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MEMORANDUM

TO David Twiddy

FROM Ron Gregory %/

SUBJECT: Tampa Interstate Study, WPA #7140004, State Project #99007-1402,
FAP #IR-99999(43) - MPOQ/TIS Data and Network Comparison Working
Paper '

Attached are ten (10) copies of the Working Paper concerning our evaluations of the
recently announced revisions in the data sets used by the Hillsborough County MPO
staff for their year 2010 traffic simulation model. We have not provided any
alternate network or ZData file configurations as a result of this assessment; such
changes, if necessary, should be jointly derived by the local governments and the
FDOT. '

If you require any further information concerning this assessment, please let me know.

xc Bob Longfield
Don Henderson

A Florida Department of Transportation Project
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MPO/TIS DATA AND NETWORK COMPARISON

In accordance with your April 13 request and our subsequent discussions, this report
summarizes our evaluation of the general impacts to the Tampa Interstate System
based on the March 1990 revisions to the 2010 zonal planning data forecasts for the
Tampa Urban Area. The revised 2010 forecasts were finalized by the Metropolitan
Planning Organization (MPO) staff and formally introduced to the MPQO members at
the March 1990 meeting. Subsequent to the March meeting, the Greiner staff working
on the North Tampa Parkway PD&E study had obtained a copy of the revised data set
and had commenced to review the information for the purposes of the North Tampa
Parkway study area. This re-evaluation, therefore, follows a normal review process
typical of urban transportation system planning,

In accomplishing the re-evaluation assignment, we have replicated many of the
preliminary analyses conducted previously as part of the initial TIS Master Plan
Study. Specifically, these evaluations have included:

1. Application of the revised 2010 forecast data within the TIS travel forecast
model to obtain a revised dally traffic assignment to the TIS Master Plan
roadway network.

2. Manual balancing of the daily volumes resulting from the revised 2010
assignment using identical adjustment procedures to those applied in the TIS
Phase I Study.

3. Direct comparison of the daily volumes presented in the Master Plan report
with the revised values along the Interstate system.

4. Application of the FHWA approved, modified level of service values from
the TIS Study effort to the revised daily volume forecasts to define general
lanecage requirements for initial assessment of the proposed improvements to
the Interstate System.

Following the re-evaluation of the gencral laneage requirements using the balanced,
revised traffic assignment volumes, the manner in which the interstate system was
loading in the assignment suggested further system level and selected traffic analysis
zone reviews prior to conducting any detailed Design Hour Volume capacity analyses
along the TIS corridor. These reviews consisted generally of the following:

I. Examination of corridor level screenline volume comparisons for the
interstate and the adjacent, parallel arterial/expressway system in the east-
west travel direction from Westshore to Interstate 75.

2. Review of the trip generation levels from a number of major generator
areas having a significant influence on the interstate system volumes.

3. Review of the specific land use and socioeconomic data changes in these
special generator arcas between the original TIS 2010 forecast and the
current revised forecasts.



e

Based on these latter comparisons and our subsequent discussions, sufficient
preliminary conclusions could be drawn to clearly define the general nature of the
impacts of the data forecast revisions on the TIS Master Plan recommendations. As
such, the nature of the impacts fully suggested that further evaluation of the current
2010 volume assignments in corridors other than the Tampa Interstate System was
needed as part of the urban area 2010 Transportation Plan Update before any
adjustments to the TIS Master Plan recommendations could be considered. The
following sections summarize the specific conditions resulting from the revised 2010
planning data forecasts that render further study of this issue moot at this time.

EXECUTIVE SUMMARY

The 2010 daily traffic volumes resulting from application of the TIS travel forecast
model are presented for the study corridor on Exhibit 1. For comparison purposes, the
daily 2010 volumes defined in the TIS Master Plan Study report are also presented to
provide a direct correlation to the revised values. In general, review of this
iliustration indicates that:

1. The 2010 daily volume level north of Busch Boulevard on 1-275 increased
slightly in relation to the Master Plan volumes, but the increase is
insufficient to alter the Master Plan laneage recommendations.

2, On I-275 from Busch Boulevard southward to Hilisborough Avenue, the
revised 2010 daily volumes decreased slightly from the values defined in the
Master Plan, but the change is insufficient to alter the Plan cross section
recommendation.

3. Approaching downtown Tampa from the north on I-275 southward from
Hillsborough Avenue, the magnitude of the 2010 daily volume decrease
grows to approximately 36,000 vehicles per day (vpd) which could
significantly impact the proposed laneage and cross section recommendations
serving the downtown area for travel to and from the north,

4. From the Howard Franklin bridge eastward to Eisenhower Boulevard on I-
275, no appreciable change occurred in the forecast volumes.

5. On 1-275 from Eisenhower Boulevard eastward to downtown Tampa, daily
volume decreases resulting from the revised planning data forecasts are
obvious, with the decrcase ranging from 15,000 vpd east of Eisenhower
Boulevard to 53,000 vpd immediately west of the Ashley Street interchange.
This magnitude of decrease could significantly alter the laneage and cross
section recommendations contained in the TIS Master Plan.

6. On 1I-4 from I-75 to about Buffalo Avenue, relatively minor decreases in
2010 daily volumes occur that should not influence the general laneage
reccommendations in the Master Plan.

7. From Buffalo Avenue westward to downtown Tampa on I-4, the revised
planning data forecasts produce daily 2010 volume levels that range from
17,000 vpd to 32,000 vpd lower than the TIS Master Plan volumes. This
magnitude of decrease could have a significant impact on the cross section
recommendations embodied in the Master Plan.
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In general, the revised 2010 forecasts of land use and sociceconomic data within the
urban area produce a total reduction of approximately 115,000 vpd on the interstate
system approaching the Tampa Central Business District. Obviously this level of
reduction in forecast travel is significant. From review of the daily volume
reductions, cross section laneage decreases of up to two lanes in EACH travel direction
might occur on the segment of I-275 between Dale Mabry Highway and downtown
Tampa. The detailed, revised traffic assignment for 2010 also suggests that
interchange ramp volumes in this section of I-275 would be less than these same ramps
carry today.

This initial impact review raised a basic question. Since the planning data forecast
totals for the entire County are the same and only a redistribution of socioeconomic
data occurred within the County, have significant volume increases resulted on other
arterial and expressway routes paralleling the interstate system?

Exhibit 2 summarizes the evaluation of this question for the general east-west travel
corridor bounded by Hillsborough Avenue on the north and the Crosstown

Expressway/Swann Avenue on the south. For this analysis, four screenline segments
(shown as A through D on Exhibit 2) were sclected and the total east-west travel
crossing these screenlines in both the TIS Master Plan assignment and in the revised
2010 assignment were tabulated. The values presented on Exhibit 2 indicate that the
total corridor movements have decreased by less than 5 percent on the west side of I-
275 and by less than 8 percent to the east of [-275. Thus, while significant volume
reductions on the interstate system are noted from the assignments, very little change
has occurred in total east-west movements within the overall corridor,

Further review of the detailed assignment volumes indicates that significant volume
increases have occurred on Hillsborough and Buffalo Avenues. The magnitude of
these increases, particularly along Buffalo Avenue, results in 2010 daily volume levels
ranging to as much as 117,000 vpd, which is substantially more than the planned six-
lane cross section can accommodate along these routes. In fact, limited access cross
sections would be needed in many segments of these arterial routes to accommodate
the forecast volumes at an acceptable level of service,

Consequently, the planning data forecast revisions for 2010 conditions have
redistributed future travel away from the interstate system and onto parallel arterial
routes. The magnitude of the shift suggests that a capacity reserve would be created
along the interstate system given the TIS Master Plan improvement recommendations,
while serious levels of congestion would occur on the parallel arterial system even
with the current improvement proposals in place. The result would likely be that
motorists would avoid the congested arterial routes and "return” to using the interstate
system to the maximum extent possible to travel to and from their destinations IF
THE LAND USE PATTERN AND DEVELOPMENT DENSITIES QCCUR AS
ENVISIONED IN THE REVISED FORECASTS. The other possible situation is that
the forecast land use pattern and associated development densities will not occur to
the level embobied in the current revised data forecast based on some combination of
concurrency and private sector frustration with localized traffic congestion.

Based on the current status of the Tampa Urban Area Transportation Study 2010 Plan
Update cvaluations, we suggest the following course of action for the Department.
The analyses performed and documented herein suggest that further refinements in
socioeconomic data forecasts for 2010 conditions may be needed to balance
transportation impacts with land use development. These analyses can most reasonably
occur within the context of the plan update process as the travel impacts of the land
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use revisions are examined during the alternative plan evaluations. Careful attention
to this balancing situation should be given by Department representatives
participating in the plan update. Consideration of changes to the TIS Master Plan
improvement recommendations should not be undertaken until such time as réasonable
2010 travel conditions are achieved on the entire arterial and freeway/expressway
network preferred by the Study Technical Committee during the plan update.
Incorporation of Master Plan changes at this time without the benefit of these
subsequent analyses appears premature.

OTHER STUDY EVALUATIONS

In addition to the traffic assignment evaluations summarized previously, a number of
other analyses were performed in the execution of this re-evaluation process. These
analyses only further support the stated conclusion and consisted of sample volume
counts along the interstate to compare 1988 and 1990 conditions, detailed review of
trip generation and socioeconomic data forecasts within selected areas that
substantially influence local interstate system usage, and detailed route by route
volume comparisons between the TIS Master Plan traffic assignment and the traffic
assignment prepared using the revised planning data., The following paragraphs
summarize these additional study analyses,

Traffic Count Program

When the traffic assignment comparisons produced a suggested 2010 daily volume
decrease on the portion of both 1-4 and I1-275 approaching downtown Tampa, the
question of consistency with historic velume trends arose during our joint study
reviews. To respond to this issue, new daily volume counts were performed at three
locations along the local interstate routes. Specifically, counts were conducted on I-
275 immediately east of Dale Mabry Highway and immediately west of the
Hillsborough River, and on 1-4 west of 21st Street. The following tabulation contrasts
these 1990 counts with the TIS counts conducted in the same locations.

Location 1988 Count 1990 Count % Change
East of Dale Mabry 149,000 150,600 +1.1
W. of Hillsborough River 166,000 171,000 +6.9
W. of 21st Street 119,000 127,500 7.1

Exhibits 3, 4, and 5 present the 1990 count data in relation to the historic volume
trend and the TIS model growth trend defined during the Master Plan Study. As both
the previous tabulation and these growth trend illustrations demonstrate, daily
volumes along the interstate system continue to increase regardless of the fact that
extensive peak hour congestion presently occurs along the corridor. Obviously, the
peak hour of travel on these capacity constrained routes has continued to spread and
the relative attractiveness of the routes has continued to increase.



d v 3

0l0¢ G00¢ ooom G661 0661 G861 0861

___.______—q________

]

LYY HLMOYD :

JOISH HIm €661 vy A9 -/ ©
03ATHOY NOILDIFOYd 010T .

V3L 13000 ¥ANdWOD

”
o
”
_ \omu//y
A
0
) 13000 ¥AUNANOD NO
PR 03svA Vit 010Z HV3A
O SINNOY IMOISIH NO _
-~ \&«4 aisve ouaval oloz wvas W
. 7
1 N3 OidvdL awoisH ()

aN3911

AVMHOIH AHEYN 371va

SNOILO3rOodd JlddvHLl 40 NOSIHY

- p i it e P e — e

40 1SV3 G/¢-|
dNOD

| I S S SN A N N |

Ll1l|l|lllil|l||lll1ll

000001

000061

00000¢

0000G¢Z

00000¢

0000S¢

SITITHIA

d 3 d

AV Q.

|

{ (Flonda Department of Transportauon Project

EXHIBIT 3

TAMPA INTEASTATE STUDY THE GREINER TEAM




4V 3 A
010¢ G00¢ 0007 G661 0661 G861 0861
______ﬂ.__.m*___.________________gd_
) l
QOIS HLIM w,,_%%w xﬁ_ﬁomw I\“ |
U3AIHIY NOILOIrOY 0102 . l
4v3A T300W ¥3LNdWOD . | O
] —
. I
: I
L] _
: |
. i
. I
. I
. |
_ |
: A
: 008 \\\%y vLO‘LZL
; g o LY
. Odw D, - ” O/
g
AR~ \aeo,w
- 7N
-~ . 7, T300N ¥3INNOD NO .
P T A9D a3svA Ol4IvHL 0102 HVAA
- L /D
................ SIN M N
o @ aisve ol 010z w3k W
\\ INNDD JudvaL oIsH - ()
”
7
- ozu@u;-
~ .

H3aAIH HONOHOASTTIH 40 LS3IM G.L2-1

SNOILO3rodd Ol44vHl 40 NOSIHVYJNOD

000001

0000S1

000002

0000S¢

00000¢

d 3 d

AV Ad

S3ITIJ1TH3IA

t

. rtonda Depanment of Transportaton Project

EXHIBIT 4

YAMPA INTERSTATE STUDY THE GREINER TEAM




0L0¢ G00¢

000¢

d v 1A

G661

0661

G861

____*_____

________;_m____________

TICOA Y3LNWOD NO
Q3SVB J14dV4L 0102 HYIA

SINNOD OMOISIH NO
G3SVE D44Vl 0102 MVIA

INNOJ D144Vl JIMOISIH

Od4d N

———

-

O

133HLS 1SI¢ 40 LSIM V-

SNOILO3rOHd DI44YHL 40 NOSIHVANOD

0000S

000001

000061

00000¢

S3ITI1THIA

4 3 d

AV d

EXHIBIT &

TAMPA INTEASTATE STUDY THE GREINER TEAM

ida Depanment of Transportation Project

|Flor
%;




Trip Generation And Socioeconomic Data Review

For selected zones within the general study area near the Interstate corridor,
comparisons of total zonal trip generation were undertaken as a follow-up to the
general volume comparisons described previously. These detailed zonal level
comparisons were performed in an attempt to trace the source of the volume
differences along the interstate system. With the section of I-275 from Eisenhower
Blvd. to downtown Tampa representing the segment having the greatest differences
between the 2010 TIS Master Plan volumes and the 2010 Revised MPQO Assignment
volumes, attention was focused in this western portion of the interstate corridor area.

Table 1 presents a comparison of 2010 trip ends for selected traffic analysis zones
(TAZ) in the general Westshore arca, the Tampa Bay Center area, the Tampa
International Airport area, and the Rocky Point area. Exhibit 6 graphically illustrates
the location of these zones for reference in defining the evaiuation areas. As shown,
the core area of the Westshore Business area (defined by the first group of TAZs in
Table 1) demonstrates that the revised MPQO data has produced a decrease of almost
98,500 vpd in the number of trips assigned to the major street network. Conversely,
the generation in the general area of Tampa Bay Center has increased by over 109,000
vpd under the revised MPO planning data. Both the TIA and the Rocky Point office
area also experience decrcases in the level of trip generation under the revised MPO
data. Thus, the resulting decrease in the traffic assignment in the Westshore area and
the increase in the assignment along Buffalo Ave. and Hillsborough Bivd. are direct
results of planning data changes in these general areas.

Table 2 presents the subsequent comparisons of selected emplovment forecasts for
these same Westshore, Tampa Bay Center, Airport, and Rocky Point area zones. Based
on the nature of the land uses in these zones, only employment data were compared.
Additionally, two MPO 2010 data sets for the zones are shown in the table. The first,
the 2010 MPO data represents the data set transmitted to us initially for this analysis
while the "2010, MPO(2)" represents a revised data set provided by the MPO staff
following meeting discussions on apparent zonal data inconsistencies.

Of significance in this comparison is the relationship of the three 2010 forecasts to
the 1988 data. The 1988 employment data was tabulated after the TIS 2010 forecasts
were prepared, thereby highlighting some inconsistencies in those original forecasts.
However, the two revised MPQO forecasts for 2010 highlight other significant changes,
including:

1. A decrease of about 7,000 in the total employment forecast for the core area
of Westshore between the TIS and MPO(2) forecasts, with the major
adjustment occurring in TAZ 169 (Westshore Mall) where virtually no
growth is anticipated over the planning period by the MPO staff.

2. Conversely, TAZ 100 (Tampa Bay Center) is now forecast by the MPO to
experience an increase of almost 3,000 commercial employees over the
planning period. A question of equity between these two zones and of
relative impact on the adjacent street system of this growth could be
logically raised.

3. An increase of over 6,000 total employees in TAZ 75 (Tampa Bay Commerce
Park and St. Joseph Hospital) in relation to the 1988 existing employment,
while the total employment forecast in the core office zone in Westshore
(TAZ 130) has been decreased by about 5,000 emplovees from the TIS



Table 1

TOTAL 2010 DAILY TRIP COMPARISOXN
ARFA ZOXNE 2010B* 2010D* NET DIFFERENCE
WESTSHORE 96 64,790 £7,205 (17,585)
128 52,016 58,685 6,669
130 80,420 26,155 (54,265)
131 42,030 16,034 (25,996}
169 44,033 25,262 (18,771)
170 12,663 24,180 11,517
SUBTOTAL 295,952 197,521 (98,431)
TAMPA BAY CENTER 75 34,947 106,701 71,754
98 13,151 30,346 17,195
igo 33,792 54,252 20,460
SUBTOTAL 81,890 191,299 109,409
AIRPORT 95 83,448 69,369 (14,079)
ROCKY POINT 126 54,913 32,891 (12,022}
128,361 102,260 (26,101)
* 2010B = BASED ON ZDATA USED FOR TIS MASTER PLAXN
2010D = BASED ON REVISED NMPO ZDATA RECEIVED APRIL 1990
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forecast. While these may be offsetting adjustments, the question of relative
impact on the major street system is pertinent,

4. A forecast increase of only about 1,800 total employees in the Rocky Point
area over 1988 conditions of which over one-half of this growth has
occurred this year in the Waterford Plaza building alone.

3. An increase of only 750 hotel rooms in the general Westshore area during a
period when the Airport is anticipating more than a doubling in
enplanement levels and when the MPO 2010 travel forecast shows about a 17
percent decrease in trips to/from TIA. This would appear to be somewhat
inconsistent, since not all of the new trips to and from the Airport are
likely to want to stay in the downiown Tampa area even with the new
convention center.

CONCLUSIONS AND RECOMMENDATIONS

From the preceding evaluation, the revised 2010 zonal level land use and
socioeconomic data prepared by the MPO staff has embodied an extensive
redistribution of employment throughout the urban area. Discussions with the MPO
staff on this subject suggest that:

1. Little contact was made with the development community regarding their
plans in an attempt to avoid biasing the forecasts based on developer "wish-
lists.” This procedure may have overlooked expansion plans for estabiished
areas and over-predicted development potential in growing areas of the
community,

2. The transportation impacts of the redistribution of employment within the
urban area have not yet been incorporated into the revised forecasts. As
this analysis has shown, future travel problems may have been compounded
in areas of the City and County where existing and proposed transportation
improvements may be inadequate to accommodate the increased travel
demands at an acceptable level of service. Conversely, areas planned for
substantial capacity improvements may have been overlooked in terms of
their potential to serve increased land use densities with reasonable levels of
service.

3. Until the comparison of land use impacts on the existing plus committed
major street system and on reasonable alternative system plans is completed
within the context of the current urban area plan update, the true need for
adjustments in the 2010 land use and socioeconomic data forecasts and/or in
the Recommended Plan improvements cannot be fully determined.

The evaluation of the TIS recommendations in relation to the Revised 2010 MPQ land
use and socioeconomic data forecasts for Hillsborough County clearly indicates that
any change in the laneage or cross section recommendations at this time is premature.
Alternative plan analysis and e¢valuation activities within the current 2010 Urban
Area Transportation Plan Update Study must first reconcile the apparent demand
imbalance between the arterial/collector system and the freeway/expressway system.
The Department representatives participating in the Update Study should encourage
all study participants to review this aspect of the Plan reevaluation carefully. In
areas where demand levels for 2010 travel exceed the "buildout" capacity of the



roadway system and where major transit improvements are not proposed, refinement
of the land use and socioeconomic data forecast should be encouraged. Hilisborough
County may be approaching the point during this plan update where the requirements
of concurrency must apply equally to land use development and to transportation
system improvements. If the transportation system has achieved maximum reasonable
expansion, development may need to be constrained.
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