
organizations serving those areas have found them to be helpful to their bicycle and
pedestrian advocacy efforts. The paper policies have not yet been helpful to the
Thunderhead leaders.

When were policies adopted? The move toward complete streets has been growing. Most
have come about since 2001, and a significant portion were adopted in 2004 and 2005. This
is in part a testament to the influence of the 2000 USDOT Design Guidance,
“Accommodating Bicycle and Pedestrian Travel,” which was issued in response to language
included in the Transportation Equity Act for the 21* Century (TEA-21). This Guidance is an
important base for many complete streets policies. A few of the inventoried policies precede




this era. For example, Oregon’s was enacted in 1971 and offers an opportunity to evaluate
longer-term impacts of these policies.

What do the state and local policies say? It is important to note that of all the policies
included in the survey, only a few of the policies, laws, resolutions, ordinances, plans, or
design manuals use the term ‘complete streets.” Nonetheless most of these policies have
great language setting out their vision. A few examples follow.

...bicycling and walking accommodations should be a routine part of the
Department's planning, design, construction and operating activities.
(SC Department of Transportation Commission resolution)

Bicycle and pedestrian ways shall be established in new construction and
reconstruction of road and bridge projects unless one or more of four
conditions are met. (Cleveland, Ohio MPO)

Footpaths and bicycle trails {bikeways and walkways} including curb cuts
or ramps as part of the project, shall be provided wherever a highway,
road or street is being constructed, reconstructed or relocated.

(Oregon statute)

This document outlines an approach to designing streets that are more
“complete” in the sense of accomplishing all of the goals associated with the
dominant form of public space in urban societies — our streets. ... Complete
streets are those that adequately provide for all roadway users, including
bicyclists, pedestrians, transit riders, and motorists, to the extent appropriate to
the function and context of the street.

(Sacramento, CA Best Practices for Complete Streets)

Policy Issues

Does the policy really require accommodation? Many jurisdictions have plans and
policies that express a desire to ensure the road serves all users. The most basic element
of any complete streets policy is that it ensures that roads are built with everyone in mind.
In some cases, policies use the word “consider.” For example,

The Department fully considers the needs of non-motorized travelers
(including pedestrians, bicyclists and persons with disabilities) in all
programming, planning, maintenance, construction, operations and

project development activities and products.

(CalTrans Deputy Directive 64)

This should raise a red flag for Thunderhead leaders, because ‘consideration,’ in the words
of one Thunderhead leader, can give agencies “tons of wiggle room.” That said, the
California policy has been used effectively by Thunderhead leaders to press for localized
complete streets initiatives. The way to turn ‘consideration’ into a more robust policy is to
establish clear guidelines for what it means: filling out a checklist, getting approval of



exceptions, etc. Better yet, avoid the terms “consider” and “consideration” choosing instead
stronger language such as “shall be included in every project.”

And always be sure to read beyond the initial lofty statement. Even with strong language
in the initial statement, some policies may not function as complete streets policies. For
example, while Arizona has a policy which states "It is Arizona DOT’s policy to include
provisions for bicycle travel in all new major construction and major reconstruction
projects on the state highway system,” the many exceptions and restrictions that are listed
just after this statement set up hurdles that make it clear that providing complete streets
will occur only in special circumstances, not as a matter of course.

Our RECOMMENDATION is that you use stronger “shall be established”
or “shall be included” language instead of “consider.” These will, in effect,
require accommodation to be a routine part of all road design and re-design.

Exceptions: A more precise way to get at whether policies truly require complete streets
is by looking at any specific exceptions, and how those exceptions are handled. By setting
a rigorous, formal process for approving exceptions, agencies create a process that helps
ensure compliance. Some of the policies list specific exceptions, including:

= excessive cost,

= absence of need,

= lack of right of way, and

= no need during simple repaving projects.

Other exceptions specified in some policies are public safety, environmental
considerations, project purpose and scope, low traffic volumes, and conflicts with local
plans. These exceptions go far beyond the USDOT Design Guidance, which lists three
limited exceptions. As discussed previously in this chapter , these are:

» excessilve cost,
+ absence of need, and
- where bicyclists and pedestrians are prohibited.

The USDOT Guidance defines excessive cost as more than 20% of project costs and
specifies that need should be defined in terms of potential future pedestrian or bicycle
travel (we all know about the potential for significant latent demand).

Remember the Cost Misconception: A common misconception is that complete streets cost
more to build than incomplete streets. In fact, complete streets most often cost no more and
many times can cost less than incomplete streets. For instance, a common street cross
section that serves only cars is a four lane speedway with no shoulders, sidewalks or
intersection treatments for people. Using the same right-of-way width, this design can be
reshaped into two narrower through lanes, one center turn lane, and bike lanes and
sidewalks on both sides. By using less width for the most expense elements, truck weight
standard asphalt and subsurface, and adding less expensive sidewalks, this design, often



referred to as a “road diet” when applied to existing roads, actually saves money. Not only
that, this design has been proven to improve traffic flow and safety for motor vehicles by
better controlling turning movements. Many other complete streets designs offer similar
cost savings. You may even want to bring up the economic benefits of streets that attract
visitors and offer access to more employees. Be sure to address this misconception early in
your campaign so that you can focus your valuable time on instituting a policy for your
communities.

When America Bikes, the coalition of eight national bicycle advocacy organizations
working on the reauthorization of TEA-21, the federal transportation law, was seeking to
place complete streets language in the new law, costs seemed to be a primary issue with
members of Congress. America Bikes collected statements from DOT officials who said
that integrating bicycle and pedestrian provisions from the beginning should not
significantly increase costs. Of course one of the beauties of a complete streets policy
should be that bicycle and pedestrian facilities are no longer fighting for the small pie of
funds specifically designated for bicycling and walking (such as Enhancements or
CMAQ), but are simply part of general transportation spending.

In line with these statements, cost did not seem to be a primary implementation issue for
survey respondents. A few respondents did note that once initial budgets are set,
including bicycle or pedestrian provisions can become almost impossible. Others noted
that right-of-way acquisition can be the most expensive part of a road project, so wider
roads with bike lanes may be a barrier. In such cases, reducing the number of travel lanes,
otherwise known as a road diet as mentioned above, can complete the street actually at a
cost savings.

It should be noted that the most common exception allowed is ‘excessive cost,” often set
at 20 percent of project cost. Michael Ronkin said it is important to be specific about
what constitutes ‘total project cost’ since many projects are broken down into smaller
parts. Sidewalks may be a significant cost if the project is defined as paving of a one-mile
road subsection, but may make up a smaller portion when the project is defined more
broadly to include all improvements in the whole corridor.

Our RECOMMENDATION to you is that if your policy includes an
“excessive cost” exception, make sure that it clearly states the broadest scope
of the project so that sub-section cost breakouts are not possible.

Exceptions Approval Process: The next question is whether the policies require any
formal approval when exceptions are made and all modes are nof accommodated. The
USDOT Guidance recommends that such exceptions should include documentation and
require approval {from senior management. Just nine of the 36 policies require such
formal justification. The survey form did not ask about the exact method for documenting
justifications, but in some cases survey respondents mentioned that there are design
exemption forms or required checklists. Thunderhead leaders noted that a formal
exemption process was valuable. One leader put it this way:




At least now, the engineers have to file a formal ‘design exemption’
outlining the reasons for not including bike or ped accommodation instead
of just not doing it.

Our RECOMMENDATION is that you should work for policies that have a
limited set of exceptions, if any, and that require a formal approval process
for each exception. Policies should reverse the current norm from having to
justify accommodating all modes to having to justify NOT accommodating
them.

While a reluctant agency can still find ways to use exemptions and other
language to exclude accommodation, the process gives Thunderhead leaders
both leverage and the opportunity to work with and change the attitudes of
reluctant engineers and planners. At the end of this chapter, there are further
recommendations for crafting policy language, as well as examples of good
language already in use.

Design specifications: Another issue is how prescriptive the policies are with regards to
actual street design. Few of the policies provide specific language on what types of
accommodation should be undertaken (e.g. when and where to build bike lanes or add
sidewalks with curb-and-gutter, etc) unless the policy is itself a design manual. Most of
the documents are, instead, broad policy statements that refer to other guidelines or
design manuals for design specifics. In some cases, jurisdictions have achieved complete
streets by revising their standard street cross-sections to include other modes. The
USDOT Guidance recommends that agencies should “design facilities to the best
currently available standards and guidelines,” mentioning AASHTO and ITE standards.

Our RECOMMENDATION is that you steer away from specifying design
standards in your policy, especially in an initial complete streets policy campaign.
The discussion of the intent (a commitment to build streets for all users) should be
separated from the design discussion. As Thunderhead leaders, your role is to push
for the vision of complete streets. Getting bogged down in arguing about narrow
specifications could be deadly to the overall effort.

What modes do the policies cover? The ideal complete streets policy makes clear that
roads must be built and reconstructed to serve all users including pedestrians, bicyclists,
transit users, and travelers of all ages and abilities. Few of the existing 36 policies are that
comprehensive. Several of the policies discuss accommodating transit and people with
disabilities, but many do not. The USDOT Design Guidance makes specific reference to
accommodating people with disabilities as follows:

The 1990 Americans with Disabilities Act, building on an earlier law
requiring curb ramps in new, altered, and existing sidewalks, added
impetus to improving conditions for sidewalk users. People with



disabilities rely on the pedestrian and transit infrastructure, and the links
between them, for access and mobility. (USDOT guidance)

A few notable examples incorporate transit elements. For example, see San Francisco’s
Transit First policy. The Sacramento Transportation and Air Quality Collaborative’s
“Best Practices for Complete Streets,” includes a section on designing the road for transit
users, noting that, “The key design issue in planning for transit is the out-of-vehicle time
(time spent waiting and time spent walking to and from the transit stop) which often plays
a more important role in the decision to use transit than time spent in the vehicle itself.”

Our RECOMMENDATION is that you seek complete street policies that
incorporate transit and active living. Why? This is one of the most significant
differences between ‘routine accommodation’ and ‘complete streets.” If
complete streets by definition provide safe travel for all users, and if part of
the intent of pursuing complete streets is to build alliances beyond bicycle
and pedestrian concerns, advocacy leaders seeking to build alliances in a
broad complete streets campaign will need to amend the language to discuss
other issues.

Essentially, planning for transit is planning for pedestrians, and even for bicycle users, as
bike-on-bus programs continue to expand.

The US DOT Design Guidance advocates this approach. In a section called “Rewrite the
Manuals” Specific bicycle/pedestrian manuals are portrayed as an interim step toward a
recommended total re-write of general street design manuals. At the same time, the
Guidance also recommends allowing ‘engineering judgment’ to guide decisions on a
case-by-case basis. All of the examples given show circumstances in which more
bike/ped accommodations should be made than those identified by design standards.

Our RECOMMENDATION is that you follow Oregon’s example, if
possible, and keep your policy language non-specific to responsible
agencies.

What roads are covered? Most of the 36 policies cover only those roads that are under
the direct responsibility of the agency in question. For example, many of the state DOT
policies only cover state-owned roads. In the case of MPOs, they tend to cover roadway
projects funded through MPO-disbursed funds (which are usually federal transportation
dollars). The new sales tax ordinances in Sacramento and San Diego counties apply to all
the projects funded under the ordinances. A few of the local policies are directed at
developers building new subdivisions. Michael Ronkin, Oregon DOT Bicycle and
Pedestrian Program Manager, notes that the passive grammar of Oregon’s state law has
helped ensure that it applies to every road. Oregon’s law says, “wherever a road is
constructed” without referring to the agency responsible for building or maintaining it.




Funding: Most of the policies identified do not include specific funding provisions. The
USDOT Design Guidance does not mention funding (except a suggested restriction on
excessive cost). The notable exception is Oregon, which set aside one percent of its state
transportation funds for bicycling and walking facilities. More often, the policies make
bicycle and pedestrian accommodation a prerequisite for funding that already exists — the
MPO policies and the tax ordinances specify that funded projects must accommodate travel
by alternative modes, usually foot and bicycle. The other policies usually assume that
funding will come from standard sources. But, again, remember the misconception that
complete streets always cost more. See more about this misconception earlier in this chapter.

Our RECOMMENDATION is that you think through funding issues ahead of
time and identify, if possible, a funding stream for the policy for those complete
streets projects that will add costs. This, along with a strong message that
complete streets often do not cost more than incomplete streets, will help you
secure your policy.

One Thunderhead leader mentioned that their state’s restriction on spending gas-tax
money only on roads may get in the way of local jurisdictions’ implementation on their
new MPO policy. Thirty states have such a restriction on the books, but it is unclear
whether they have actually prevented funding of bicycle and pedestrian projects.’

So, what is a good policy?

All of this discussion makes complete streets policies seem pretty complex. To simplify
things, we tried to distill the elements that do the most to contribute to that change in
agency culture that leads to full integration of all modes. They include: inclusion of as
many modes as possible; a process that requires any exceptions to be approved at a
higher level, and a clear definition of those exceptions. We also checked on what
implementation steps have been undertaken, and whether Thunderhead leaders deem the
policy useful (even if it is not perfect). The table below gives the results of this scan
highlighting those policies that have been helpful as models. You will find these model
policies marked on the map for Thunderhead’s National Complete the Streets Campaign
at: hitp://www.thunderheadalliance.org/completestreets.htm . Our goal for this campaign
is to help our organizations win at least one model complete streets policy, local or state-
level, in all 50 states by 2008 in order to influence a model federal-level complete streets
policy through the reauthorization of SAFETEA-LU.

" A list of state restrictions can be found in the Brookings Institution report, Fueling
Transportation Finance: A Primer on the Gas Tax
http://www.brookings.edu/es/urban/publications/gastax.htm.



 State

 Model
_ Policies
' CA

CA

CA

CA

- Project title

California Dept
of Transportation

- Deputy Directive

64

internal policy
Sacramento
routine
accommodation
sales tax
initiative .
Sacramento

. BayAreaMPO

(MTC) Second
Cycle
Programming
Policies,

screening criteria

Santa Barbara
Circulation

Element, General

Plan

Street Design

- Manual

Colorado Springs
Complete Streets

- Amendement to
- the Intermodal

~ Transp. Plan

. Ft. Collins

' Colorado

- Boulder

. Multimodal

. Corridors &

- Transportation

Users?

' ped, bike,
. disabled

 bike, ped

bike, ped

gt

g SanD1egoC1ty SR

- ped, bike,

transit

~ ped, bike,
© transit

ped, bike,

transit

Complete Streets Policies Table
Model policies followed by “paper” policies

~ Senior-level
- approval

required for
exceptions?

no

no

blke, ped no R

- Extra Exceptions
- allowed (beyond

- cost, no need,

- prohibited)

- exceptions not

specified

. none specified

exceptions not
specified

- Implementation
- steps
- undertaken

updated
procedures;
more?

unknown

unknown

not stated

yes

- insufficient ROW
~ do not plan

~ separate bike
facilities on roads
_ with 25 mph limits
- Excessive cost

~ Insufficient ROW

- unsafe
- impractical

' none

none

re-written manual

rewriting
manuals

procedures -
(LOS)

rewritten design
manuals

remruchuéaw‘m.w“

procedures
re-written
manuals

- Thunderhead
~org leaders
- have found
. policy helpful

yes

'\yes

. yes

y'e's” S

' ‘yés

yes

yes e

yes I

| yes SPPN,



State

'FL

fMA

MO

NC

OH

Projeci title

Network Plans

West Palm Beach

FL
Transportation
Element
Florida Bicycle
& Pedestrian

- Ways statute

b DuPage County
. Healthy Roads
~ Initiative

' Bicycle-
- Pedestrian

Access Law,

- Massachusetts
~ staet legislature
- (Chapter 90E)

St. Louis Legacy

2030 Long-

Range Plan
- Columbia

Missouri Model
Street Standards
St. Joseph MO
bike-ped plan
North Carolina
DOT Bicycle
Policy

Columbus Ohio

' MPO (MORPC)

Bicycle and
Pedestrian
Planning Policy

Users?

ped, bike
ped, bike

- ped, bike

ped, bike

ped, bike,
© transit i

i ped, -
pcd, bike

ped, bike

- ped, bike ycs

Senior-level

approval
required for

~ exceptions?

yes

not stated

- Yes

);CS “

allowed (beyond
- cost, no need,
_prohibited)

specified

' excessive cost

- absence of need

- where contrary to
. public safety

- exceptions not

. specified

- discretion of

. commissioner,
- safety

. environmental
- quality

- ROW conflicts
- no exceptions
 specified

No ST —

R shoulders on rural
roads

steps
undertaken

-~ training

exceptions not

unknown

unknown

unknown

checklist

unknown

unknown

~unknown

Thunderhead

. org leaders

have found

- policy helpful

- yes
- yes
: 'ye's” B

_yes

: yes .

. yes

yes S



State

S

OR

VA

VT
Paper

Policies
CA

: - "citytrails" plan

Project title

Cleveland Ohio

MPO (NOACA)
Regional
Transportation
Investment
Policy

Oregon Bicjzbl'e '
and Pedestrian
Statutes

‘South Carolina

DOT
Commission

Resolution

Tennessee DOT
Bicycle and
Pedestrian policy

VDOT Policy for

Integrating
Bicycle and
Pedestrian
Accommodations

Vermont Bicycle' '

Pedestrian Plan

SF Transit First
policy

city ordinance
San Diego
County Transnet
Tax Extension

- provision

Florida-Alabama
Transportation
Planning
Organization

- (TPO (bicycle
~ plan)

Users?

ped, bike

ped, bike

ped, bike

ped, bike

‘ped, bike

ped, bike,

~ transit

- ped, bike

. ped, s

Senior-level

approval
required for
exceptions?

- yes

. .p.é.d; o

yes

not Stated

yes

G —

not stated

not stated

not stated

not stated

= Peteerurg N N m—

Extra Exceptions

allowed (beyond

- cost, no need,

prohibited)

. extreme .
~ topography/natural

resource
constraints
low ADT - below

- 1,000
- simple resurfacing
- projects

public safety

exceptions not

specified

- insufficient ROW

repaving

environmental
impacts

- safety
_ purpose & scope
- of Project

~ not specified

. not specified

~ exceptions not

specified

no exceptions
~ specified

- Implementation
- steps
- undertaken

unknown

restructured

procedures
re-written
manuals training

restructured
procedures

~ training

unknown

none

training

unknown

- unknown

~ updating

procedures

. Thunderhead
- org leaders
have found

- policy helpful
. yes

yes
| s

yes

yes

yes

- no

tooearly tb Say.

~ toosoontotell

' no



....Stat.é. i

KY

MD

- MO

e

- Manual

Pfoj ect title

Kentucky
Pedestrian and
Bicycle Travel
Policy

Maryland i

Transportation
Code
Ann. 2-602

 Charlotte Urban

Street Design

" Guidelines
 internal policy

Penn Bicycle &

: Ped Checklist
- Training (App. J
- to PennDOT

_ Design Manual)
. Rhode Island
- state law and
. policy

- Knoxville MPO

Bicycle
Accomm. Policy

MPO, Texas
Mobility Plan
2030

Users?

 ped, bike

ped, bike

ped, bike

* ped, bike,
- transit

 ped, bike

 ped, bike

Capltal P ped, e

yes

 Senior-level
. approval
- required for

exc_eptinns?

" not stated

not stated

yes

no

no

not stated

. Extra Exceptions
- allowed (beyond
. cost, no need,

- prohibited)

. exceptions not
 specified

- exceptions not

specified

None

~ exceptions not

specified

public safety,
environmental or
scenic quality,
ROW conflict

at Director's

discretion

demonstrated
alternative plan

Overall Recommendations for Policy Development
First, here are some concluding policy observations:
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1. Policies take many forms and have been adopted at all levels of government, with

adoption accelerating in recent years.

2. Policies vary in how strict they are in requiring accommodation. Some have set
specific exceptions. Most policies do not themselves give design specifications.



Despite imperfections, Thunderhead leaders see policies as providing important
leverage for their efforts.

Most policies focus almost exclusively on bicycling and/or walking and do not
significantly discuss transit users, people with disabilities, or other user groups.
Implementation issues are significant; the work does not end with policy
adoption.

No policies include effective performance measures, and little data is being
collected on how well they are working.

Also, we recommend including these elements specified in the “EFlements of Complete
Streets Policies” on the complete streets web site: www.completestreets.org :

ELEMENTS OF COMPLETE STREETS POLICIES
1. The Principle

Complete streets are designed and operated to enable safe access for all users.
Pedestrians, bicyclists, motorists and transit riders of all ages and abilities must be
able to safely move along and across a complete street.

Creating complete streets means changing the policies and practices of
transportation agencies.

A complete streets policy ensures that the entire right of way is routinely designed
and operated to enable safe access for all users.

Transportation agencies must ensure that all road projects result in a complete
street appropriate to local context and needs.

2. Elements of a Good Complete Streets Policy
A good complete streets policy:

Specifies that ‘all users’ includes pedestrians, bicyclists, transit vehicles and
users, and motorists, of all ages and abilities.

Aims to create a comprehensive, integrated, connected network.

Recognizes the need for flexibility: that all streets are different and user needs
will be balanced.

Is adoptable 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 standards.

Directs that complete streets solutions fit in with context of the community.
Establishes performance standards with measurable outcomes.

2.5 Implementation
An effective complete streets policy should prompt transportation agencies to:

Restructure their procedures to accommodate all users on every project.
Re-write their design manuals to encompass the safety of all users.
Re-train planners and engineers in balancing the needs of diverse users.



e Create new data collection procedures to track how well the streets are serving all
users.

Sample Policies

Many Thunderhead leaders and agencies have asked for sample complete streets policy
language. Such samples are difficult to craft, as every jurisdiction has unique needs. A
solid complete streets policy should:

a. require accommodation as a routine part of all road design,

b. set a clear procedure for specific exceptions that requires formal, high-level
approval, and

c. direct agencies to use the best available design standards and guidelines.

For more details, see “Elements of a Complete Streets Policy” (above and on the
complete streets web site). Links to a variety of existing policies can be found in the
appendices of this Guide and on the complete streets website; finding a policy close by
can be an effective starting point. Also see the Complete Streets Policy Checklist
(Appendix I).

Starting with the US DOT Design Guidance

Since 2000, most of the strong complete streets policies have been modeled after the
USDOT Design Guidance: Accommodating Bicycle and Pedestrian Travel (see
Appendix E, Example 1) which includes a solid policy statement that can, and has been,
adapted for a number of different formats and holds credibility with transportation
agencies. Here are some ways it can be improved upon.

- Add a compelling case statement at the top. See Appendix E, Example 2,
the introductory text to the MORPC Bicycle and Pedestrian Planning
Policy. We suggest using the phrase ‘complete streets’ instead of ‘routine
accommodation.’

- Make sure you use stronger “shall be established” or “shall be included”
language. Do not allow your agency, as some have done, to borrow the
weaker points and very weak “consider” language from TEA-21.

- Look at eliminating a specific percentage for excessive cost, or specify
that the percentage covers the entire project, as opposed to a single road
segment. The 20 percent, oft-used figure for excessive cost has been
disputed in some cases.

- Elevate two important points that are somewhat buried in item 4 of the USDOT
Design Guidance:
- that “scarcity of need’ should be considered in terms of future, rather than
current use, and



- that exceptions should be approved at ‘a senior level” and build on this by
requiring the agency to justify not accommodating bicyclists and pedestrians
through a detailed process.

- Add language to clarify the need to accommodate transit vehicles, transit users, as
well as people with disabilities. To date, only a few policies include transit, and
none follow the format of the Design Guidance.

- Consider adding language on measurement of progress toward creating complete
streets.

Thunderhead leaders who are looking for a more general resolution on complete streets
may want to consider the South Carolina Department of Transportation Commission’s
resolution (Appendix E, Example 3).

Our RECOMMENDATION is that you strengthen your organization by
using complete streets to build coalitions with natural allies: public health
groups, smart growth groups, transit groups, children or senior advocacy
groups. See Chapters 4 and 5.

Opposition: Seven respondents in the survey indicated public resistance, including
landowner resistance to wider right-of-ways, worries about costs, and concerns about
safety or appropriateness of accommodation. The most organized public resistance appears
to be in Santa Barbara, where their circulation element, in place since 1995, has inspired a
website called Cars are Basic: http://www.silcom.com/~cab/cab.htm.

Some respondents mentioned resistance from specific groups, including from within the
DOT, from the local congestion management association (which saw the move as
competing for funds), and from the development industry (in those cases where the
developers are responsible for providing the roads).

A few sample comments from the survey:
People from our Board and Transportation Advisory Committee, in particular,
county engineers, were leery. They insist we need a map with lines on it so they
know where they really have to put facilities. At this time, NOACA doesn’t have
such a map and the BAC met recently to consider the idea and rejected it as
inconsistent with our policy. (Cleveland MPO)

Opponents have argued that Florida DOT implementation is wasteful (i.e., that
bicycle lanes are underused, relative to cost) or is unsafe -- many members of the
public feel that cyclists are more appropriately accommodated on separated
paths. (Florida)

There is a fear that bike lanes would invite children and inappropriate users to
particularly busy roads. (Illinois)



The good news is that in many cases the policies are not opposed, but may be resisted by
planners or engineers mainly because they are not quite sure how to go about it. In South
Carolina, initial resistance softened as the engineers applied themselves to the task of
figuring out ~ow to make accommodation. Thunderhead leaders can address this issue
early by providing agency officials with options for training; contact the Association of
Bicycle and Pedestrian Professionals for more information about consultants who can
provide such assistance.

Our RECOMMENDATION is to be alert to the concerns of opponents in your early
outreach efforts, and when possible find ways to directly address their concerns. See
“Element 3 — Gauge Your Resources” in Chapter 4 for advice on opposition.

Keys to Policy adoption success: The survey asked Thunderhead leaders to summarize
the roots of successful policy adoption in three key points. A few of their answers:

1. Supportive, sympathetic staff at MPO.

2. Adoption of routine accommodation at rival MPO in northeast Ohio in fall
of 2003, challenging leadership position of our MPO.

3. Threat to federal funding for local transportation projects if they do not
adopt routine accommodation policy.(Columbus Ohio MPO)

]

Strong grass-roots support.

2. Constantly positive image in the media (we never engaged in public
criticism of anyone).

3. Working the media.(Columbia MO)

1. Existence of DD64 [California statewide policy].
2. Supportive MTC [MPO] chairman who is a friend.
3. MTC prides itself on being progressive. (CA Bay Area MPO)

In a broader sense, Thunderhead leaders should also see complete streets as just one part
of making communities better for bicycling and walking. Much of what encourages
people to walk, bicycle and use transit are the variety of destinations within a reasonable
distance. Without land-use changes, sprawl will continue to erode the ability to walk and
bicycle. Complete streets are a part of this mix because they are a way to make common
cause with other organizations working for healthier communities that offer residents
more choices and better access.

CHAPTER 3 - Implementation

Complete Streets Implementation Issues

Once a policy has been adopted, the hard work begins: effective implementation. A few
of the policies identified in this Guide are no more than ‘paper polices.” They hold
promise, but little or nothing has been done to implement them and integrate new



practices into agency procedures. In some cases, few people even seem to know about
them. See the detailed table in Chapter 2 for a list of these policies.

Your complete streets policy campaign will initially target a specific public policy
decision by the legislature or the transportation agency. It is important however that
throughout the campaign you keep your eye on your ultimate goal — major changes in the
way all transportation decision-making is done to achieve a balanced multi-modal
outcome.

For most transportation agencies, fully implementing complete streets will mean a
fundamental shift in previous procedures and assumptions. Most agencies have focused
on maximizing automobile throughput, and many engineers are trained primarily to
achieve this goal. A shift that requires a broad assessment of the needs of all road users
does not fit easily into this paradigm.

As with any bureaucracy, a transportation agency can have systemic inertia that is
comprised of individual attitudes, long-standing habits and procedures, incomplete
technical knowledge, and entrenched relationships. Any broad policy change at the top
will travel a long road with many smaller policy and procedural changes along the way.
The motivation of the leadership of the agency to implement this policy is going to make
a big difference. The way the initial policy came about will also make a big difference. If
a complete streets policy was forced on a recalcitrant agency, the battle for
implementation will probably be long. If the legislative or policy campaign was used to
get agency officials to see value in the policy, implementation will probably be easier.

In the survey, respondents identified a number of barriers to implementation. Some said
agency implementers were not aware of the policies or could not agree on what they
mean. Some said no steps were established to move toward implementation, including a
failure to choose or create design standards. A couple of respondents noted the difficulty
of increasing the width of a right-of-way, particularly in infill areas. Other
implementation issues included a failure to include facilities in initial budgets, a lack of
MPQO input into design, and a resistance of the state DOT in working with a local
jurisdiction. Some respondents in areas with a policy directed at new development noted
that 1t is difficult to ensure that development agreements for specific projects include
complete streets, since governments are often reluctant to make such requirements of
developers (note that even when such requirements come in to existence, many
developers will then work hard at seeking exceptions). Thunderhead leaders also
mentioned a simple lack of resolve or a bias against bike lanes as implementation
barriers, while some staff respondents cited resident resistance to the changes,
particularly those that increased road width.

When creating your Complete the Streets campaign, consider implementation part of the
campaign. Chapter 2 reviewed some of the barriers to implementing existing complete
streets policies. They range from the avoidance of turning a policy document into
effective procedures, to the misconceptions of costs, to standard agency resistance. Some
agency implementers will claim that they are not aware of the policies or that there is no



agreement on what the policies mean. In this chapter, we will focus on working with your
agency to set up an effective implementation procedure.

Keep in mind that even once the policy and procedures are in place, your organization
will likely find itself fighting some familiar battles over transportation projects. It might
help to think of a solid complete streets policy not as the complete solution, but as an
important step in your advocacy. How can you make that tool most effective?

From Policy to Procedure
An effective, well-designed complete streets policy should prompt the following internal

agency changes.

« Restructuring procedures to favor multi-modal planning.

+ Re-writing design manuals.

« Retraining planners and engineers.

«  Re-tooling measures to track outcomes (there is the possibility that they
may not be tracking any outcomes now).

Our RECOMMENDATION is that you simply understand that there will be
some barriers. You will need to stay involved, even help, in the initial
implementation stages and then check back periodically.

Your influence over this internal process may be formal, through an advisory committee,
or informal, through your relationships with agency staff. Respect the agency’s process
and try to position yourself as a resource. You may be able to increase the credibility of
your suggestions by referring to experience at other agencies and the recommendations
made in the USDOT Design Guidance.

Your ongoing relationship with the legislators and elected officials that led to the initial
policy change is a key to your influence on the agency. You will build respect and
influence if you are seen as the one who communicates progress, or lack of progress,
back to the people that they are accountable to.

Y our strong relationship with and handling of the media also impacts your influence on
an agency and with legislators and elected officials.

Restructuring procedures: Some agencies will see an opportunity in a complete streets
policy to take a whole new approach to transportation planning, moving away from the
traditional focus on volume-to-capacity ratios and Level of Service determinations. For
example, Charlotte, North Carolina, in an effort to turn their paper policy into a model is
instituting a new six-step planning process that begins by establishing the land use and
transportation context of the project, identifying gaps and deficiencies in the network for
all users, and then engaging in a clear process to meet the challenge of balancing the
needs of all users. Boulder, Colorado has also developed a planning process to conduct an



initial evaluation of the needs of al/ users. Thunderhead leaders can make agencies aware
of these opportunities to create fundamental change.

Other agencies will prefer to look for ways to adjust their existing procedures to remind
them to take other users into account when working on projects. They may create
checklists or similar tools.

Agencies must also establish a formal procedure for handling any exceptions that may
have been included in the policy. This procedure must include high-level sign-off on a
compliance document (as stated in the USDOT Design Guidance).

Re-writing design manuals: Note that the USDOT Guidance encourages a re-write of the
primary design manual, and it suggests that the creation of separate bicycle-pedestrian
manuals is only an interim step. A number of jurisdictions have created new design
manuals that your agency can use as a model. The Transportation and Air Quality
Collaborative in Sacramento, California is notable for developing ‘best practices” guides
for bicycles, pedestrians, transit — and a separate ‘complete streets’ best practices guide
for putting them all together.

Training: The USDOT Design Guidance recommends “intensive re-tooling and re-
training of transportation planners and engineers with the new information required to
accommodate bicyclists and pedestrians.” Training has already been a valuable outcome
of existing policies. For example, California’s Deputy Directive 64 inspired a series of
trainings for engineers and the Palmetto Cycling Coalition is working with the League of
American Bicyclists to plan trainings for South Carolina DOT personnel. You can help
your agency connect with a number of organizations and consultants that offer bicycle
and pedestrian training courses. Thunderhead organizations can also offer assistance by
helping organize trainings (make sure to charge market rate consulting fees) to educate
agency employees on implementation issues.

You may also simply need to push the agency to publicize the new policy.

New outcome measures: The best way to test these policies would be to look at what is
happening on the ground. However, the most common answers to questions about
outcomes in the survey were that it is just too soon to tell if the policies have succeeded,
or that no records were being kept. Disappointingly, few localities are collecting any
information about outcomes, whether you define those outcomes in terms of roads
‘completed,’ increases in walking or bicycling, or decreases in crashes. Even in
exemplary Oregon, statistics are few at the state level. Bicycle and Pedestrian Program
Manager, Michael Ronkin, observed that the state experienced a slight decline in
bike/ped commuting from 1990 to 2000, but less than the rest of country; and that crashes
are lower than other Western states. He also observed that statistics are extraordinarily
difficult to keep. Thunderhead’s Benchmarking Project that gathers and compares
bicycling and walking data sets from across the country is designed to be a valuable tool
in assessing the effectiveness of these policies. This is the only such measurement project
that strictly adheres to government endorsed data sets that are uniform across all states.



For more information on Thunderhead’s Benchmarking Project see:
www.thunderheadalliance.org/benchmarking him .

An evaluation of the actual effectiveness of the policies included in the survey has not yet
occurred. More investigation is needed on the impact of these policies and how to make
them work. Thunderhead leaders indicated that even if their policy was not well
implemented, it provides additional leverage in advocacy efforts. For example:

Internal [CalTrans] allies have seized momentum created by DD-64 to institute
a series of bike/ped design trainings for DOT planners and designers.
(California)

While few of the current complete streets policies have any sort of metrics,
our RECOMMENDATION is that you try to get them included in yours. A
very important element of future campaigns will be to include progress
indicators or outcome measures, especially those that will easily plug into
Thunderhead’s Benchmarking Project.

Very few existing policies make any serious attempt to measure new outcomes from the
transportation planning process. In fact, most don’t even require measuring such
conventional outcomes as crash statistics. However, we need these types of measures to
document change and to create accountability. Here are a few brief suggestions:

» A new measurement system has been developed in Florida, where
planners are using multi-modal level of service (LOS) to measure system
quality. Details can be found at

www.dot.state.fl.us/planning/systems/sm/los/default.htm.

+ A National Highway Cooperative Research Program project on multi-
modal LOS is due out March 2005. For details, please see
www4.trb.org/trb/crp.nsf/All+Projects/NCHR P+3-70.

- However, don’t think that a measurement has to be complex. The
Thunderhead Benchmarking Project compares basic statistics about the
bicycling, walking, and health environment and will serve as a national
measuring tool for all complete streets policies. The League of American
Bicyclists’ Bicycle-Friendly Communities program also asks for basic
statistics.

- Another approach is to create performance goals oriented to the end user,
such as, “Can every child safely walk or bicycle from their home to the
neighborhood school?”



Staying in close contact while the agency is setting up procedures could make the
difference between a good policy, and one that does little to change the status quo. Be
sure you have energy, time and resources ready for this stage.

Thunderhead leaders can influence the internal implementation process through a formal
advisory committee, or through informal relationships with agency staff. Thunderhead
leaders who respect the agency’s process can position themselves as a resource, helping
bring agency officials’ attention to the growing number of documents available to help
them implement complete streets.

Making Change on the Ground

Once procedures have been set, the next step is seeing the policy in practice. Continued
challenges mentioned by survey respondents included budget issues in regards to projects
already underway, right of way acquisition (or lack thereof, also regarding projects
underway), public opposition, and tension between different agencies.

As a relatively new concept, we are still learning how to ensure that complete streets
policies operate 100% effectively. And unfortunately at this point, little can be learned
from the limited number of jurisdictions with policies as few of them are making any
meaningful attempts to measure their success. As Complete the Streets campaigns mature,
Thunderhead leaders will play a vital role providing important insight on what does work
to move complete streets policies from paper to pavement, and what does not.

More implementation ideas can be found in some of the complete streets policies listed in
Appendix D.

CHAPTER 4 - Campaigns
(blueprint for success)

Introduction
While this Guide focuses on complete streets campaigns, this chapter provides a blueprint
for crafting and winning any kind of bicycle and/or pedestrian advocacy campaign. In
each of seven basic elements of successful campaigns, this chapter will provide some
core principles of effective campaigning to help you make the right choices at the right
time — the heart and art of strategic campaigning.

Thunderhead Alliance Campaign Planning Blueprint

Successful campaigns are well thought out in advance and organized around a clear
message and specific goal. Thunderhead’s Seven Elements of Successful Campaigns are
the basis of our proven Thunderhead Training Curriculum and will help you “keep your
eyes on the prize.”

Issue Focus: Selection and Definition

Organizational and Campaign Goals (Short-, Medium-, and Long-term)
Resource Assessment

Strategic Targets

Communication

A R L B



6. Tactics & Timelines
7. Budget and Fundraising Resources

(This Chapter includes in depth analysis of successful campaigns and step-by-step
guidance on how you can develop your own successful campaign. Make sure to get the
full Guide before starting. You can also contact Thunderhead for specific materials you
need. Please also check our Trainings page:
http://www.thunderheadalliance.org/trainings.htm and register for a Thunderhead
Training where you will be guided through this process with our expert coaches as you
work with leaders of Thunderhead organizations from across the country.)

CHAPTER 5 - Communications
(a toolkit)

Introduction

Complete streets is more than just a new name for what was once referred to as routine
accommodation. The phrase is useful not just as a description of a policy, but also as an
independent communications tool. This phrase is active, flexible, and imbeds a
fundamental message we want to send: that streets are not complete until they are safe
and convenient for travel by foot or bicycle, as well as for transit users, people with
disabilities, and people in automobiles. A street without such safe passage is by default
‘incomplete.” This puts us a step ahead of opponents who would like to characterize
complete streets policies as mandates that are an “expensive special” accommodation.
Since most Americans walk, and many bicycle, use transit, or have disabilities, this is an
important reframing of the way we view the road network.

Even if you are not actively pursuing a specific complete streets policy, using the term
can advance bicycle and pedestrian advocacy. This chapter is designed to help you do
that.

The Cost Misconception: A common misconception is that complete streets cost more to
build than incomplete streets. In fact, complete streets most often cost no more and many
times can cost less than incomplete streets. For instance, a common street cross section that
serves only cars is a four lane speedway with no shoulders, sidewalks or intersection
treatments for people. Using the same right-of-way width, this design can be reshaped into
two narrower through lanes, one center turn lane, and bike lanes and sidewalks on both
sides. By using less width for the most expense elements, truck weight standard asphalt and
subsurface, and adding less expensive sidewalks, this design, often referred to as a “road
diet” when applied to existing roads, actually saves money. Not only that, this design has
been proven to improve traffic flow and safety for motor vehicles by better controlling
turning movements. Many other complete streets designs offer similar cost savings. You
may even want to bring up the economic benefits of streets that attract visitors and offer
access to more employees. Be sure to address this misconception early in your campaign so
that you can focus your valuable time on instituting a policy for your communities.



When you are discussing bicycle and pedestrian friendly changes with decision makers,
talk about remolding the same street materials into complete streets. Consider writing an
article for your newsletter explaining the idea to your members, or updating your website.
Use the term when speaking with reporters, in written testimony, and in meetings and
conversations. In short, you will play a vital role in helping us propagate this term by
using it whenever you can. We need this phrase to become the shorthand for our nation’s
transportation network that truly welcomes people on foot and bicycle.

This complete streets communications toolkit includes four components.
1. The basics for using complete streets.
2. Using complete streets in everyday communications.
3. The complete streets response to a cyclist or pedestrian death or injury.
4. Using complete streets to build coalitions.

The Basics for Using Complete Streets

The term complete streets is a description of streets that have been built for safe and
convenient travel by all road users. It also describes policies that call for routinely
providing for all modes when building and reconstructing streets. While the principle will
most often be invoked for better walking and bicycling, complete streets should also
provide safe and convenient transit access and provisions for people with disabilities.
Making common cause with these users is an important element in promoting complete
streets policies.

Note that complete streets is not capitalized in general use. The phrase is not proprietary
and we wanted to discourage any trend toward a narrow definition of the ultimate
‘Complete Street.’

A campaign to institute a complete streets policy can have a more formal name:
Complete the Streets. Complete streets was initially coined by America Bikes in 2004 as
part of the campaign to reauthorize the federal transportation law, and this campaign used
the following two taglines:

«  Complete the Streets - for safer bicycling and walkable communities.
- Complete the Streets - for safer bicycling and walking.

You can use these tags, but feel free to follow Complete the Streets with other secondary
phrases. Already one organization has modified it for their campaign’s name to include
the health message: “Complete the Streets for Active Communities.” You will want to
choose one phrase and stick to it. Consistency is vital in good communications work.

The National Complete Streets Coalition, a collaborative of organizations working
towards complete streets including the Thunderhead Alliance, has created some tools for
those interested in advancing the complete streets cause. Many resources and a
customizable PowerPoint presentation explaining the principle are available on the
coalition’s website www.completestreets.org




Using Complete Streets in Everyday Communications

You need to begin the complete streets transformation right away. Start by updating your
existing communications. Then use it in new communications. Get your allies to start
using complete streets; and have resources available for others to use.

Adjust your current communications: If you’ve been using the term ‘routine
accommodation’ simply replace it with ‘complete streets’ in your communication
materials. Look at:

+ policy statements,

- brochures describing your organizational goals,

« newsletter articles, and

- website.

While you may have become comfortable using ‘routine accommodation,’ try your best
to eliminate it in all of your communication materials. It does not resonate with decision
makers or the general public like complete streets does.

Look for new places to use the phrase: Next, you need to seek out those materials and
situations where you can promulgate complete streets. Think of things like:

+ letters to the editor, and

+ public hearing testimony.

Here is an example:

“If there is inequity in the transportation system, it lies in the fact that we
as Americans fail to complete our streets for safer bicycling and walking.”
(letter to the editor, Asbury Park Press, by John Boyle, Bicycle Coalition
of Greater Philadelphia 1/22/04)

Ask your allies to use it: You have allies who want you, and our bicycle and pedestrian
issues, to succeed. Asking them to use complete streets in their meetings, memos and
discussions is a direct opportunity and easy way that they can help. Ask allies like:

+ bicycle/pedestrian planners,

«  MPO officials,

« elected officials,

« smart growth advocates, and

+ safety advocates.

Disseminate complete streets resources: You can also put some of your organization’s
resources to work highlighting the principle. Consider:
« adding a link on your web site to Thunderhead’s National Complete the
Streets Campaign web page:
www.thunderheadalliance.org/completestreets.htm as well as one for the
coalition: www.complelestreets.org
« presenting or posting to your website the complete streets PowerPoint (with
updated, local images and information),




+ creating a brochure or webpage about complete streets for your
communities, and

+ collecting photos of complete streets and streets needing to be completed in
your community.

Avoiding pitfalls: In your communications work, don’t get bogged down trying to do the
job of an engineer or planner. Stay focused on communicating the principle of complete
streets. Complete streets policies are by necessity flexible and do not prescribe a single
type of accommodation.

If reporters or officials try to pin you down about whether a complete streets policy will result
in a specific type of facility, defer to the expertise of planners and engineers and focus on
achieving the outcome of complete streets. Say to them, for example:

“I'm not sure what the best answer is for Smith Street, but I know the engineers and
planners can come up with a solution that makes sure this important roadway is a
complete street with safe provisions for people on foot and bicycle.”

Be careful not to use complete streets to describe “poser” policies that leave so much wiggle
room that they become meaningless, or that restrict accommodation only to roads in a bicycle
or pedestrian plan. If you believe your complete streets policy is a strong policy, focus on
how the policy will result in change on the ground.



APPENDIX E
Policy Examples

Example 1: United States Department of Transportation Design Guidance
(Accommodating Bicycle and Pedestrian Travel)

1. Bicycle and pedestrian ways shall be established in new construction and
reconstruction projects in all urbanized areas unless one or more of three
conditions are met:
¢ Bicyclists and pedestrians are prohibited by law from using the roadway.

In this instance, a greater effort may be necessary to accommodate
bicyclists and pedestrians elsewhere within the right of way or within the
same transportation corridor.

e The cost of establishing bikeways or walkways would be excessively
disproportionate to the need or probable use. Excessively disproportionate
is defined as exceeding twenty percent of the cost of the larger
transportation project.

*  Where scarcity of population or other factors indicate an absence of need.
For example, the Portland Pedestrian Guide requires “all construction of
new public streets” to include sidewalk improvements on both sides,
unless the street is a cul-de-sac with four or fewer dwellings or the street
has severe topographic or natural resource constraints,

2. In rural areas, paved shoulders should be included in all new construction and
reconstruction projects on roadways used by more than 1,000 vehicles per
day, as in States such as Wisconsin. Paved shoulders have safety and
operational advantages for all road users in addition to providing a place for
bicyclists and pedestrians to operate.

Rumble strips are not recommended where shoulders are used by bicyclists
unless there is a minimum clear path of four feet in which a bicycle may
safely operate.

3. Sidewalks, shared use paths, street crossings (including over- and
undercrossings), pedestrian signals, signs, street furniture, transit stops and
facilities, and all connecting pathways shall be designed, constructed, operated
and maintained so that all pedestrians, including people with disabilities, can
travel safely and independently.

4. The design and development of the transportation infrastructure shall improve
conditions for bicycling and walking through the following additional steps:

* Planning projects for the long-term. Transportation facilities are long-
term investments that remain in place for many years. The design and
construction of new facilities that meet the criteria in item 1) above
should anticipate likely future demand for bicycling and walking



facilities and not preclude the provision of future improvements. For
example, a bridge that is likely to remain in place for 50 years, might
be built with sufficient width for safe bicycle and pedestrian use in
anticipation that facilities will be available at either end of the bridge
even if that is not currently the case.

Addressing the need for bicyclists and pedestrians to cross corridors as
well as travel along them. Even where bicyclists and pedestrians may
not commonly use a particular travel corridor that is being improved or
constructed, they will likely need to be able to cross that corridor
safely and conveniently. Therefore, the design of intersections and
interchanges shall accommodate bicyclists and pedestrians in a manner
that is safe, accessible and convenient.

Getting exceptions approved at a senior level. Exceptions for the non-
inclusion of bikeways and walkways shall be approved by a senior
manager and be documented with supporting data that indicates the
basis for the decision.

Designing facilities to the best currently available standards and
guidelines. The design of facilities for bicyclists and pedestrians
should follow design guidelines and standards that are commonly
used, such as the AASHTO Guide for the Development of Bicycle
Facilities, AASHTO’s A Policy on Geometric Design of Highways
and Streets, and the ITE recommended practice Design and Safety of
Pedestrian Facilities.




Example 3: South Carolina Department of Transportation, Transportation Commission
Resolution (on bicycling and walking)

[ - —|
RESOLUTION

WHEREAS, increasing walking and bicycling offers the potential for cleaner air,
greater health of the population, reduced traffic congestion, more livable communities,
less reliance on fossil fuels and their foreign supply sources and more efficient use of
road space and resources; and

WHEREAS, in 2001 crashes involving bicyclists and pedestrians represented 13
percent of the traftic fatalities in S.C. and in the U.S.; and

WHEREAS, the Federal Highway Administration (FHWA) in its February 24, 1999
Policy statement “Guidance on the Bicycle and Pedestrian Provisions of the Federal-Aid
Program” urges states to include bicycle and pedestrian accommodations routinely in
their programmed highway projects; and

WHEREAS, bicycle and pedestrian projects and programs are eligible for funding
from almost all of the major Federal-aid funding programs; and

WHEREAS, the South Carolina Department of Transportation Commission is
strongly committed to improving conditions for walking and bicycling; and

WHEREAS, the Transportation Equity Act for the 21* Century (TEA-21) calls for
the mainstreaming of bicycle and pedestrian projects into the planning, design and
operation of our Nation’s transportation system;

NOW, THEREFORE, BE IT RESOLVED that the South Carolina Department of
Transportation Commission in meeting duly assembled this 14™ day of January 2003,
affirms that bicycling and walking accommodations should be a routine part of the
department’s planning, design, construction and operating activities, and will be included
in the everyday operations of our transportation system; and

THEREFORE, BE IT FURTHER RESOLVED, that the South Carolina
Department of Transportation Commission requires South Carolina counties and
municipalities to make bicycling and pedestrian improvements an integral part of their
transportation planning and programming where State or Federal Highway funding is
utilized.




APPENDIX F
Complete Streets Policy Checklist

Pre-screen: Does the policy require that road projects be designed to accommodate all
users? If not, it does not qualify as a complete streets policy.

O 1. Policy intent:

Is the policy part of a broader goal of providing a complete transportation network for all
modes such as through the current strategic plan, transportation system upgrades, new
administration’s goals, etc.?

2. Policy Coverage:
O 2a. Does the policy cover motorists, bicyclists, pedestrians, transit users, and disabled
users?

O 2b. Does the policy cover:

-all roads, regardless of responsible agency? (best)

OR:

-roads managed by single agency or roads seeking a specific funding source?
AND/OR:

-roads installed by private developers?

O 2¢. Does the policy cover:
Construction? Reconstruction? Widenings? Other improvements? Repaving? Bridges?
Stand-alone retrofit projects?

[ 3. Policy requirements (beyond pre-screen requirement above):
When projects do not meet this standard, is there a formal process for approval of clearly
stated exceptions placing the burden of proof on not accommodating all users?

O 4. Does the policy direct the use of the latest and best design standards?
[ 5. Does the policy set performance standards?
O 6. Does the policy including a funding mechanism?

O 7. Implementation

Has the policy resulted in:

-restructured procedures?

-re-written design manuals or cross-sections?
-sessions for training planners and engineers?
-new data collection procedures?

-the creation of complete streets?



