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Why do we need to re-look at
our transportation networks?
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Where did the process begin?

The development of our Safe Routes Portal included the
collection and development of data focused on transportation
safety and access for bicyclists and pedestrians.
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What did the process lead to?
The creation of GIS Data Sets

PROXIMITY LAYERS

Community Features
Trail Systems
Schools (2-mile zone)
Bicycle'Tanes
Crash Locations
ES School Zones
MS School Zones
HS School Zones
ADA Facilities
Transit Stops
Crossing Guards
Places of Interest
Commercial Hubs
High-Population Areas
Areas of Special Interest

STREET LAYERS

Road Width
Speed Limits
Median Width/Type
Shoulder Width/Type
AADT (Autos)
AADT (Trucks)
Sidewalks
Number of lianes
Average Lane Width
Road Name
SIS Roadway
Inside Shoulder Width
Outside Shoulder Width
Paved Shoulders
Bicycle Lanes



But we could do more
with this data....

We saw the data that we had collected as only the roots of our
GIS capabilities. All roadway data needed to be in

ONE



What is the Route Condition

Tool?
Utilizes Federal Highway Authority Roadway Safety

1. Reduce Speed of Motor Vehicles
2. Reduce Volume of Motor Vehicles
3. Reduce Exposure for Pedestrians and Bicyclists
4. Improve Access and Mobility
5. Improve Safety
* Community Feature Proximity




Technical advisory committee

Our project team put a team of local stakeholders
and technical analysts to determine how to score
each roadway feature.

For example oW badly do we markidown the
score ior a road with a 55 mph speed limit?
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What determined the scores?

The ECFRPC hosted a group of professionals to guage
the scoring (-100 to 100) on each roadway attribute, as
well as the weighting of those scores, per category.
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Scoring Categories

Category D: Improve Access and Mobility

Scoring Attribute Total Weight Scoring (Row Scores -100 ta 100)
Both Sides oOne Side Maone [Urban) Mone [Fural)
100 A0 - 100 0
Wi 0L10 M | Wi 025 M | Wi 050 Mi | Wi 100 Mi | Mot wi 1 Mi
100 70 40 10 -20
Yes (2) Yes (1) MNone Mo Data

100 -20 0 0
Wi 025 Mi | Wi 050 Mi | nfwi 0.5 Mi Mo Data
100 - - 1040 0
< S000 1001 - 2000 | 20001 - SO0

o 230 -5

Sidewalks 22.5%

Traffic Signals 20.0%

Paved Shoulders 15.0%

Prox. ADA Infrastructure 12.5% (0%

AADT 10.0%

wi 0.25 Mi L ofs 0.5 mi
1000 -20

Prox. to Transit Stops 10.0%

Yes Mo Data

10 0

Lighting 10.0%

Table
R -] ]
CUMULATIVE

TRANSIT_ST CROSS_GRD TRAFF_SIG MEDIAN_TP LIGHTING CROSSWALKS
Outside 0.50 Miles | Outside 0.50 Miles Outside 1.00 Miles Pawved Data Mot Awvailable Mo Data
Outside 0.50 Miles | Outside 0.50 Miles Within 1.00 Miles Mone Data Mot Available Mo Data
Outzide 0.50 Miles | Outside 0.50 Miles Within 0.25 Miles Mone Data Mot Awvailable Mo Data
Outside 0.50 Miles | Outside 0.50 Miles Within 0.50 Miles Paved Data Mot Available Mo Data
Outside 0.50 Miles | Outside 0.50 Miles Within 0.10 Miles Pawved Data Mot Awvailable Mo Data
Outside 0.50 Miles | Outside 0.50 Miles Within 0.50 Miles Paved Data Mot Awvailable Mo Data
Outside 0.50 Miles | Outside 0.50 Miles Within 0.10 Miles Paved Data Mot Available Mo Data
Outside 0.50 Miles | Outside 0.50 Miles Outside 1.00 Miles Mone Data Mot Available Mo Data
Outside 0.50 Miles | Outside 0.50 Miles Outside 1.00 Miles MNone Data Mot Awvailable N Diata
Outside 0.50 Miles | OLpemmy0. SgRlileg utyde Yogiles Pavjd Not— NG 5t
Outside 0.50 Miles | Oufl5i ile: off 1\es| Nonff No Dta
Outzide 0.50 Miles | OusidR 0 F0 Mies) o] Mo 1ﬁata
QOutside 0.50 Miles | Outside 0.50 Miles Within 0.25 Miles None Not Available Ka Data
Outside 0.50 Miles | Outside 0.50 Miles Outside 1.00 Miles Paved Mot Awvailable Mo Data
Outside 0.50 Miles | Outside 0.50 Miles Outside 1.00 Miles Paved Mot Available Mo Data
Outzide 0.50 Miles | Outside 0.50 Miles Within 0.25 Miles Paved Mot Available Mo Data
Outside 0.50 Miles | Outside 0.50 Miles Within 0.50 Miles Mone Mot Available Mo Data
Outside 0.50 Miles | Outside 0.50 Miles Within 0.50 Miles MNone MNot Awvailable Mo Data
Outside 0.50 Miles | Outside 0.50 Miles Within 1.00 Miles Mone Mot Available Mo Data
Outzide 0.50 Miles | Outside 0.50 Miles Vyithin 1.00 Miles Turn Lane Mot Available Mo Data
Outside 0.50 Miles | Outside 0.50 Miles Within 0.25 Miles Pawved Mot Available Mo Data

We score each roadway segment quality as a table attribute (example:
speed limit) on a -100 to 100 scale. See the next slide as an example.
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Scoring Details (Methodology)

East Central Florida Regional Planning Council
Safe Routes Portal
Route Condition Analysis Tool
Methodology Report — Volume D
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Map Layers
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The End Product: Uses

* School site attendance zone analysis

 Hazardous Walking Conditions Identification
(Lake County Schools)

FIND NEW HAZARDOUS CONDITIONS (BE F
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The End Product: Uses

 Crash overlay and variable correlation based on
roadway scoring. This allows for statistical
analysis for roadway improvement needs
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The End Product: Uses

Coast to Coast Trail --- Identification of secondary
routes to trails and connection options.
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The End Product: Uses

* Prioritization of transit and infrastructure projects
* Corridor studies & master planning
* Bird’s eye view for key decision makers

PROXIMITY SCORE ROADWAY SCORE
Depicts usage of roadway based on Determines the effectiveness of the
the proximity of community assets roadway (on a 1-10 scale) based on
and places of interest PEDSAFE criteria.




Thank You!

PJ Smith
Senior GIS Analyst, Urban Designer
East Central Florida Regional Planning Council

pjsmith@ecfrpc.org



mailto:pjsmith@ecfrpc.org

