









2045 Needs Plan




[bookmark: _Toc54965118][bookmark: _Toc57728777][bookmark: _Toc59589117][bookmark: _Toc22806854]Defining the Needs
The Needs Assessment identified projects to support the ultimate vision of mobility to meet the future transportation demands for the Charlotte County-Punta Gorda MPO planning area, without regard for cost and available funding. An extensive process was conducted to identify projects needed in the future. This included a comprehensive review of projects in the 2040 Long Range Transportation Plan (LRTP); review of the recently completed Charlotte County Transit Development Plan and the Charlotte County Regional Bicycle/Pedestrian Master Plan; working with Charlotte County-Punta Gorda MPO, Charlotte County, DeSoto County, and City of Punta Gorda staff; input from community stakeholders, including the MPO Board; and coordination with the public.
Needed roadway widening projects were then identified based on future projections of where roads are expected to be over capacity through a technical analysis of the transportation network using the FDOT District One Regional Planning Model (D1RPM). Additional details on the development of the transportation needs can be found in Technical Report 6.
In current year dollars, the estimated capital cost of the projects in the 2045 Needs Plan exceeds $3.5 billion and an additional $4 million annually to fund the continued and expanded transit service operations. With $1.4 billion in projected revenues, the shortfall for funding the capital transportation needs exceeds $2 billion. If additional funding becomes available, it is important to have major transportation needs identified so the Cost Feasible Plan can be amended to include additional projects from the Needs Plan as appropriate. 
[image: Aerial photo of SR 776.]
SR 776 provides the only connection between West County and the rest of Charlotte County. Future needs include widening, intersection improvements, transit service and a Shared-use Path

[bookmark: _Toc53674898][bookmark: _Toc54965119][bookmark: _Toc57728778][bookmark: _Toc59589118]Roadway Needs
Identification of roadway needs for the 2045 LRTP started with a review of the 2040 LRTP, adopted by the MPO Board in 2015. Through public outreach and review of future traffic volumes and congestion levels an updated list of needs through 2045 was developed. The list of needs was presented to the MPO Board in May 2020 and the draft needs were approved for continued review and development.
Roadway needs through 2045 have been identified based on future travel demand and build upon the Existing plus Committed (E+C) projects through 2024. Included in the LRTP roadway needs are widening projects, roadway extensions, and intersection improvements to address traffic flow and operations. Future roadway corridors and potential interchanges along I-75 were also identified.
The District 1 Regional Planning Model (D1RPM) was utilized for assessing and determining the roadway needs based on the future expected traffic demand. Regional coordination and model alternative analysis were conducted with the Sarasota/Manatee MPO, Lee County MPO and Heartland Regional Transportation Planning Organization (TPO). Coordinating the modeling as a regional process allowed the Charlotte County-Punta Gorda MPO to better understand travel demands that cross county boundaries. The Regional Planning Model uses a traditional four-step process (see Figure 7‑1) to forecast traffic demand and transportation choice options for the future 2045 conditions.
[bookmark: _Ref35615878][bookmark: _Toc38297538][bookmark: _Toc53412445][bookmark: _Toc53674785][bookmark: _Toc57728817][bookmark: _Toc59589126]Figure 7‑1: Four-Step Travel Demand Modeling Process

Identifying Deficiencies
Prior to developing the list of projects needed to ensure mobility in the future, problem areas were identified to understand where deficiencies are likely to occur in the future. For this effort, the 2045 Needs Assessment analyzed the existing transportation network plus the projects with committed funding through the year 2024 as described in Chapter 2 and shown in Figure 7‑2.
The D1RPM model was used to identify congested or deficient transportation conditions on the Existing plus Committed (E+C) network, and future population/employment projections discussed in Chapter 3. The results of this analysis indicate deficient roadways without additional transportation investments. Figure 7‑3 illustrates the relationship of the future traffic compared with estimated roadway capacities in terms expressed as the level of service if no additional roadway improvements are made. Roads shown in orange and red are anticipated to be deficient or congestion by 2045.
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[bookmark: _Ref59556240][bookmark: _Toc59589127]Figure 7‑2: Existing Plus Committed Number of Lanes
[image: Map of existing and Committed number of lanes on roadways in Charlotte County.]
[bookmark: _Ref57711604][bookmark: _Toc55505351][bookmark: _Toc57728818][bookmark: _Toc59589128]Figure 7‑3: Existing Plus Committed Roadway Network Deficiencies
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[image: Map of Level of Service for Existing plus Committed Roadway Network.]
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Constrained Roads
Typically, roadway deficiencies are addressed by providing additional roadway capacity. In some cases, roadway widening is constrained due to land use, environmental, right-of-way, or policy constraints. In these cases, other solutions such as improving or widening parallel facilities and intersection improvements can be considered. Most notably, this has occurred within the City of Punta Gorda where historic neighborhoods and the downtown area make roadway widening impractical. Consistent with the City’s vision, alternative routes and complete street strategies were considered in developing the 2045 LRTP.
Roadway Projects
The roadway projects identified in the Needs Plan are estimated to cost $3.8 billion in present day cost (PDC). A listing of the roadway needs is found in Table 7‑1 followed by Figure 7‑4 showing the limits of the projects identified in the needs.
Highlights of the proposed Needs Plan highway improvements are as follows: 
· New interchanges on I-75 in South County and in North Port just north of Charlotte County
· Widening US 17 east of I-75 to CR 74
· Corridor and Interchange improvements on I-75
· Extending Burnt Store Road from Taylor Road to Florida Street at US 17
· Widen SR 776 Crestview Drive in West County to Murdock Circle in Mid County
· Safety, Operational and Mobility improvements on US 41
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[bookmark: _Ref46439473][bookmark: _Toc53412473][bookmark: _Toc53674882][bookmark: _Toc57728823][bookmark: _Toc59589123]Table 7‑1: Roadway Needs List ($ Millions, 2019 Present Day Cost)
	Map ID
	Facility
	From
	To
	Existing Lanes
	Length (Miles)
	Project Description
	PD&E / PE Cost 
	ROW Cost
	CST Cost 
	Committed Funding 
(2020-2025)
	Future Funding Needed (2026-2045)

	1
	Airport Road
	Taylor Rd
	Piper Road
	2
	1.75
	Widen 2 to 4 lanes
	$4.10
	$4.71
	$20.50
	 
	$29.31

	2
	Bermont Rd (CR 74)
	US 17
	Strasse Blvd
	2
	2.69
	Widen 2 to 4 lanes
	$4.67
	$8.86
	$23.31
	 
	$36.84

	3
	Bermont Rd (CR 74)
	Strasse Blvd
	SR 31
	2
	12.15
	Widen 2 to 4 lanes
	$21.06
	$40.03
	$105.31
	 
	$166.40

	4
	Burnt Store Rd
	Zemel Rd
	Scham Rd
	2
	4.17
	Widen 2 to 4 lanes
	 
	Fully Funded
	 
	 
	$0.00

	5
	Burnt Store Rd
	N Jones Loop
	Taylor Rd
	2
	0.98
	Widen 2 to 4 lanes
	$2.30
	$1.32
	$11.48
	 
	$15.10

	6
	Burnt Store Rd Extension
	Taylor Rd
	Florida St @ US 17
	0
	2.12
	New 4-lane
	$7.83
	$34.25
	$39.16
	 
	$81.25

	7
	Edgewater Dr (Phase 3)
	Midway Blvd
	Collingswood Blvd
	2
	1.54
	Widen 2 to 4 lanes
	$2.20
	$0.00
	$25.00
	
	$27.20

	8
	Edgewater Dr (Phase 4)
	Collingswood Blvd
	Samantha Ave
	0
	1.30
	Roadway realignment and new bridge
	$2.10
	$0.00
	$23.00
	$25.10
	$0.00

	9
	Edgewater Dr / Flamingo (Phase 5)
	Collingswood Blvd
	SR 776
	2
	2.62
	Widen 2 to 4 lanes
	$1.00
	$0.00
	$20.00
	$1.00
	$20.00

	10
	Flamingo Blvd
	SR 776
	US 41
	2
	0.97
	Widen 2 to 4 lanes
	$2.27
	$3.38
	$11.36
	 
	$17.02

	11
	CR771
	Appleton Blvd
	Rotonda Blvd East
	2
	1.80
	Widen 2 to 4 lanes
	$4.22
	$0.00
	$21.09
	 
	$25.30

	12
	Hillsborough Blvd/Raintree Blvd
	Veterans Blvd
	
	0
	0.10
	New 2-lane connection
	$0.32
	$0.89
	$1.60
	 
	$2.81

	13
	Henry Street (New Road)
	Golf Course Boulevard
	Loop Connector
	0
	3.90
	New 2-lane
	$12.49
	$0.00
	$62.46
	 
	$74.95

	14
	Hillsborough Blvd
	Cranberry Blvd
	Toledo Blade Blvd
	2
	2.40
	Widen 2 to 4 lanes
	$5.62
	$8.36
	$28.12
	
	$42.10

	14.5
	Hillsborough Blvd
	Toledo Blade Blvd
	Prineville Dr
	2
	1.45
	Widen 2 to 4 lanes
	$3.40
	$5.05
	$16.99
	
	$25.44

	16
	I-75
	Near Oil Well Road
	 
	
	 
	Future Interchange
	$32.91
	$9.80
	$164.53
	 
	$207.23

	17
	I-75 (Sarasota County)
	@ Raintree Blvd
	 
	
	 
	Future Interchange
	$32.91
	$9.80
	$164.53
	 
	$207.23

	18
	Kings Hwy
	Sandhill Blvd
	Desoto County line
	2
	0.79
	Widen 2 to 4 lanes
	$1.85
	$1.38
	$9.25
	 
	$12.48

	19
	Loveland Blvd
	Westchester Blvd
	Kings Hwy
	2
	1.60
	Widen 2 to 4 lanes
	$3.75
	$5.58
	$18.74
	
	$28.07

	20a
	Loveland Blvd
	Midway Blvd
	Peachland Blvd
	2
	1.22
	Widen 2 to 4 lanes
	$2.86
	$4.25
	$14.29
	 
	$21.40

	20b
	Loveland Blvd
	Peachland Blvd
	Veterans Blvd
	2
	0.97
	Widen 2 to 4 lanes
	$2.27
	$3.38
	$11.36
	 
	$17.02

	21
	N Jones Loop
	Burnt Store Rd
	Piper Road
	4
	3.78
	Widen 4 to 6 lanes
	$7.92
	$5.99
	$44.65
	$1.22
	$57.34

	22
	Peachland Blvd
	Cochran Blvd
	Harbor Blvd
	2
	2.50
	Widen 2 to 4 lanes
	$5.86
	$8.71
	$29.29
	 
	$43.86

	23
	Prineville Dr
	Paulson Dr
	Hillsborough Blvd
	2
	1.20
	Widen 2 to 4 lanes
	$2.81
	$4.18
	$14.06
	 
	$21.05

	24
	Quesada Ave
	Cochran Blvd
	Harbor Blvd
	2
	2.41
	Widen 2 to 4 lanes
	$5.65
	$4.20
	$28.23
	 
	$38.08

	25
	Rampart Blvd
	Victoria Estates St
	Rio De Janeiro Ave
	2
	1.80
	Widen 2 to 4 lanes
	$4.22
	$3.14
	$21.09
	 
	$28.44

	26
	San Casa Dr
	CR 775
	SR 776
	2
	2.01
	Widen 2 to 4 lanes
	$4.71
	$7.00
	$23.55
	
	$35.26

	29
	S McCall Road (SR 776)
	Crestview Dr
	CR 775
	4
	1.47
	Widen 4 to 6 lanes
	$3.47
	$4.19
	$17.37
	 
	$25.03

	30
	SR 776
	CR 775
	Spinnaker Blvd
	4
	3.08
	Widen 4 to 6 lanes
	$7.46
	$4.88
	$36.38
	$2.00
	$46.72

	30a
	SR 776
	CR 775
	Spinnaker Blvd
	4
	
	Add turn lanes at major intersections
	$2.72
	$8.07
	$13.62
	 
	$24.42

	 
	Potential Candidate Intersections: Oriole, Gulfstream, Spinnaker
	
	 
	 
	 
	 
	 
	 
	$0.00

	31
	SR 776
	Spinnaker Blvd
	CR 771 (Gasparilla Rd)
	4
	4.10
	Widen 4 to 6 lanes
	$9.69
	$6.49
	$48.43
	 
	$64.62

	31a
	SR 776
	Spinnaker Blvd
	CR 771 (Gasparilla Rd)
	4
	
	Add turn lanes at major intersections
	$4.54
	$13.45
	$22.70
	 
	$40.70

	 
	Potential Candidate Intersections: Sunnybrook, Oceanspray, David, Gulfstream, Coliseum 
	
	 
	 
	 
	 
	 
	 
	 

	32
	SR 776
	CR 771 (Gasparilla Rd)
	Flamingo Blvd
	4
	6.42
	Widen 4 to 6 lanes
	$15.17
	$10.17
	$75.84
	 
	$101.18

	32a
	SR 776 
	Myakka River Bridge
	EB Replacement / Widening
	4
	0.25
	Widen/Replace EB Bridge
	$5.86
	$0.00
	$29.29
	 
	$35.14

	32b
	SR 776
	CR 771 (Gasparilla Rd)
	Flamingo Blvd
	4
	
	Add turn lanes at major intersections
	$1.82
	$5.38
	$9.08
	 
	$16.28

	 
	Potential Candidate Intersections: Hollis, Biscayne, Jacobs St , Cornelius Blvd, Charlotte Sports Park 
	
	 
	 
	 
	 
	 
	 
	 

	33
	SR 776
	Flamingo Blvd
	Murdock Cir
	4
	1.26
	Widen 4 to 6 lanes
	$3.02
	$0.00
	$15.12
	 
	$18.15

	33a
	SR 776
	Flamingo Blvd
	Murdock Cir
	4
	
	Add turn lanes at major intersections
	$0.91
	$2.69
	$4.54
	 
	$8.14

	 
	Potential Candidate Intersections: Toledo Blade Blvd, Collingswood Blvd
	
	 
	 
	 
	 
	 
	 
	 

	34
	SR 31
	Lee County Line
	North of Cook Brown Rd
	2
	2.78
	Widen 2 to 4 lanes
	$3.05
	$10.61
	$42.82
	 
	$56.48

	35
	SR 31
	North of Cook Brown Rd
	CR 74
	2
	9.38
	Widen 2 to 4 lanes
	$16.26
	$18.03
	$81.30
	 
	$115.59

	36
	Taylor Rd
	US 41 SB
	N. Jones Loop Rd
	2
	1.62
	Widen 2 to 4 lanes
	$3.80
	$5.65
	$18.98
	 
	$28.42

	37
	Taylor Rd
	N Jones Loop Rd
	Airport Rd
	2
	1.98
	Widen 2 to 4 lanes
	$4.64
	$6.90
	$23.20
	 
	$34.73

	38
	Taylor Rd
	Airport Rd
	US 41
	2
	1.31
	Widen 2 to 4 lanes
	$3.07
	$4.57
	$15.35
	 
	$22.98

	39a
	Toledo Blade Blvd (CR 39)
	SR 776
	Whitney Avenue
	2
	0.53
	Widen 2 to 4 lanes
	$0.00
	$0.00
	$6.07
	 
	$6.07

	39b
	Toledo Blade Blvd (CR 39)
	SR 776
	Whitney Avenue
	4
	0.53
	Widen 4 to 6 lanes
	$1.25
	$0.00
	$6.26
	 
	$7.51

	40
	Toledo Blade Blvd (CR 39)
	Whitney Avenue
	US 41
	4
	0.77
	Widen 4 to 6 lanes
	$1.82
	$0.00
	$9.10
	 
	$10.92

	41
	Toledo Blade Blvd (CR 39)
	US 41
	Hillsborough Blvd
	4
	1.00
	Widen 4 to 6 lanes
	$2.36
	$0.00
	$11.81
	 
	$14.18

	42
	Tuckers Grade Blvd
	US 41 SB
	I-75
	4
	2.34
	Widen 4 to 6 lanes
	$5.62
	$3.71
	$28.08
	 
	$37.41

	43
	US 17
	Copley Ave
	CR 74
	4
	1.53
	Widen 4 to 6 lanes
	$3.05
	$0.00
	$7.75
	 
	$10.80

	44
	US 41
	Notre Dame Blvd
	Burnt Store Rd
	4
	5.81
	Widen 4 to 6 lanes
	$13.95
	$0.00
	$69.73
	 
	$83.67

	45a
	US 41 NB
	Bridge
	Peace River
	4
	2.44
	Bridge Replacement
	$78.92
	$0.00
	$394.62
	 
	$473.55

	45b
	US 41 SB
	Bridge
	Peace River
	4
	2.44
	Bridge Expansion
	$15.64
	$0.00
	$78.22
	 
	$93.86

	46
	Veterans Blvd
	Toledo Blade / Cochran Blvd
	Murdock Cir E/ Paulson Dr
	4
	1.40
	Widen 4 to 6 lanes
	$3.36
	$2.66
	$16.80
	 
	$22.82

	47
	Veterans Blvd
	Murdock Cir E/Paulson Dr
	Harbor Blvd
	4
	3.20 
	Widen 4 to 6 lanes
	$6.26
	$0.00
	$31.31
	 
	$37.57

	47.5
	Veterans Blvd
	Harbor Blvd
	Future Hillsborough Blvd Connection
	4
	0.29
	Widen 4 to 6 lanes
	$0.64
	$0.00
	$3.19
	 
	$3.83

	49
	Grove Boulevard
	North Jones Loop Road
	CR 74
	2
	3.84
	Widen 2 to 4 lanes
	$9.00
	$0.00
	$44.99
	 
	$53.98

	50
	Grove Boulevard Extension
	CR 74
	US 17
	0
	1.62
	New 4-lane
	$5.99
	$0.00
	$29.93
	 
	$35.91

	51
	Harbor View Road
	Melbourne St
	I-75
	2
	2.61
	Widen 2 to 4 lanes
	$4.02
	$9.79
	$33.41
	$13.81
	$33.41

	52
	Harbor View Road
	I-75
	Rio De Janeiro Avenue
	2
	0.61
	Widen 2 to 4 lanes
	$1.43
	$0.00
	$7.15
	 
	$8.58

	53
	Sandhill Blvd Bypass
	Kings Hwy
	Sandhill Blvd
	0
	1.10
	New 2-lane
	$3.52
	$0.00
	$17.62
	 
	$21.14

	54 / 55
	Marion Avenue / Marion Avenue
	US 41
	Marlympia Way
	3
	1.23
	Road Diet - resurfacing and striping
	$1.48
	$0.00
	$7.42
	$0.29
	$8.61

	56
	Sandhill Blvd
	Kings Hwy
	Deep Creek Blvd
	2
	1.26
	Widen 2 to 4 lanes
	$2.95
	$0.00
	$14.76
	 
	$17.71

	57
	San Casa Dr / Avenue of the Americas / Fruitland Ave 
	CR 775
	Gulfstream Blvd
	0
	1.46
	New 2-lane
	$4.68
	$6.48
	$23.38
	 
	$34.53

	58
	San Domingo Blvd
	Gulfstream Blvd
	CR 771
	0
	1.10
	New 2-lane
	$3.52
	$4.88
	$17.62
	 
	$26.02

	59
	US 41 Corridor Vision Plan
	 
	 
	4/6
	 
	Corridor & Safety Improvements
	 
	To be determined
	 
	 
	$0.00

	60
	SR 31
	at CR 74
	 
	2
	0.24
	Roundabout
	$0.00
	$0.64
	$0.71
	$0.64
	$0.71

	61
	SR 776
	at Flamingo Blvd
	 
	4
	0.00
	Intersection - turn lanes
	$0.00
	$0.00
	$1.46
	$1.46
	$0.00

	62
	US 41
	at Easy Street
	 
	4
	0.00
	Intersection - turn lanes
	$0.68
	$0.00
	$4.55
	 
	$5.23

	63
	US 41
	at Forrest Nelson
	 
	4
	0.00
	Intersection - turn lanes
	$0.68
	$0.00
	$4.55
	 
	$5.23

	64
	SR 776
	at Jacobs St
	 
	4
	0.00
	Intersection - turn lanes
	$0.68
	$0.00
	$4.55
	 
	$5.23

	65
	SR 776
	at Carousel Plaza
	 
	4
	0.00
	Intersection - turn lanes
	$0.68
	$0.00
	$4.55
	 
	$5.23

	66
	SR 776
	at Charlotte Sports Park
	 
	4
	0.00
	Intersection - turn lanes
	$0.15
	$0.00
	$1.01
	$0.15
	$1.01

	67
	I-75
	at CR 769/Kings Hwy
	 
	
	 
	Interchange Modifications
	$6.50
	$0.00
	$56.93
	
	$63.43

	68
	I-75
	at CR 776/Harbor View
	 
	
	 
	Interchange Modifications
	$6.50
	$0.00
	$56.93
	
	$63.43

	69
	I-75
	at US 17/SR35
	 
	
	 
	Interchange Modifications
	$7.50
	$0.00
	$122.60
	
	$130.10

	70
	I-75
	at North Jones Loop Rd
	 
	
	 
	Interchange Modifications
	$6.50
	$0.00
	$56.93
	
	$63.43

	71
	ITS Master Plan Implementation
	 
	 
	
	 
	Technology and Traffic Signal Improvements
	
	To be determined
	$20.00
	
	$20.00+

	72
	SR 776
	@ Gulfstream Blvd
	
	4
	
	Intersection – turn lanes
	$0.68
	$0.00
	$4.55
	
	$5.23

	73
	SR 776
	@ Biscayne Blvd
	
	4
	
	Intersection – turn lanes
	$0.68
	$0.00
	$4.55
	
	$5.23

	74
	SR 776
	@ Cornelius
	
	4
	
	Intersection – turn lanes
	$0.68
	$0.00
	$4.55
	
	$5.23

	76
	I-75
	@ Raintree Blvd / Yorkshire
	
	
	
	New Interchange
	$32.91
	$32.67
	$164.53
	
	$230.10

	77
	Olean Blvd Extension
	Loveland Blvd
	Harbor View Rd
	0
	2.37
	New 2 lane
	$4.38
	$2.33
	$21.92
	
	$28.63

	78
	Green Gulf Blvd Extension
	Burnt Store Road 
	US 41
	0/2
	2.45
	New / Upgraded 2-lane
	$4.53
	$2.41
	$22.66
	 
	$29.60

	79
	Green Gulf Blvd Extension
	Zemel Road
	Green Gulf Blvd
	0/2
	4.00
	New / Upgraded 2-lane
	$7.40
	$3.93
	$36.99
	
	$48.32

	80
	Burnt Store Road
	Vincent Avenue
	Wallaby Lane
	2
	0.23
	Widen 2 to 4 lanes
	$0.40
	$0.17
	$1.97
	
	$2.54

	99
	Veterans Blvd
	Peachland Blvd
	Kings Hwy
	
	
	Intersection Modification
	$5.00
	To be determined
	To be determined
	
	$5.00+

	
	
	
	
	
	
	Total
	$489.86
	$312.34
	$2,698.15
	$45.67
	$3,454.69



Notes:
· Project Costs shown in current year format based on 2019 project costs
· PD&E/PE are product support phases for Project Development & Environment phase and Preliminary Engineering phase
· ROW is Right-of-Way costs associated with land acquisition
· CST is the Construction cost for completing the identified project
· Existing Funding is included in the MPO’s 2020/2021 – 2024/2025 Transportation Improvement Program.
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The Multi-use Corridors of Regional Economic Significance (M-CORES) Program has been created by Section 338.2278, Florida Statutes (F.S.) to revitalize rural communities, encourage job creation and provide regional connectivity while leveraging technology, enhancing quality of life and public safety, and protecting the environment and natural resources. The Florida Department of Transportation (FDOT) is charged with assembling task forces to study three specific corridors:
· The Suncoast Corridor, extending from Citrus County to Jefferson County
· The Northern Turnpike Corridor, extending from the northern terminus of Florida’s Turnpike northwest to the Suncoast Parkway
· The Southwest-Central Florida Corridor, extending from Collier County to Polk County
[image: ]
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[bookmark: _Ref57719206][bookmark: _Toc57728820][bookmark: _Toc59589130]Figure 7‑5: Southwest-Central Florida Corridor
[image: Map of Southwest-Central Florida M-CORES Corridor.]
The objective of the M-CORES program is to advance the construction of regional corridors that will accommodate multiple modes of transportation and multiple types of infrastructure. The Program benefits include, but are not limited to, addressing issues such as hurricane evacuation; congestion mitigation; trade and logistics; broadband, water, and sewer connectivity; energy distribution; autonomous, connected, shared, and electric vehicle technology; other transportation modes, such as shared-use non-motorized trails, freight and passenger rail, and public transit; mobility as a service; availability of a trained workforce skilled in traditional and emerging technologies; protection or enhancement of wildlife corridors or environmentally sensitive areas; and protection or enhancement of primary springs protection zones and farmland preservation. Additional information is available at www.floridamcores.com.



Southwest-Central Florida Corridor Study Area
The Southwest-Central Florida Corridor study area spans nine (9) counties, from Collier County to Polk County, as shown in Figure 7‑5. The Charlotte County-Punta Gorda MPO planning area is part of the Southwest-Central Florida Corridor study area. 
LRTP Considerations 
M-CORES projects are projects of regional significance and therefore are required by Title 23 of the Code of Federal Register (CFR), Section 450.324(d) and Section 339.175(7), F.S. to be included in the MPO/ TPO Long-Range Transportation Plan (LRTP), Transportation Improvement Program (TIP), and the State Transportation Improvement Program (STIP). 
MPOs, TPOs and  all affected parties are actively involving in an open, cooperative, and collaborative process when developing LRTPs and TIPs. Regional coordination is required since M-CORES projects affect more than one MPO. Public participation required for the development of LRTP and TIP is neither affected nor replaced by the public engagement activities conducted as part of the M-CORES corridor development process.  
The Charlotte County-Punta Gorda MPO will use travel demand forecasts generated by the Florida Turnpike Statewide Model for M-CORES projects. As such, the Charlotte County-Punta Gorda MPO, will coordinate all M-CORES related analyses with FDOT for consistency purposes.
The proposed project within the Southwest-Central Florida Corridor will be tolled facilities and will be part of the Florida’s Turnpike system and the Strategic Intermodal System (SIS). The projects will be included in the LRTP and TIP/STIP in accordance with guidance provided in the FDOT MPO Program Management Handbook. FDOT is working with the Southwest-Central Florida Corridor Task Force to develop purpose and need, guiding principles, and potential paths/courses. The Charlotte County-Punta Gorda MPO is a member of the Southwest-Central Florida Corridor Task Force and is actively engaged in pertinent aspects of planning and corridor analysis through the Task Force activities. The Task Force will submit its evaluation report to the Governor, the President of the Senate, and the Speaker of the House of Representatives by November 15, 2020. As the Program progresses to Project Development and Environment (PD&E), design and construction phases, FDOT will identify projects, prepare cost estimates, and coordinate with the Charlotte County-Punta Gorda MPO to add identified projects into the LRTP and TIP. Subject to the economic and environmental feasibility statement requirements of Section 337.25, F.S., projects may be funded through Turnpike revenue bonds or right-of-way and bridge construction bonds or financing by the Florida Department of Transportation Financing Corporation; by advances from the State Transportation Trust Fund; with funds obtained through the creation of public-private partnerships; or any combination thereof. FDOT also may accept donations of land for use as transportation rights-of-way or to secure or use transportation rights-of-way for such projects in accordance with Section 337.25, F.S. To the maximum extent feasible, construction of the M-CORES projects will begin no later than December 31, 2022, and the corridors will be open to traffic no later than December 31, 2030.
[bookmark: _Toc57728779][bookmark: _Toc59589119]Transit Needs
The analyses of public input and technical data, together with the baseline conditions assessment and performance reviews conducted as part of the Charlotte Rides 10-Year Transit Development Plan (TDP) were used in developing the list of transit services needs by identifying areas that have characteristics shown to be supportive of transit. 
Several needs developed for the Charlotte Rides 10-Year TDP (June 2019) fall into one of two categories: Service Needs or Infrastructure/Technology/Other.
· Service Needs: Service improvements developed for the Charlotte Rides TDP 10-year needs plan include enhancing the current public dial-a-ride service with technology-based solutions, adding mobility-on-demand shared ride options, and potential implementation of regularly-scheduled bus service. The potential regularly-scheduled transit service and mobility-on-demand services—concepts currently not available in Charlotte County—include buses running on major transportation corridors with a set schedule operating at a much higher level of service than what is available currently, in combination with an innovative strategy that helps connect residents through different shared mobility options.
· Infrastructure/Technology/Other Needs: Charlotte Rides TDP 10-year needs include facility improvements, communication and advertising campaigns, and additional strategies to increase exposure of transit services and ridership as listed below:
· Construction of new Administration and Operations Facility
· Implement Bus Stop Infrastructure Program
· Implement Real-Time Bus Locator App
· Expand Transit Marketing/Awareness Campaign
· Develop Employee Bus Pass/Subsidy Programs
· Promoted Transportation Demand Management (TDM) Strategies
· Establish Route-Level Performance Monitoring Program

The Charlotte Rides 10-year TDP implementation plan presented in Table 7‑2 outlines improvements that are included in the 10-year Needs Plan. The table also shows the projected implementation years, as applicable, operating and capital costs associated with the improvements, and type of anticipated funding sources for the Plan. The annual operating cost, in current year dollars, for the needed service enhancements is $4.27 million. Initial capital costs for purchasing new vehicles and construction of other infrastructure exceeds $8 million. Future costs of vehicle replacements are included in the Cost Feasible Plan based on implementation years for new service and expected vehicle replacement cycles.
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	Improvement
	Implement. Year
	Annual Operating Cost (2019$)
	Capital Costs (2019$)
	Potential Revenue Source

	Enhance/Add Mobility On Demand
	
	
	
	

	Enhanced Dial‐A‐Ride Service
	2022
	$ 2,522,507
	$ 3,718,000
	Existing

	Charlotte Link Service 
	2024
	$ 442,080
	$ ‐
	Existing

	Add Technology‐Based Bus
	
	
	
	

	Babcock Express 
	2026
	$ 127,746
	$ 72,000
	Existing/
FDOT

	US 41/Airport Connector 
	2028
	$ 447,110
	$ 144,000
	Existing/
FDOT

	Englewood Express 
	Unfunded
	$ 230,694
	$ 72,000
	n/a

	Downtown Circulator
	Unfunded
	$ 230,694
	$ 72,000
	n/a

	Beach Circulator
	Unfunded
	$ 269,769
	$ 72,000
	n/a

	Infrastructure/Technology/Other
	
	
	
	

	Bus Stop Infrastructure Program ‐ Signs, Benches, Shelters
	2020‐29
	$ ‐
	$ 570,000
	Existing

	Marketing/Awareness Campaign
	2020‐29
	$ ‐
	$ 150,000
	Existing

	Real‐Time Bus Locator App & Reservation Technology Upgrades
	2020‐29
	$ ‐
	$ 350,000
	Existing

	New Administration and Operations Facility
	2021‐22
	$ ‐
	$ 2,593,000
	Federal Grant

	Transit Planning Services/2024 TDP Major Update
	2024
	$ ‐
	$ 200,000
	Existing

	Employee Bus Pass/Subsidy Programs
	2020‐29
	n/a
	n/a
	n/a

	Promote TDM Strategies
	2020‐29
	n/a
	n/a
	n/a

	Service Performance Monitoring Program
	2020‐29
	n/a
	n/a
	n/a


Notes:
1. No new additional local funding is assumed.
2. Annual revenues from federal, state, and local sources are based on the CCT’s 2020 Budget and discussions with CCT staff.
3. Total of $2.5 million in Federal Section 5339 grants is assumed to find the new administration and operations facility
It should be noted that the schedule shown in the table does not preclude the opportunity to delay or advance any projects. As priorities change, funding assumptions do not materialize, or more funding becomes available, this project implementation schedule should be adjusted. The Transit Needs and service areas are shown in Figure 7‑6.
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[image: Transit Needs and service areas in the Charlotte Punta Gorda region. ]
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The transportation system in a community has a strong influence on the quality of an individual’s life; transportation systems that limit choice can negatively impact one’s health by limiting their opportunities for exercise, increase their stress, and decrease air quality. Creating an active transportation network has the potential to lower the negative health impacts of the transportation systems that are dominated by automobile-centric designs, especially for populations that are disproportionately impacted by them. Active transportation is defined by the Center for Disease Control and Prevention (CDC) as “any self-propelled, human-powered mode of transportation, such as walking or bicycling.” Strategies for ensuring an active transportation network include the provision of sidewalks, bicycle paths, greenways, complete streets, and transit.
To ensure these active modes are viable forms of transportation, they must be strategically placed and designed with safety in mind. Equal in importance are good design principles that promote walkability. For example, literature suggests that walkable environments (i.e., demonstrating street connectivity, destination accessibility, and presence of active transport infrastructure) are correlated with increased physical activity in both children and adults.[footnoteRef:1] Active transportation systems have the potential to maximize the community’s benefits in their physical and mental health.  [1:  Smith, Melody, et al. "Systematic Literature Review of Built Environment Effects on Physical Activity and Active Transport – an Update and New Findings on Health Equity." International Journal of Behavioral Nutrition and Physical Activity. vol 14, no. 1 (2017), doi:10.1186/s12966-017-0613-9.] 

In 2018, the MPO Board adopted the first-ever Charlotte County Regional Bicycle and Pedestrian Master Plan. The overall goal of the recommendations from this study was to create a connected network of walking and cycling facilities. Since adoption of the Master Plan, the MPO, FDOT, Charlotte County and the City of Punta Gorda have made transportation related decisions with this goal in mind. The needs listed in Table 7‑3 and shown in Figure 7‑7 were developed in coordination with a technical Project Steering Committee and through public comments received during the development of the Bicycle and Pedestrian Master Plan.
[image: Photo of a person running along a multi-use path on the waterfront in Charlotte County. ]Existing facilities like the Harbor Walk Trail in Punta Gorda create a scenic and enjoyable experience for recreational activities.
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	ID Number
	Facility
	
	ID Number
	Facility

	BP 1
	Airport Rd
	
	BP 55
	North Jones Loop Rd

	BP 2
	Appleton Blvd
	
	BP 56
	Notre Dame Blvd

	BP 3
	Atwater St
	
	BP 57
	Oceanspray Blvd

	BP 4
	Bermont Rd (CR 74)
	
	BP 58
	Ohara Blvd

	BP 5
	Birchcrest Blvd
	
	BP 59
	Oil Well Rd

	BP 6
	Biscayne Dr
	
	BP 60
	Olean Blvd

	BP 7
	Boca Grande Causeway
	
	BP 61
	Orlando Blvd

	BP 8
	Boundary Blvd
	
	BP 62
	Oxford Dr

	BP 9
	Broadpoint Dr
	
	BP 63
	Parade Circle

	BP 10
	Burnt Store Rd (segment 1)
	
	BP 64
	Pear St/Wintergarden Ave

	BP 11
	Burnt Store Rd (segment 2)
	
	BP 65
	Peachland Blvd

	BP 12
	Burnt Store Rd Ext.
	
	BP 66
	Pine St

	BP 13
	Calumet Blvd
	
	BP 67
	Port Charlotte Blvd

	BP 14
	Campbell St
	
	BP 68
	Prineville St

	BP 15
	Cape Haze Dr
	
	BP 69
	Quesada Avenue

	BP 16
	Chamberlain Blvd
	
	BP 70
	Ramblewood St

	BP 17
	Chancellor Blvd
	
	BP 71
	Rampart Blvd

	BP 18
	Collingswood Blvd
	
	BP 72
	Ravenswood Blvd

	BP 19
	Como St
	
	BP 73
	Regent Rd

	BP 20
	Cooper St
	
	BP 74
	Rio De Janerio Ave

	BP 21
	Cornelius Blvd
	
	BP 75
	Rio Villa Dr

	BP 22
	Dahlgren Ave Ext.
	
	BP 76
	Riverside Dr

	BP 23
	Deep Creek Blvd
	
	BP 77
	Rotonda Blvd East

	BP 24
	Edgewater Dr
	
	BP 78
	Rotonda Blvd South

	BP 25
	Eisenhower Dr
	
	BP 79
	San Casa Dr

	BP 26
	Elmira Blvd
	
	BP 80
	San Domingo Blvd

	BP 27
	Enterprise Dr/Paulson Dr
	
	BP 81
	Sandhill Blvd

	BP 28
	Flamingo Blvd (segment 1)
	
	BP 82
	Sandhill Blvd Bypass (New Road)

	BP 29
	Flamingo Blvd Ext.
	
	BP 83
	S McCall Rd/El Jobean Rd (SR 776)

	BP 30
	Flamingo Blvd (segment 2)
	
	BP 84
	S McCall Rd (SR 776)

	BP 31
	Florida St
	
	BP 85
	Scham Rd

	BP 32
	Gasparilla Rd (CR 771)
	
	BP 86
	Seasons Dr

	BP 33
	Gillot Blvd
	
	BP 87
	Spinnaker Blvd

	BP 34
	Golf Course Blvd
	
	BP 88
	SR 31

	BP 35
	Green Gulf Blvd
	
	BP 89
	St Paul Dr

	BP 36
	Gulf Blvd
	
	BP 90
	Sulstone Dr/Highlands Rd

	BP 37
	Gulfstream Blvd
	
	BP 91
	Sunnybrook Blvd

	BP 38
	Harbor View Rd
	
	BP 92
	Taylor Rd

	BP 39
	Harbor Blvd Ext.
	
	BP 93
	Toledo Blade Blvd

	BP 40
	Harness Rd
	
	BP 94
	Tucker's Grade

	BP 41
	Henry St
	
	BP 95
	US 17

	BP 42
	Henry St (New Road)
	
	BP 96
	US 41 (segment 1)

	BP 43
	Hillsborough Blvd
	
	BP 97
	US 41 (Replace Bridge)

	BP 44
	Hinton St
	
	BP 98
	US 41 (segment 2)

	BP 45
	Ingram Blvd
	
	BP 99
	Veterans Boulevard

	BP 46
	Jacobs St
	
	BP 100
	Washington Loop Rd

	BP 47
	Jones Loop Rd
	
	BP 101
	Wilmington Rd

	BP 48
	Kings Highway
	
	BP 102
	Burnt Store Road (Segment 3)

	BP 49
	Lavilla Rd
	
	BP 103
	Charlotte Harbor CRA

	BP 50
	Loveland Blvd (segment 1)
	
	BP 104
	Grove Boulevard

	BP 51
	Loveland Blvd (segment 2)
	
	BP 105
	Grove Boulevard Extension

	BP 52
	Marathon Blvd
	
	BP 106
	Harbor Blvd

	BP 53
	Melbourne St
	
	BP 107
	Marion Avenue

	BP 54
	Midway Blvd
	
	BP 108
	Olympia Avenue



The MPO 2040 LRTP Needs Plan identified bicycle, pedestrian, and multi‐use trail facility projects along roads without existing facilities or that have gaps or missing links. Building on the 2040 LRTP Needs Plan, the Bicycle and Pedestrian Master Plan needs assessment identified a series of gaps and needs within the county. These gaps were used to generate prospective projects and were reviewed by the Project Steering Committee and at public workshops. 
Highlights of the proposed multi-use trail, pedestrian, and bicycle needs include the following:
· Expansion of the bicycle facilities, including all roads being improved on the highway needs plan (except I-75). The road improvements would include paved shoulders with the intent to put bicycle facilities in place concurrently
· Expansion of the sidewalk facilities associated with new roadway construction or road improvements constructed. Sidewalks in urbanized area ensures the county residents have access to sidewalk facilities, and it promotes safety and transit usage
· Expansion of the conceptual multi-use trails; trails could be selected as revenues become available.
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[image: Map showing bicycle and pedestrian needs, as described in the previous table.]
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Federal transportation legislation requires MPOs to develop and implement a Freight Movement Plan as part of this LRTP. The purpose of Freight Movement Plan is to meet the needs of Charlotte County and the City of Punta Gorda area by identifying and describing the existing facilities and process for identifying potential improvements that will aid in the movement of freight into and out of the MPO Planning Area.
Airport Facilities 
[image: ]
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The Punta Gorda Airport is an important transportation and economic asset for Charlotte County and the surrounding region. It provides air service to approximately 40 destinations in the United States and is one of the fastest growing airports in the United States in terms of passengers served. The airport accommodates the operational requirements of approximately 400 general aviation aircraft based at the airfield. In addition to serving aviation uses, the airport is also home to numerous non-aviation businesses that provide jobs, income, and services to residents of Charlotte County and the surrounding area. 

[image: Image of sign at the Punta Gorda Airport]


The Charlotte County Airport Master Plan was updated in March 2019. The goal of the Master Plan is to provide guidelines for future development and growth that will satisfy the demand for aviation services in a logical and feasible manner. The Plan forecasts growth and aircraft operations to recommend expansions and improvements to the airfield, terminal, aviation, and support facilities to accommodate the growth. Growth in scheduled air service has outpaced the development of adequate facilities to support it so the primary focus areas of the Master Plan includes the airfield, terminal, automobile parking, and rental car facilities. Additionally, the plan references the long term transportation goals of the region through noting the following highway projects listed in the 2040 LRTP as important for increasing access to the airport:
1. Widen I-75 to six lanes in central Charlotte County (Jones Loop Road to US 17) (Completed)
2. US 17 (Piper Road to CR 74/Bermont Road): Expand to six lanes
3. Extend Piper Road to US 17 (Completed)
4. I-75/Jones Loop Road Interchange: Geometric & Signalization Improvements (Partial improvements made during I-75 widening).
Trucking Facilities
Charlotte County is strategically located to serve a major role in goods movement in Southwest Florida. Currently, the highest volume freight carriers are private company trucks, such as for supermarkets and lumber companies, followed by for-hire trucks and air cargo. Commodity transportation is dominated by the Clay/Concrete/Glass category. Several sand and fill mines exist in Charlotte County. Due to the impact of the current economic downturn and its associated impact on the local housing market, trucking from these mines has been greatly reduced. Locally the food distributor, Cheney Brothers, Inc. (CBI), opened a distribution center next to the Punta Gorda Airport in 2015. As the only CBI distribution center on the West Coast of Florida, distribution of products to restaurants and retail centers are made along the SIS facilities of I-75 and US 17.
In addition to the key SIS facilities being heavily traveled freight routes, local roadways including Piper Road and CR 74 (Bermont Road) provide critical linkages for freight and good traveling through the region. Piper Road, which was recently completed, provides a critical connection to the Punta Gorda Airport from US 17 and I-75. CR 74 connects from US 17 near I-75 to US 27 in Central Florida and provides a direct route for freight and trucks supporting mining operations.

Recognizing the importance of I-75 and US 17 for regional freight travel and the need for truck stops in the region, a study evaluating the market opportunities for a travel center was conducted. A location near I-75 and US 17 interchange was identified as a favorable location for further investigation. This location is also adjacent to the local routes that provide a critical role in connecting regional freight facilities. 
Additionally, when the rest area at I-75 and N. Jones Loop Road was closed in 2015. FDOT began evaluating a replacement rest area in Charlotte and southern Sarasota County. 
[image: Image of traffic on I-75 including a tractor trailer.]


Rail Lines and Terminals

[image: Image of locomotive on the Seminole Gulf Railway]Source: Floridarail.com

Seminole Gulf Railway has provided freight transportation and logistics to southwest Florida along 118 miles of track since 1987. Seminole Gulf Railway currently operates in Charlotte, Collier, DeSoto, Lee, Manatee, and Sarasota counties and operates various passenger excursion trains.

[bookmark: _Toc59589122]Technology
ACES Overview
Incorporating technology considerations in long-range transportation planning is more vital than ever given emerging technologies that have the potential to completely transform prevailing transportation practices. Yet there is great uncertainty, with outcomes depending on a variety of factors such as the types and rate of technology adoption and market penetration. Discussion of emerging transportation technologies in Florida has been categorized as “ACES,” representing:
· Automated - vehicle guiding itself with little or no input; minimal effects are anticipated with lower levels of automation, yet profound effects are possible with the highest levels of automation where the human occupant is removed from the driving process.
· Connected - devices linking vehicles and the transportation infrastructure for improved safety and efficiency.
· Electric – vehicles using one or more electric motors for propulsion.
· Shared-use – vehicles used and not necessarily owned by more than one person or organization.
While these technologies are distinct, communities will likely adopt them to some degree in a combination. As a result, one effort of long-range planning with regards to these technologies is developing locally tailored scenarios. The Federal Highway Administration has developed six scenarios based on a future year of 2035 as starting points for input and local scenarios for the purposes of LRTPs (Figure 7‑8).
[bookmark: _Ref59564214][bookmark: _Toc59589133]Figure 7‑8: FHWA 2035CV/AV Scenarios
[image: chart showing the six Connected Vehicle/Automated Vehicle Scenarios developed by the Federal Highway Administration.]
Source: Florida Department of Transportation Office of Policy Planning (September 2018) Guidance for Assessing Planning Impacts and Opportunities of Automated, Connected, Electric and Shared-Use Vehicles, page 3.
There are both gains and negative impacts to consider in the adoption of these different technologies. Figure 7‑9 broadly summarizes benefits by driving externalities with a relative comparison among the different technology types. Safety emerges as a key benefit in adopting these technologies, echoed by several tenets of the Institute for Transportation Engineers position paper on CV/AV technology.[footnoteRef:2] [2:  Institute of Transportation Engineers (December 4, 2018) ITE Statement on Connected and Automated Vehicles.] 



[bookmark: _Toc59589134]Figure 7‑9: Potential Benefits of ACES Technologies
[image: A graphic illustrating the strengths and weaknesses of technology advancements against mobility measures of safety, congestion, emissions, land use, and mobility.]
Source: Florida Department of Transportation Office of Policy Planning (September 2018) Guidance for Assessing Planning Impacts and Opportunities of Automated, Connected, Electric and Shared-Use Vehicles, page 18.
Legislative & Agency Response
States vary in terms of whether they have adopted or are considering legislation regarding autonomous vehicles, and rules vary among states that have passed these laws.[footnoteRef:3] Federal agencies such as the U.S. Department of Transportation (U.S. DOT) and Congress have taken steps to move towards more standardized guidance and requirements to address this technology in transportation. In 2016, U.S. DOT released non-binding performance guidance on autonomous vehicles.[footnoteRef:4] In 2019, it released Automated Vehicles 3.0: Preparing for the Future of Transportation, which includes: [3:  John Paul MacDuffie, PhD (May 2018) The Policy Trajectories of Autonomous Vehicles, University of Pennsylvania Penn Wharton Public Policy Initiative, Issue Brief, Vol. 6, No. 4]  [4:  U.S. Department of Transportation (September 2016) Federal Automated Vehicles Policy, https://www.transportation.gov/AV/federal-automated-vehicles-policy-september-2016] 

· Principles for guiding the federal approach to shaping policy for automated vehicles.
· Roles in engaging with automation at the federal level; at the state, local, and tribal government levels; and in the private sector.
· Implementation strategies moving forward.
Key principles guiding U.S. DOT’s approach include:
· Prioritizing safety
· Remaining technology neutral
· Modernizing regulations
· Encouraging a consistent regulatory and operational environment
· Preparing proactively for automation
· Protecting and enhancing mobility choice freedoms (including the freedom to drive one’s vehicle).
While the document does not explicitly call out a specific MPO role, many initiatives geared towards more localized entities may apply to the efforts of the MPO. These initiatives relate to the following themes:
· Public engagement and education
· Research to understand impacts of automation, remove barriers, and address market failures and public needs
· Identifying data needs and opportunities for data exchange
· Scenario development
· Assessment of roadway readiness and support for piloting/safety testing
· Improving organizational capacity and expertise related to automation.
Initiatives related to other roles will contextualize these efforts, such as the development of policy/regulatory guidance to remove barriers to automation and voluntary standards and safety assessments, including those related to vehicle design.
In addition to the guidelines from U.S. DOT, federal legislation is also under consideration to influence the direction of autonomous vehicle technologies. A recent policy brief by John Paul MacDuffie of the University of Pennsylvania Wharton School summarizes some of the implications of H.R. 3388, or the SELF-DRIVE Act, awaiting a vote in the Senate, as well as policy trajectories of autonomous vehicles. The SELF-DRIVE Act in its latest form would include provisions for:
· A uniform standard for technology and safety
· Prohibiting states from blocking use of automated vehicles without human controls within their borders
· Prohibiting state from setting rules on automated vehicle production and testing standards
· The exemption of self-driving car manufacturers from existing safety standards up to a certain number of cars in the first year
· Requiring self-driving car manufacturers to demonstrate the safety of their vehicles.
While some observers support the safety provisions, others are concerned at the pre-emption of state authority to set safety standards without clear regulation at the federal level to fill the gap. 
MacDuffie highlights additional policy considerations summarized below.
· “Geo-fencing” may be particularly relevant to local and regional transportation planning efforts.
· Whether federal guidance may support an approach to increased automation that includes levels where the automated system monitors the driving environment, but the human driver is still “in the loop” to take over driving in certain situations; some argue that having drivers come back into control is too risky, which supports an increase in automation from vehicles where the human driver is predominantly monitoring the driving environment straight to full-blown automation.
· The possibility of enforcing a single standard for performance evaluation (e.g., a “driver’s license” for automated vehicles) and ethical dilemmas.
· How to invest in infrastructure; some argue that “smart” infrastructure is necessary for the success of automated vehicles, while some have moved forward with automated vehicles that are not reliant on direct communication with other cars or upgraded infrastructure.
· The allowance by local jurisdictions for testing and expansion of automated vehicles, in conjunction with meeting local priorities (e.g., expansion of green vehicles); “geo-fencing,” or the ability to limit the activity of automated vehicles to certain geographic areas mapped in detail, is one aspect of this method of increasing testing and expansion of this technology.
· How liability will shift with the emergence of automated vehicles and the need for expanded public and supporting private insurance.
(1) Trip Generation - How many trips will I make?


(2) Trip Distribution - where will my trip take me?


(3) Mode Choice - How will I travel?


(4) Route Choice - Which roads will I travel on?
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Figure 3: FHWA 2035 CV/AV Scenarios
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Table 2: Potential Benefits
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*Autonomy is defined for this purpose as individually owned vehicle.
**shared Autonomous Vehicles (SAV) are on-demand self-driving vehicles supporting shared rides as part of a pri-
vately or publicly managed fleet.
***While not a focus of this NCHRP research, the team provides assumptions of potential benefits of electrification
based on known literature.
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