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Chapter 1 Introduction

The transportation system is one of our most significant public assets and represents the largest
allocation of public space in our community. Thus, transportation shapes our community identity
and quality of life. Transportation enables us to engage in economic, social and other human
activities, allowing our region to sustain, grow and thrive. Rights of way belong to every citizen and
the transportation facilities and services conveyed within the right of way help us meet our daily
needs for goods, services, education, employment and recreation. Sound investments in an
interconnected, multimodal transportation system are the foundation for a strong economy and for
the daily human interactions that take place in our community.

1.1 Purpose of the MTP

The 2040 Metropolitan Transportation Plan (MTP) is a 26-year plan that communicates the future
vision, goals, strategies, projects and programs for transportation in the Central Kentucky Region,
with a focus on the planning area of Fayette and Jessamine County. The plan sets forth strategies for
moving people and goods within our region safely and efficiently.

The MPO transportation planning process enables a regional perspective through a comprehensive,
coordinated and continuous planning process. The process is data-driven, goal-oriented and
facilitates meaningful input from stakeholders and the public. IT also encourages us to examine and
learn from our past, understand where we are at present, and determine our best future direction.

Funding for transportation is and will continue to be limited and competitive, so we must focus on
our top priorities and invest in the right transportation projects and
programs. Our long range plans must be developed in a financially
realistic manner, meaning we cannot plan to spend more than we expect
to receive. Finally, our plan must be developed through engaging key

stakeholder organizations and the people within our region.

Key purposes of the 2040 MTP and transportation planning process are to:

e establish aregional vision

e guide future transportation policies and strategies

e project future demand for transportation services

e prioritize projects and programs

e develop a systems level approach considering all transportation modes and intermodal
connections

e ensure fiscal balance by estimating costs and reasonably available financial sources for
operation, maintenance and capital investments

e develop plans to preserve existing roads and facilities and make efficient use of the existing
system

e ensure and reflect public and stakeholder input
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1.2 About the MPO

Federal law requires all census urbanized areas with populations greater than 50,000 to designate a
Metropolitan Planning Organization (MPO) to conduct transportation planning activities (Title 23

United States Code, and 49 U.S.C. 450). Urbanized areas with
populations over 200,000 are designated as Transportation
Management Areas or TMAs which carry additional planning and

funding requirements. = The MPO process is required to be
comprehensive, coordinated and continuous (3C’s) in developing
transportation plans. MPOs that are certified as meeting federal

transportation planning requirements are eligible for federal

transportation funding.

Planning Area

There are currently nine MPOs in
Kentucky. The Lexington Area MPO
consists of Fayette and Jessamine
County and the cities of Lexington,
Nicholasville and Wilmore. The MPO land
area consists of 458 square miles and has
a population of 344,389 persons per the
2010 U.S. Census. For the first time, the
2010 U.S. Census designated a small
portion of Scott County as part of the
Urbanized Area and thus part of the
MPO planning area. The Lexington Area
MPO is now coordinating with officials
from Scott County / City of Georgetown
to establish a consensus on their desired
level of involvement in the MPO
transportation planning process. This
discussion and decision will be finalized
after the adjusted urbanized boundary is
approved in mid-2014.

LAMPO Planning Area

Incorporated Areas

LI LI IMies
o 1 2 4 6 8

Exhibit 1.1 - Lexington MPO Planning Area
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MPO Core Functions

Per federal requirements, the core functions and planning documents of the MPO are listed below.
These functions and work products are accomplished through a decision-making Transportation
Policy Committee (TPC), several technical sub-committees and technical professional staff (see
Exhibit 1.3). These functions include:

-

Establish a fair and impartial setting to make regional decisions
Identify and evaluate transportation improvement options
Involve the public and key stakeholders

Participate in air quality planning

Develop and maintain a Congestion Management Process

oV AW N

Develop and maintain 4 key planning documents:

Transportation

Unified Planning Work Metropolitan

Program Participation Plan lmgrovement Transportation Plan
rogram
¢ Outlines the annual ¢ Outlines strategies e Short range eLong range
work activities of the for public and implementation plan transportation plan
MPO stakeholder for projects and for the region
involvement programs in the (at least 20 years)

region (4 year
horizon)

Exhibit 1.2 - MPO Planning Documents

To develop the MTP, the MPO works with federal, state and local governments, transit agencies,
transportation stakeholders and the public to ensure transportation policies, plans, projects and
programs move the region forward based upon mutually agreed upon goals and objectives. Much of
this work takes place through committees, including the Transportation Policy Committee.

Transportation Policy Committee (TPC)

The TPC is the policy and decision-making body for the Lexington Area MPO. The TPC is comprised of
elected and appointed officials from the City of Wilmore, Nicholasville and Lexington; Jessamine and
Fayette County; LexTran; Federated Transportation Services of the Bluegrass; and the Kentucky
Transportation Cabinet. The TPC has advisory (non-voting) members from the Federal Highway
Administration (FHWA) and the Federal Transit Administration (FTA).

Transportation Technical Coordinating Committee (TTCC)

The Transportation Technical Coordinating Committee (TTCC) exists to enhance consultation among
transportation and community stakeholders and to advise the TPC on technical matters.  Four
subcommittees of the MPO provide input and focus on specific transportation issues including:

e Air Quality Advisory Committee (AQAC)

e Bicycle/Pedestrian Advisory Committee (BPAC)
e Congestion Management Committee (CMC)

e Traffic Safety Coalition (TSC)
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Exhibit 1.3 - MPO Organizational Structure \ /
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1.3 The Process

The MTP must be updated every five years and cover at least a twenty year period. This Lexington
Area MPO 2040 MTP covers a 26-year planning period from 2014 to 2040. The MPO’s approach
developing the MTP and ongoing transportation planning activities included steps to:

Assess existing transportation system
Predict future travel demand
Assess community needs & desires
Establish regional visions, goals and objectives
Identify solutions & strategies
Predict future financial resources
Develop long-range and short-range investment strategies
Prioritize and evaluate projects & programs

Implement the plan & monitor system performance

““‘II“‘ll“

The Lexington Area MPO planning process and the MTP consider certain national goals. Per the
current transportation reauthorization bill entitled the “Moving Ahead for Progress in the 21*
Century Act” (MAP-21), MPOs must consider and emphasize eight planning factors when developing
local and regional goals, plans, programs and priorities. In addition to the planning factors, MAP-21
also created performance-based goals for planning areas. These national performance goals are
discussed in more detail in Chapter 4, Performance Measures.

MAP-21 Planning Factors

1. Support the economic vitality of the metropolitan area, especially by enabling global competiti
productivity, and efficiency.

2. Increase the safety of the transportation system for motorized and non-motorized users.

3. Increase the security of the transportation system for motorized and non-motorized users.

4. Increase the accessibility and mobility of people and for freight.

5. Protect and enhance the environment, promote energy conservation, improve the quality of life, and
promote consistency between transportation improvements and State and local planned growth and
economic development patterns.

6. Enhance the integration and connectivity of the transportation system, across and between modes,

people and freight.

ote efficient system management and operation.

ize the preservation of the existing transportation system.
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In 2009, The Environmental Protection Agency (EPA), the U.S. Department of Housing and Urban
Development (HUD), and the U.S. Department of Transportation (DOT) formed a Partnership for
Sustainable Communities to help communities improve access to affordable housing, more
transportation options, and lower transportation costs. They established “livability principals” that
were adopted by the TPCin 2011. The MTP 2040 continues a commitment to these principles.

Livability Principles

Provide more transportation choices. Develop safe, reliable, and economical transportation choices to
decrease household transportation costs, reduce our nation's dependence on foreign oil, improve air
quality, reduce greenhouse gas emissions, and promote public health.

Promote equitable, affordable housing. Expand location- and energy-efficient housing choices for people of
all ages, incomes, races, and ethnicities to increase mobility and lower the combined cost of housing and
transportation.

Enhance economic competitiveness. Improve economic competitiveness through reliable and timely access
to employment centers, educational opportunities, services and other basic needs by workers, as well as
expanded business access to markets.

Support existing communities. Target federal funding toward existing communities—through strategies
like transit oriented, mixed-use development, and land recycling—to increase community revitalization and
the efficiency of public works investments and safeguard rural landscapes.

Coordinate and leverage federal policies and investment. Align federal policies and funding to remove
barriers to collaboration, leverage funding, and increase the accountability and effectiveness of all levels of
government to plan for future growth, including making smart energy choices such as locally generated
renewable energy

Value communities and neighborhoods. Enhance the unique characteristics of all communities by investing
in healthy, safe, and walkable neighborhoods—rural, urban, or suburban.

MTP Approval

The MPO Transportation Policy Committee (TPC) directs the development of the MTP and formally
approves the plan following public and stakeholder input. A copy of the TPC Resolution adopting
the 2040 MTP is in Appendix A. The MTP is submitted to the Kentucky Transportation Cabinet
(KYTC), Federal Highway Administration (FHWA) and Federal Transit Administration (FTA) for their
review regarding compliance with federal requirements. The MTP is updated every 5 years and may
be amended or modified by the TPC, providing a direct and continuing role in project programming.

MTP Amendment
Amendments to the MTP are major revisions that include adding or deleting a significant project or

major changes to a project (including design concept and scope). Amendments require public
review and re-demonstration of fiscal constraint. The notification process for public and stakeholder
input for MTP Amendments are outlined in the MPO Participation Plan.

MTP Administrative Modification
Minor changes to phasing, costs, funding sources, or estimated project dates within the MTP may be

completed as Administrative Modifications per the MPO Participation Plan. Projects types listed in
Grouped Projects (Appendix B) may be added by Administrative Modification and do not require
public review.
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1.4 National, Regional and Local Trends in Transportation

Nationally, there has been a recent trend toward less personal automobile use than in the past.
Many transportation research and public policy agencies have been monitoring and exploring the
implications of this trend for transportation investment in the coming years. The following
discussion summarizes some of the key finding of the U.S. Public Interest Research Group Education
Fund in their paper titled “A New Direction — Our Changing Relationship with Driving and the

Implications for America’s Future.”

From a national, regional and local perspective it appears the driving boom, a six decade long period
of steady increases in per-capita driving, is likely over (see Chapter 2 for a discussion of driving trends
in the MPO area). Americans drove more miles nearly every year between 1945 and 2004; however,
this growth has leveled off during the last decade and has even reversed in recent years. A return to
steady year-over-year increases in vehicle miles of travel (VMT) is not expected due to Baby Boomers
retiring from the work force, continuing high fuel prices, technological advances that reduce the
need for travel (teleconference, online shopping, etc), fewer people purchasing vehicles and
obtaining driver’s licenses, Americans tolerance for time spent in traffic, travel preferences and the
travel needs of younger and older populations (Millennials and Baby Boomers, respectively) that are
growing in size.

While Americans drive less today than they did eight years ago, there has been a steady increase in
public transportation use, bicycle trips and working at home (or telecommuting). Americans took
nearly 10% more trips via public transportation in 2011 than we did in 2005 and saw increases in
commuting by bike and foot.

The major policy implications, new challenges and opportunities outlined in the report associated
with these trends include:

e Less need for roadway capacity and expansion
e Aneed torevisit plans for new or expanded highways

e Moreresources to maintain the system in a state of good repair if significant capital outlays
for new capacity are reduced

e Less dependency on foreign oil

e Less vehicle use equating to less wear and tear on the roadway system

e Less driving equating to less revenue collected from fuel usage tax

e Uncertainty in planning for the future when the continuation of trends is unknown
e Being responsive to the desire to drive less by Millennials and older Americans

Researchers suggest three future scenarios 1) a reversal of declining VMT trends (back to the future),
2) a stabilization of VMT trends (enduring shift) or 3) a continuation of declining VMT (ongoing
decline). Researchers agree that likely scenarios include a leveling off or on-going decline of VMT in
the coming decades.
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Exhibit 1.4 — National Vehicle Miles Travel Trends
Source: U.S. Public Interest Research Group Education Fund

Within the MPO planning area, many local issues that are consistent with national trends have been
observed through local data and through community outreach activities including:

e The composition of the population is changing. Age groups in their peak driving years used
to make up 23% of our population, but make up only 12% today.

e Transportation and housing is costing us more than it did in the past.
e Vehicle miles of travel have declined for Fayette and Jessamine Counties.
e The cost of infrastructure is rising.

e Residents support land use planning and urban design that reduces the need for vehicular
travel.

e Residents support multimodal options including transit, biking and walking.
e Residents support more emphasis on maintenance, operations and efficiency.
e Residents show concern for our environment.
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1.5 New Directions of the MTP

Similar to most large urbanized areas, “traffic” is among the top complaints of people in the
Lexington area. There is little doubt that being stuck in traffic is frustrating, expensive and inefficient
in many ways. However, traffic can be a positive indication of an area’s economic growth. How a
community chooses to address travel demand (or “traffic”’) and facilitate the movement of goods is
critical to sustaining good economic growth. Many communities have come to the realization that
building out of congestion, primarily through new and widened roadways, can ease the pain of
traffic in the short term, but not in the long term, and that continued expansion is not sustainable
financially or in keeping pace with population growth.

Even though per capita travel trends are declining, we must recognize that the area’s population has
and will continue to grow. The population in the MPO area is expected to reach nearly 500,000 by
2040. With this growth, we know we will need to improve on our transportation system and
continue to focus on maximizing efficiency and on stabilizing and reducing personal auto use and
vehicle miles of travel. This requires investment in broad range of strategies and improvements
including:

Multimodal capacity and facilities

Intersection, interchange and corridor
modernization and upgrades (better
or innovative designs) to provide more
efficient operation

Intersection, or bottleneck,
improvements (turn lanes, signal
improvements)

Improved connectivity and access
management

More and better sidewalks and
crossings that meet Americans with
Disabilities Act standards

More and better bicycle facilities

More transportation options for all
segments of the population, including
transit dependent and low income
groups.

Transit system expansions to improve
local service and regional transit to
serve growing satellite communities
(i.e. vanpool, bus, rideshare)

More and better operations and
maintenance to maximize safety and
efficiency

Safety improvements and programs
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Thus, the 2040 MTP proposes a new direction for transportation investment in the Lexington Area
with the goal to maintain our vibrancy while offering reliable, affordable, safe and efficient mobility
for people and goods. Our mantra will be about moving people and our success will be judged by
how well we move the most people as efficiently and economically as we can, not just how well we
move vehicles. These are not new ideas to the Lexington Area, but the 2040 MTP is a bold new step
in providing the real financial support that is needed to fully accomplish our goals.

Here are 200 people in 177 cars &3/ |2 without cars
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Source: www.i.sustain.com/CommuterToolkit.htm
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1.6 Goals and Objectives

Considering local input and the MAP-21 goals and emphasis areas, the MPO has set forth the
following goals and objectives for the Lexington Area. These establish a foundation for MTP
projects, programs and investments moving forward.

Transportation Goals

¢ Provide for safe travel for all users

¢ Provide access and choices

e Provide connectivity within and between modes
¢ Be efficient, reliable and well maintained

e Support economic vitality and competitiveness
e Contribute to community character

e Enhance the environment

e Support health and wellness

* Reduce fatalities and injuries by identifying hazards and conflicts within and between modes
and by implementing safety improvements.

* Remove barriers to travel for all modes and people of all ages and abilities by investing in
projects that increase connectivity of streets, sidewalks, bikeways and transit service.

e Adopt a “fix it first” approach to transportation investment.
* Maximize existing infrastructure by targeting investments to reduce congestion.

e Invest in a range of travel choices and tools that reduce congestion including access
management, bicycle and pedestrian facilities, intelligent transportation systems and transit
improvements.

e Foster and promote increased ride-sharing and transit ridership.

e Coordinate land use, urban design, transportation and planning activities to make travel more
efficient and accessible for all people.

e Provide walkable, transit-oriented transportation corridors.

e Ensure access to jobs, education, goods and services for all citizens including underserved
populations, people with disabilities, youth and seniors through investments in public transit,
para-transit and other mobility services.

e Ensure projects contribute to community character and are context-sensitive including
appropriate design speeds, landscaping, public art, streetscape elements, preserving view-
sheds and other cultural or historic resources.

e Facilitate regional transportation needs and solutions.

e Promote the use of efficient travel modes, fuels, vehicles and other innovative technologies to
improve air quality.

e Consider the impact of transportation investments and projects on the health and wellness of
communities and people.

¢ Ensure economic vitality by examining current and future needs for efficient goods and freight
movement into and out of the region via roadways, railways and air.

* Monitor current and changing attitudes, trends and travel behaviors.
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Chapter 2 Our Past, Present and Future

Examining our region today and anticipating future needs helps inform the MPO and decision-makers
on how transportation investments should be made over the coming 26 years. When developing the
MTP, we ask ourselves where growth has occurred in the past and where it is expected it in the
future. What are the current population trends and how will they change over time? How and
where do people travel now and how might travel patterns differ in the future? What is the present
condition of our transportation infrastructure? Where do we have or expect deficiencies? What are
the needs of the region and the transportation network both now and in the future? How does the
transportation system impact our environment and our region’s safety and security?

2.1 Population Trends

Travel demand is correlated to the number of people living in a region, their employment status, age,
household size and income. Looking at the past and present composition of our population and our
changing demographics can help us understand current travel patterns and predict how travel
demand or preferences may change in the future.

2.1.1 Population Growth

Each person in a region contributes to the overall demand for travel, whether traveling to and from
work, school, running errands, shopping or for recreation and entertainment. The total population
for the MPO area is approaching 350,000 with 86% living in Fayette County and 14% residing in
Jessamine County.

Population Growth

500,000 - 480,268
MPO Population in 2011 400,000 -
Region Fayette % of Jessamine % of 300,000 -
total total
o o 200,000 -
344,389 295,803  86% 48,586 14%
100,000 -

1990 2000 2010 2020 2030 2040

M Jessamine H Fayette

Exhibit 2.1 - Total Population & Population Growth for the MPO Area
Source: American Community Survey 5 Yr Estimate (2007-2011) & Kentucky State Data Center
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Over the last several decades, the MPO’s population has increased by nearly 45,000 people for each 10-yr census period, equivalent to a 35%
increase in residents from 1990 to 2010. In 2040, over 480,000 people (40% more than today) are expected to live in the region.

2040 Population Density

. Highest

2012 Population Density

. Highest

Lowest
. Lowest
[ =) 1= 1Miles
| g | | 1Miles - o 1 2 4 6 8
o 1 2 4 6 8

Exhibit 2.2 - Population Growth Areas
Source: MPO Travel Demand Model
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2.1.2 Age Distribution

A person’s age correlates to the number of trips they take in any given day. For instance, people
who are employed and have children living at home generate a greater number of trips per day;
whereas a student living on a college campus, or a retired senior, generate fewer trips.

The age structure of the MPO region is changing, primarily by growing
older than it once was. Historically, people aged 35 to 44 (considered
to be in their peak travel/driving years) represented a significant
percentage of the population. Moving forward from 2010, this age
group will comprise only 13% of the population compared to 23% in the
past. Younger ages that will enter their peak driving years during the
span of the MTP planning period are also holding steady and/or shrinking. Further in 2040 a much
larger percentage of the population will be aged 65 and older, comprising 16% of the population in
2040 compared to 11% today.

MPO Age Distribution (1990-2040)

25

% Population

0-14 1524 2534 3544 4554 5564 65+

1990 2000 [®2010 W2020 W2030 W2040

Exhibit 2.3 - Population Age Distribution for the MPO Area
Source: US Census & Kentucky State Data Center

2.1.3 Households

The number of households and average number of people living within a household is also a
predictor of travel demand. Greater numbers of households and larger household sizes equate to
more trips. According to the 2009 National Household Travel Survey, each individual within a
household generates an average of 3.79 person trips per day (equivalent to just over 1.3 million trips
per day for the Lexington Area MPO region in 2010). Although the overall population and number of
households in the MPO area continues to grow, household size has slowly, but steadily declined
(similar to national trends).
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Exhibit 2.4 - Number and Size of Households in MPO Area
Source: US Census & Kentucky State Data Center

The total number of households in the region grew by 54% from 91,074 to 140,685 between 1990 and
2010. Whereas, population growth for that same period was only 35 percent, meaning there is a
greater number of households of smaller size than there has been in the past. In 2040, it is estimated
that just over 480,000 people will live in the region, residing in over 208,000 households,
representing an increase of 48% in the number of households during the next 25 years. These
smaller households will be comprised of younger and older generations than in the past.

2.1.4 Labor Force & Employment

The size of the labor force and the number of people employed in a region is a strong predictor of
travel rates. Within the MPO region, the percentage of residents in the labor force has remained
steady at 55-56 percent and closely mirrors total population distribution (87% of the region’s labor
force resides in Fayette County and 13% in Jessamine County). The labor force also grew in step with
population growth from 1990 to 2010 (=36%). Note: The labor force represents those living in, but
not necessarily working in, the MPO region.

MPO Population and 1990-2010 1990-2010
Labor Force Growth +- (#) +/- (%)
POPu'atIOn 255,874 299,553 344,389 +88,515 +35%

139,620 167109 189,417  +49,787  +36%
55 % 56 % 55 %

Exhibit 2.5 - Population and Labor Force Growth
Source: US Census & American Community Survey (5 yr Estimate)

Today, it is estimated that 152,000 people work in the MPO region (either living in the MPO area or
commuting into the MPO area). Employment is expected to grow to over 236,000 by 2040. Exhibit
2.6 below shows those areas that are expected to experience the greatest growth in employment.
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2012 Employment Density 2040 Employment Density
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Exhibit 2.6 - Employment Growth Areas
Source: MPO Travel Demand Model
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2.2 Commuting Trends

Commuting to work or school represents just 1 of 4 trips taken by an individual each day; however, it
is often the longest trip of the day and occurs during peak travel periods (i.e. when the
transportation system experiences the greatest demand). Thus, particular attention is paid to peak
hour commuting patterns. This section explores commuting trends in the MPO including where
people go, how they get there and how long it takes them.

2.2.1 Commuting Patterns

Lexington is a major employment hub for the Bluegrass area. Jessamine County and Nicholasville are
also a fast growing county/city with steady employment growth. Estimates from the 2006-2010
American Community Survey indicate that just over 53,000 people commute into Fayette County
each day, of which 35,000 are commuting directly from adjacent counties. The three counties with
the largest influx of workers into Fayette include 10,000 workers from Jessamine County (43% of the
Jessamine County labor force), 7,200 from Madison County (18% of the Madison County labor force)
and 6,500 from Scott County (30% of the Scott County labor force).

Eighty-eight percent of the labor force living in Fayette County also works in Fayette County. Twelve
percent (18,000+) people commute to workplaces outside of Fayette County. Three-quarters (nearly
13,000) are commuters traveling to workplaces located in immediately adjacent counties with major
workplaces including Toyota in Georgetown, state government offices in Franklin County and various
locations in Jessamine County.

Commutes into and out of Fayette County primarily take place along the major arterials leading into
and out of Lexington. As population and employment growth continues into the future, these major
arterials will continue to serve these commuting patterns at the regional level.

Total into Fayette (region-wide) = 53,202 Total out of Fayette (region-wide) = 22,085

Q into Fayette (adjacent county - shown above) = 35,544 Total out of Fayette (adjacent county - shown above) = y

Exhibit 2.7 - Commutes Into and Out of Fayette County
Source: MPO Travel Demand Model
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Forty-seven percent of the workforce living in Jessamine County commutes out-of-county each day.
Ninety percent work in directly adjacent counties. Of the nearly 12,000 out-of county commuters,
eight-five percent are commuting to Lexington, primarily along US 27 (Nicholasville/Lexington Road)
and US 68 (Harrodsburg Road).

The 2006-2010 ACS estimated there are just over 7,500 regular commuters into Jessamine County
from the region, of which nearly 6,000 (78%) commute from directly adjacent counties. Seventy
percent (4,000+) of commutes made into Jessamine are from Fayette County.

/

JESSAMINE

Total into Jessamine (region-wide) = 7,686 Total out of Jessamine (region-wide) = 11,786
Total into Jessamine (adjacent counties-shown above) = 5,942  Total out of Jessamine (adjacent counties - shown above) = 10&

Exhibit 2.8 - Commutes Into and Out of Jessamine County
Source: MPO Travel Demand Model

2.2.2 Commuting Modes

According to the US Census, 80 percent of Lexington area residents report driving alone as their
primary means of commuting to work. Comparatively, the national average for workers driving
alone is 91% (2009 NHTS). Over the last 20 years (1990-2010) this rate has remained relatively stable
in the MPO area, particularly in Fayette County. There was a notable increase in single occupancy
vehicle use reported in 1990 compared to 1980 (when only 65-70 percent of individuals were driving

alone). L.
Workers Driving Alone

9 { 784 799 79.8 765 785 80.6

Percent
vl
o
1

Fayette Jessamine

1990 2000 W 2011 (ACS 5y Est)

Exhibit 2.9 - Percent of Workers Driving Alone to Work in the MPO Area
Source: 1990 & 2000 US Census & American Community Survey 2007-2011 (5 yr Estimate)
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Fayette County Travel Mode to Work Jessamine County Travel Mode to Work
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Exhibit 2.10 - Travel Mode to Work Other than Driving Alone (% Mode Share)
Source: 1990 & 2000 US Census & American Community Survey 2007-2011 (5 yr Estimate)

The remaining #20 percent of commuters in Fayette and Jessamine County report carpooling,
walking, bicycling and using public transportation. There was a drop in carpooling and public transit
use from 1980 to 1990 that corresponds to the increase in workers driving alone. Over the last
several decades there has been a gradual decrease in walking to work and a steady increase in
bicycle commuting. Public transit use as a primary mode to work in Fayette County followed a slow
steady decline during the last several decades until a reversal during the last ten years (2000 to
2010), presumably in response to improved transit service as a result of stabilized funding per a
Fayette County property tax. Additionally, more and more people are working from home as
technology has made telecommuting more feasible for many workers and employers. It is
anticipated that telecommuting will continue to increase in the future. Currently 3-5% of residents in
the MPO area work from home.

(1990-2010)
v | —
5.1% 5.0% 3.8% 25%
5.5 35%  34% 38%
Gkeoworc | | | |
0.4% 0.6% 0.9% +125%
0.35% 0.01% No data -97%*
R I A N S
1.6% 1.3% 1.6% 0%
Grpooowor | [ | [
12% 1% 10% 16%
14% 13% 10% -28%

Exhibit 2.11 - Travel Mode to Work Other than Driving Alone (% Change)
Source: 1990 & 2000 US Census & American Community Survey 2007-2011 (5 yr Estimate)
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While the primary travel mode reported by commuters is an important planning consideration -
particularly for anticipating peak hour travel demand and potential congestion - the data collected by
the US Census is not the best indicator of overall alternative mode usage. First, it does not capture
semi-regular or occasional trips taken by other modes. Second, it only gauges mode use for
commuting to work, not other utilitarian or recreational trips, which outnumber commuting trips 4
to1.

The 2009 National Household Travel Survey shows that on average Americans are least likely to
bicycle and walk for commuting purposes (3-5% bike/walk combined) but more likely to bike and walk
for personal errands (9%), going to school or church (9%) and for socializing or recreation (17%), etc.
Such personal travel surveys, as well as count data for all modes, that can more accurately account

for actual bike and walk trips are not currently available for the MPO area.

2.2.3 Travel Times

The average travel time to work has remained relatively stable over the last 20-30 years, particularly
in the last decade. Travel time remained flat in Fayette County from 2000 to 2010 and even
decreased slightly in Jessamine County from 24.1 minutes to 23.1. This indicates some improved
efficiency of travel via capacity, operational and multimodal efforts, despite overall population
growth and subsequent increases in travel demand. The Lexington Area MPO average commute
time compares favorably to other metro areas. The average travel time to work for urban areas
under 500,000 in population is 35 minutes with peer cities including Greensboro, North Carolina;
Madison, Wisconsin and Columbia, South Carolina (2012 Urban Mobility Report Texas A&M
Transportation Institute).

Average Commute Travel Time

241
19.7 7 -
19. .
175 93
Fayette Jessamine
1990 2000 m 2011 (ACS 5y Est)

Exhibit 2.12 - Average Commute Travel Time in MPO Area
Source: 1990 & 2000 US Census & American Community Survey 2007-2011 (5 yr Estimate)
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2.2.4 Vehicle Travel

Vehicle miles of travel (VMT) in the Lexington area has generally held steady over the last 10 to 12
year period. Fayette County has experienced 7.5 to 8.0 million miles of travel per day which includes
many vehicles passing through the area on I-75 and 1-64 (approximately 26 miles of vehicular travel
per person, per day). Jessamine County has a total of 1 million miles of travel per day (approximately
21 miles of vehicular travel per person, per day).

Vehicle Miles Traveled
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Exhibit 2.13 - Vehicle Miles of Travel in MPO Area
Source: Highway Performance Monitoring System (HPMS), Kentucky Transportation Cabinet

While these totals have held fairly constant on a large scale, a closer look, at a more refined scale,
shows a pattern that mirrors national trends. Both counties had a peak in VMT between 2007 and
2010 and a drop-off in the last 3+ years. As more people live and work in the MPO area, the amount
of driving seems to have peaked and may be in decline. The reasons for the decline have been
mentioned previously (aging population, working at home, cost of fuel, etc.) thus we can no longer
assume a continued increase in traffic volumes across the area. Certain roads in high growth areas
will continue to show greater volumes of vehicles, but other facilities may have reached their peak
and will not experience the traditional year-after-year growth.

Fayette County Vehicle Miles Traveled Jessamine County Vehicle Miles Traveled
7,900 1,040
7,800 /’\‘ 1,020
Z 7700 / W & w000
o 7600 Vi v S 980
o 00 7N S \
X 7,400 % X 940 \h'/
S 7300 E g
> 7,200 > 900
7,100 880
2001 2003 2005 2007 2009 2011 2001 2003 2005 2007 2009  20f

Exhibit 2.14 — Vehicle Miles of Travel in Fayette & Jessamine County
Source: Highway Performance Monitoring System (HPMS), Kentucky Transportation Cabinet
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2.3 Transportation System

Transportation systems exist to provide social and economic connections. They provide people with
access to jobs, education, good and services, friends and family. They provide for economic growth
by facilitating the movement of goods and services throughout a community, a region, the nation
and around the world. By nature, transportation systems are both multi-modal and inter-modal and
each element plays a role in the overall movement of people and goods.

2.3.1 Roadway Network

There are over 1,700 miles of roadways in the MPO Region. The road network consists of arterials,
collectors and local roads in the urban and rural area as well as Interstates 1-64 and I-75 in Fayette
County.

In Fayette County, the arterials include five US highways and seven KY State highways, converging
and diverging radially from the center of Lexington. The five main north-south corridors are US-25,
US-27, US-68, KY-922 and KY-1974. The three main east-west corridors are US-60, US-421, and KY-
1927. New Circle Road, KY-4, loops around Lexington within the Urban Service Area. Man O War
Boulevard makes a half-loop in the south area of Lexington-Fayette County.

In Jessamine County, the two main north-south highways are US-27 and US-68. US-27 is designated
as part of the National Highway System and carries the largest volumes of traffic in the county. The
US 27 Bypass circles around the west side of Nicholasville, while Business US-27(X) passes through
downtown Nicholasville. US-27 continues south and crosses Kentucky River at the Jessamine-
Garrard County Line. US-68 continues southwest and crosses the Kentucky River at the Jessamine-
Mercer County Line. Major east-west connecting routes in Jessamine County include KY 169, KY 29
and KY 39.

Mileage

In the MPO region, approximately 75% of the total road mileage is located in Fayette County and 25%
of the total road mileage is located in Jessamine County (see Exhibit 2.15). Both counties have
approximately 300 miles of rural roadways. Fayette County has nearly 1,000 miles of urban roads,
whereas Jessamine County has 164 miles. Local streets and roads comprise about 70% of the total
road system, with 30% of roadways being classified as collectors and arterials. Only roadways
classified as a collector or arterial are addressed in the MTP and are eligible for federal funding.
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Roadway Mileage

Fayette Co.

Jessamine Co.

Classification Miles % of Totall Miles % of Total
Rural

Interstate 28 2.1% 0 0.0%
Freeway & Expressway 0 0.0% 0 0.0%
Principal Arterial 10 0.8% 9 1.9%
Minor Arterial 15 1.1% 15 3.4%
Major Collector 55 4.2% 24 5.3%
Minor Collector 51 3.8% 56 12.1%
Local 177 13.4% 190 41.6%
Subtotal 337 25.4% 294 64.2%
Urban

Interstate 7 0.5% 0 0.0%
Freeway & Expressway 14 1.0% 0 0.0%
Principal Arterial 69 5.2% 7 1.5%
Minor Arterial 62 4.7% 13 2.8%
Major Collector 86 6.5% 1 2.5%
Minor Collector 0 0.0% 0 0.0%
Local 749 56.6% 133 29.0%
Subtotal 987 74.6% 164 35.8%
MPO Total = 1782 Miles 1324 74.30% 458 25.70%

Exhibit 2.15 - Road Network Mileage within the MPO Area
Source: Kentucky Transportation Cabinet

% Road By Class
=== |nterstate ~———— Minor Arterial
Freeway & Expressway Major/Minor Collector
. = Principal Arterial Local

Exhibit 2.16 - Road Network by Roadway Classification
Source: Kentucky Transportation Cabinet

2040 Metropolitan Transportation Plan



Condition

Keeping roadways and bridges in a state of good repair is of great importance to the public and a
primary goal of transportation agencies. Poor pavement and bridge quality can degrade user
experience, reduce safety, increase fuel consumption and operating costs, and cause damage to
vehicles. ~ Roadway and bridge condition is
evaluated and tracked by both the KY
Transportation Cabinet and local governments.
Major roadways are evaluated by the KYTC,
whereas local streets are evaluated and repaired
by cities and counties within the MPO. The KYTC
and local governments analyze the condition of
pavement using several factors including the
amount and severity of cracking or potholes,
pavement smoothness and rutting. The KYTC
places a greater emphasis on maintaining
pavements that serve higher volumes of traffic and thus uses a sliding rating scale that holds high-
traffic roadways to a higher standard of performance. Using this scale, roads are rated as good, fair,
or poor depending upon the overall level of distress and the total traffic volume.

Since 1998, the overall statewide percentage of all state-maintained pavements in good or fair
condition has fluctuated between 79% and 86%. In 2011, good and fair pavements comprised 81% of
the total state-maintained roadway mileage. Comparatively, 84 percent of roads in the Lexington
Area were rated in good or fair condition from 2009-2012.  The state target for roads in good or fair
condition is 92%.

2009 Lexington Area Pavement Quality 2012 Lexington Area Pavement Quality

H Very Good <60 ¥ Good 60 -- 94 Fair95 -- 170 B VeryGood <60 M Good 60 - 94 Fair 95 - 170

® poor 171--220 B Very Poor >220 ¥ Poor171-220 ™ Very Poor >220

Exhibit 2.17 - Lexington Area Roadway Pavement Quality
Source: Highway Performance Monitoring System (HPMS), Kentucky Transportation Cabinet
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Our bridges must be safe and sound to serve daily traffic demands.
Per the National Bridge Inventory (NBI) Bridge Condition Data,
Kentucky reported 1,897 NHS Bridges as being in “deficiency” status.
This represents 21.56 percent of bridges (the National bridge
“deficiency” average is 20.69 percent). A deficient rating does not
necessarily mean a bridge is unsafe, rather that there are
components that are in need of monitoring and/or replacement.

As shown in Figure 2.16, Fayette County has a total of 196 bridges of
which 134 (68%) are “non-deficient” structures. Fifty-two bridges are
“functionally obsolete” (26%) and ten are “structurally deficient”
(5%). Jessamine County has a total of 54 NBI bridges of which 32

(59%) are “non-deficient” structures. Thirty-seven percent (37%) of bridges in Jessamine County are
“functionally-obsolete” and 4 percent (4%) are “structurally-deficient” bridges.

MPO Area Bridge Condition

Functionally obsolete:
A bridge that is functionally obsolete is not

necessarily unsafe. Indicates the bridge has
older design features not built to today's
standards. A functionally obsolete bridge is
likely not wide or tall enough to
accommodate current vehicle sizes, weights
and traffic volumes.

Structurally Deficient:

A bridge that is structurally deficient is not
necessarily unsafe. Indicates the bridge has

elements that need to be repaired and/or
monitored. A structurally deficient bridge
should be maintained, inspected and

lmonitored on a regular basis.

Exhibit 2.18 - Lexington Area Bridge Condition Ratings

:
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:

Jessamine
54
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32

Source: FHWA Bridge Programs National Bridge Inventory
(NBI) data for National Highway System (NHS) Bridges dated

12/31/2012

Source: FHWA Bridge Programs National Bridge Inventory (NBI) (12/31/2012)
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Congestion

Congestion is a concern for the region and users of the transportation system. Congestion is defined
as the level at which transportation system performance is no longer acceptable due to traffic
interference resulting in decreased speeds and increased travel times. Severe congestion results in
the loss of economic productivity (wasted time and slowed movement of goods and services) and
environmental consequences including increased fuel consumption and vehicle emissions.

Congestion management is a process that monitors transportation facilities and seeks to mitigate
congestion through planning, operations, system management and projects that will effectively
address bottlenecks and corridor-based congestion problems.

The current transportation regulation, Moving Ahead for Progress in the 21* Century Act (MAP-21)
retains the requirement for MPOs to have a Congestion Management Process (CMP) in place for
monitoring and reporting congestion, system performance and reliability. MAP-21 places additional
emphasis on performance measurement and requires that it be completed in accordance with
standards that will be established by FHWA in 2014.

The Lexington Area MPO’s CMP framework utilizes
data, reports and studies to document congestion
conditions  through performance measures and
identifies strategies to improve the system. Projects
and programs identified in the MTP and TIP reflect this
process by considering and weighting CMP performance
measures and CMP solutions in the project selection and
ranking process. CMP-related studies and documents
are available at www.lexareampo.org

Travel Time Index

In 2012, the MPO Congestion Management Committee (CMC) began developing and utilizing a Travel
Time Index (TTI) to quantify congestion on major urban roadways. This was accomplished by
working with the Kentucky Transportation Cabinet (KYTC) and the Kentucky Transportation Center
(KTC) to analyze real-time Global Positioning System-probe (GPS-probe) speed data. The TTl is a
ratio of travel speed during congested versus non-congested periods. The higher the TTI ratio, the
greater the differential (i.e. the longer it takes to travel that roadway segment during peak times).
The TTI for roadway segments were calculated for both AM and PM peak travel periods. Segments
with the 10 worst TTls are reported in Exhibits 2.19 and 2.20.
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Top 10 Worst AM Peak Travel Time Index

ROUTENAME | UMITA | UWITE_____ | DIRECTION | TTi ] RANK |
Nicholasville/Limestone Fay-Jess Co Line Man O War Inbound 1.3247 1
m Midland/Winchester Rd 1-75 Man O War Inbound 1.3119 2
Man O War Blvd I-75 Winchester Rd Innerloop 1.2446 3
Takes Creek Rd Man O War New Circle Rd Inbound 12380 4
m Georgetown Rd New Circle Rd Fay-Scott Co Line  Inbound 1.2211 5
m Georgetown Rd W Main St New Circle Rd Inbound 1.2064 6
Man O War Blvd I-75 Winchester Rd Outerloop 1.1979 7
ST midland/Winchester 1-75 Man O War Outbound 11964 8
m Harrodsburg/ S Broadway Man O War New Circle Rd Inbound 1.1962 9
m Georgetown Rd New Circle Rd Fay-Scott Co Line  Outbound 1.1961 10

Exhibit 2.19 - Top 10 Worst AM Peak Travel Time Index
Source: MPO Congestion Management Committee

Top 10 Worst PM Peak Travel Time Index

TROUTENAME | LUMITA | LMITB | DIRECTION | TT1__| RANK ]
Nicholasville/ S Limestone New Circle Rd Alumni Dr Inbound 1.4058 1
E High St Fontain Rd S Limestone Outbound 13875 2
m Midland/ Winchester Rd I-75 Man O War Outbound 13493 3
S Limestone Ave. Champions W Main St Inbound 1.3073 4
Tates Creek Rd Man O War New Circle Rd Outbound 1.3063 5
Nicholasville/ S Limestone Man O War New Circle Rd Inbound 1.2849 6
m Georgetown Rd New Circle Rd Fay-Scott Co Line  Outbound 1.2683 7
m Richmond Rd / E Main St New Circle Rd Midland Av Outbound 1.2664 8
Man O War Blvd I-75 Winchester Rd Outerloop 1.2623 9
New Circle (Signalized) Newtwon Pike N Broadway Innerloop 1.2607 10

Exhibit 2.20 - Top 10 Worst PM Peak Travel Time Index
Source: MPO Congestion Management Committee

Volume to Capacity Ratio and Level of Service

vehicles that pass a point on a transportation facility during a specified time period, which is usually
expressed in vehicles per hour or per day. Road or lane capacity, which is also expressed in vehicles per
hour or per day, is the maximum traffic volume obtainable on a given road or lane. Volume to Capacity
(V/C) ratio is a measure that reflects mobility and quality of travel on a facility or a section of a facility. It
compares roadway demand (vehicle volume) with roadway supply (carrying capacity). For example, a
V/C of 1.00 indicates the roadway is operating at its capacity.

Level of Service (LOS), which is related to the V/C ratio, is a qualitative measure to describe roadway
traffic and vehicular operating conditions based on factors such as speed, travel time, maneuverability,
delay and safety. The level of service of a facility is designated with a letter, A to F, with A representing
free flow operating conditions and F representing the most restricted vehicular flow conditions.
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Traffic flow conditions for various LOS and V/C ratios for arterials with a 40 mph design speed are
shown below. A LOS of C or D is typical and acceptable in urban areas given varied land uses, traffic
mix including pedestrian and bicyclists, need for access, turning movements, etc. A roadway’s LOS and
V/C are typically reported for peak travel periods.

LOS | SPEED (MPH) TRAFFIC FLOW CONDITION

A Greaterthan35 | Lessthano0.34 | Free flow; Speedis controlled by driver’s desire, speed limits or physical
roadway conditions.

B 28t0 35 0.35-0.50 Stable flow; Speed begins to be restricted with slight delays. Vehicles are
reasonably unimpeded.

C 221028 0.51-0.74 Stable flow with delays; Less freedom to maneuver; Speeds are somewhat
restricted.

D 17to 22 0.75-0.89 Approach to unstable flow; Little freedom to maneuver. Tolerable speeds

can be maintained but restrictions may cause extensive delays.

E 13to 17 0.90 - 0.99 Approaching capacity; Unstable flow with many stoppages; Maneuverability
is severely restricted.

F Less than 13 1.0 or greater At or above capacity; Forced flow; Breakdown conditions; Low or no speeds;
Stoppages are for long periods.

Exhibit 2.21 - Traffic Flow Conditions for various Levels of Service and Volume to Capacity Ratios

Source: Highway Capacity Manual

Exhibit 2.20 below shows which major roads in the Lexington MPO Area have reached or are
approaching significant congestion levels based upon our existing road network. “Significant
congestion” was defined as a V/C at or above 1.2 during peak periods. Roadways with a V/C greater
than 1.0 but less than 1.2 are were denoted as “approaching significant congestion” levels.

Whereas the first map shows conditions today, the second map (Exhibit 2.23) shows congestion
conditions in the year 2040 given our existing road network and the completion of all the committed
short-range projects that are currently underway, but without any of the long-range projects
planned within the 2040 MTP (referred to at the 2040 “no build” scenario). See Chapter 4 for a
depiction of projected congestion levels on major roads once the MTP 2040 projects are
implemented.
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I | S| IMiles Approaching significant congestion = Volume to Capacity (V/C) ratio >= 1.0 and < 1.2
0 2 8 Significant congestion = Volume to Capacity (V/C) ratio >= 1.2

Approaching significant congestion = Volume to Capacity (V/C) ratio >= 1.0 and < 1.2
Significant congestion = Volume to Capacity (V/C) ratio >= 1.2
Exhibit 2.23 - Worst Congested Roadways in 2040 (“No Build”)

Source: Lexington Area MPO Travel Demand Forecasting Model

Source: Lexington Area MPO Travel Demand Forecasting Model
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Exhibit 2.22 - Worst Congested Roadways for Base Year 2012




2.3.2 Freight Movement

Goods movement into, out of, and across a region is vital to communities, their economy and to local
industries that rely significantly on freight including manufacturers, distributors, retailers and
agriculture. Public and private sectors play a role in freight movement and coordination is necessary
at the regional, statewide and national level across many freight modes including rail, air, water and
highways.

The FHWA has identified freight movements as one of the fastest growing and rapidly changing
transportation issues. In response, an MPO Freight Plan was drafted in 2007 to provide insight on
needs and issues within the region and to help guide planning and investment to ensure that freight
movement is maintained and maximized. The plan reviews freight trends across various transport
modes and recommends strategies to address:

e Coordination with freight providers

e Land use coordination

e Roadway design & access management

e Designated truck routes

e Freight modeling

e Monitoring, commodity surveys & freight studies

Additionally, an MPO Freight Program Assessment is conducted periodically with FHWA. The MPO
last completed the assessment in 2013.

An intermodal Freight Focus Network for the Lexington area is identified in the 2006 Kentucky
Statewide Intermodal Freight Plan (developed by the KYTC). The Freight Focus Network for the
MPO includes the major roadways, railroads and the Bluegrass Airport as shown in Exhibit 2.22. The
Lexington Area does not have any designated Intermodal Freight transfer points.

Railroad

—~—— Class |
—+—— Class Il

——— Class Il

'('( Air Carrier Airports

—— Freight Focus Network

Exhibit 2.24 - Lexington Area Freight Focus Network
Source: 2006 Kentucky Statewide Intermodal Freight Plan, KY Transportation Cabinet
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The MPO primarily has authority for roadway planning that may affect highway freight movement;
however, coordination and consultation with air and rail freight operators is also conducted via MPO
committees and in other forums as needed including incorporating air and rail-related Congestion
Mitigation and Air Quality (CMAQ) and Transportation Alternatives Program (TAP) projects in the
MPQO’s MTP and TIP.

Trucking

In Kentucky, 73 percent of freight shipments are handled by truck (representing 43 percent of freight
tonnage movement). In the Lexington MPO Area, through trucks primarily utilize 1-75/64 with the
truck traffic percentage reaching 15-25% along portions of those interstates. Trucks also frequently
utilize New Circle Road and US 60 when traveling to and from the Bluegrass Parkway. Many
industries with major trucking terminals are located on the north side of Lexington near the
interstates. Other shippers/receivers are primarily concentrated along major arterials in professional
service and commercial zones.

Truck Percentage
<15%

= 15-19.9%
=20 - 25%
— > 25%

Exhibit 2.25 - Heavy Truck Rates on Freight Focus Roadways
Source: 2006 Kentucky Statewide Intermodal Freight Plan, KY Transportation Cabinet

The 2006 KYTC Statewide Intermodal Freight Plan identified a Freight Focus Road Network which
includes the roadways within the MPO as shown in Exhibit 2.24. The Network also includes all of US
27 in Jessamine County. The KYTC specifies that any funds utilized for improving freight flows should
be focused along these corridors; likewise any improvements undertaken along these roadways
should closely consider freight needs and impacts, while also being context-sensitive. Additionally,
the KYTC plan calls attention to the segments of the freight road network which are at or
approaching capacity and should therefore be monitored and/or prioritized for improvement. These
routes as shown in Exhibit 4.26 include New Circle Road, US 68 (downtown Lexington south to New
Circle Road) and Us 27 (downtown Lexington south to Nicholasville).
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Exhibit 2.26 - Freight Focus Roadway Network & Related Volume Service Flows (21 = at or over capacity)
Source: 2006 Kentuckv Statewide Intermodal Freight Plan. KY Transportation Cabinet

Air

The Blue Grass Airport is an intermodal transfer point that provides for the movement of people and

freight. Air cargo at the airport is handled by both airlines and independent cargo carriers, and
consists of airfreight, air express and the United States mail. Equine air transportation is also
available at the Bluegrass Airport. Airport representatives indicate that due to comparatively larger
air freight hubs in Louisville and Cincinnati, the amount of cargo processed at the Bluegrass Airport is
not expected to grow significantly in the coming years. Cargo tonnage (in pounds) at the Airport
grew from 164,801 to 182,149 from 2010 to 2013.

Rail

Lexington has two Class-l rail freight operators - CSX
Transportation and Norfolk Southern Corporation (Norfolk-
Southern has lines in both Fayette and Jessamine County) and
one Class-lll rail operator — RJ Corman Railroad Group. Areas
served by these railroads include a major east-west corridor
through central Fayette County and a major north-south

corridor through central Fayette and Jessamine County, as well 7
as Wilmore. Various industries in the area have direct rail access for shippihg and receiving including
lumber supply companies, manufacturers, trucking companies and agricultural warehouses and
stockyards.

Water

There are no major navigable waterways in the Lexington Area that serve as freight corridors, nor
are there any ports in the Lexington Area.
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2.3.3 Passenger Transportation Services

There are a number of passenger transportation services available in the Lexington MPO Area that
enhance mobility and access for people who cannot or choose not to drive. These services are
available to the general public. They may be privately or publically operated and include fixed-route
transportation services (fixed schedules and fixed routes) while others are demand-responsive
services (transport that is scheduled and routed upon request). Some services also have eligibility
requirements.

Public Transit Services

Lexington Public Transit Authority (Lextran)

Lextran celebrated 40 years of serving as Lexington’s
public transportation system in December of 2013.
Lextran was incorporated as the Transit Authority of
the Lexington Fayette Urban County Government in
April of 1972. Prior to that time, there were several
private transit systems in place beginning in 1874 when
the Lexington Railway Company provided public

transportation by horse-drawn stagecoaches.

Today, public transit is operated by Lextran and is supported through a local annual property tax of
six cents per every one hundred dollars of assessed property value. This local support accounted for
67% of the Lextran budget in FY2013. Ridership has steadily increased since the property tax began
providing a stable funding source for basic and expanded service. Transit use as a primary mode for
commuting purposes has also been on the rise over the last decade, increasing from 1.3% of
commuter mode share to 1.6%.

Lextran Ridership
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*note: 2010 ridership numbers reflect a significant amount of rides provided during the 2010 World Equestrian Games.

Exhibit 2.27 - Lextran Ridership
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Lextran operates a fleet of 72 buses (67 fixed-route buses and 5 trolleys) in Fayette County including
a University of Kentucky campus shuttle service. The Lextran system currently operates 2 trolley
routes and 22 bus routes that serves 980 bus stops (86 of which have bus shelters). Lextran
operates at three levels of service each weekday; peak period, mid-day, and night service. Bus
service runs from 5:30 a.m. until 12:30 a.m. Weekend service runs on a reduced time and frequency
depending on the route.

Regular passenger fare to ride Lextran is $1.00 and
includes unlimited transfers on a one-way trip. Fares have
not increased since 2001. The $1.00 fare is among the
lowest of any public transit system in the region, and
relatively low when compared nation-wide. Reduced fare
programs as well as a variety of passes are available to
individuals that qualify. For example, a reduced fare is
available to senior citizens. A “Class Pass” is also available

to elementary, middle, high school and college students in
Fayette County during the school year.

The Lextran route system currently serves Fayette County in a radial fashion following arterial streets
to the fringes of the urban area. Exhibit 2.28 shows the Lextran fixed route system and service area.
Most of the Lextran routes originate from the transit center located in the downtown Central
Business District. The system’s focus on the transit center makes it the main transfer point for a
majority of routes as they simultaneously converge
downtown at the Transit Center. Since starting

operations in 1992, the Downtown Transit Center has
outgrown the capacity of the facility. This is evident
when the majority of Lextran buses in service pulse
into the transit center at similar times, overcrowding
the center and hindering operations. Adjustments such
as moving some bus connections to the opposite side
of the facility on High Street have been implemented in

an attempt to create more space and better utilize the
existing Center. However, this situation is not ideal and creates some confusion and hardship for
riders that need to transfer in a limited time. The radial pulse system also makes it difficult to further
reduce point-to-point transit travel times.

2040 Metropolitan Transportation Plan Page 37



\ Lextran Service Area

== Bus Route

3/4 Mile Service Area

/S

W 9 4
Mop N
S

[ | I 1Miles
WILMORE RD 0 1 2 4
RICHMOND W&
(S

Exhibit 2.28 - Lextran Fixed Routes & Wheels (Paratransit) Service Area
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Since spring of 2010, Lextran has operated a free downtown trolley circulator service in an effort to
enhance the downtown transportation experience. Lextran continues to monitor and experiment

. =— with the trolley’s routing to maximize its efficiency and
. B ; appeal to passengers while also operating the service in a
financially sustainable manner. Lextran continually

monitors all city-wide bus routes and makes service
adjustments, such as route contractions or expansions,
based on ridership statistics and performance.

In order to increase convenience for riders, Lextran has worked to introduce technology that puts
real-time information in the hands of passengers. They have implemented an Interactive Voice
Response (IVR) system that provides on-call service |
information to riders. New bus stop signs featuring Your NEXT BUS departure time is just a phonecalmyl
specific stop numbers were recently installed allowing
users to call the IVR line, enter their stop number, and | it's easy!

receive departure times for the next bus. These times Just call
are updated continuously from real-time GPS +244-2020 and A
information sent by the individual bus on that route. : "
Users can also access real-time information about any
bus currently in use on the system for trip planning

purposes.

Smart cards were also recently introduced by Lextran to allow for faster boarding and fare payment.
Smart cards are contactless cards that users tap on the fare box when boarding, rather than dipping
or swiping a magnetic stripe pass. The annual Class Pass was the first pass introduced in the form of
a smart card and has proved to be a practical option that provides greater durability than a magnetic
striped pass.

All Lextran routes are wheelchair accessible for persons with a mobility impairment and 100% of
busses are equipped with wheelchair lifts. Although, Lextran buses are friendly to passengers with
wheelchairs, not all bus stops and routes leading to them are. Lextran and LFUCG are continually
seeking to remedy stop access issues and to make spot improvements as able. For those who cannot
utilize the fixed-route service due to a disability, Lextran contracts a door-to-door paratransit service
through Red Cross WHEELS.

Additional details regarding public transit can be found on Lextran’s website (www.lextran.com) and
in the Lexington Area MPO Long Range Transit Plan.
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Bluegrass Inter-city Transit

There are a number of inter-city bus services available to residents in the Bluegrass Region that run
on a fixed schedule and route. These public transportation services provide an alternative way for
regional commuters to reach the Lexington MPO Area for employment, retail, medical or other
professional service. Some routes run regularly, whereas others require advance notice or a monthly
subscription to the service. Several agencies operate these services as noted in Exhibit 2.29. For
additional details visit each agency’s website (click the agency name in the Exhibit below).

Agency Regular Service or Destinations
On-Call

Bluegrass Community Action Frankfort Oon-Call (24 hr) Transit Center, Bluegrass

Partnership Danville Airport, Greyhound
Station

KY River Foothills Development JRWilalda[S54=1 Regular w/ Monthly  Lexmark, UK, Industry

Council Richmond Fee & Subscription Rd, Downtown
Lexington

Federated Transportation Harrison Co. Regular Transit Center, Bluegrass

Services of the Bluegrass Bourbon Co. Airport, Greyhound

Nicholas Co. Station

Exhibit 2.29 - Inter-City Transit Providers within the Lexington MPO Area

University of Kentucky Transit System

The University of Kentucky (UK) is a major trip generator with over 40,000 people coming into and
moving within the Campus boundaries each day. UK’s Campus Area Transit System (CATS) fleet
consists of eighteen buses that support four routes serving the campus core as well as a hospital
shuttle. The system provides over 750,000 rides per year. Headways vary from 5 to 15 minutes
during the day and 15 to 30 minutes during the night and summer.

The CATS system is supplemented by public
transportation through an agreement with Lextran so
that larger numbers of people moving into and out of
the campus core to the periphery can be
accommodated. All intra-campus bus rides are free of
charge to UK students, employees and visitors. UK
students may purchase a special Lextran Student Class

Pass for Lextran routes serving areas outside the
campus boundary

All CATS busses are outfitted with bike racks. Real-time travel information is provided via the “Cat
Tracker,” a GPS-based tracking system that is accessible from a computer or mobile phone and
enables riders to know when their bus will arrive.
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Ferry Service

The Valley View Ferry is located on KY Route 169 at the County line of Fayette and Jessamine
Counties. The ferry provides passage across the Kentucky River for approximately 250 vehicles per
day, substantially reducing the commute time between Fayette, Jessamine and Madison Counties.

In 2012, the ferry carried 110,000 vehicles
and 165,000 passengers. The ferry is a free
service operated by the Valley View Ferry
Authority and is funded by the Kentucky
Transportation Cabinet, the fiscal courts of
Madison and Jessamine Counties, and the
Lexington-Fayette Urban County
Government.  Valley View is the last

remaining ferry on the Kentucky River and is the oldest year-round ferry service in the United States.
Founded in 1785, seven years before Kentucky became a state, the Valley View Ferry is viewed by the

community as a historic and cultural resource.

Demand-Response Transportation Services

“Demand-response” transportation services transport individuals along non-fixed routes and
require advanced scheduling by the customer. These services may be provided by public entities,
nonprofits, and private providers. The following demand-response services are available in the
Lexington MPO Area.

Paratransit

Lextran’s service “Wheels” is a door-to-door public transportation system for people residing within
the Lextran service area whose needs cannot be fully met by the fixed-route system due to a
disability. The service is operated in accordance with the Americans with Disabilities Act of 1990
which requires a fully accessible transportation service within % mile of a fixed route bus service.
Wheels is operated in cooperation with the Bluegrass Chapter of the American Red Cross. It has
been in operation since 1978 and is available 365
days a year. There are 43 mini buses with
wheelchair lifts and six sedans utilized for the
service. All qualifying residents with origins and
destinations within Fayette County can be
accommodated when rides are prescheduled one

day in advance.

Wheels provides more than 165,000 trips annually and travels over 1.5 million miles per year. In FY
2013, the total ridership averaged 14,431 trips per month and 131,196 monthly service miles. From
2003 to 2013, ridership more than doubled; a rate far greater than overall population growth of
=13.5% during that same period. This trend is expected to continue as the MPO population ages (also
evidenced by the growing use of the Wheels service for medical purposes). This growth may place a
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greater demand on existing resources given Wheels passenger fares (currently $1.60 for most rides)
must remain comparable to fixed-route passenger fares (currently $1). Passenger fares cover only a
portion of the overall operating cost of required demand-response services.

Wheels Usage % Change
Annual trips (=) 165,000 104,000 +58%

Annual mileage (=) 1,572,000 636,000 +147%
IR st
Employment 21% 32% - 34%

Food/shopping 9% 20% - 55%
EECE - 5 - o
25 152 von

Exhibit 2.30 - Wheels Ridership & Trip Purpose

In an effort to maximize efficiency of the service, Wheels currently utilizes RouteMatch Software in
all vehicles to assist in producing schedules that maximize the daily efficiency by clustering and multi-
loading passengers. In addition, Wheels uses Mobile Data Terminals and Global Positioning System
(GPS) units to convey the manifest to the bus operators and track the location of the vehicles.

Human Service Transportation Delivery

Door-to-door transportation for non-emergency medical treatment and purposes is provided to
people who are eligible for Medicaid, Vocational Rehabilitation and Department of the Blind service
recipients. These services are provided by the
Federated Transportation Services of the
Bluegrass (FTSB) in Fayette County and by the
Bluegrass Community Action Partnership in

Wy — g Jessamine County. In 2012, the Bluegrass
Ultra Transit Service (“BUS”) and their
subcontractors provided nearly 17,000 trips to

|

272 Medicaid clients in Jessamine County.

Independent Transportation Network

The Independent Transportation Network of the Bluegrass (ITN of the Bluegrass), an affiliate of ITN
America, provides rides to people who are 60 years and older as well as to people of any age with
visual impairments. ITN is a fee-based membership service that is supported by both public and
private resources. It includes a network of volunteer drivers and a dispatch/scheduling system.
Rides are available 7 days a week, 24 hours a day for any purpose when the origin and destination is
within Fayette County and northern Jessamine County. An emphasis is placed on door-through-door,
arm-through-arm service meaning drivers may assist riders, which can be helpful for people who are
elderly, not feeling well or need help carrying packages. ITN is a resource for those who do not
quality for Paratransit or Human Service Transportation. ITN of the Bluegrass currently has about
500 members and provides from 700-800 rides per month.
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Taxicab

Taxicabs provide for travel convenience when a vehicle or driver is not available, when public transit
is not in operation (after-hours) or when an origin or destination is not served by the public transit
system.  The availability of on-call taxicab service can make it easier for people to forego car
ownership and provides an alternative to impaired driving which enhances public safety.

There are three major taxicab
companies and approximately 170+
vehicles registered in the Lexington
MPO Area. In 2013, Yellow Cab was
awarded Jobs Access & Reverse
Commute (JARC) FTA funds to equip
a number of vehicles in their fleet

with wheelchair lifts to better serve the disabled community. Accessible transportation services,
particularly during the hours when transit and paratransit services are not in operation, was often
cited as a barrier to independence for people who use wheelchairs in the Lexington Area.

Regional, state & national passenger service

In today’s mobile and global economy, many travelers seek connectivity to regional, statewide and
national destinations via public transportation services. Several fare-based passenger options into
and out of the Lexington area are available to residents, recreational and business travelers that
need access to destinations by means other than personal automobile.

Passenger Bus

Regularly scheduled Inter-city passenger bus service to and from Lexington is provided through
Greyhound and Megabus. These fee-based charter services are available to the public and are
offered along fixed routes to many cities throughout the region, state and country. Megabus
provides express service to 8 major cities and Greyhound provides connectivity to most major cities
in the nation. For many travelers, particularly those who do not own a vehicle, charter bus is the
most economical way to travel outside of the Bluegrass Region.

Passenger Rail

There are currently no passenger rail lines servicing the Lexington area. The nearest passenger rail
service is provided by Amtrak in Cincinnati. Inrecent years, there has been growing public interest in
a passenger rail service connecting Lexington, Frankfort, Louisville and Northern Kentucky. A cost-
feasible plan to provide such a service has yet to be realized. The most comprehensive study of the
feasibility of passenger rail was commissioned by the KY Transportation Cabinet in 1999. See the
“Examination of I-75, 1-64 and |-71 High Speed Rail Corridor Study.”
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Passenger Air

Lexington Bluegrass Airport (LEX)serves a population of over 1.5 million residing in over 15

surrounding counties in Kentucky. LEX offers commercial flights and a variety of corporate and

general aviation services. The Bluegrass Airport is located in western Fayette County along Versailles

Road and Man o' War Boulevard, 4 miles west of downtown Lexington. The airport is served by

major airlines, offering direct flights to a host of US Cities, with global connections.

Dallas

Houston
Tampa Bay

Punta Gorda/
Ft. Myers

Ft. Lauderdale

Exhibit 2.31 - Bluegrass Airport Direct Flights

The airport recently updated their master plan in 2013 and the
pan is focused on developing a comprehensive assessment of
“core” infrastructure needs that take into consideration input
from stakeholders and community partners. The Bluegrass
Airport Master Plan includes the following long-term
improvement projects.

e Asset Management & Infrastructure Rehabilitation
e Possible International Customs Facility

e Parking Lot Expansion

e Equipment Replacement)

e West General Aviation Campus (Phases Il &111)

e Runway 9-27 Extension & Widening

2.3.4 Ridesharing

Historically, ridesharing has played an important role in the MPO region to reduce the number of

workers driving alone and reducing vehicular demand on the roadway network. Ridesharing includes

both carpooling and vanpooling. More recently, car-sharing has also emerged as a new

transportation option.
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Carpool

Carpooling is the most common way that people commute in the Lexington area, next to driving
alone. Carpooling in the MPO region, as a means of commuting, has declined over the last several
decades from its peak in the 1980s when 23 percent of all work-related trips in Jessamine County and
18% in Fayette County were made in carpools. In the 1990’s and 2000’s carpooling decreased to 11-13%
of all commuting trips (see Exhibit 2.10). Today, carpooling represents just over 10 percent of work-
related trips which still contributes greatly to lessening congestion on regional roadways and
reducing fuel consumption and emissions. The local decline in carpooling has followed a similar
national trend; however, our region is still above the national average of 9.7 percent.

Carpooling is most common among people with long commutes. Many carpools are formed via
personal contacts, neighbors and co-workers. In the past, carpool matching services have been
provided by the MPO to help people connect throughout the
region who are traveling to and from similar work or home

*
destinations. A ride-matching database is typically utilized for Rld%hare

such a service. While the MPO no longer provides this service, -
by-enterprise

rideshare matching will be provided in the near future through

“Rideshare” a program currently operated by Enterprise on

behalf of Lextran.

Vanpool

Vanpooling allows even larger groups of individuals to share rides, further decreasing demand on the
roadway network and providing both individual and community-level savings on fuel, energy, vehicle
and roadway maintenance. A regional vanpool program is currently operated by Lextran and
includes 8 vanpools and 89 riders (average of 11 riders per van) with an average round trip of 50 miles
per van. Vanpools must currently have an origin or destination within Fayette County. Lextran
acquired the vanpool from the LFUCG in 2013 and is currently in the capacity-building phase for the
program.

Car Sharing

Car sharing is an emerging service where people have on-demand access to a fleet of vehicles so that
they may rent a car for short periods of time, often by the hour. This service is attractive to people
who only requires the use of a vehicle occasionally and may allow people to more easily utilize
bicycling, walking and transit for regular trips, foregoing regular, day-to-day use of a private vehicle.
According to The Economist, carsharing can reduce car ownership at an estimated rate of one rental
car replacing 15 owned vehicles.

UK
Pl | fleet of 2 vehicles. Car sharing opportunities for greater Lexington are currently in

Vehicles Only

The University of Kentucky currently operates a small car sharing program with a

the exploratory phase.
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2.3.5 Bicycling & Walking

Communities that are walkable and have well-integrated bike facilities have been shown to have
stronger local economies, better air quality, improved public safety and citizens that are more active
both socially and physically. Over the last decade, the MPO has increased its emphasis on bicycle and
pedestrian planning, projects and programs to improve livability and provide sustainable
transportation options. This emphasis also fulfills the MPO’s legal obligation required by federal
transportation legislation (MAP-21) to provide for the development, integrated management and
operation of transportation facilities (including pedestrian walkways and bicycle transportation
facilities) that will function as an intermodal transportation system.

The MPQ’s Regional Bicycle and Pedestrian Master Plan (BPMP) was developed in 2007 and provided
an extensive review of existing facilities, plans, polices and programs. The plan’s recommendations
guide how projects are selected and implemented. Since the Plan’s adoption the network of bicycle
facilities has doubled in mileage. Pedestrian infrastructure has also increased both in terms of
sidewalk mileage and the provision of safer crossings.

Bicycle Facilities

Bicycling in the MPO area is gaining in popularity as a means to get to work, to school and to get
more exercise. People who ride bikes vary in age, skill and trip purpose. Likewise, there are different
methods and facilities to accommodate cycling. The bicycle system can be considered in terms of
Rural (outside of the urban service or planned growth area) and Urban (inside the urban service or
planned growth area). In general, the primary purpose people ride bikes in the two areas differs.
Recreational cycling is common on rural secondary roads where motorists and cyclists must share
the lane. Recreational cyclists are generally more experienced distance riders who are comfortable

on rural secondary roads (local and collector roads) with
low traffic volumes and along primary rural roads (arterial
roads) that have paved shoulders. “Share the road” signs
have been placed along common routes that people
bicycle on in rural areas of the Lexington Area MPO to
warn motorists that cyclists may be present on the
roadway.

In the urban areas, commuting to work or school as well as to access goods and services (utilitarian
trips) are the primary trip purposes. The urban bicycle network can be divided into three categories
shared use paths, bike lanes and shared roadways. Shared use paths are off-road facilities that can
improve the connectivity of the bicycle network by supplementing missing or difficult gaps in on-
road facilities. They also offer a riding experience away from vehicular traffic, which is often
preferred by less experienced cyclists and is proven to encourage new ridership. Bike lanes are on-
road facilities that delineate a portion of the roadway with striping, signage and pavement markings.
Bike lanes accommodate the speed differential between bicycles and motor vehicles and facilitate
predictable behavior and interactions between bicyclists and motorists. Shared roadways are streets

2040 Metropolitan Transportation Plan Page 46



without exclusive designation for bicycles (such as local neighborhood streets)
and in many cases, these roadways do not need specific treatments to
accommodate bicycle traffic safely. Additional signage or markings can be placed
on shared roadways (including signed bike routes and shared lane markings or
“sharrows”) to designate a preferred bicycle facility and/or draw attention to the
presence of bicyclists.

In the MPO area, the mileage of bike lanes and shared use trails has continued to grow over the last
10 year period, increasing to 47 miles, or about 5 miles per year. In 2010, almost
20 miles were added to the bicycle network when the US 68/Harrodsburg Road
Trail and Phase 1 and 2 of the Legacy Trail were completed. However, most
bicycling continues to take place on roadways that lack designated facilities. In
some cases, lower volume, lower speed streets can accommodate cycling
without the need for designated facilities. In other cases, improvements will
be necessary to make bicycle travel a safe and pleasant experience for
people of all experience levels. Such on-road facilities are critical to
comprehensive bicycle systems since nearly any destination can be reached
using the existing road network.

BIKE & PEDESTRIAN TRAIL NETWORK MILEAGE
Shared Use Path [ Bike Lanes ] Shared Road Ways (]

61.3 e3.2

——TOTAL NETWORK MILEAGE

Pre 2004 2005 2006 2007 2008 2009 2010 2011 2012 2013

BIKE FACILITIES MILEAGE OVER TIME

Exhibit 2.32 - Bicycle & Pedestrian Facility Mileage in the Lexington Area MPO
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Existing Bike Facilities

s Bike Lane
wess Shared Use Trail

mes Shared Signed/Markered Routes

[ | S| IMiles
0 1 2 4

Exhibit 2.33 - Existing Bicycle Facilities in the Lexington Area MPO

Pedestrian Facilities

Walkable communities encourage walking for short trips and for physical activity. These
communities have pedestrian-oriented streets, building structures and land use patterns that make it
convenient for residents to walk to services, shopping, schools and jobs. Such destinations are easily
accessible from sidewalks, street crossings and transit stops. Walkable communities also have good
street and sidewalk connectivity to reduce walking distances and to create multiple route choices.
Walkable communities have streets with shade trees, sidewalks that are buffered from traffic, and
buildings entrances and facades that are oriented toward people walking on the street.
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At some point each day we are all pedestrians. Streets and destinations within urban areas (and
many rural areas) will be accessed by someone on foot at one time or another. For this reason, we
must expect and accommodate walking on all urban roadways, with the exception of limited access
highways. This creates better access, safety and equity for all users of the transportation system and
enables people to be more physically active.

Sidewalks are a critical strategy to improving walkability and safety. Studies indicate that fewer
pedestrian collisions occur along roadways with sidewalks on both sides of the street compared to
streets with no sidewalks or sidewalks on only one side. The figures below indicate the percentage
of major roads in the MPO region that have sidewalks on no sides, one side, or both sides of the
street. More than half of major arterials lack sidewalks on both sides of the street, which is
problematic given high vehicular speeds and traffic volumes. In fact, a majority of pedestrian
fatalities occur along arterials. The MPO has worked to increase sidewalk network mileage through
capital projects and requiring sidewalk installations as new development and redevelopment occurs.

SIDEWALK DATA MAJOR ARTERIALS

SIDEWALK BOTH SIDES

2% NO SIDEWALK

7%

SIDEWALK ONE SIDE
1%

SIDEWALK DATA MINOR ARTERIALS

NO SIDEWALK
29%

SIDEWALK BOTH SIDES

SIDEWALK DATA COLLECTORS

85%
Exhibit 2.34 - Percent Sidewalk Coverage on Major Roads in the Lexington MPO Area
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Missing Sidewalks - MPO Area

@ Absent

@ One Side of Road

[ | IMiles
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Exhibit 2.35 - Location of Sidewalks on Major Roads in the Lexington MPO Area

The ability and ease with which pedestrians can cross streets and intersections also affects
walkability. Pedestrian infrastructure at a number of intersections in the MPO region have been
inventoried and assessed. The MPO has worked to improve pedestrian crossings through the
addition of high-visibility marked crosswalks, ADA compliant signals and curb ramps, lead pedestrian
intervals (LPIs), countdown signals and audible signals. ~ While many intersections do provide
pedestrian signals, crosswalks and curb ramps, these features do not always imply a walkable
environment. Other factors such as high traffic volumes, wide multi-lane roads and intersections,
and aggressive or distracted driver behavior, can diminish walkability.

2040 Metropolitan Transportation Plan



The image below is an example of a walkability score developed from GIS-based data including
population density, nearby destinations and the walkability of the street system based on block
length and intersection density. Overall, the Lexington Area scores a 34 within the “car-dependent”
range; however, there are neighborhoods scoring high on the walkabilty scale. Data from the US
Census shows that far more people walk to work in many of these area. Continued efforts by the
MPO to increase the overall walkabilty of urban areas include encouraging pedestrian-oriented
street, land use and community design.

N

Walk Score

TR Seerer Description

90-100 Walker's Paradise
Daily errands do not require a car.

70-89 Very Walkable
Most errands can be accomplished on foot.

50-69 Somewhat Walkable
Some errands can be accomplished on foot.

25-49 Car-Dependent
Most errands require a car.

0-24 Car-Dependent
Almost all errands require a car.

Exhibit 2.36 - Lexington “Walk Score” (www.walkscore.com)

Bicycle and Pedestrian Programs

The MPO has worked to facilitate a comprehensive bicycle and pedestrian program that includes
funding for projects, program staffing, a facilities plan, promotion and educational programs, and
encourages the enforcement of laws and regulations. In 1999, the MPO established the Bicycle
Pedestrian Advisory Committee (BPAC) to provide guidance on bicycle and pedestrian needs and
projects in the MPO region. As a result, bicycle and pedestrian facilities are now routinely included in
roadway improvement projects and more funding has /
been allocated for bike and pedestrian projects. In
addition, a Bicycle/Pedestrian Coordinator position was
established in 2003 to advocate for, and work to address
bicycle and pedestrian issues in the MPO area. The MPO
staff and BPAC members work together to encourage
more bicycling and walking, increase safety and distribute

information through various media and community

events. Photo Source: www.kentucky.com
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2.4 Safety & Security

Every year more than 40,000 people are killed on our Nations roads and highways. More than 2
million are injured annually nation-wide. These traffic crashes can be devastating for the individuals
involved and also have consequences for family members, friends and co-workers. Societal costs run
into the hundreds of billions of dollars due to lost productivity, property damage, medical costs,
emergency services and increased travel time due to delays. For these reasons the Lexington Area
MPO has made transportation safety a top priority. The Lexington Area MPO is committed to the
mission, vision and goals of the Kentucky Transportation Cabinet Strategic Highway Safety Plan 2011-
2014. These include:

Mission: To reduce Kentucky’s highway fatalities and injuries.

Vision: Through public and private partnerships, achieve the most improved
and sustainable downward trends in highway fatalities and injuries in the
nation.

Goal: To reduce the number of highway fatalities toward zero.

J

7

Safety is given a high priority in MPO project selection and transportation planning processes.
Project locations with critical crash rates and bicycle and pedestrian safety concerns are given
additional weight in prioritization processes. The MPO also reviews and analyzes technical and
statistical data of local and state transportation facilities on an on-going basis in an effort to be
proactive in identifying and addressing safety issues for all modes. The MPO also promotes and
facilitates a number of safety improvement techniques including congestion management strategies,
access management, intersection improvements, bike and pedestrian facilities, traffic calming,
incident management and educational campaigns.

The MPO consults with a number of safety-related agencies and organizations through the MPO’s
Traffic Safety Coalition (TSC) Subcommittee. The committee is comprised of local and state
stakeholders including police, traffic engineers, planners, public transportation providers and others.
Initiatives of the committee during the last five years include: public school transportation safety,
local & state police collision and trend statistics, identifying high crash locations, Ticketing Aggressive
Cars and Trucks (TACT) campaign, I-75 incident and traffic management, Neighborhood Traffic
Management Program (NTMP), defensive driving awareness and the Buckle Up Bluegrass Project.

2.4.1 Critical Crash Rates

The KY Transportation Cabinet determines and assigns a Critical Crash Rate (CCR) to state roadways
throughout Kentucky. The CCR for each roadway segment is based on the expected crash rate of
similar facility types (i.e. road class, urban vs. rural) across the state. Critical Crash Rates above 1
indicate the segment experiences more collisions than is typical for roadways of a similar type. The
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higher the CCR is above 1, the greater the disparity. Exhibit 2.37 shows the percentage of roadway
segments in Fayette and Jessamine County that have CCRs of various ranges.

Fayette County Jessamine County
Critical Crash Rate of Roads Critical Crash Rate of Roads

Total Highway Mileage Rated = 202 miles Total Highway Mileage Ranked= 69
% of Roadways CCR % of Roadways CCR
<1 <1

55.9% 50.0%

28.1% 1-2 48.4% 1-2
13.9% 2-3 1.5% 2-3
1.5% 3-4 0.0% 3-4
0.8% >4 0.0% >4

Exhibit 2.37 - Critical Crash Rate of Roads in the Lexington MPO Area

2.4.2 Collision Data

Fayette County

Exhibit 2.38 below shows the average total number of collisions, injuries and fatalities in Fayette
County for the years 2008 through 2012. Over the five year period, the total average number of
annual collisions was 13,647 which remained relatively flat with a small decrease of 1% to 2% from year
to year (with the exception of 2010 - which had a 3% increase in the total number of collisions). An
average 25% of all collisions in Fayette County resulted in an injury. Reducing injury collisions and
fatalities is desirable given they are the most costly to society, with fatal collisions being the most
costly and detrimental. Fayette County had an average of 32 traffic fatalities per year during the five
year period, correlating to 0.18% of motor vehicle collisions. One-third of fatal collisions involved
alcohol or drugs as a contributing factor.

Of vehicle-to-vehicle collisions, rear-end collisions represented the majority of collisions with an
average of 4,867 over the five year period, accounting for 35% of all collisions. Sideswipe and angle
collisions are the next common collision types averaging 19% and 20% respectively.

Vehicular collisions with a pedestrian averaged 136 per year from 2008-2012, representing 1.2% of
total collisions. Ninety-two percent of those resulted in injury (compared to a 25% injury rate for
vehicle-to-vehicle collisions) and 3.5 percent resulted in a fatality (compared to 0.18% for vehicle-to-
vehicle collisions). Higher injury and fatality rates in vehicle-to--pedestrian collisions result from the
offset in physical prowess between vehicles and pedestrians; thus it is important to recognize and
work to minimize pedestrian safety issues. For example, of the average 32 fatalities in Fayette
County each year, five are pedestrians, correlating to 16% of all fatalities; yet we know that pedestrian
mode share is far less than 16 percent. Additionally, a pedestrian-to-vehicle collision is 20 times more
likely to result in a fatality than that of a vehicle-to-vehicle collision (3.5% compared to 0.18%). Of
pedestrian collisions, an average of 48.2 per year occurred at intersections and an average of 67.6
occurred at non-intersection locations.
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As seen in Exhibit 2.36, an average of 77 vehicle-to-bicycle collisions occurred annually during the
same five year period representing 0.5% of annual collisions. Seventy-seven percent of bicycle
collisions (60 collisions) resulted in injury, again supporting the importance of providing safe travel
options for more vulnerable road users including bicyclists and pedestrians. An average of 44 bicycle
collisions per year occurred at intersections and an average of 28.6 occurred at non-intersection
locations.

COLLISION AVERAGES BY MODE 2008-2012
-Injury N Injury [ Iratalities

AVG. TOTAL AVG. TOTAL AVG. TOTAL

COLLISIONS COLLISIONS COLLISIONS
13,6476 136.4 77.2

Motorist to Motorist Motorist to Pedestrian Motorist to Bicyclist

Exhibit 2.38 - Fayette County Average Annual Vehicle, Pedestrian and Bicycle Collisions (2008-2012)

Jessamine County

The total average number of collisions, injuries and fatalities in Jessamine County for the years 2008
through 2012 are shown in Exhibit 2.37. The average of total collisions is 1400 per year. From 2009 to
2010, there was a 2% increase in collisions, followed by a 6% decrease in 2011, and an increase of 2%
from 2011 to 2012. Similar to Fayette County, approximately 25% of vehicle-to-vehicle collisions in
Jessamine County resulted in injury (average of 361 injury collisions annually). There was an average
of 5 traffic fatalities in Jessamine County from 2008 to 2012 and a steady year-to-year decline during
that five year period. In 2008 and 2009, fatalities totaled 7 and 8 respectively with a 50% decrease in
2010 to 4 total fatalities. The remaining two years were reduced by 1 fatality, for a total of 3 each
year. This is a positive trend toward the goal of the KYTC Strategic Transportation Plan to reduce the
number of highway fatalities toward zero.

Of vehicle-to-vehicle collisions, rear-end collisions represent the majority of collisions with an average
of 439 over the five year period, accounting for 34% of all collisions. Sideswipe and angle collisions
are the next common collision types averaging 17% and 18% respectively.

An average of 12 pedestrian collisions occurred in Jessamine County per year with 92 percent
resulting in injury and 3 percent resulting in a fatality. There were 2 pedestrian fatalities over the 5
year period. Bicycle collisions in Jessamine County are relatively infrequent and vary from year to
year with an average of 4 annually. Eight-four percent of bicycle collisions resulted in Injury. There
were no bicycle fatalities in Jessamine County from 2008 to 2012.
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COLLISION AVERAGES BY MODE 2008-2012
OJ Injury N Injury [ atalities

AVG. TOTAL
COLLISIONS

AVG. TOTAL
COLLISIONS
12

AVG. TOTAL
COLLISIONS
1,400

3.8

Motorist to Motorist Motorist to Pedestrian Motorist to Bicyclist

Exhibit 2.39 - Jessamine County Average Annual Vehicle, Pedestrian and Bicycle Collisions (2008-2012)
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2.4.3 Collision Locations

In Fayette County, 27% of all collisions occur at intersections. Exhibit 2.40 shows intersection and between street collision hot spot locations
from 2008 to 2012. The highest frequency of collisions occurs at the round-about at West Reynolds Road and Keithshire Way with an
average of 30.8 collisions totaling 1.1% of intersection collisions. Man o War Boulevard between Alumni Drive and Easthills Road is the most
frequent between-street collision location.

In Jessamine County, 60 percent of all collisions take place on five roads: US-27 (bypass), US-27X (business), US-68, KY-169 and KY-29. US-27
accounts for 40% of the 60% majority, or 23% of all total collisions in Jessamine County. Notably, US-27 experiences high traffic volumes and
multiple access points along the corridor.

Density of Car Crashes
Between Road Intersections

- Highest

Density of Car Crashes
At Road Intersections

- Highest

Lowest
- (T Miles
0 1 2 4 6 8

Lowest

L LT IMies
o 1 2 4 8 8

Exhibit 2.40 - Density of Vehicular Collisions at Intersection and Non-intersection locations in the MPO Area (2008-2012)
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Exhibit 2.41 indicates the location of pedestrian and bicycle collisions in Fayette and Jessamine County over the last five years. The majority
occurred in the downtown area and in the vicinity of the University of Kentucky and along major arterials. In Jessamine County, bicycle and
pedestrian collisions were concentrated along Main Street and the US-27 by-pass. Of pedestrian collisions, an average of 2.75 per year
occurred at intersections and an average of 7.25 occurred at non-intersection locations.

Density of Crashes
Bicycle V. Car

- Highest

Density of Crashes
Pedestrian V. Car

- Highest

- Lowest

LI LT IMies
0 1 2 4 6 8

Lowest

L L 1Mies
0 q 2 4 6 8

Exhibit 2.41 - Density of Pedestrian and Bicycle Collisions in the MPO Area (2008-2012)
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2.4.4 Security

Security of the transportation system goes beyond safety and includes planning for natural disasters,
or preventing and responding to intentional harm or tampering. These issues have been raised in the
public’s conscious due to events such as September 11, 2001. Therefore, transportation planners also
need to consider security in the transportation planning and programming process. The MPO works
to improve security by fostering interagency coordination among different, governmental agencies
and groups focused on security through the Traffic Safety Coalition (TSC) subcommittee, the
Transportation Technical Coordinating Committee (TTCC) and the Transportation Coordination
Committee (TCC).

An important element of security planning is to ensure that the transportation system provides
redundancy so that in the event of an emergency there are more ways than one for citizens to
evacuate an area and likewise multiple ways for emergency personnel to enter an area. Parallel
routes and good street connectivity enhances access to and along corridors and provide for this
redundancy, which is one reason why the MPO has supported efforts by LFUCG to establish street
connectivity standards. Another example of system redundancy is the Valley View Ferry, which is
sometimes closed due to high or low water. When the ferry is closed, local roads can still provide
reasonable, albeit longer, access to those who use the ferry for community purposes. Strategies to
further enhance transportation security are discussed in Chapter 4.
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2.5 Environment

Enhancing the environment is a stated goal of the MTP and the Comprehensive Plans of both Fayette
and Jessamine County. By federal law, the MPO is responsible for ensuring that the region's plans
for transportation infrastructure conform to National Ambient Air Quality standards. However,
transportation can impact more than just air quality. Transportation policies and infrastructure can
be linked to a variety of environmental issues including water quality, wildlife habitat modification,
land absorption, noise and light pollution, energy consumption, air pollution, climate change and
impacts to natural and cultural resources.

For federally-funded transportation projects, environmental effects are considered during project
planning, design, and engineering as part of a required environmental review process. This process
addresses NEPA requirements to assess, avoid and/or mitigate negative impacts and is intended to
result in decisions that are “based on an understanding of environmental consequences, and take
actions that protect, restore, and enhance the environment.” Agencies that oversee environmental,
historical and cultural programs and protection efforts are also consulted during the development of
the MTP so that potential issues can be flagged prior to entering more detailed project development
phases (see the MPO Participation Plan for further detail on environmental consultation agencies).

2.5.1 Air Quality

Vehicles (or mobile sources) are a major source of urban air pollution. Technology (cleaner vehicles
and cleaner fuels) will continue to reduce vehicle pollution, but more people living in an area
generally equates to more vehicles on the road. Recent national trends show a decrease in personal
vehicle miles of travel per person and it is likely that this trend will continue. However, the
population is also increasing and the economy is entering a period of growth. Thus, it is anticipated
that overall travel demand will continue to grow. If we do not meet this increased demand in an
efficient and multimodal manner, additional congestion may ensue, potentially compromising air
quality.

Ozone

In November 1990, Fayette and Scott Counties were designated by the United States Environmental
Protection Agency (USEPA) as a ""non-attainment" air quality area for the pollutant ozone because of
violations of National Ambient Air Quality Standards (NAAQS). The Kentucky Environmental and
Public Protection Cabinet’s Division for Air Quality (EPPC) submitted a re-designation request for the
area in response to more consistent monitoring of attainment data. In November 1995, the area was
re-designated to "attainment" but is required to maintain standards by showing conformity to the
State Implementation Plan (SIP). Lexington Area MPO transportation projects, programs, and plans
were also tested to ensure that they did not contribute to violations of the standards.

USEPA revised the standard for ozone in April 2004. The new “8-hour” standard requires ozone
levels to be 0.08 parts per million (ppm) rather than 0.12 ppm, and applies this standard to an 8-hour
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average concentration rather than a 1-hour average. With this new standard, the Lexington area was
designated in attainment when final designations were determined on June 2004.

USEPA again revised the standard for ozone in May 2008. It retained the 8-hour average time period
but dropped the concentration level to 0.075 ppm. As seen in Exhibit 2.42, the Lexington area has
maintained attainment of the ozone standard. However, ozone concentration readings are trending
close to the new standard.

Ozone

0.090
0.085
0.080 -
0.075 A
0.070 - 1
0.065
0.060
0.055
0.050

Concentration (ppm)

2000 2002 2004 2006 2008 2010
——&—Fayette ——Jessamine —&—Standard
Exhibit 2.42 - Ozone Levels in the MPO Area

Ozone Forecasting and Modeling

One way the Lexington Area MPO staff monitors air quality is by using an ozone forecasting model.
The model is run during the ozone season, May - September, to predict the Air Quality Index level for
the next day. The forecast is calculated and an Ozone Action Day bulletin is emailed to the media,
local, state and federal government officials when it indicates a
potential ozone violation of standards. Ozone Action Day bulletins
are also distributed to employers. The advisories and Action Day
bulletins promote voluntary efforts that can be taken to help
reduced air pollution. A 4-day forecast is completed each
weekday. The forecast is also updated daily on the LFUCG Air
Quality web site and the MPO web site www.lexareampo.org).

Unhealthy

Very Unhealthy

Hazardous
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Particulate Matter

Particulate matter is the term used for a mixture of solid particles and liquid droplets found in the air.
These particles come in a wide range of sizes and can remain suspended in the air for extended
periods. Fine particles, under 2.5 microns in diameter (PM 2.5), result from fuel combustion by motor
vehicles and other sources. Coarser particles, up to 10 microns in diameter (PM 10), generally consist
of windblown dust, and are released from agriculture and crushing and grinding operations.

In December 2004, USEPA designated new PM standards. The PM 2.5 standards (annual and 24-
hour) were added to the existing standard for PM 10. The Lexington area had attained the PM 10
standard for some time and continues to record acceptable levels. Air quality monitor readings in
recent years indicated Lexington was close to exceeding the PM 2.5 standard. However, in
December 2008, the Lexington area was also designated in attainment for fine particulates.

The USEPA revised the PM standard again in December 2012. Exhibit 2.43 shows how the Fayette
County air quality monitor readings compared to the standard. Again, the MPO particular matter
concentrations are trending close to the standard.

Particulate Matter
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Exhibit 2.43 - Particulate Matter Levels in the MPO Area

Air Quality Future Issues

Two future issues that are likely to become national air quality priorities are Mobile Source Air Toxics
(MSAT) and Greenhouse Gas Emissions (GHG).

As suggested by its name, MSAT are pollutants that may cause cancer or other serious health effects
such as reproductive problems or birth defects. Examples of toxic air pollutants include benzene,
found in gasoline; perchloroethylene, emitted from some dry cleaning facilities; and methylene
chloride, used as a solvent by a number of industries. USEPA has established a monitoring network
to measure these toxics.
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Greenhouse gases trap heat within the earth’s atmosphere. Although most GHG emissions occur
naturally, human activity generates some as well. Carbon dioxide (CO2) emissions account for more
than 80% of U.S. GHG emissions. These emissions contribute to climate change and could lead to
harmful effects such as sea-level rise and global hydrological changes. In contrast to most pollution
trends, emissions of GHG have been rising from all sources. Transportation’s contribution to GHG is
approximately one-third of the total.

Lexington-Fayette County has adopted a plan, the Empower Lexington Plan, which addresses GHG
and energy uses from multiple sources including transportation.

While both of these air quality issues are important and critical to the health and welfare of the
planet, the impact to transportation planning has not been established. Therefore, the MPO will
continue to monitor these issues and react accordingly to national directives as they are
promulgated.
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Chapter 3 Plan Development

The major steps of the multifaceted MTP planning process are summarized below. Planning
activities were accomplished in many ways including through public and stakeholder participation;
collecting and analyzing transportation data from local, state and federal resources; utilizing
transportation modeling tools; developing a project prioritization tool; and reviewing revenue
sources and expenditures. Some steps along the way were primarily data driven, while others were
qualitative and relied on stakeholder input. Major plan development steps included:

e Assessing the existing transportation system

e Assessing community needs & desires

e Establishing goals and objectives

e Identifying solutions & strategies

e Predicting future financial resources

e Establishing investment framework

e Prioritizing, evaluating and monitoring projects & programs

3.1 Current & Future Needs Assessment

The MPO’s review of the existing transportation system and the future needs for travel,
transportation facilities and services are outlined in Chapter 2. This included a look at our region’s
population and employment growth, a review of where and how people are traveling now and will in
the future, and an assessment of the existing system’s current and future anticipated deficiencies.
See the full assessment in Chapter 2.

3.2 Participation Process

Community and stakeholder engagement was the basis for identifying our community needs and
desires and for developing the MTP Goals and Objectives. The goal of the participation process, as
outlined in the MPO Participation Plan (2012), was to provide early and ample opportunity for citizens
and stakeholders to impart their ideas, opinions and values into the MTP and to influence the
decisions that are made about transportation investment. Techniques used to solicit input from the

public included a community transportation survey, public meetings/notifications and social media
outreach. Coordination and consultation with various transportation stakeholders and committees
also informed the MTP update.

3.2.1 Transportation Survey

At the outset of the MTP update, the MPO distributed a community survey to gauge public opinion
on current and future transportation issues. Surveys were distributed through email lists maintained
by the MPO, City Council/Commissions and neighborhood associations and promoted extensively
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through traditional and social media. Hard copies and flyers, printed in both English and Spanish,
were posted at public libraries and various local businesses. Copies were also direct mailed to
organizations that represent underserved populations. Zip codes that were initially under-
represented in the survey responses were targeted for additional outreach. Paid advertisements
were also published in the Jessamine Journal and targeted to Jessamine County social media users
(Facebook) in an attempt to boost initial Jessamine County response rates.

Speak Up,
Peoplep

Just over 2,000 individuals responded to the transportation survey. Eighty percent of respondents
reported driving alone as their current primary mode of travel (consistent with local commute-to-
work driving rates per the US Census). When people were asked how they would like to travel more,
both now and in the future, people expressed a desire for more transportation options including
public transit, bicycling and walking. Only 13% of people indicated they have no interest in other
travel modes (from their current primary mode).

How do you usually travel for most of your daily trips? How would you like to travel more...both today and in the future
(choose one or more)?

M Drive Alone
M Bicycle
m Walk

B Public Transit

m Carpool/Vanpool

u No Other Way

When respondents were asked how they would rate the quality of different elements of the
transportation system today they generally rated bicycling, walking and transit elements more
poorly than vehicular elements. Traffic signal coordination and flow also rated below average as well
as transportation services for seniors and people with disabilities. Categories shown in green below
were rated of “average” quality. Those in purple and orange averaged a “poor” rating.
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How would you rate the quality and/or quantity of these elements of the
transportation system today? (1= very poor; 5 = excellent)

Motorist safety 3.21
Rural roads 3.14

Connections between streets

Reliability of travel

Pavement & roadway maintenance

Sidewalks & street crossings

Traffic signal coordination

Transportation for seniors & people with disabilities

Flow of traffic

Bike lanes & trails

Public transit

Bike & pedestrian safety

The chart below indicates how respondents ranked the importance of various transportation issues
for the future (1 = least important and 5 = most important). Elements shown in green averaged
“most important” ratings among respondents (> 4.0). Those in purple rated of moderate
importance (between 3.0 & 4.0). Those is in orange were of relative lesser importance (< 3.0).

How would you rate the importance of the following items to provide for good transportation in our
community and to address congestion in the coming 25 years?

Urban design & land use patterns to encourage walking/biking/transit 4.09

Bike & pedestrian safety 4.08
Bike & pedestrian facilities

More/better public transit

Protect natural, historic, cultural resources

Better traffic signal operations

Improve air quality & environment

Motorist safety

Transportation services for seniors & people with disabilities
Regional transit

Real-time traffic information

Maintain the existing transportation system

Add lanes to existing roads

Increase carpooling & vanpooling

Improve the aesthetics of major roads

More street connections
Improve the movement of freight 2.73

Build new roads 2.58
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When asked how they would allocate transportation funds, respondents suggested a relatively
balanced approach to transportation investment. This held true regardless of whether the
respondents were Fayette or Jessamine County residents or whether they were primarily car
commuters, transit riders, bicyclists or walkers.

How would you distribute transportation funds

(pers100)?
Safety
improvement More/better
education bicycle &
enforcement pedestrian

$12.38 facilities
Vehicular $21.68
capacity
(widenroads,
newroads)
$13.95
Expand public
Target transit $21.51
bottlenecks &
improve
system
operation .
$0.04 Maintenance

$§20.89

Input from the survey was used to guide the development of the MTP including the Goals &
Objectives proposed MTP Financial Plan and Project Prioritization Tool. Additional survey questions
and detailed responses, including demographic and geographic profiles are available in Appendix C.
An extensive number of open-ended responses were also collected and compiled.

3.2.2 Public Notification & Meetings

During the development of the MTP, the MPO notified the public and stakeholders of opportunities
to review and provide input on the draft document via press releases, legal ads, social media and the
MPO website (see Appendix C). Two public meetings were also held and included a presentation by
the MPO summarizing local trends and transportation-related &=
data, the results of the transportation survey and key concepts
outlined in the MTP. Materials that were available at the
meetings included the goals and objectives, proposed MTP
funding allocation scenario, project lists and maps. The
informal meetings allowed the public to ask questions and
provide input on topics or areas of concern, as well as comment on and suggest preferred projects
or solutions for transportation issues.

In general, public comments on the MTP were positive regarding the overall goals and approach to
investment with the exception of concerns expressed by individuals opposed to the I-75 Connector
in Jessamine County (for which a feasibility study and environmental review are currently underway).
A summary of written public comments are summarized in Appendix C.
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3.2.3 Coordination/Consultation

Developing and implementing transportation plans and projects requires coordination and cooperation
among many agencies at the national, state, regional and local levels. When developing the MTP, the
MPO sought ongoing input from various agencies and stakeholders through standing committees,
one-on-one meetings and direct correspondence.

Committee Coordination

During FY 2013-2014, the MPO Transportation Technical Committee (TTCC) was presented with
information relevant to the MTP update and provided with the opportunity for feedback.
Stakeholder agencies represented on the TTCC are listed below. One-on-one meetings and direct
correspondence with many of these agencies regarding local transportation issues, strategies and
solutions was also needed to develop the plan.

e LFUCG Divisions of Planning, Engineering, and Traffic Engineering;

e Representatives from Jessamine County;

e Representatives from the cities of Nicholasville and Wilmore;

e School transportation representatives including Fayette County Public Schools
& University of Kentucky Parking and Transportation;

e Maintenance, operations and public safety agencies;

e Bluegrass Area Development District (BGADD);

e Federated Transportation Services of the Bluegrass (FTSB);

e Bluegrass Community Action Partnership;

e |extran;

e LexPark

e Kentucky Transportation Cabinet (KYTC);

e Federal Highway Administration (FHWA);

e Bluegrass Airport;

e RJ Corman Railroad Company;

When developing the MTP, feedback from the TTCC, as well as other MPO Subcommittees, was used to
inform the Transportation Policy Committee on key issues, goals, policies and project considerations.

Various presentations were made to the TPC including a summary of local transportation data, issues
and trends; public opinions gathered through the survey; projected future travel needs; potential future
investment strategies and projects; as well as a summary of the public’s reaction to the draft plan. This
on-going dialogue and input from TPC members and the stakeholders they represent helped inform the
MTP’s development. See Chapter 1for TPC members, represented agencies and government entities.

Stakeholder Consultation

Letters and emails were sent to all key transportation stakeholders in the MPO Participation Plan’s
Coordination/Consultation contact list (see the MPO Participation Plan Appendix A) requesting their

input on current and future transportation issues and solutions. They were also notified by letter when
the draft document and projects lists were available for comment. Per CFR 450.316 and CFR 450.210,
these contacts included:
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e Local planning/land use agencies
e Local economic development agencies
Environmental protection/natural resource/conservation agencies
Historic preservation agencies
Airport operators
Providers of freight transportation services
Private and non-profit providers of transportation
Other affected public agencies
e Representatives of:
—  public transportation employees
— users of public transportation
—  users of pedestrian walkways and bicycle transportation facilities
—  people with disabilities

Outreach to Underserved Populations

A critical consideration in transportation planning is to ensure the equitable distribution of
transportation services, facilities and resources within the community without regard to income,
race, age, ability and other socio-economic factors; as well as avoiding any negative impacts or
burdens on minority and low-income populations. The MPO sought participation from traditionally
under-served and under-represented individuals in the development of the MTP by reaching out to
the businesses, organizations and media contacts that serve minorities and other under-represented
groups (see Appendix B and C of the MPO Participation Plan). The MPO distributed requests to
these contacts asking them to complete and promote the transportation survey and sent notices
with information on the public meetings and the availability of the public draft. Additionally, the
MPO works to ensure that the membership of the MPO committees that inform the transportation
planning process include representatives of people of varying socio-demographics and
transportation user types, including people with disabilities and/or with limited access to vehicles.
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3.3 Travel Demand Forecasting Model

In the transportation planning process, evaluating investment options, such as new and expanded
roadways or transit service, helps decision-makers determine the best course of action for future
transportation policies, programs and projects. Transportation planners rely on travel demand
models (TDM) to help predict future needs and travel patterns and the outcomes of possible
interventions. Travel demand forecasting models predict changes in travel and utilization of the
transportation system in response to changes in regional development, demographics and
transportation supply.

During 2013-2014, a highly specialized travel demand forecasting model was developed and
calibrated for the Lexington MPO Area in cooperation with the KY Transportation Cabinet. The
Lexington Area TDM takes current socioeconomic data (2010 U.S. Census), including population and
employment, and establishes a relationship between these variables and travel behavior (or trip
making). Future year TDM forecasts (up to 2040) are based on estimated changes in socioeconomic
data and anticipated land use. The TDM does however assume travel characteristics will remain
constant over time. Multiple data sources were utilized to update and calibrate the TDM for the
Lexington Area shown in Exhibit 3.1 below.

TDM Data Inputs Source

Population (by age) 2010 US Census
Housing Units (total, occupied & unoccupied)

Workers American Community Survey
Vehicles

Employment (by sector) Woods & Poole Economics
Employment (by location) Kentucky Workforce Cabinet (ES-202)
Land Use (commercial/residential) Fayette Co. Comprehensive Plan
Schools (public, private & colleges) Jessamine Co., Nicholasville, Wilmore Joint

Comprehensive Plan
Fayette Co. Schools District Facilities Plan

Travel Pattern Data (Cell phone-based) AirSage
Road Network & Characteristics KYTC Highway Information System
Roadway Network Capacity Highway Capacity Manual
Transit Routes* Lextran
Transit Stops*

Ridership*

* Future use & analysis only

Exhibit 3.1 - Lexington Area MPO Travel Demand Model Inputs
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Exhibit 3.2 - Example of Travel Pattern (AirSage) Data for the Lexington Area MPO

Lexington’s TDM is based on data from nine counties in central Kentucky. This regional focus allows
the model to account for longer distance trips into and out of Fayette and Jessamine County.
Counties included in the regional model are shown in Exhibit 3.3 including Bourbon, Clark, Fayette,
Garrard, Jessamine, Madison, Mercer, Scott and Woodford and a small portion of Franklin Co.
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Exhibit 3.3 — Lexington Area MPO Travel Demand Model Area
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The TDM was used to evaluate current and future population and employment density and growth
areas (see 2.1.1 Population Growth and 2.1.4 Employment in Chapter 2). The model was also utilized
to show current and future system capacity, flows and areas of congestion. The model provides
system-wide performance measures for a base year (2012) given the existing roadway network and
committed projects (E+C) which can be compared against a “no-build” and “build” alternative for
the plan horizon year of 2040. The model also provides estimated system-wide transportation

performance measures such as VMT and VHT should the MTP projects be completed (see Chapter
4.1.2 for more information).

2040 Metropolitan Transportation Plan Page 75



3.4 Financial Forecasts

A major goal of the 2040 MTP is to provide a realistic estimate of total revenues that the MPO expects
to receive over the next 26 years for transportation investment. The MTP also presents a “financially
constrained” list of programs and projects that may be accomplished during the plan horizon given
those anticipated federal, state and local revenues. This section provides an overview of estimated
revenues and resources that may finance the programs and projects identified within the MTP. This
funding analysis was performed in coordination with input from federal, state and local transportation
agencies.

Since the MTP is a long-range, systems-level plan, future revenue projections and anticipated project
costs are best estimates utilizing the most current project and cost data available. The funding
estimates are based on past historical data. Actual funding availability will depend upon actions taken
at the local, state and federal levels.

The financial forecasts are presented for highway sources (funds primarily administered through the
Federal Highway Administration and KY Transportation Cabinet) and transit sources (funds primarily
derived through the Federal Transit Administration and local revenue streams).

3.4.1 Revenue Sources

Major revenue sources at the local, state and federal levels that are utilized for transportation
projects and programs include:

Federal Funding

The largest funding source for roadway projects is the federal government. The Federal-Aid Highway
Act and the Highway Revenue Act of 1956 established the Highway Trust Fund in order to create a
financing mechanism for the Interstate Highway System. The Highway Trust Fund is the funding
source for most of the programs in the Act. The funds come from a motor fuels tax and are
administered by the Federal Highway Administration (FHWA) and the Federal Transit Administration
(FTA). The current transportation bill (MAP-21) simplified the funding categories. Program
categories and eligible transportation elements and activities include:

e National Highway System Program (NHS) - roadways serving major population centers,
principal arterials, the interstate system, intermodal transportation facilities, and major travel
destinations

e  Federal Surface Transportation Program (STP) — roadways that are classified urban collector
or higher in urbanized areas or rural major collector or higher in rural areas, transit capital
projects, and bike and pedestrian facilities

e  Federal Surface Transportation Program, Lexington (SLX) — STP funding dedicated to the
Lexington area

e Interstate Maintenance (IM) — reconstruction and maintenance of the interstate roadways
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¢ Congestion Mitigation and Air Quality (CMAQ) - projects that reduce roadway congestion and
transportation-related emissions
¢  Bridge Replacement and Rehabilitation (BRZ/BRX/BRO)
e  Transportation Alternative Program (TAP) — a 10% set-aside of the STP program for bicycle and
pedestrian, historic preservation, landscaping and environmental projects
e  Federal Transit Administration (FTA) -
— Section 5303 - Metropolitan Transportation Planning Program
— Section 5307 — Urbanized Area Formula Program
— Section 5309 — New Starts
— Section 5310 — Enhanced Mobility of Seniors and Individuals with Disabilities
— Section 5311 — Rural Areas Formula Program

— Section 5339 — Bus and Bus Facility Formula

State Funding

Kentucky levies a motor fuels tax in addition to the federal tax to generate revenues for the
administration and construction of transportation projects. State transportation funds are used for
maintenance and operations of the statewide system, for the state construction program, and to
provide state match required to receive federal funding. State funds are also sub-allocated to local
governments on a formula basis through the Municipal and County Aid Program and Rural Secondary
Program. Local governments use these funds for maintenance, operations and for federal funding

match.

e State Construction Program (SP) — construction, reconstruction and maintenance of state and
county roads and bridges

e State Construction Bonds Program (SPB) - funding derived from bonding

e State Construction High Priority Projects (SPP) — funding available for construction,
reconstruction, and maintenance of state and county roads and bridges

Local Funding

In addition to the Rural Secondary, Municipal and County Aid Programs allocated to local
governments by the state described above; local cities and counties may use their General Fund as a
source of capital for operational and maintenance needs. Local jurisdictions provide local funding to
match federal and state funds as well as to fund local transportation projects directly. Money for
major capital investments in streets and highways may also come from the sale of bonds.

3.4.2 Highway Financial Estimate

The highway element of the financial plan is divided into a short-range and long-range forecast and
financing plan to reflect two planning horizons covered within the 2040 MTP. The short-range forecast
corresponds with the FY 2013 - 2016 Transportation Improvement Program (TIP) and Kentucky’s 2012
Highway Plan (2012 - 2018). The long-range forecast covers the remaining years up to 204o0.
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Short-range Forecasts: 2014 — 2018

The Kentucky Highway Plan covers six fiscal years and is developed by the KYTC, approved by the
Kentucky Legislature, and signed by the Governor. It is revised every two years to coincide with the
even-year legislative sessions. The KY Highway Plan uses project listings developed from MPO
urbanized areas, area development districts, rural counties, MPO TIPs, and KYTC Highway Districts to
develop a financial programming document to preserve and improve transportation facilities, make
roadways safer, and achieve other important transportation planning goals and objectives. The
Highway Plan and the TIP must be in agreement and must be fiscally-constrained. Since the TIP is a
short range subset of MTP projects and programs, the source of funding for all TIP projects must be
accounted for in the MTP as well. The current 2012 Highway Plan (2012 - 2018) contains projects for the
MPO area that were based upon the previous TIP and the last MTP (Year 2035 Metropolitan
Transportation Plan).

During the first five years (2014-2018) of the 2040 MTP, it is assumed that all current projects in the
2012 Highway Plan will be completed (or have funding programmed). Therefore, the funding
amounts shown for the 2014-2018 period reflect the costs to complete the projects currently in the
KYTC Highway Plan. The estimated revenue and expenditures for TIP Fiscal Years (FY 2013 through
2016) closely adhered to Kentucky’s approved 2012 Highway Plan (FY 2012 thru FY 2018). The estimated
cost of implementing these short-range highway projects in the 2040 MTP is approximately
$269,081,000.

Long-range Forecasts: 2019 — 2040

For years 2019-2040, revenue assumptions are based on an analysis of historical expenditures for
highway improvement projects in the Lexington area. Data for past expenditures of federal and state
funding were available for the 20-year period from 1993 to 2012. Amounts spent on construction
projects within the Lexington MPO area varied over this period from a low of $10,600,000 annually in
1993 to a high of $93,400,000 in 2008, with an average 20 year spending of slightly over $46 million
per year. The observed variability and significant range in expenditures can be attributed to
fluctuating construction activity and the costs of major projects. However, when these numbers are
averaged over time, some stability can be expected. In addition, recent years have shown larger
expenditures than the average. The average amount expended for highway construction over the
last 10 years is $54,800,000. The average amount expended over the last 5 years is $65,400,000.

An average percentage of statewide funds that were expended annually on projects within the
planning area (since 1993) was also calculated and ranged from a low of 1.33% to a high of 7.63% - with
an average of 4.18%. During the most recent 5-year period, the local average of statewide spending in
the Lexington MPO Area was 4.37%, slightly higher than the 20-year average, also indicating a slight
increase in local spending in the recent past. Thus, the last 5-year average of statewide funding
(rounded to 4.4%) was assumed to be a reasonable estimate of future funding allocations to the
Lexington area for the duration of the MTP 2019 — 2040 planning period. Assuming 4.4% of the
current statewide construction budget of approximately $1.2 billion yields an estimated annual dollar
amount of $52,800,000 (in current dollars) to be expended in the Lexington MPO Area in the future.

2040 Metropolitan Transportation Plan Page 78



Chapter 4 of the MTP outlines the capital projects and expenditures that funding revenues would be
applied to over the course the 2040 planning period. One high cost, regionally significant project, the
US 27 / I-75 Connector, is currently being studied in-depth to determine its need, impacts, cost and
feasibility. Included in the study is an analysis of funding options. Due to the project’s high cost, the
KYTC has recommended that the construction phase of the project be funded with “Innovative
Financing” which could include toll or other revenue. Based on this recommendation from KYTC, the
2040 MTP financial analysis includes an additional $40,000,000 in estimated “innovative financing”
revenue (equivalent to the current construction costs estimate for the Jessamine County portion of the

I-75 Connector).

Highway Revenue Estimate 2014 - 2040 Amount Comment

Short Range $269,081,000 FY 2014 -FY 2018
Long Range $1,161,600,000 FY 2019 - FY 2040

Innovative Financing (IF) $40,000,000 Possible funding for US 27 / 175 connector
Total in 2014 dollars $1,470,681,000

Total for new projects/programs $1,201,600,000 Long-range funding less short-range commitments
Total in Year of Expenditure (YOE) dollars $2,216,966,000 4% inflation factor

Exhibit 3.4 - MTP Highway Revenue Estimates for the Lexington Area MPO (2014-2040)

Year of Expenditure

As part of the financial analysis, federal regulations require that all project costs be shown in Year of
Expenditure (YOE) dollars. In order to accomplish YOE, the Lexington Area MTP followed KY
Transportation Cabinet guidance and used a 4% escalation per year for both costs and revenues. To
calculate YOE costs, current project costs were inflated to the midpoint of the 5-year period in which
projects are scheduled. For example, the cost for a project scheduled between 2021-2025 is increased
4% annually to the mid-year 2023. The amounts in the table below reflect short range (2014-2018) and
long range (2019-2040) revenue estimates (grouped in 5 year increments and adjusted for YOE as
described above) over the 26 year planning horizon.

Estimated Highway Revenues (2014-2040)

Funding Years Revenue
Short Range | 2014 - 2018 $269,081,000
Long Range | 2019 -- 2020 $147,949,000
2021-2025 $376,333,000
2026 - 2030 $457,866,000
2031-- 2035 $557,064,000
2036 - 2040 $677,754,000
Total $2,216,966,000

Exhibit3.5 - Summary of Short and Long-Range Highway Revenue Estimates
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It is important to remember that state and federal governments cannot independently fund all
projects and programs needed to meet present and future transportation needs of the community.
Local governments must also allocate transportation funding both now and in the future ensure the
greatest success. Additionally, local governments must continue to seek private financial
participation where transportation impacts from private developments and business endeavors
necessitate improvements.

3.4.3 Transit Financial Estimate

Prior iterations of the MPO’s MTP and Long-Range Transit Plan as well as Fayette County’s
Comprehensive Plan encouraged increased transit services to manage growing travel demand within
the Urban Service Area. The plans emphasized a need to ensure stable revenue sources to enhance
mass transit and provide citizens with alternatives to personal vehicles as a means to reduce
congestion on roadways, improve air quality, support businesses, employees and employers, and other
community benefits.

Lextran’s revenue comes from three primary sources: Formula allocations from the Federal Transit
Administration (FTA); Revenue generated from a local Fayette County property tax; and revenue
generated from passenger fares. These funding sources account for an average annual budget of $23
million per year. The MTP projections maintain this annual estimate over the 26 year period from FY
2014 through FY 2040 with a conservative 1% growth factor. These estimates only account for funding
that is generally stable over time and does not include one-time or semi-regular infusions of funding
from grants or special state/federal funding allocations for major capital projects. It also assumes fares
do not increase and that formula funding remains consistent in the future.

Estimated Transit Revenues (2014-2040)

Funding Years

Revenue

Short Range 2014 - 2018 $111,768,000
Long Range 2019 — 2020 $ 46,288,000
2021- 2025 $119,831,000
2026 - 2030 $ 125,943,000
2031- 2035 $132,367,000
2036 - 2040 $ 139,120,000

Total $675,316,000

Exhibit 3.6 - Summary of Short and Long-Range Transit Revenue Estimates
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3.4.4 System Operations, Maintenance and Preservation

Maintaining and operating the transportation system in a way that preserves past investments and
maximizes the safety, efficiency and reliability of transportation facilities and services is a top priority.
State, local and transit agencies each play a significant role in maintaining and operating our roads,
bike/pedestrian and transit facilities. They contribute resources including personnel, equipment,
materials and associated funding to keep the system up and running on a day-to-day and long-term
basis.

State Role

Routine maintenance and operation of the State Road System is accomplished by KYTC. The agency
commits funding to ongoing operations and maintenance programs in the Statewide Transportation
Improvement Program (STIP). The KYTC is organized to provide operational and maintenance services
in four key functional areas: roadway maintenance; bridge maintenance; rest area maintenance; and
traffic operations. The types of maintenance and operational activities that funding is utilized for
include:

e Pavement maintenance,

e guard rails and median cable barriers,

e drainage channels, tunnels, retention basins, and sound walls,

e maintenance and restoration of landscaping,

e roadway lighting,

e traffic signals,

e signing and striping,

e freeway management system support,

e utility locating services,

® encroachment permits,

e crash clearing,

e repair of damaged safety features,

e litter pickup,

e snow and ice removal.

Average state/federal funding expenditures for maintenance and operational functions in Fayette
and Jessamine County are show in Exhibit 3.7 below.

Local Agency Role

Lexington MPO member agencies (Lexington-Fayette Urban County Government, Cities of Nicholasville,
Wilmore and Jessamine County) also work to maintain and operate the transportation system. These
agencies apply state and local funds and their share of state highway user revenue funds (municipal and
county-aid funds) towards maintenance and operation activities similar to those listed above. The goal
of local funding is to supplement, not supplant federal-level and state revenues that KYTC dedicates to
maintenance and preservation in the Lexington MPO area.
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Transit Providers

Regional transit and paratransit providers must also operate and maintain service, with operating
costs being the primary financial need for transit services. Maintenance needs include the repair,
rehabilitation and restoration of existing transit facilities and fleets. LexTran has estimated they will
spend over $28 million to operate and maintain transit service in FY 2014. If and when revenue falls
short of expenses, additional funding from grants or special state/federal funding allocations for major
capital projects is used to supplement regular revenue sources and/or service adjustments are made.
Lextran has forecasted similar operating and maintenance needs for the 26 year period of this MTP.
Lextran reviews maintenance needs, operational efficiencies and related budgets every 5 years via a
Comprehensive Operational Analysis (COA) of the transit system. The most recent COA is underway
and will assess public transit needs and funding needed to maintain an expanding transit fleet.

Funding for Maintenance & Operations

In order to preserve, protect and maintain the evolving transportation system, the MPO will continue to
coordinate with local and state agencies as described and work to ensure adequate funding for
maintenance and operational needs. The total expenditures for operational and maintenance activities
estimated by these agencies are summarized in Exhibit 3.7 below. This includes over $136 million in
expenditures/revenues from FY-2014-2040.

Maintenance & Operations Estimates 2014 - 2040

Major O & M Funding Sources Funding Estimate
State Funding (KYTC) $314,418,000
Local Funding $104,000,000
Lextran $2,528,552,000

Total $2,946,970,000

Exhibit 3.7 - Maintenance & Operations Estimates
Source: KYTC, LFUCG, Lextran
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3.5 Project Identification & Prioritization

In developing the MTP, the MPO worked to identify projects and strategies to address the region’s
current and future transportation needs and to evaluate and prioritize solutions in a consistent and
objective manner.

3.5.1 Project Sources

Projects identified as a need and evaluated by the MPO came from various sources. Many projects
were derived from more than one resource or needs listing. A tool was then developed to help set
priorities for future spending since the needs and associated costs to address them exceeded
anticipated revenues.

Project Source Description

2035 MTP Projects identified in the 2035 Plan
that were not implemented and
remain relevant

Unscheduled Needs List (UNL) Projects that have been proposed in
the MPO area and are prioritized by
the MPO for possible inclusion in the
KYTC State Highway Plan

KYTC’s District 7 Transportation Plan Projects from the UNL prioritized by
the KYTC through an inclusive, data-
driven process for possible inclusion in
the KYTC State Highway Plan

Other Plans Projects identified in other plans that
looked at specific issues such as
corridor congestion and transit needs.
(CMP, Transit Plan, Bike/Ped Plan)
Input from staff, citizens and officials Projects and locations specified by
local technical staff, citizen comments
and local elected officials

Exhibit 3.8 - Project Sources for MTP Consideration

3.5.2 Prioritization Tool

To develop a financially constrained transportation plan, the MPO had to prioritize which projects
could be completed with existing and estimated financial resources. The goal of the MPO’s scoring
process was to identify which projects would best facilitate the region’s long term vision and to
evaluate them in a consistent and systematic way. The scoring system was based on both federally-
defined planning factors and locally-specific goals established by the MPO. Projects were evaluated
and scored on a 100 point scale. The numeric ranking helped indicate the project’s ability to
accomplish MTP goals and its relative importance in relation to other projects. The process was
intended to provide decision-makers with a basis of comparison and a recommended list of projects
for the 2040 Plan.
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Local, Regional & Federal Goals

The scoring criteria below are based on the 2040 MTP Goals and Objectives which were derived
through public and stakeholder input. Each MTP goal was the basis for a project scoring category.
One additional scoring category was added to address project feasibility (which relates to project
delivery as set forth in national goals):

e Safety - crash rates and safety improvement strategies

e Access/Choices — enhancing more than one mode and providing access to low income,
minority, disabled, or elderly populations

e Connectivity — providing connections for road, bike, pedestrian users as well as regional
connections; this includes providing redundancy to enhance transportation system security

e Efficient, Reliable, Well Maintained - addressing congestion through multimodal solutions,
operational improvements, or added capacity and enhancing system conditions

e Economic Vitality — supporting employment centers and freight movement

e Community Character — supporting quality growth through infill, redevelopment,
streetscapes and mixed use development

e Environment - encouraging sustainable transportation solutions

e Health and Wellness — supporting physical activity and reduced vehicle emissions

e Project History and Feasibility* - this ninth factor was included in the scoring process to
account for public and political support and for physical or financial constraints that would
impact the likelihood of the project being implemented.

The MPO also reviewed all of the required planning factors that are identified in the current federal
transportation legislation (MAP-21) to ensure they were accounted for the scoring process. The
planning factors set forth in federal regulations include:

e Support the economic vitality by enabling global competitiveness, productivity and
efficiency;

e Increase the safety of the transportation system for motorized and non motorized users;

e Increase the security of the transportation system for motorized and non motorized users;

e Increase the accessibility and mobility options available to people and for freight;

e Protect and enhance the environment, promote energy conservation, improve quality of life,
and promote consistency between transportation improvements and State and local planned
growth and economic development patterns;

e Enhance the integration and connectivity of the transportation system, across and between
modes, for people and freight;

e Promote efficient system management and operation; and

e Emphasize the preservation of the existing transportation system.

More detailed information on the project scoring factors and criteria can be found in Appendix D.
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Congestion Management Process

Since the Lexington urban area has a population greater than 200,000, it is federally designated as a
Transportation Management Area (TMA). In a TMA, the planning and programming process is
required by federal regulations to consider urban congestion management and give priority projects
that relieve congestion. To ensure the prioritization tool was consistent with the MPO’s Congestion
Management Process (CMP), additional points were awarded to projects along congestion
management routes based on current congestion levels. Points were also awarded to projects that
applied a greater variety of congestion management strategies.

Environmental Justice, Title VI & ADA

Per federal law, MPOs must ensure equitable distribution of transportation services, facilities and
resources within the community without regard to income, race, age, ability and other socio-
economic factors; as well as avoiding any negative impacts or burdens on minority and low-income
populations. The prioritization tool assigned additional points to projects that would serve
disadvantaged populations and enhance the mobility of minorities, people in poverty, people with
disabilities and carless households. The areas within the MPO that have greater densities of
disadvantaged populations are shown in Appendix E.

3.5.3 Project Scoping & Estimates

Each project location was reviewed to ensure the proposed solution and project scope fit within the
need and context of the surrounding area. For example, although traffic volumes may indicate a 4-
lane roadway is needed in a residential area, a practical solution recognizes that is not a good fit and
explores other options. Likewise, widening a right-of-way that is constrained by buildings, historic or
environmental features may not be a practical solution to address long-term congestion issues, thus
operational and multimodal improvements are identified as a preferred solution. With these
constraints in mind, each improvement was categorized by its main function - capacity improvement
or operational improvement. Of course, many projects include both types of improvements but a
primary project scope typically overrides the other.

Updated planning-level cost estimates were prepared for this plan by state and local engineers based
upon the latest project scopes and costing information available. Some cost estimates are derived from
up-to-date planning studies conducted specifically for the respective projects, an example being the
2007 Congestion Management Study. Estimated project costs were used by the MPO to help
determine which projects might be implemented over the 2040 planning period given expected future
revenues.
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Chapter 4 Our Priorities

The 2040 MTP Goals and Objectives outline the Lexington Area MPO’s commitment to providing a
well-functioning, multimodal transportation system so that our Region can continue to grow and
thrive. Investments in @ more sustainable transportation system and a complete street approach to
roadway design are important strategies to accomplish this.

4.1 Complete Streets

A key policy to achieving an effective and equitable transportation system is commonly termed
“Complete Streets.” This concept is not new to the MPO Area, but is still in the process of bemg fully
embraced and accomplished. Complete Streets T
strive to ensure all residents have equal access to
employment, education, services and goods
within our community regardless of age, income
or ability. This includes seniors, children, people
with disabilities as well as people who cannot, or
choose not to drive. Complete street design
practices result in right of ways that serve the
mobility needs of everyone and contribute to
community identity. In addition, Complete Street transportation networks should strive to go
beyond minimum Americans with Disabilities Act requirements to achieve best practices for
accessibility for all people.

4.2 Sustainable Transportation Investment

The MPO’s 2040 MTP investment strategy is designed to address mobility and congestion
management in more ways than one so that we can handle travel in a more context-sensitive,
efficient and sustainable way than we do today. We recognize that a transportation system primarily
geared toward automobile use leads to a number of individual, community and global consequences.
Thus, the MPO and public have expressed a growing need to accommodate future travel differently
than we have in the past. We recognize that personal auto use will continue to be a common mode
of travel for many people. Our goal is to accommodate vehicular use as best we can, but not at the
expense of making other transportation modes less desirable. We also want to reduce auto travel
for some of our daily trips through more integrated land use patterns and to make travel by other
modes safer and more convenient. That end, the MPO has proposed a multipronged approach to
transportation investment. First and foremost, we need to take care of our existing infrastructure,
look to increase the efficiency of existing infrastructure through improved operations, to provide
more and better transportation choices, to be strategic in how and where we add system capacity,
and when doing so, ensure that we improve travel capacity for all modes, not just personal vehicles.

Projects, programs and policies that the MPO has identified to improve mobility and reduce
congestion generally fall within the following project type/funding categories:
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e  Multimodal Capacity
e Intersection & Corridor Modernization

e Public Transit Expansion/Improvements

e Operations, Maintenance & Management
e Bicycle & Pedestrian Facilities

Exhibit 4.1 below summarizes the type of projects that may be eligible for funding within these
projects categories. The list is illustrative, rather than exhaustive. Funding allocation amounts and

specific projects and initiatives are further described within this Chapter.

Multimodal

Highway Capacity

Intersection &
Corridor
Modernization

Transit Expansion/
Improvements

Operations,
Maintenance,
Management

Bicycle &
Pedestrian

Major Widening

Minor Widening

Increased peak-hour

Traffic Operations

Sidewalks (with no

(add lanes) frequency (high (ITS, signals, signs, roadway impact)
volume routes) markings,
technology,
upgrades)
Major Interchange Upgrade to Urban New/enhanced Increased O & M for = Shared Use Paths
Capacity Cross-section transfer points highway & transit (commuter-
expansions oriented)
New Roads Safety Regional Commuter  Bus replacement Bike lane
Improvements Service (targeted enhancements
routes)
Transit Upgrades Turn Lanes/Access Technology & Safety Hazards, Intersection &
(Lanes, Management Amenities ADA Deficiencies, crossing
Optimization, Drainage improvements
Stops/Shelters, Improvements
Amenities)
Bicycle & Pedestrian = Sidewalks & Bus Rapid Transit Travel Demand Education,
Upgrades Bikeways implementation Management Outreach &
(targeted/phased Marketing
routes)

Exhibit 4.1 - Eligible Project Types for Major MTP Funding Categories

4.3 Financial Plan

The 2040 MTP Financial Plan describes how estimated revenues from existing and proposed funding
sources will be used to construct, maintain and operate the existing and planned transportation

system over the 26-year planning period. Chapter 3 of the MTP described the anticipated total revenue
(based on past expenditures) in greater detail.
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4.3.1 Short Range Financial Plan (2014-2018)

As noted in the previous chapter, highway and transit funding can be divided into short and long range elements based on the project
implementation documents — the Transportation Improvement Program (TIP) and the Kentucky State Highway Plan. These documents
identify projects and the corresponding funding needed to complete them within the near term. The TIP covers FY 2013 - 2016 while the
Kentucky State Highway Plan addresses 6 years (2012 — 2018). Thus, the 2040 MTP Short Range Financial Plan corresponds with these
documents and covers the years 2014-2018. Exhibit 4.2 and 4.3 include a project list and map of the projects that are currently included in the
MPQO’s TIP and the 2012 KY State Highway Plan. More details on project phasing and funding details can be found in the TIP at
www.lexareampo.org.

Short Range Financial Plan (2014-2013)

Project Sponsor Facility Description
ID
S-1 7-101.00 KYTC KY 4 Bridge painting on New Circle Rd $4,160
S-2 7-1111.00 KYTC CR-1122  Replace bridge over Boone Creek @ Clark Co. line; Length=0.1 mi $810
S3 7-1129.00 KYTC US 421 Replace bridge on US 421 over fork of Town Branch at intersection with Bracktown Rd; Length=0.1 mi $1,350
S-4 7-113.00 KYTC KY 4 New Circle Road improvements between Versailles Rd and Georgetown Rd.; Length=4.1 mi $39,860
S5 7-1132.00 KYTC (S3605 Replace bridge on Malabu Dr over branch of Hickman Creek a Tates Creek Rd; Length=0.1 mi $1,000
S-6 7-1134.00 KYTC KY 353  Russell Cave bridge over I-64/75; overlay bridge deck; Length=0.1 mi $275
S-7 7-1135.00 KYTC KY 57 Bryan Station bridge over I-64/75; overlay bridge deck; Length=0.1 mi $275
<8 122,10 KYTC US 25 E:rc];:;i;l.i;t#vividen US 25 (Georgetown Rd) from Spurr Rd. south of I-75 to 1400 ft. south of Ironworks Rd; $33,030
S-9 7-2033.00 KYTC US60  Pavement rehab on US 60 from Bluegrass Pkwy to KY 4; Length=8.0 mi $25,000
S-10 7-2045.00 KYTC US60  Versailles Rd. pavement rehab from Bennett Ave to Oliver Lewis Way; Length=0.5 mi $2,650
S-11 7-220.00 LFUCG US25  Richmond Rd. Multiuse Path between Eagle Creek Dr. and Coys Lane; Length=1.2 mi $690
S12 7-223.00 KYTC US 421 Leestown Rd. widen to 4 lanes from existing 4-lane to Masterson Park; Length=1.5 mi $15,000
S-13 7-223.02 KYTC US 421 Leestown Rd. widen to 4 lanes from existing 4-lane to Masterson Park; Length=1.6 mi $4,856
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Short Range Financial Plan (2014-2013)

S14 7-224.10 LFUCG CS-4174  Clays Mill Rd widen from Harrodsburg Rd to New Circle Rd - Section 1; Length=2.0 mi (Mod #4) $16,250
S-15 7-224.53 LFUCG CS-4174  Clays Mill Rd widen from Higbee Mill Rd to Twain Ridge Dr - Section 2B; Length=0.3 mi $640
S-16 7-224.55 LFUCG CS-4174  Clays Mill Rd widen from New Circle Rd to Keithshire Way - Section 2C; Length=0.6 mi (Mod#4) $3,750
Liberty Rd/Todds Rd widen from 0.2 mi S. of Andover Forest Dr/Forest Hill Dr to Polo Club Blvd - Section 2A $14,254
iy 77225.01 s KY1927 o 2B; Length=1.6 mi (Mod #4)
New e . $21,120
S-18 7-226.10 KYTC Route Citation Boulevard - Phase IIA from Southern RR to Mercer Rd; Length=1.7 mi
New - . $2,710
S-19 7-226.40 KYTC Route Citation Boulevard - Phase [1B from Mercer Rd to Leestown Rd.; Length=0.8 mi
. - . . - . . : Bike/P o
S20 2-227.00 LFUCG NA Var|01.Js Contlrfuln.g Programs (Rideshare/Mobility, Air Quality Planning, Cong. Management, Bike/Ped $5,39
Planning, Traffic Signals) (Mod #4)
S-21 7-229.20 LFUCG NA South Elkhorn Trail from Joseph Bryan Way through NS RR tunnel to Waveland - Section 2; Length=0.3 mi $400
. . ) illito Park - - . 6>
S22 7-229.30 LFUCG NA South Elkhorr.m Trail from Lochdale Terrace extending under Man o' War to Shillito Park - Section 3; $625
Length=0.3 mi
S-23 7-230.00 LFUCG NA West Hickman Trail Phase 1B from Clearwater Way at Man o' War Blvd. to Veterans Park; length=1.5 mi $1,050
S-24 7-231.00 LFUCG Rose St  Add bike lane on Rose Street from Rose Lane to Euclid; Length=0.2 mi (Mod #4) $252
i i i Il Wal ilespi . 2,192
S5 2-237.00 KYTC anstruct pedestrian mall and streetscape improvements on Lexington College, Walnut and Gilespie Sts $2,19
Wilmore
S-26 7-279.00 KYTC KY 4 New Circle Road reconstruct Versailles Rd interchange; Length=0.1 mi $15,000
i iti i i i ilh M 1,000
G 5-3107.00 LFUCG New Trail ;:sgacy Trail amenities and enhancements including the Isaac Murphy Memorial Art Garden trailhead (Mod $1,
S-28 77—_335577'1?3— KYTC NA Operation of Valley View Ferry at KY River 3935
. I ' . . . o
529 7-366.00 KYTC KY 4 New Circle Road widening from Georgetown I.Rd to Boardwalk including Newtown interchange frontage $39,95
roads and ramps at Georgetown; Length=1.3 mi
S-30 7-3701.00 KYTC IC-8104W  University Dr bike lane extension from Cooper Dr to Alumni Dr; Length=0.4 mi $69
S-31 7-3702.00 KYTC Town Branch Trail from New Circle Rd to McConnell Springs crossing Old Frankfort Pk; Length= mi $459
iti ; =2. 15,02
532 7:376.00 KYTC €5 1486 Iri:itend East Brannon Rd from exiting road east of Lauderdale Dr to Tates Creek Rd (KY 1974); Length=2.5 $15,025
S-33 7396.00  KYTCHJess gy 159 wilmore downtown drainage and street improvements $500
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Short Range Financial Plan (2014-2013)

S-34 7397.00  KYTClJess KY 29 Turn lanes at W. Jessamine HS and E. Jessamine Middle $22
S-35 7398.00  KYTCJess  kyi69  Culvert replacement 0.5 mi W of US 68 $460
S-36 7-403.00 KYTC/Jess Nicholasville/Jessamine Co. pedestrian connections to schools study and preliminary engineering 3100
< 410.00 KYTC Preliminary engineering and evaluate the financial feasibility of design/build/toll for new connector $2,500
37 e between US 27 N of Nicholasville and I-75 at the KY 627 interchange; Length=2.5 mi
S-38 7-412.00 KYTC us 27 Replace L&N RR bridge overpass, improve drainage and typical section on North Broadway; Length=0.3 mi $6,000
539 7-413.00 KYTC KY 922 rCnci)nstruct an additional lane on Newtown Pk (KY 922) from Pintail Dr to SB I-75 entrance ramp; Length=0.3 $3,000
S-40 2-414.00 KYTC KY 1980 ::;prove geometrics, typical section, and roadway hazards on Brannon Rd from US 68 to US 27; Length=3.2 $26,500
$-41 2-415.00 KYTC KY 2335 Improve typical section anq pavement on Ware Rd from Briar Hill Rd (KY57) to N entrance of Lex Bluegrass $11,500
Army Depot; Length=2.1 mi
S-42 7-419.00 KYTC KY 169 Reconstruct KY 169 E of Keene to eliminate drop-offs; Length=0.5 mi $4,400
5-43 e KYTC €S 1375 Widen W 4th tStreet to 3 lanes from Henry St to Newtown Pk (KY922) including a new S entrance to BCTC; $1,000
Length=0.2 mi
S-44 7-422.00 KYTC CS 1376 Construct N entrance to BCTC with turn lanes on Loudon Ave and Newtown Pk; Length=0.1 mi $1,250
S-45 7-426.00 LFUCG CS 4524  Widen Man O' War Blvd at Pink Pigeon Pkwy for dual left turn lanes $516
S-46 7-427.00 LFUCG CS 4524  Man O' War Blvd at Alumni Dr turn lane improvement $869
S-47 7-428.00 LFUCG CS 4524  Man O' War Blvd at Richmond Road turn lane improvement $614
KYTC/ . . . . : . $5,241
S-48 7-593.04 LFUCG KY 922 Newtown Pk. Extension from Main St. to S. Limestone (additional funding for CLT); Length=2.5 mi
S-49 7-593.10 IL(:JE é KY 922  Newtown Pk. Extension - Priority 2: Redevelopment of Southend Park Neighborhood $8,740
S-50 7-593.12 LK:JEC/. KY 922 Newtown Pk. Extension - Priority 2: redevelopment of Southend Park neighborhood 36,106
S-51 7-593.20 LK:JE C/. KY 922 Newtown Pk. Extension - Priority 3: From Versailles Rd to Broadway (Phase Il); Length=0.6 mi 321,540
. i o KYTC/ KY 922 Newtown Pk. Extension - Priority 4: From Existing Newtown & Patterson to S. Limestone (Phase Il - Scott $22,880
> 775933 LFUCG 9 St. Connector); Length=0.5 mi
S-53 7-8340.00 KYTC US60  Scoping Study to reconstruct/widen US 60 (Winchester Rd) to 4 lanes; Length=0.9 mi $400
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Short Range Financial Plan (2014-2013)

S-54 7-8404.00 KYTC USs 27 Construct a new 4-lane connector between US 27 and I-75 $14,500
S-55 7-8502.00 KYTC US27X  Main Street provide streetlights from Oak Street to Chestnut Street; Length=0.2 mi $750
S-56 7-8507.00 LFUCG ’;ﬁ/v:j, Complete construction on Polo Club Blvd at Deerhaven Lane and Todds Rd; Length=0.2 mi (Mod #4) $2,564
S-57 7-87.10 KYTC Rlieuv':e East Nicholasville Bypass Section 1 from US 27 N of Nicholasville to KY 39; Length=4.3 mi $89,750
S-58 7-87.50 KYTC Rr\cl)euv’:e East Nicholasville Bypass Section Il from KY 39 to US 27 S of Nicholasville; Length=4.3 mi $35,050
S-59 7-915.00 KYTC US68  Reconstruct intersection of KY 29 N of Wilmore; Length=0.7 mi $5,700
$-60 LFUCG KY 1974 If;::WCall'Esek Rd signal upgrades to replace inadequate facilities, upgrade signal faces and upgrade $250
S-61 LexTran LexTran Operating Expenditures $17,783
S-62 LexTran LexTran Capital Expenditures $8,780
S-63 LexTran LexTran Elderly and Disability Transportation Services - Wheels $675
S-64 LexTran LexTran Alternative Analysis $256
S-65 BUS Bluegrass Ultra-transit Service in Jessamine Co. expenditures $82
S-66 BUS Bluegrass Ultra-transit Service in Jessamine Co. expenditures $145

Exhibit 4.2 - 2040 MTP Short Range Financial Plan (i.e. Transportation Improvement Program Project Table)
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Transportation Improvement
Plan

Fiscal Years 2013-2016
@ SLX TIP Project
@ Non-SLX TIP Project

| I — 1Miles
8

Exhibit 4.3 - Lexington Area MPO Transportation Improvement Project Map
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4.3.2 Long Range Financial Plan (2019-2040)

The MPO anticipates that approximately $1.2 billion dollars (see MTP 3.4.2) will be available for new
projects and programs in the Lexington MPO Area from 2019 to 2040 (after accounting for funds that
are needed to complete projects currently scheduled from 2014 to 2018 as shown in MTP 4.3.1). The
chart below shows how the MPO plans to allocate this anticipated funding to transportation projects
and programs moving into the future.

It is important to note that these are long-range funding targets, not fixed amounts. Given the nature
of transportation programming and projects, the funding allocations are expected to flex from year to
year. Annual funding amounts per project category will likely shift, sometimes substantially, from year
to year as projects and initiatives enter particular phases of implementation, such as construction
(versus design), which requires more revenue. However, the intent is for expenditures to average the
annual amounts and percentages over time.

Additionally, the allocation of funds to the project categories shown below will not commence in
earnest until the committed projects within the TIP and STIP are complete. Rather, the proposed
targets will guide how new projects are selected for inclusion in future TIP and STIP updates.

. Bicycle &
Operations, :
- Pedestrian
Maintenance 8%
&
Management Multimodal
10% Highway
Capacity
42%
Transit

Expansion
(Capital &
Operating) Intersection &
%o% Corridor
Modernization
20%

Exhibit 4.4 - Long Range Financial Plan: Allocation Targets by Project Categories (%)

Long-Range Financial Plan:

. . 2019-2040 A I
Allocation Targets by MTP Project Category 9-2040 $ nnual 5

Multimodal Highway Capacity $487,872,000*  $22,176,000

Intersection & Corridor Modernization $232,320,000 $10,560,000

Transit Expansion (Capital & Operating) $232,320,000 $10,560,000

Operations, Maintenance & Management $116,160,000  $5,280,000

Bicycle & Pedestrian $92,928,000  $4,224,000

$1,161,600,000 $52,800,000
Exhibit 4.5 - Long Range Financial Plan: Allocation Targets by Project Category ($)
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These proposed funding allocations and targets (in 2014 dollars) were applied to the prioritized
highway project list to determine which of the highest ranking projects could be funded within the
“Long-Range” planning period from 2019-2040.

Chapter 3 of the MTP describes how the highway projects were identified and ranked using a
consistent, objective methodology. During that process, projects were classified as “capacity” or
“operational” improvements. Capacity projects were included in the “Multimodal Highway
Capacity” funding category (42% of funds) and “operational” projects were included in the
“Intersection and Corridor Modernization” funding category (20% of funds). Available funds for
these two project categories were combined and considered together (for a total of 62% of funds)
when establishing a funding sequence and timeline for projects (see Exhibit 4.6 and 4.7 below). The
goal was to allow additional flexibility for the implementation of both project types over time taking
into consideration the project score, the estimated project cost, and the revenue anticipated to be
available during the 5-year grouped planning periods extending from 2019 through 2040.

2019-2040 Funding Targets (x $1,000,000) by Project Category by Year (in YOE=4%)

Funding Total Multimodal Intersection & Transit Operations, Bicycle &
Years Available Highway Corridor Expansion Maintenance, Pedestrian
Capacity Modernization Management
2019-2020  $147.95 $62.14 $29.59 $29.59 $14.79 $11.84
2021-2025  $376.33 $158.06 $75.27 $75.27 $37.63 $30.11
2026-2030  $457.87 $192.30 $91.57 $91.57 $45.79 $36.63
20312035  $557.06 $233.97 $111.41 $111.41 $55.71 $44.57
2036-2040  $677.75 $284.66 $135.55 $135.55 $67.78 $54.22

Exhibit 4.6 - 2019-2040 Funding Target Amounts: by Project Categoryyny Year (in YOE = 4%)

[

2019-2040 Funding Targets (x 1,000,000) (in YOE =4%)

Funding Combined: Multimodal Capacity &

Years Modernization Improvements

2019-2020 $91.73

2021-2025 $233.33

2026-2030 $283.88

2031-2035 $345.38

2036-2040 $420.21
Total 1,374.53

Exhibit 4.7 - 2019-2040 Funding Target Amounts: Combined Multimodal Capacity & Modernization Improvements (in YOE=4%)
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4.4 Multimodal Highway Capacity

As our community matures, opportunities to relieve congestion through major widening projects has
become more challenging and cost prohibitive. Construction costs continue to rise and funding for
large-scale transportation projects is more constrained, as are urban rights of way. Thus, our
challenge is to maximize system performance through innovation and cost-effective measures and
to be strategic regarding where and how new highway capacity is added.

We must think of capacity in terms of our ability to
accommodate person trips, not just vehicle rips, and
the transportation system’s ability to move the
greatest number of people. A corridor’s capacity for
moving people includes people traveling in cars,
riding buses, traveling on foot or by bike.  Thus,
capacity improvements may include vehicular lanes,
transit lanes, amenities that support transit services,
bicycle facilities, sidewalks and safe crossings.

The MTP recommends allocating 42 percent, or $487,871,000 (in today’s dollars) of our anticipated
future revenues toward Multimodal Highway Capacity projects which includes new roads, major
widening of existing roads and associated complete street improvements. The recommended
projects are mapped in Exhibit 4.9 and listed by general timeframe in Figure 4.10. Projects include
major interchange upgrades and adding travel lanes along many of our major roadways that serve
significant cross-town and regional travel and freight needs, including access to Interstate highways.
Example projects include Newtown Pike, Winchester Road, Man O War Boulevard, New Circle Road,
Alumni Drive and Tates Creek Road in Lexington. Jessamine County capacity projects include US-27
and a placeholder for the I1-75 Connector should analysis currently underway lead to a
recommendation to proceed with the project.
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4.5 Intersection & Corridor Modernization

The goal of Intersection and Corridor Modernization projects is to make our transportation corridors
work better through improved efficiency and to improve access and safety for people traveling in
vehicles, on foot, by bike and by bus. The projects seek to improve operations to address
bottlenecks at intersections and along congested, constrained right of ways. Operational
improvements may include minor capacity additions (such as turn lanes) to improve traffic flow,
including for busses and freight carriers. Solutions may also include intelligent technology,
intersection upgrades, signal coordination, access management, sidewalks, streets crossings, and
facilities to better accommodating transit riders and bicycle traffic. Projects may improve safety or
upgrade bridge or drainage structures. Many will upgrade rural cross-sections to urban cross-
sections (providing curbs, gutters and sidewalks) within urbanized areas.

The MTP recommends allocating 20 percent, or $10,560,000 annually (in today’s dollars), toward
Intersection & Corridor Modernization projects (identified as “operations” in the project tables
below). The recommended project locations are shown in Exhibit 4.9 and listed by general
timeframe in Exhibit 4.10. Most projects seek to improve operations along constrained roadways
that carry significant amounts of regional traffic such as Winchester Road, Nicholasville Road,
Newtown Pike, Harrodsburg Road, Versailles Road, etc. A number of projects are also proposed
along cross-town connectors in need of multimodal facilities to improve connectivity such as Loudon
Avenue, Liberty Road, Todds Road, Wilson Downing Road, Armstrong Mill and North Limestone in
Fayette County as well as West Main Street in Wilmore and 3™ Street/Keene Road in Nicholasville.
See Exhibit 4.9 and 4.10 for a map/list of all locations. A key of abbreviations found within the project
description is in Exhibit 4.8 below.

Project Abbreviation Key

AM access management
BL bike lane
Cc/G curb and gutter

D design

R right-of-way
U utility

C construction
RR railroad

SW | sidewalk
SUP | shared use path
YOE | year of expenditure

Exhibit 4.8 - 2040 MTP Project Abbreviation Key
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Exhibit 4.9 - 2040 MTP Improvement Project Map (Multimodal Capacity and Intersection & Corridor Modernization)
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2040 MTP Long Range Improvement Projects: 2019-2020
Multimodal Highway Capacity and Intersection & Corridor Modernization in Year of Expenditure Dollars (YOE=47%)

County Route Road Name From/To Project Description Dist. Project
(ft) Cost
(YOE=4%)

Year 2019 - 2020

1 Y Fayette KY 4 New Circle Rd Trade Center Dr to Woodhill Widen to 6 lanes, add Bikeway/SW, improve transit service 6,900 $26,158,000
2 Y Fayette CS 3016 Alumni Dr Nicholasville Rd to Tates Creek Rd 4 lane BLVD, BL or SUP, C/G/SW, Roundabouts 6,300 $9,125,000
3 Y Fayette KY 4 New Circle Rd Boardwalk to Limestone Widen to 6 lanes, add Bikeway/SW, improve transit service 4,600  $19,466,000
4 Y Fayette KY 922 Newtown Pk Main St to NCR AM, operational & multimodal improvement 7,200 $1,825,000
5 Y Fayette KY 1974 East High St Cochran to Euclid; Reconfigure & Streetscape; includes Euclid (TC to Ashland) $7,300,000
6 Y Fayette KY 1927 Liberty Rd New Circle Rd to Graftons Mill Widen to 3 lanes, add BL/C/G/SW 5,500 $23,725,000
7 Y Fay/Jess  US27 Nicholasville Rd Man O War to Nicholasville Byp Access management 25,400 $10,342,000

Total Cost (Year 2019-2020)  $97,941,000
Total Revenue (Year 2019-2020) $91,729,000

Exhibit 4.10 - 2040 MTP Long Range Improvement Projects: 2019 - 2020 in Year of Expenditure Dollars (YOE=4%)
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2040 MTP Long Range Improvement Projects: 2021-2025
Multimodal Highway Capacity and Intersection & Corridor Modernization in Year of Expenditure Dollars (YOE=47%)
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Operation

Year 2021 - 2025

8
9
10
1
12
13
14
15
16
17
18
19
20
21
22
23
24
25
26

Y

Fayette
Fayette
Fay/Jess
Y Fayette
Y Fayette
Fayette
Y Fayette
Fayette
Y Fayette
Y Fayette
Fayette

<

Fayette

<

Fayette
Fayette
Fayette
Fayette
Fayette
Fayette

< < </ =< =<

Fayette

County Route Project Description

KY 4
KY 922
US 27
US 60
US 27
CS 4524
US 27
CS 4524
US 27
US 60
KY 1974
KY 1723
CS 4174
CS 4524
us 27
UsS 68
KY 1978
CS 3663
US 421

Road Name

New Circle Rd
Newtown Pk
Nicholasville Rd
Versailles Rd
Nicholasville Rd
Man O War Blvd
Nicholasville Rd
Man O War Blvd
S Limestone
Winchester Rd
Tates Creek Rd
Forbes Rd

Clays Mill Rd
Man O War Blvd
Nicholasville Rd
Harrodsburg Rd
Greendale Rd
Mt Tabor Rd

Leestown Rd

From/To

Limestone to Eastland Pkwy
New Circle Rd to 1-75

Man O War to Nicholasville Byp.
Viley Rd to Oliver Lewis Way
Southland Dr to New Circle Rd
I-75 to Richmond Rd

New Circle Rd Interchange
Winchester Rd to I-75

Upper St to Cooper Dr

Midland Ave to New Circle Rd

at New Circle Rd

Leestown Rd to Versailles Rd
Harrodsburg Rd to New Circle Rd
Tates Creek Rd to Nicholasville Rd
Cooper Dr to Southland Dr

Lane Allen Rd to Mason Headley
US 421 to Citation Blvd

Richmond Rd to Patchen/Locust

at RR underpass

Widen to 6 lanes, add Bikeway/SW, improve transit service
Widen to 6 lanes, add C/G/B/SW, transit imp. & SUP overpass
Widen to 6 lanes, transit improvement, SUP

AM, operational & multimodal improvement

Bus rapid transit, AM, operational & bike/ped

Widen to 6 lanes, add BL or SUP, improve transit service
Scoping Study

Widen to 4 lanes, add BL or SUP, C/G/SW
AM/operational/multimodal improvements

AM, operational & multimodal improvement

Reconstruct interchange (Double Crossover Diamond)
Reconstruct 2 lanes, SUP, operational & transit improvements
Widen to 3 lanes, add C/G/B/SW; incl realign w/ Harrodsburg
Widen to 6 lanes, add BL or SUP, improve transit service
Add one lane, bus rapid transit, multimodal improvements
Bike/ped, intersection operation/capacity

Reconstruct 2 lanes (C/G, turn lanes, BL, SW)

Reconstruct 2 lanes CG / BL /[ SW

Minor widening w/improved drainage under RR overpass

Dist.

(ft)

8,500
9,200
25,400
1,100

4,900
13,000

6,100

4,300
7,000

5,400
10,600
10,600

6,300

4,000

7,100

1,300

Total Cost (2021-2025)

Total Revenue (2021-2025)

Exhibit 4.11 - 2040 MTP Long Range Improvement Projects: 2021 - 2025 in Year of Expenditure Dollars (YOE=4%)

Project
Cost
(YOE=4%)

$32,935,000
$38,782,000
$37,154,000
$12,138,000
$4,115,000
$15,247,000
$2,590,000
$11,398,000
$1,406,000
$3,997,000
$14,062,000
$5,773,000
$16,283,000
$13,026,000
$6,809,000
$2,220,000
$10,732,000
$1,628,000
$3,331,000
$233,626,000
$233,327,000
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2040 MTP Long Range Improvement Projects: 2026-2030

Multimodal Hig

2026-2030

27
28
29
30
31
32
33
34
35
36
37
38
39
40
41
42
43
44
45
46
47
48
49
50
72A

< < =< =< =< <

<

County Route

Fayette
Fayette
Fayette
Fayette
Fayette
Jessamin
Jessamin
Jessamin
Jessamin
Fayette
Fayette
Fayette
Fayette
Fayette
Fayette
Fayette
Jessamin
Fayette
Fayette
Fayette
Fayette
Jessamin
Fayette
Fayette
Fayette

CS 4524
KY 1974
CS 2418
KY 421
CS 1001
New
New
New
New

CS 3016
US 60
CS 2418
US 25
US 25
KY 1974
UsS 68
US 27X
CS 7038
CS 2230
(53037
CS 4791
KY 169
CS 4735
KY 4

KY 1968

Road Name

Man O War Blvd
Tates Creek Rd
Liberty Rd
Leestown Rd

N Limestone
Connector
Connector
Connector
Connector
Alumni Dr
Winchester Rd
Liberty Rd
Georgetown Rd
Richmond Rd
Tates Creek Rd
Harrodsburg Rd
Main St

Wilson Downing
Loudon Ave
Armstrong Mill
Southland Dr
Keene Rd
Rosemont Garden
New Circle Rd
Parkers Mill Rd

From/To

Richmond Rd to Tates Creek Rd
Malabu Dr to Armstrong Mill Rd
Appletree Ln to New Circle Rd
Forbes Rd to Burke Rd

Withers Ave to New Circle Rd

E Nicholasville Bypass to I-75

E Nicholasville Bypass to I-75

E Nicholasville Bypass to I-75

E Nicholasville Bypass to I-75
Edgewater Dr to MOW Blvd
Patchen Wilkes to Elkhorn Rd
Dallas Ave to Winchester Rd

Lima Dr to Nandino

Idle Hour Dr to NCR

Armstrong Mill to MOW Blvd

Lane Allen to Pasadena

Richmond Ave (KY169) to US 27
Belleau Wood to Tates Creek
Russel Cave to Bryan Ave

KY 1974 (Tates Creek) to MOW
Rosemont Garden to US 27
Nicholasville Bypass to Oak St
Southland Dr to RR

Nicholasville Rd to Harrodsburg
New Circle Rd to Man O War

*$40,000,000 Estimated Construction Cost to Utilize “Innovative Financing”

hway Capacity and Intersection & Corridor Modernization in Year of Expenditure Dollars (YOE=4%)

Dist.

(ft)

Project Description

Widen to 6 lanes, add BL or SUP, improve transit service 22,100
Widen to 6 lanes, NCR Interchange, Multimodal Imp. 3,700
Reconstruct 2 lanes; CG / BL / SW; transit improvements 3,800
Access management; multimodal improvements (SW) 1,100
Reconstruct 2 lanes CG /[ BL / SW; transit improvements; AM 2,000
Construct new connector - D phase 13,200
Construct new connector - R phase 13,200
Construct new connector - U phase 13,200
Construct new connector - C phase 13,200
Widen to 6 lanes, add SW or SUP/separated bikeway; transit 4,200
Add lane on shoulder; add SUP 5,000
Access management; C/G/SW/BL 600
Access Management; SW or SUP; Transit 1,800
Intersection operations; C/G/SW or SUP, multimodal 4,000
Widen to 6 lanes, add SW or SUP; improve transit service 5,100
Multimodal add transit improvements 5,200
AM/operational/multimodal improvements; widen to 5 lanes 3,700
Reconstruct 2 lanes/turn lanes; operational imp; C/G/SW; BL or 1,400
Reconfigure; Access mgmt; C/G/SW; add BL 1,500
Reconstruct 2 lanes / BL or SUP; transit improvements 7,400
AM/operational; C/G/SW; transit improvements 5,500
Reconstruct 2 lanes w/ turn lanes; BL or SUP; C/G/SW 7,000
Reconstruct 2 lanes CG / BL / SW; Access management 2,400
Widen to 6 lanes 11,800
Reconstruct 2 lanes w/ 6’ shoulders 4,700

Total Cost (2026-2030)
Total Revenue (2026-2030)

Exhibit 4.12 - 2040 MTP Long Range Improvement Projects: 2026 - 2030 in Year of Expenditure Dollars (YOE=4%)

2040 Metropolitan Transportation Plan

Project
Cost
(YOE=4%)

$75,640,000
$10,986,000
$11,256,000
$1,081,000
$9,635,000
$7,204,000
$5,403,000
$2,701,000
$0*
$10,644,000
$2,305,000
$2,161,000
$4,502,000
$2,701,000
$14,047,000
$3,422,000
$17,379,000
$3,674,000
$3,026,000
$15,938,000
$10,157,000
$18,730,000
$5,943,000
$40,305,000
$2,431,000
$278,840,000
$281,271,000



2040 MTP Long Range Improvement Projects: 2031-2035
Multimodal Highway Capacity and Intersection & Corridor Modernization in Year of Expenditure Dollars (YOE=4%)

County Route Road Name From/To Project Description Dist. Project
(ft) Cost
(YOE=4°/o)

2031-2035
51 Y Fayette CS 1321 Russell Cave Rd Park Place to N Broadway Reconstruct, add BL or SUP/C/G/SW $9,970,000
52 Y Fayette  US 68 S Broadway US 25 (Main) to Mason Headley AM/operational/multimodal improvements 8,800 $7,231,000
53 Y Fayette CS 3016 Alumni Dr Tates Creek to Chinoe Rd 4 lane BLVD; Shared use path or SW&BL 3,700 $9,685,000
54 Y Fayette €S 7038  Wilson Downing US 27 to Belleau Wood Dr Reconstruct 2 lanes/turn lanes; operational imp; C/G/SW; BL or 7,800 $18,055,000
55 Y Fayette CS2690 Old Todds Rd Catera Trace to Liberty Rd Reconstruct 2 lanes add BL/C/G/SW 7,600 $18,471,000
56 Y Jessamin  KY 1268 Main St (Wilmore)  KY 29 to US 68 Reconstruct 2 lanes; complete SUP/SW 6,700 $12,270,000
57 Y Fayette CS 1257 Mercer Rd Greendale to US 25 (Georgetown)  Reconstruct 2 lanes; BL/SW or SUP; Transit service 9,000 $22,459,000
58 Y Fayette uUsS 27 Nicholasville Rd MOW Interchange Reconstruct intersection $96,409,000
59 Y Fayette KY 1681 Manchester St at Forbes Rd Add left turn lanes $876,000
60 Y Fayette KY 4 New Circle Rd Woodhill Dr to Nicholasville Rd Widen to 6 lanes 23,400 $108,461,000
61 Y Fayette KY 4 New Circle Rd Harrodsburg Rd to Versailles Rd Widen to 6 lanes 12,600 $41,894,000

Total Cost (2031-2035)  $345,781,000
Total Revenue (2031-2035)  $345,380,000

Exhibit 4.13 - 2040 MTP Long Range Improvement Projects: 2031 - 2035 in Year of Expenditure Dollars (YOE=4%)

2040 Metropolitan Transportation Plan



2040 MTP Long Range Improvement Projects: 2036-2040
Multimodal Highway Capacity and Intersection & Corridor Modernization in Year of Expenditure Dollars (YOE=4%)

c
&9
U-I-J
g O
Q o
39.

(o]

62 Y Fayette
63 Y Fayette
64 Y Fayette
65 Y Fayette
66 Y Fayette
67 Y Fayette
68 Y Fayette
69 Y  Jessamin
70 Y Fayette
71 Y Fayette
72B Y Fayette
73 Y Jessamin
74 Y Jessamin
75 Y Fayette
76 Y Fayette
77 Y Fayette
78 Y Fayette

County Route

CS 4524
CS 4524

US 25
CS 4540
CS 2230
CS 4524
KY 29
KY 1977
CS 1325
KY 1968
CS 4174
CS 4174
US 60
KY 57
CS 3016
US 68

Road Name

Man O War Blvd
Man O War Blvd
Citation Blvd
Richmond Rd
Mason Headley
Loudon Ave
Man O War Blvd
Wilmore/Lex. Rd
Spurr Rd
Sandersville Rd
Parkers Mill Rd
Clays Mill Rd
Clays Mill Rd
Versailles Rd
Bryan Station Rd
Alumni Dr

S Broadway

From/To

Nicholasville to Harrodsburg Rd
Harrodsburg Rd to Versailles Rd
Silver Springs Dr to Russell Cave
MOW to Hayes Blvd

Shaker Dr to Versailles Rd

Oakhill Dr to Bryan Ave

Various

Epworth to Harrodsburg Rd
Georgetown Rd to Masterson
at RR overpass

Versailles Rd to New Circle Rd
Brannon Rd to Catnip Hill (KY
Catnip Hill (KY 3375) to KY 169
Woodford Co to
Hermitage Dr to Preakness Dr
Chinoe Rd to Edgewater

at Virginia Ave

Keeneland

Project Description

Widen to 6 lanes, add BL or SUP, improve transit service
Widen to 6 lanes, add BL or SUP, improve transit service
Construct new 2 lane roadway

Complete SUP

Reconstruct 2 lanes; BL/SW or SUP

Reconstruct 2 lanes ; add BL

Various low build projects - See Congestion Mgmt Study
Urban cross-section upgrade; Shared use path
Reconstruct 2 lanes; multimodal improvements

Replace overpass; improve cross-section

Reconstruct 2 lanes w/ SUP or urban cross-section

New Road; Clays Mill Rd extension

New Road; Clays Mill Rd extension

Widen to 6 lanes

Add BL / SW on bridge over I-75

Improve intersection with SW or SUP/separated bikeway
Improve intersection capacity

Total Cost (2036-2040)

Dist.

(ft)

17,000
17,200
5,300
9,600
6,900
2,300

8,200
8,800
300
6,400
9,800
9,800
13,600
2,100
6,200

Project
Cost
(YOE=4%)

$71,178,000
$61,794,000
$23,859,000
$6,665,000
$28,604,000
$13,329,000
$5,332,000
$24,792,000
$18,128,000
$17,328,000
$44,919,000
$21,327,000
$21,327,000
$37,855,000
$3,466,000
$15,755,000
$133,000
$415,791,000

Total Revenue (2036-2040) $420,208,000

Grand Total Cost for Multimodal Capacity & Modernization Projects (2019-2040) in YOE dollars #1371,979,000

Grand Total Revenue for Multimodal Capacity & Modernization Projects (2019-2040) in YOE dollars $1,374,521,000

Exhibit 4.14- 2040 MTP Long Range Improvement Projects: 2036-2040in Year of Expenditure Dollars (YOE=4%)
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4.6 Transit Expansion/Improvements

Public transit use is on the rise both nationally and in the Lexington area. Americans took nearly 10%
more trips using public transportation in 2011 than in 2005. During that same time period, Lextran’s
ridership doubled. As our population continues to grow, especially among older and younger age
groups, communities are turning to public transit as a key solution to remaining competitive and
keeping pace with population growth as road space and land availability becomes more limited.

Lexington area residents continue to
demonstrate support for sustaining and
expanding public transit, including through
a local voter-approved property tax in
2004. In 2013, respondents to the MPO’s
Transportation  Survey allocated an
average of 20 cents on the dollar to public
transit when asked how they would invest
in transportation. One-third of survey
takers said they would like to use the bus
for transportation in the future. Open-

ended survey responses often focused on
public transit and the desire for better access to transit (sidewalks, routing, service hours and
frequency), shorter travel times, and an interest in regional transit service.

The MTP recommends allocating 20 percent, or $10,560,000 annually (in today’s dollars), toward
Transit Operations, Expansion and Improvements. As noted in the MTP Financial Plan, these funding
allocations will not be immediately available as funds are committed to complete projects within the
short-range financial plan (TIP and STIP). However, the MTP has set forth the policy for increasing
future transit services and use and provides a placeholder for the commitment of funds in the
coming years as we begin to explore opportunities for transit expansion. With this commitment in
place, Lextran and community partners can begin to assess the most feasible, cost-effective means
to increase transit services and ridership.

Lextran is beginning a Comprehensive Operational Analysis (COA) that will be completed by the start
of 2015. This COA, which is typically completed every 5 years, evaluates the current transit system
and recommends best steps moving forward to meet the needs of users in a cost effective manner.
The current COA will take a more comprehensive and long-range look at future capabilities and
technologies that optimize and expand transit service. Feasible, cost-effective means to increase
transit service and ridership that are identified by the COA may then be vetted, prioritized and
programmed for funding through the MPO Planning Process and Transportation Improvement
Program. Initiatives that are currently being explored or may be as part of the COA or future study
include regional transit, increased service frequency, reduced transit travel times, additional transfer
stations and bus rapid transit.


http://www.kentucky.com/

Regional Transit

Traditionally, Lextran service has only been in Fayette County. Starting in January 2014, Lextran
began a one-year pilot of limited service to Jessamine County. The initiative is being funded by
Jessamine County governments, Lextran and a FTA Jobs Access and Reverse Commute (JARC) grant.
The service is primarily geared toward commuters using a Jessamine County park and ride location.
The ability to expand service beyond Fayette County and beyond the one-year of the pilot program is
currently limited by available funding for capital and operational costs. The potential interest, usage,
needs and cost for continued regional services to Jessamine County and other communities must be
further explored and scaled based on which areas can be served, ridership and available funding.

Increased Service Frequency

Lextran’s ability to grow ridership and capture choice riders is limited at current service levels.
Current weekday peak service includes 35-minute headways along most routes, with many routes
operating 35-minute service throughout the day. Non-peak service on lower-volume routes and
Saturday service operates at 70 minute headways. Any future peak-hour service increases would be
targeted along the highest-volume routes.

Reduced Travel Times

Most all Lextran routes currently originate from and converge on the transit center in downtown
Lexington, making it the main transfer point for a majority of routes. The radial “pulse” system
makes it difficult to reduce point-to-point transit travel times. The current COA will evaluate the
possibility of relocating the downtown transit center and the possibility of multiple transfer points in
strategic areas of town for more efficient service options. A main complaint of transit commuters is

that Lextran routes do not
present an efficient mode of
travel given the need to

transfer downtown. This
was confirmed when
comparing  travel time

responses of transit users
versus car commuters in the
MPQO’s
Survey, as well as reported
commute times from the US
Census.

Transportation

Since travel time is
a major factor when
selecting mode,

reducing transit travel times

travel

will be critical to enticing
ride the bus
rather than drive.

people to

31 to 45 minutes

Less than 10
minutes

Travel Time
3-5 miles
(door to door)

16 to 30 minutes

/

Motorists

11 to 15 minutes

Less than 10
minutes

11 to 15 minutes

60+ minutes \

16 to 30 minutes

™

Exhibit 4.15 — Average Peak Hour Travel Time Reported by Transit Users vs. Motorists
in MPO Transportation Survey

46 to 60 minutes

Transit Riders

31 to 45 minutes
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Operational & Administrative Facility

After an extensive search of Fayette County, Lextran has identified and purchased land to build a
new administration building that will consolidate its entire staff as well as vehicle housing and
maintenance into one facility. Currently, portions of the Lextran staff and maintenance functions are
housed at different properties, including rental properties. The new facility will increase efficiency
through centralized staffing and maintenance functions and provide a modern, properly-equipped
headquarters to operate from. The proposed facility is LEED certified to serve Lextran with energy
efficiencies for the entire building lifecycle. The ground breaking for construction is anticipated in the
latter part of 2014. The current cost estimate for the project is $23 million as reflected in the short-
range capital expenditures shown in Exhibit 4.16.

Bus Rapid Transit

In January of 2014, Lextran completed a Transit Alternatives Analysis for the (U.S. 27) Nicholasville Rd
corridor. After a study of existing conditions, forecasted demographics, future land uses and traffic
patterns, it was recommended to pursue a Locally Preferred Alternative (LPA) of Mixed Traffic Bus
Rapid Transit (BRT) connecting Nicholasville with downtown Lexington. This proposed version of
Bus Rapid Transit envisions a limited amount of inbound and outbound stops with service running
form a terminal park-and-ride location in Nicholasville to the downtown transit center in Lexington.
The service would consist of nine new stations along the corridor and the existing transit center.
The BRT line would operate with approximately one mile station spacing from 6 AM to 6 PM on a 20
minute weekday headways. Ridership estimates using the STOPS model predict 1,700 riders on an
average weekday. When college students and special event trips are accounted for, the number is
estimated to increase to 2,100 per weekday. Travel time savings for the service are 9.6 minutes for
the inbound trip and 6.2 minutes for the outbound trip. The service would be branded differently in
relation to the regular fixed-route buses to identify it as a special service including iconic stations and
various amenities. The areas where the BRT stops are installed will present an opportunity for
creative redevelopment, bike, pedestrian and transit-oriented design. Customized treatments along
travel corridors will be implemented to allow the bus to mitigate traffic more efficiently during peak
congestion. Three main elements of the chosen Locally Preferred Alternative are as follows:

e Business Access Transit Lane — Where exclusive BRT lanes are not feasible, existing
curbside lanes would be designated as a Business Access-Transit Lane, or a “BAT
Lane.” This would take advantage of the curb lane that most through traffic typically
avoids because of frequent right turn entrance activity. BAT Lanes are designated
primarily through signage that restricts their use to only buses and vehicles making
right turns.

e Transit Signal Priority — Through the use of GPS technology, Transit Signal Priority
(TSP) provides a time savings advantage to BRT buses with minimal impact on overall
traffic flows. TSP allows buses to receive an early and/or additional green phase
indicator at the traffic signal to improve on-time performance if the bus is running
late. TSP involves equipping BRT vehicles with special emitters that send speed,



heading, and position information. If the vehicle is approaching while the signal is
green, the controller provides for additional green time to get the vehicle through
the intersection.

e Queue Jump Lanes - These lanes take TSP a step further by providing a short stretch
of exclusive lane as a BRT bus approaches an intersection. Queue jump lanes can be
located at key intersections, allowing the BRT bus to receive a green signal while
other vehicles remain at a stop at the same intersection, thus giving the bus priority
in the queue.

The Nicholasville Rd corridor is identified as a high capacity transit corridor in the LFUCG 2013
Comprehensive Plan. The LAMPO also identifies this as a corridor of importance with regard to
moving people. Therefore, the BRT/BAT Lane concept is highly compatible and complimentary to
the planning efforts within the corridor and the region.

Rapid Transit Service

The idea for the US 27 LextranBLUE service
envisions a limited amourt of inbound
and outbound stops with Bus Rapid Transit
(BRT) s=rvice running from a terminal
park-and-ride lacation in Nichalasville to
the downtown Transit Center. The service
wiould consist of nine new stations and the
existing transit center.

The BRT line would operate with approsd-
mately one mile station spacing from &
AM to 6 PM on a 20 minute headway
wieekdays. Ridership estimates using the
STOPS model predict 1,700 riders onan
average weekday. When college students
and special event trips are accourted for,
the number is estimated to increases to
2,100 f weekday. Travel time savingss for
the service are 9.6 minutes for the inbound
trip and &2 minutes for the outbound trip.
The regular route #5 would still be oper-
ated, but its stops would be consolidated
to W-mile spadng with no BRT station
overlaps. It would operate every 30 to 40
minutes, offset with the BRT sarvice.

The LextranBLUE service would have some
opportunity to be a catalyst for economic

development near planned stations. It --_\‘\ ™y
would connect key destinations including \ S
both Downt Lestington and Nicholas- — A
vi?le, th?rJr;i?f:r:ilyoF}Eennmac:ycalfn:ua: \\ M Hciausnue o 3y
and its rel ated facilities, two major hospi- Y \
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Other Transit Alternatives

The chosen BRT/BAT Lane alternative in the Transit Alternatives Analysis Study was compared to
many transit options that were studied and determined to not be feasible for reasons including cost
effectiveness, constructability and operational support issues. Street cars, light rail and commuter
rail were ruled out as they ranked poorly in the pre-screening phase of the study. Right-of-way and
infrastructure costs coupled with many logistical challenges along the corridor eliminated the
practical application of rail transit for the duration of this plan (2040). MAP-21 governs the process
the Federal Transit Administration (FTA) uses to assess potential transit projects for funding. The
funding process is becoming more competitive as more jurisdictions seek FTA funding on a national
level for local transit projects. In judging the merit of transit projects, the FTA is not only sensitive to
cost or operations, but also the impacts of transit projects on the surrounding communities. In the
US 27 corridor bus options are more realistic in terms of their ability to provide improved service at a
lower cost and with lower physical impacts than rail options. This is congruent with FTA guidance
which favors BRT projects for their flexibility and relative low cost of entry.

Integrating Transit with Land Use & Corridor Improvements

The MPO will play a vital role in coordinating city-planning and Lextran efforts to better serve the
Lexington-Fayette County region. Long-range goals for more transit-oriented regional centers and
transportation corridors must be considered and implemented as new development and infill occurs
Synergies between public investments in multimodal corridor improvements and private sector
developments can provide mutual public/private benefits including reduced congestion, auto use
and increased real estate values. The MPO should foster and facilitate network improvements to
better accommodate planned developments, particularly in those areas that can or could
accommodate additional mode-sharing opportunities such as corridors with relatively high transit
ridership connecting employment and residential land uses. For example, the LFUCG 2013
Comprehensive Plan has identified Nicholasville Rd and South Limestone (U.S. 27) as a high capacity
transit corridor to address congestion and enhance transit service.

Fayette Mall before Transit Oriented Development

2040 Metropolitan Transportation Plan
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Fayette Mall after Transit Oriented Development (excerpted from the Transit Alternatives Analysis Report)

Furthermore, Jessamine County and the City of Nicholasville have invested in a U.S. 27 Access
Management Plan which establishes agreements for preserving the integrity of the roadway corridor
for future multimodal improvements, including future transit service, well as preserving the integrity
of basic traffic operations as development continues.

Current Transit Financial Plan

Exhibit 4.16 presents LexTran’s financial plan given current revenues and expenditure. The chart
assumes no new services, expenditures or revenues for the purposes of forecasting the cost to
continue the current service into the future. This financial information will be updated if and when
additional service needs, costs, revenues and expenditures are identified.

Transit Financial Plan:

Summary of Short & Long Range Revenue & Expenditures 2014-2040 (x $1,000) in YOE =4%

Funding Source FTA5307 LocalTax Fares Total | Operating Capital Total
Short Range 2014 - 2018 $22,557 $78,214  $10,998 $111,768| $120,329 $23,658  $143,986
Long Range 2019-2020 $9,342 $32,391  $4,555 $46,288| $50,696 $9,342  $60,038

2021-2025 $ 24,184 $83,856  $11,791 $119,831| $ 133,546 $24,184  $157,730
2026 - 2030 $ 25,417 $88,133  $12,393 $125,943| $143,867 $25,417  $169,285

2031-2035 $26,714 $92,629  $13,025 $1132,367| $154,986 $26,714  $181,700

2036-2040  $28,077  $97,354 $13,689 $139,120| $166,964  $28,077 $195,040

Note: LexTran’s forecasted expenditures exceed anticipated revenue. However, additional funding will be pursued
through various grant opportunities or necessary expenditure reductions will be made.

Exhibit 4.16 - Transit Financial Plan: Summary of Short and Long Range Revenue and Expenditures 2014-2040 (x $1,000) in
Year of Expenditure (YOE = 4%)
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4.7 Operations, Maintenance & Management

It is essential to preserve, protect and get the most out of our existing and future transportation
infrastructure. The 2040 MTP proposes a 10% supplemental funding increase to support ongoing and
expanded Operations, Maintenance and Management efforts to ensure our transportation system
operates efficiently and is kept in a state of good repair. The funds are intended to help us maximize
system efficiency through operational improvements including signal retiming, incident management
and intelligent transportation systems. Funds will help implement demand management strategies
to reduce and shorten vehicular trips in our region. The funding will help clear existing maintenance
backlogs, allow agencies to readily address maintenance and safety hazards as they arise, and better
address maintenance needs as our infrastructure continues to age. This supplemental maintenance
and operations funding also helps account for new maintenance needs generated by any new
infrastructure that is programmed within the MTP. Improvements that add more lane miles,
sidewalks, bikeways and transit services come with future maintenance needs.

Example “Operations, Maintenance and Management” projects include resurfacing roads, bridges
and shared-use paths; systematic replacement of buses and traffic equipment; replacement and
repair of traffic control devices; and repairing drainage and other structures. The MTP recommends
10% or $5,280,000 annually (in today’s dollars) for these project/program types. These funds are
supplemental to the existing operations and maintenance allocations and funding streams described
in Chapter 3. The projects will be identified, prioritized and programmed through the MPO Planning
Process and Transportation Improvement Program.

4.7.1 Operations

Causes of congestion can often be addressed with operational strategies that directly target
problem areas. Regional operational strategies geared toward optimizing system performance may
include expanding regional Intelligent Transportation
Systems including incident management, signal
coordination and special even traffic management.

These strategies improve mobility, access to
information for travelers, reduce traveler delays, and
enhance public safety and security.




Intelligent Transportation Systems (ITS)

Intelligent Transportation Systems (ITS) include electronics, communications, or information
processing used singly or in combination to improve the efficiency and safety of transportation
systems. ITS technologies enhance transportation system operations, especially during peak travel
periods. ITS elements can include:

e Vehicle detection devices that report traffic counts, speed, and travel time;

e Video surveillance equipment that monitors roadways for congestion and incidents;

e Roadway sensors that monitor weather and road conditions;

e Communication services and facilities that transmit information;

e Traffic control centers that serve as central location for traffic management, communication,
and collection and coordination of information;

e Variable message signs that display traffic information to motorists;

e Roadway service patrols that respond to incidents in a timely manner.

ITS Architecture

ITS programs work most effectively when integrated into an interconnected network or
architecture. ITS Architecture is “A regional framework for ensuring institutional agreement and
technical integration for implementation of ITS projects.” The FHWA requires that a regional ITS
architecture include (at a minimum):

e Description of the region;

¢ Identification of the participating agencies and stakeholders;

e Anoperational concept that identifies roles and responsibilities of stakeholders;

e Any agreements required for operations;

e System functional requirements (high level);

e Interface requirements & information exchange with planned and existing systems;
e Identification of ITS standards supporting regional and national interoperability;

e Sequence of projects required for implementation

ITS Architecture creates a common framework of interoperability at the national, regional or local
level and helps ensure that ITS deployments:

e can be planned in a logical manner;

e integrate successfully with other systems;
e meet the desired performance levels;

e has the desired behavior;

e is easyto manage;

e s easy to maintain;

e s easyto extend;

e satisfies the expectations of the users.

2040 Metropolitan Transportation Plan



Bluegrass ITS Architecture

A Technical Memorandum regarding opportunities for a Bluegrass Intelligent Transportation System
(BITS) was developed in 2004 and outlined specific initiatives and technologies of local applicability
in the areas of:

e Travel and Traffic Management

e Public Transportation Management

e Electronic Payment

e Commercial Vehicle Operations

e Emergency Management

e Advanced Vehicle Safety Systems

e Information Management

e Maintenance and Construction
Management

The Bluegrass ITS Architecture was the beginning
of a regional framework for ensuring institutional agreement and technical integration in the
implementation of ITS projects.

It is federally required that a review and update of the ITS Architecture be conducted for the
Lexington MPO and surrounding area in the near term to reflect changes in regional needs, new
stakeholders, services, projects, priorities and other ITS elements. In fiscal year 2015, this
responsibility will be shared by the MPO, the LFUCG Division of Traffic Engineering, the Kentucky
Transportation Cabinet (KYTC) District-7 and the Lexington Transit Authority as they are key users of
ITS in the MPO area.

An ITS advisory/management group will be formed to assess existing ITS components, regional ITS
opportunities and to guide the ITS Architecture update. Since ITS functions are very regional in
nature, this update will be conducted as a supplement to the KYTC Statewide ITS architecture. In
addition, the update will be conducted in close coordination with the Federal Highway
Administration Kentucky Division s. It is envisioned that the projects and programs identified
through this Statewide/Regional ITS initiative will be prioritized for investment in the coming years.
These initiatives are eligible activities for the MTP 2040 Operations, Maintenance and Management
funding category.

ITS components and emphasis areas currently place in the MPO area include:

Traffic Management

Ongoing traffic signal system upgrades, including equipment and timing plans and other innovative
high tech adaptive monitoring, detection and control systems. These are essential to maximize
system efficiency and safety.
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LFUCG Traffic Management Center

Lexington’s Traffic Management Center (TMC) is the nerve center for helping the public have a safe
and efficient journey to and from their homes and other destinations. The TMC allows traffic
conditions to be monitored and for engineers to identify problem areas and to make signal

adjustments in real-time.

Real-Time Public Transit Information and Automatic Fare Collection

Lextran has acquired and implemented technology that monitors buses in use with global
positioning satellites (GPS). The technology allows Lextran to monitor performance and offer real-
time information to passengers on the timing of bus service. Automatic fare collection and
accounting systems have also been implemented to save time and money for both Lextran and their
passengers.

Traffic Incident Management

Traffic incidents, such as crashes, stalled vehicles, traffic stops, roadway debris, construction and
special events, are estimated to cause nearly 60 percent of the total delay experienced by motorists
in the United States. Traffic congestion caused by these incidents affects the safety and mobility of
all travelers. Traffic incident management works to reduce the effects of incident-related congestion
by detecting incidents when they occur, reducing the time for responders to arrive, and decreasing
the time required for traffic to return to normal conditions. Many public sector and private sector
partners are involved in traffic incident management, but it is not a core function of any agency. The
Lexington Area MPO transportation planning process has a “Traffic Safety Coalition” that meets
regularly to discuss and coordinate

incident management strategies. The
2040 MTP encourages jurisdictional
and private sector partners to

continue to enhance this program and
improve coordination among the many
entities involved, including first

responders and police.



4.7.2 Maintenance

All elements of our transportation system require maintenance and the residents of our community
want our system maintained in a state of good repair. This requires systematic, routine maintenance
including sweeping streets, cleaning and repairing drains, and fixing traffic signals. It also requires
significant investments in rehabilitating and repaving surfaces, replacing substandard bridges,
reconfiguring and upgrading intersections. Unfortunately, regular and preventative maintenance
can be deferred when funding is too limited which leads to a backlog of needs, safety hazards and
higher long-term costs. Maintenance needs include:

Complete Street Elements

All components within the right of way are essentially “complete street” elements and include curb
ramps, sidewalks, signs, signals, pavement markings, street trees and drainage structures among
others. Many jurisdictions and agencies oversee the maintenance of various facilities within the right
of way; even private property owners are responsible for certain elements such as sidewalks, street
trees and curbs. Ultimately, local and state governments are responsible for enforcing these
requirements and ensuring public facilities are kept in a state of good and safe repair.

Good coordination is essential to effective maintenance practices and to realizing any cost savings
and economies of scale that performing maintenance functions in sync can provide. For instance,
there are financial and time-saving benefits to repairing drainage structures and realigning or
repairing curb ramps when roads are resurfaced; however, budgeting and planning for these
improvements are not always aligned. The Maintenance, Operations and Management funding
category is intended to help make funding available for realizing these benefits. Thus, if a road is
scheduled for resurfacing and other complete street elements are in need of repair, additional funds
may be made available to address all maintenance needs in a holistic, cost-effective manner.

Pavement Preservation

By 2035, the KYTC has a goal of increasing the percentage of good and fair pavements to a target of
92%. The Lexington Area MPO area has adopted this target as described in 2.3.1 and has allocated
additional maintenance funds to ensure
adequate resources area available to keep
pavements in a state of good repair for
reasons including safety and cost savings.

Studies by the Texas Transportation
Institute indicate that it costs less in the
long run to have good roads than bad
roads. Deferred maintenance drives up
long-term cost and accelerates the need for
complete roadway rehabilitation, which can

be four times as costly. Deferred



rehabilitation also compounds the problem, often leading to pavement failure and the need to
reconstruct the whole roadbed, at what could be 10 times the cost.

As illustrated in the figure, for each $1 spent before pavement quality drops below “fair” condition
later saves from $6 to $14 dollars in major rehabilitation work. While this example is for road
pavement, it is applicable to nearly any public infrastructure or asset including transit fleet vehicles
and shelters.
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Exhibit 4.17 - Cost of Pavement Rehabilitation Over Time
Source: National Pavement Preservation

Transit Maintenance

Maintaining the region’s bus system is essential to provide safe and efficient service to thousands of
daily riders and for attracting new ridership. Maintenance needs include regularly servicing vehicles
and the systematic replacement of aging fleets as well as keeping transit stations, bus stop and
shelters clean and in a state of good repair. The MTP 2040 “Operations, Maintenance and
Management” funding category anticipates and accounts for funding that will be needed for on-
going maintenance and operations for existing and expanding transit services.
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4.7.3 Travel Demand Management

Travel demand management (TDM) is a cost-effective way to reduce congestion and the need for
new and wider roadways. TDM efforts aim to reduce the number and length of personal trips made
in private automobiles, particularly during peak travel times. TDM can be accomplished by providing
public transit, bicycle and pedestrian facilities and increasing their use; through better coordinated
land use and transportation planning; and low-cost strategies aimed at travel behavior modification.
TDM strategies may include:

e commuter services (public and private)
e employer services

e marketing campaigns

e vanpool services

e car-sharing services

e car-pool matching services

e parking management strategies

e telecommuting

e variable work schedules

e guaranteed ride home programs

e financial incentives

e land use/corridor plans

e transit-oriented development

e development incentives/requirements

TDM services and programs available in the Lexington area have varied over time. Moving forward,
the MPO should work to review and assess past and current programs and initiatives. The MPO
should engage partner agencies and stakeholders, including the public, to develop strategies for
improving existing programs and employing new TDM strategies that appeal to residents and
workers in today’s region. Focus areas may include:

Vanpool & Carpool

The vanpool program serving the Bluegrass Region was transferred to the Lexington Transit
Authority in 2013. It currently has 8 vans in daily operation. At its peak, the program consisted of
twenty, 15-passenger vans. Lextran is currently building additional
capacity for the program and has contracted with a private vendor

“Rideshare by Enterprise” to manage and expand the program.
Carpool matching services will also provided by the vendor. The MPO
should continue to coordinate and assist Lextran with marketing and
support for vanpool and carpool programs, including monitoring the
effectiveness of public information campaigns, and to assist with the
program’s continued success and growth.
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Mobility Coordination & Marketing

The goal of mobility management is to improve transportation options and services and to make the
traveling public aware of options available to them. The MPO currently provides these services
through the Bluegrass Mobility Office. The Mobility Office works with transportation service
providers to reduce confusion about what transportation options

are available to the public by consolidating transportation Share
information in one centralized location. In 2013, the Mobility Office
collaborated with the Lexington Transit Authority (Lextran) and the nde

Lexington Parking Authority (LexPark) to create a unified brand, eo le
website and marketing campaign titled “Move it People.” The )
campaign promotes a common website to the public and enables

each agency to maximize their marketing dollars by combining Save money on your way
resources. The Lexington Area MPO should continue to provide to work! Vanpooling cuts

these marketing services through the Bluegrass Mobility Office (or ggm7n;:2mg Gosts by
other similarly branded office/campaign name). The MPO should :
also asses and identify local target areas, populations, employers, Explore your options here.

incentives and public service messages that present the greatest
opportunity to change personal travel behaviors and determine
methods to evaluate the effectiveness of these efforts.

Move

Planning, Land Use & Urban Design

The demand for travel and how realistic and desirable our travel options are is directly related to land
use patterns and the design of our public and private places, spaces and streets. The intensity and
location of land uses influences travel patterns. Dispersed land development and disconnected
street patterns tends to result in more vehicular travel. Rates of bicycling, walking and public transit
are higher where land uses are more compact, mixed and connected. When schools, parks and
shops are located close to homes, residents do not have to travel far for their daily needs. Walking
and bicycling is more convenient and they are less likely to drive for every trip. Even when trips are
made by vehicles, they are shorter, reducing the total amount of vehicular travel on the system.

A primary purpose of urbanization and transportation systems is to facilitate the movement and
exchange of goods, services, ideas and relationships among people. How a person will choose to
travel is influenced by many factors including how much time they have, how long it will take them,
how direct their route is, how safe their route is, and how desirable and interesting it is. Reducing
automobile travel requires planners and designers to be strategic and mindful of these factors and to
consider how the built environment will shape people’s travel choices. People will not walk or bike if
their route is indirect, lacks sidewalks and involves crossing multi-lane roads with fast moving traffic.


http://lextran.com/
http://www.lexpark.org/
http://www.moveitpeople.com/

Taking the bus can be equally frustrating if it takes twice as long as driving, if bus stops are located
too far away and if there are no sidewalks leading to stops.

The design of buildings, parks, plazas, open spaces and streets also impacts travel choice as does the
relationship of buildings to the street. Closely-spaced buildings oriented toward the sidewalk
increases the desirability of walking as do pedestrian-oriented store fronts, tree-line streets and
active civic spaces. These not only increase walking, but they contribute to community character
and livability. Thus, if we want to succeed in creating more desirable communities and ones where
automobiles do not dictate our community form and character, we must be deliberate in our
planning and design efforts. This requires
tighter integration of land use and
transportation planning. Many MPOs
support planning initiatives and studies
that  will help local jurisdictions
incorporate community design standards
and guidelines into their planning
processes. They may also target
transportation investment in areas that
are working to better integrate land use
and transportation including
neighborhood, pedestrian and transit-
oriented developments and corridors. The Lexington Area MPO should continue to support, lead
and participate in these efforts in Fayette and Jessamine County. It is intended that funding
allocated toward Operations, Maintenance and Management may be utilized for initiatives such as:

e Land use planning including small area plans and corridor plans
e Commercial and residential design standards/guidelines

e Street design standards/guidelines

e Transit-oriented and pedestrian-oriented design guidelines

e Street connectivity and access management standards
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4.8 Bicycle & Pedestrian

A major overarching goal of the 2040 MTP is to accelerate implementation of the MPO’s Regional
Bicycle & Pedestrian Master Plan (BPMP) that was adopted as an element of the 2035 MTP in 2007.
The BPMP outlines a vision for bicycling and
walking in our region that was formulated
through public input.  The plan describes
community goals and objectives for bicycling and
walking, existing bike and pedestrian facilities,
and a list of proposed policies and improvement
projects that are needed to create a more
walkable and bike friendly community. The plan
describes the role that bicycling and walking play
in creating a more livable and sustainable region. It emphasizes the nexus between a healthy and

active citizenry and investments in active transportation as an opportunity to decrease future
healthcare costs and to produce social, economic and public health returns on these investments.

The MPQO’s 2035 MTP summarized and reiterated the importance of four focus areas addressed in the
Bicycle and Pedestrian Master Plan. Those initiatives, their current status and recommendations for
continued progress include:

Planning and Urban Design

The BPMP recommended that development and design standards for more walkable and bike
friendly neighborhoods be instituted. Since the adoption of the 2035 MTP, the Bicycle and
Pedestrian Coordinator was made a permanent staff position in the Lexington Area MPO. The
Coordinator serves on the LFUCG Technical (development) Committee, the Planning Commission’s
Subdivision Committee and regularly reviews and advises the planning staff and the Commission on
new development and infill redevelopment to ensure projects include adequate bike, pedestrian and
transit infrastructure. Significant progress was also made to develop Complete Street standards for
new developments that relate roadway design to land use and improve the context-sensitivity of
roadway corridors. A number of bicycle and pedestrian-related standards have also been
incorporated into the zoning ordinance, particularly for mixed use, big box, infill and adaptive reuse
developments. Moving forward, continued emphasis should be placed on incorporating bicycle &
pedestrian-friendly elements into planning and zoning codes as discussed in the Travel Demand
Management - Planning, Land Use & Urban Design of the 2040 MTP (as well as the BPMP).

Complete Streets

The BPMP and 2035 MTP also called for developing a more balanced transportation system by
refocusing transportation projects and planning efforts on creating “Complete Streets” that are
designed with the needs of pedestrian, bicyclists, motorists and transit users in mind. A draft
“Complete Streets” manual for Fayette County has since been developed to serve as a guide for all
capital roadway projects, for new developments and redevelopments. The manual will ensure
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developments and projects include connecting streets, context sensitive design, appropriate
accommodations for bicycle and pedestrians, and pedestrian-friendly intersections that minimize the
“barrier effect” that major roadways create for bicyclists and pedestrians. The MPO should seek
formal adoption of the Complete Streets Manual by LFUCG (LFUCG funded the project) and should
work with Jessamine County to incorporate complete street standards into their local codes,
standards and regulations.

The BPMP identified a network of major streets within the MPO area that are in need of Complete
Street retrofits to make them more safe and desirable for bicycling and walking. These projects and
needs were reviewed and have been incorporated into the 2040 MTP. As a result, 82% of the projects
within the MTP contain specific improvements for bicycling, walking and public transit (excluding
projects that do not allow for complete street design such as limited access highways). It is the
intent of the 2040 MTP that the “Bicycle & Pedestrian” funding element be used to accomplish
Complete Street retrofits along those streets that were noted as being deficient for bicycling and
walking and are not currently slated for improvement as part of “Multimodal Capacity” or “Corridor
& Intersection Modernization” within the MTP financial plan.

Greenway Trails

The BPMP emphasized the development of off-road greenway trails as a component of the bicycle
and pedestrian transportation system. The plan identified priority north-south and east-west trails
both within and between the two counties of the MPO. In Fayette County, the Legacy Trail and
Veterans Park Trail (including the Bellefonte & West Hickman Trail) are the primary north-south
connections. Significant sections of this trail corridor have been constructed over the past five years
including Phase 1 & 2 of the Legacy Trail, several bikeways in the vicinity of downtown and the
University of Kentucky, as well as trails in Veterans Park. The Town Branch Trail and the Brighton
East Rail Trail are the primary east-west Fayette County connections and have also seen significant
progress over the last five years including a detailed study of
preferred Town Branch Trail alignments and construction of
Phase 2. Brighton Rail Trail Phase 2 was also recently
completed. Additional phases of both trails are currently
funded and under development.

In Jessamine County, a major north-south trail connection has

N W been constructed along US 68 and a shared use trail has also
been planned for construction along the US27 Eastern By-pass. A study to determine the feasibility
and best course of action to improve bicycle and pedestrian safety along the east-west trail corridor
in Jessamine County will be underway shortly. The project will determine the best alignment for
connecting 90% of Jessamine County schools and will provide safe active transportation options for
many of the neighborhoods along the corridor. It is the intent of the 2040 MTP that funds within the
Bicycle & Pedestrian financial plan be available for completing off-road trails, including bike/walk
connections to schools in Fayette and Jessamine County.
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Although we have made significant progress on our regional off-road greenway trails, our trail
system is still incomplete and in need of full build out. The MPO’s commitment to apply resources
toward trail projects and programs is essential. The BPMP prioritized trail projects identified in the
Fayette County Greenway Master Plan and encouraged further development and prioritization of
trails per a Jessamine County Greenway Plan. The plan also proposes that a future system of rural
bike routes and regional trails be developed in coordination with surrounding counties.

Funding, Implementation & Evaluation

The MTP recommends 8% or $4,224,000 annually (in today’s dollars) for Bicycle & Pedestrian projects
& programs. The projects will be identified, prioritized and programmed through the MPO Planning
Process and Transportation Improvement Program per the Bicycle & Pedestrian Master Plan, LFUCG

Greenway Master Plan, special studies and/or the MPO’s Bicycle & Pedestrian Advisory Committee.
Example projects include sidewalks, bike lanes, shared use paths (trails), intersection & crossing
improvements, education, marketing and outreach. Funding and resources may also be used to
facilitate project implementation (special studies) and for monitoring and evaluating safety and the
effectiveness of bicycle & pedestrian projects or programs.

For instance, while the US Decennial Census and American Community Survey provide some data on
work-related bicycle and pedestrian trips, trip data for all other purposes is unknown. While this
information is useful, it does not account for a significant number of trips for other purposes
including for school, exercise, social, shopping and general errands. It is recommended that the
MPO work to collect more usage data. Methods may include scheduled counts, smart phone and
other GPS technologies, and traffic signal actuation counts. The counts will provide information that
can be used to generate more accurate data including
collision rates, as opposed to monitoring only the number of
collisions.  GPS data can also provide insight on the routes
people currently take for bicycle and pedestrian trips. This
data can be used to determine the best approach to
completing the gaps in the bicycle and pedestrian network.
They will also provide another means for prioritizing projects . .
listed in the BPMP. g

DU ke R

A set of performance measures, including bicycling and walking usage and collision rates, are further
outlined in Plan Evaluation of 2040 MTP. Additional performance measures are listed in the BPMP.
These are intended to evaluate the impacts of the MPO’s investments in bicycling and walking over
time. The BPMP appeals to our partners and to the public for their help in implementing, evaluating
and improving upon our regional plans for bicycling and walking. The BPMP also calls for citizen-
based groups in each county to provide oversight. The MPO’s BPAC and TPC should continue to help
to provide this oversight.
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4.9 Safety & Security

In response federal regulations and local emphasis and, safety and security are interwoven into the
Lexington Area MPO transportation planning process.  Safety and security considerations are
incorporated into any project, program or initiative outlined within the MTP and other relevant
documents and policies. This includes any project funded through the MPO which performs
maintenance activities and/or improves capacity, operations, transit, bicycle or pedestrian facilities.

The MTP recommends that the MPO continue to participate in a number of regular committees, task
forces and project development committees to enable the MPO to achieve these safety and security
goals/strategies:

e Develop short and long-term strategies that can enhance the safety for all users of the
transportation system;

e Continuously gather public and stakeholder input on safety and security concerns and
communicate this information through the transportation planning process in order to
achieve solutions;

e Create policies and design practices that are consistent with safety and security goals and
develop tools that allow stakeholders to examine safety data and establish priorities;

e Utilize information systems and databases for compiling and analyzing crash data;

e Involvement in the regional incident management plans, coordination and training;

e Publicize the benefits of safety, and educate decision-makers and the public through on-
going marketing, education and outreach efforts;

e Apply for relevant safety funding.

Safety

MPO projects, programs and processes must be consistent with and work to achieve the mission,
vision and goals of the Kentucky Transportation Cabinet’s Strategic Highway Safety Plan (SHSP)
entitled “Toward ZERO Deaths.” To this end, the MPO staff evaluates the area’s collisions utilizing
the state’s Highway Performance Monitoring System (HPMS) and collision/crash databases. The
MPO also reviews monthly collision data for Fayette County that is provided by the LFUCG Division of
Police and incorporates this information into the transportation planning process. Focus areas of the

analyses include:

= Between Street Collisions

= Intersection Collisions

* Red Light Running Collisions
= Pedestrian Collisions

= Bicycle Collisions

The MPO staff also frequently assesses safety-related data and information using Geographic
Information Systems (GIS) which are visualization tools that can illustrate problem areas. Examples
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include overlaying and analyzing bicycle and pedestrian crash data as it relates to roadway
characteristics such as the presence of a sidewalk or bikeway.

The MPO also seeks to improve safety through utilizing Complete Street design principles for
projects that will be implemented through the MTP. Complete street design principles seek to
minimize high speeds and speed differentials which are known to significantly contribute to poor
transportation safety for all travel modes. Complete street design means vehicular speeds are
appropriate for the surrounding area and maximize the safety of all road users including drivers,
pedestrians and bicyclists. Complete Street design means target speeds dictate design speeds which
influence the geometric features of a roadways, primarily horizontal curvature, vertical curvature,
super elevation, lane widths and sight distance. Other design strategies to encourage appropriate
driver speeds include:

e Setting an appropriate and realistic speed limit;

e Using physical measures such as curb extensions and medians to narrow the traveled way;
e Setting signal timing for slow to moderate progressive speeds between intersections;

e Using narrower travel lanes that cause motorists to naturally slow; and

e Using design elements such as on street parking or street trees to create side friction.

Security

Transportation security deals with emergency events such as natural disasters, terrorist attacks or
other incidents caused by criminal activity that can significantly impact our transportation system.
Such events often require a coordinated response from multiple stakeholders. The Lexington Area
MPO Transportation Planning process facilitates coordination with the area’s public safety agencies
that deal directly with these issues and concerns. This is accomplished through several committees
and groups that include:

e Transportation Safety Coalition (TSC)

e Bicycle Pedestrian Advisory Committee (BPAC)

e Blue Grass Area Development District Regional Transportation Advisory Committee

e Transportation Technical Coordinating Committee (TTCC)

e KYTC District 7/MPO Project Coordinating Committee

e Statewide Transportation Planning (STP) - coordination with the state works to influence
projects that increase safety in the biennial Kentucky Recommended Highway Plan

One objective of the MPO is to help ensure cooperation and coordination among agencies that are
involved in incident management and responding to emergency situations. In the event of a major
hazard, measures may be taken to ensure an area or site is safe and secure and may necessitate
roadway closures. Opening closed highways or lanes as soon as possible is desirable. In some
events, evacuations may be necessary. Police, Fire, and Emergency Management agencies maintain



current evacuation and disaster preparedness plans. The link to LFUCG’s Division of Emergency
Management is www.BEREADYlexington.com.

Another objective of the MPO is to ensure that the transportation system is capable of handling a
response to an emergency. This can be achieved by assessing the transportation system and
ensuring that, in the case of highway closures, there is redundancy in the system meaning there is
good connectivity and parallel alternative routes. Providing sufficient emergency personnel and
good access for emergency equipment along transportation corridors is also important when time is
of the essence to those in distress and those who wish to continue on to their destinations. Utilizing
existing and future planned ITS systems and other measures can help aid in accessing and clearing
emergency incidents and can also effective for handling evacuations.

In 2008, the Lexington Area MPO and the FHWA conducted a security self-assessment to comply
with FHWA’s National Performance Measure regarding implementation of security as a separate
planning element in the MPO work plan. The findings, recommendations, and comments have all
since been implemented.

The following are continued security objectives and actions recommended by the 2040 MTP:

* Continue to ensure cooperation and coordination among all agencies in incident
management and emergency situations.

= Continue to engage emergency and law enforcement personnel in transportation planning.

* Continue assessments to ensure that the transportation system is capable of handling a
response to an emergency.

= Continue to coordinate the Transportation Safety Coalition Committee which includes
members of KYTC, LFUCG DEM (Division of Emergency Management), local governmental
officials, law enforcement, emergency personnel and wrecker services.

= Conduct an updated security self-assessment to determine new security needs as they relate
to the transportation planning process.
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4.10 Freight

Freight concerns largely relate to mobility and access. Mobility for freight means smooth and reliable
traffic flow conditions on the region’s state and federally-designated truck network which includes
interstates, freeways, major regional and principal arterials, and at-grade railroad freight crossings.
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Exhibit 4.18 - Kentucky Designated National Truck Network
Accessibility pertains to the freight vehicle operator’s ability to locate, navigate to, and reach the
intended destination within the truck network to deliver and/or pick up freight. Access issues include
road geometrics, bridge clearances, weight restrictions and severe bottlenecks between regional
roadways, manufacturers and freight facilities located in Fayette and Jessamine Counties.

The roadway improvement projects identified with the 2040 MTP will benefit the movement of
freight. In the project scoring and selection process, projects that will positively impact freight
corridors as well as locations where freight originates and arrives in substantial amounts, were given
additional weight. Lexington’s Travel Demand Model also accounts for and evaluates truck trip
generation rates. These rates were adapted from the Quick Response Freight Manual Il. The LAMPO
model forecasts truck traffic for two types of heavy trucks: Single units (which contain FHWA vehicle
classes 4-7) and combinations (which contain FHWA vehicle classes 5-13). The majority of freight
movement in the LAMPO region occurs on the highways.

In order to meet regional goals for economic activity and freight movements, the Lexington Area
MPO identified the following focus areas needed for successful freight transportation.

Coordinate Freight Issues

Freight providers tend to be very knowledgeable about bottlenecks in the system that can hinder
truck and other vehicle movements. In addition, they may be aware of signal timing, signage or
geometric (e.g., turning radii) deficiencies in the system. With their involvement, the MPO can
develop a detailed list of improvement needs and incorporate them into project designs and
operational/maintenance/management initiatives for improvement. =~ While long-range freight
planning is necessary, short-term results are also important in engaging and maintaining interest
from freight providers.
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The MPO will work with freight transportation companies operating in the region to identify specific
deficiencies in the transportation system that hinders freight movements and to incorporate design
elements for large trucks in roadway planning and design. In addition, coordination with KYTC on
freight issues could provide increased information regarding freight flows and improvement needs.
It may be desirable to establish a freight task force for this purpose.

Land Use Considerations

To the extent possible, heavy truck traffic should be separated from light vehicle traffic and sensitive
land uses (e.g., neighborhoods, schools, parks, etc.). Industrial land uses should be isolated from
residential and commercial areas. The MPO actively engages with the LFUCG Long Range Planning
Section and Comprehensive Plan update process to make every effort to ensure freight issues are
considered in land use decision-making.

Roadway Design and Access Management

Due to their large size, trucks and buses have special needs for moving through the transportation
system. Roadway and access requirements for these vehicles should be considered in the design of
intersections and interchanges. Roads in and around industrial areas should be desxgned specn‘lcally
for the movement of large trucks. The MPO must continue e -"
to work with local and state engineering departments to
ensure freight considerations are included in design
standards.

Designate Truck Routes

Truck routes provide freight haulers with a network of the

most efficient and least impacting locations for traveling
through Fayette and Jessamine County. Designated truck routes can have a positive influence on
traffic safety if properly planned, implemented and enforced. Hazardous materials traffic should be
carefully considered and routed accordingly. These designated routes will be updated periodically,
especially as land use changes and roadway improvements occur.

Develop a Freight Model

Although the Lexington Area MPO has a Travel Demand Model, some components of freight
movement are not included in the model. The MPO should look into possible enhancements to the
model to better account for freight. Capabilities for doing so may be dependent upon available data
for the Lexington Area MPO’s region.

Commodity Survey and Freight Study

Since the last study is out of date, the Lexington Area MPO needs to review whether a commodity
and freight study should be conducted for the two-county area.

2040 Metropolitan Transportation Plan



4.11 Environment

The 2040 MTP supports an improved environment for the Lexington area in several ways. The Plan
promotes projects that modernize transportation infrastructure and programs that reduce
emissions, including those that were identified in the Empower Lexington Plan. These initiatives
cover a broad array of strategies to reduce emissions:

e Develop bike and pedestrian programs and infrastructure;
Increase transit service and coverage;

Promote ridesharing;

Develop an eco-driving program;

Pursue energy efficient highway and congestion relief strategies;
Encourage low carbon and alternative fuels;

e Promote energy efficient vehicles;

e Pursue smart streetlights.

Examples of initiatives addressed within the MTP include adding more bike and pedestrian facilities
to encourage non-motorized travel, purchase of clean fuel buses and fleets, intelligent
transportation operations systems for our highways, and transportation demand management
programs to reduce congestion and delays.

In addition, the Plan supports continued efforts to promote energy efficient planning. The MTP
emphasizes strategies to achieve long-range goals for transit oriented development, infill and
redevelopment and the livability principles (more choices, supporting existing communities, and
valuing neighborhoods). These efforts will not only reduce pollution in the area but also promote a
more active population where walking, biking and transit-riding are seen as true alternatives to
vehicle travel.

The Plan also supports continued monitoring of air quality in the area. As noted in Chapter 2, MPO
staff will use an ozone forecasting tool to monitor conditions through the summer and alert the
community when conditions could be averse to citizen’s health.

The Lexington area is currently meeting air quality standards and has been designated “attainment.”
However, air quality monitor readings indicate pollution levels are near national standards. The MPO
will continue to monitor air quality issues and pursue policies and programs that have positive
impacts to the region’s air. As a former “non-attainment” area, Lexington is eligible for funding
specifically earmarked for pollution reduction and the MPO is committed to take advantage of these
funds.
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4.12 Plan Evaluation

This section describes how the MPO evaluated our current transportation system and how
investment strategies outlined within the 2040 MTP may impact our community. This includes an
assessment of congestion levels and how they may change if the MTP is implemented. We also
describe how the MPO will establish performance measures and targets to assess system
performance moving forward and how we plan to continually gather community and stakeholder
input on the effectiveness of our plans and projects. A Fiscal Constraint Analysis is also provided to
show how revenues and expenditures will be balanced.

Fiscal Constraint Analysis

Long-range transportation plans developed by MPOs are required to be fiscally constrained, meaning
we can only include projects that we can reasonably expect to fund. This means limiting planned
spending on capital projects, operating and maintenance programs based on anticipated revenues
from local, state and federal sources including the FHWA and FTA. The follow Exhibit 4.19 summarize
the Lexington Area MPO’s estimated revenues balanced against planned expenses which are
categorized by project type and program.

Time Frame Period Funding Revenue Expenditures  Ratio
Source

Short Range  2014-2018 FHWA $269,081,000 $269,081,000 1.00

Long Range 2019-2040 FHWA  $1,374,530,000  $1,375,578,000  1.00

Long Range 2019-2040  FHWA $221,700,000 $221,700,000  1.00

Long Range 2019-2040 FHWA  $443,390,000  $443,390,000  1.00

LongRange 2019-2040 FHWA  $177,370,000 $177,370,000  1.00

Short &
Long Range 2014 - 2040 FTA $675,316,000 $907,779,000  0.74
short & 2014 - 2040 FSTZZeA’ $418,418,000 $418,418,000 1.00
Long Range 4-204 ) 418,410, 416,410, .
Local
Total $3,579,805,000  $3,813,316,000  0.94

Exhibit 4.19 - MTP Fiscal Constraint Summary in Year of Expenditure Dollars
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Travel Demand Forecasting Model

The Travel Demand Model (TDM) was used to forecast the travel and congestion impacts that
growth in the Lexington MPO area may generate by the year 2040 if no new transportation
improvements are undertaken. This is called the “No-Build” analysis. Not surprisingly network-wide
congestion, vehicle hours of travel (VHT) and vehicle miles of travel (VMT) under a “No-Build”
scenario are expected to increase rather significantly by 2040 (see discussion in Chapter 2).

Exhibit 4.20 below compares the network-wide VMT and VHT in the year 2040 if no new roadway
projects are completed beyond those that are “committed” and underway as part of the short-range
financial plan (TIP and STIP projects). This “No Build” scenario shows what our future may look like in
2040 if we do not implement the MTP. It is important to note that the model only measures
vehicular travel patterns and roadway congestion resulting from population growth, employment
growth and added roadway capacity (adding lanes, new roads, etc). The model does not account for
any reductions in congestion, VMT or VHT as a result of operational improvements, mode shifts to
transit, bicycling, walking, carpooling or telecommuting. Thus, in addition to calculating expected
VMT and VHT reductions from MTP capacity projects between the “No Build” and “Build” Scenario,
the MPO also assumed an overall 10% reduction in localized vehicular trips as a result of mode shifts
and operational improvements under the “Build” scenario. The MPO felt this was a reasonable
assumption given observed trends in increased telecommuting, transit use and bicycling as well as
the potential to further reduced vehicular travel and delay via operational improvements, improved
multimodal facilities and services.

Vehicle Miles of Travel on MPO Roadway Network

2040
"No Build"

2040
"Build"

2,031,435 1,879,487

3,854,960 3,582,930

____________________ 2,778,202 2,591,410
.................... 3,139,396 2,919,762
11,803,993 10,973,589

Vehicle Hours of Travel on MPO Roadway Network

2040 2040
"No Build" "Build"

AM 52674 46,256 1219
MD 98,047 87,284 | 1098
PM 75134 6580 240
NT 78535 70192 | 1062
‘Dally 304,390 269,552 | 145

Exhibit 4.20 - Vehicle Miles of Travel & Vehicle Hours of Travel on the MPO Road Network in 2040 Under Build vs No Build Scenario
Source: Lexington Area MPO Travel Demand Model
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Exhibit 4.21 shows what vehicle congestion levels would look like on the existing street network in 2040 if no other transportation projects
are undertaken (beyond committed projects) compared to congestion levels if the long-range 2040 MTP projects are implemented.

2040 Roadway Congestion D) ‘ 2040 Roadway Congestion
(No Build) SN (MTP Build-Out)

‘@ Significant Congestion ' ‘@ Significant Congestion

— App ing " e 2 \ @ Approaching Significant Congestion

Approaching significant congestion = Volume to Capacity (V/C) ratio >= 1.0 and < 1.2 [ L 1Miles Approaching significant congestion = Volume to Capacity (V/C) ratio >= 1.0 and < 1.2 [ | — 1Miles
Significant congestion = Volume to Capacity (V/C) ratio >= 1.2 0 2 4 8 Significant congestion = Volume to Capacity (V/C) ratio >= 1.2 0 2 4 8

Exhibit 4.21 - Forecasted Congestion Levels on Major Roadways in 2040 Under “Build” and “No build” Scenario
Source: Lexington Area MPO Travel Demand Forecasting Model
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Performance Measures

It is important for transportation plans and investments to be based on goals and desired outcomes

that can also be supported by measurable data.

Establishing performance-based criteria helps us

measure the progress we’ve made toward reaching our community goals and can help us track
whether our actions have led to the results we intended. Historical trend data for the Lexington area
was outlined in Chapter 2 and serves as a baseline that can be used for performance tracking as we
move forward. These indicators will also help inform our Congestion Management Process.

2040 MTP 2040 MTP Performance Measure Desired Target*
Goal Trend
Safety Number of fatalities Down
Number of injuries Down
Collision rates (vehicles, bike, pedestrian, transit) Down
Critical Crash Rates Down
oo l@ield=s  Population within 1/2 mile transit Up
Transit ridership Up
Paratransit efficiency Up
Vanpool ridership Up
Connectivity Sidewalk & bikeway mileage Up
Efficiency/ Travel Time Index Down
Reliability/ Vehicle Hours Travel Down
Maintenance Volume to Capacity Ratio Down
Transit on-time performance Up
Road/bridge condition Up
Average commute time Down
Economic Combined housing & transportation cost Down
Vitality Regional commute time Down
Community Bike/ped/transit/carpool mode share Up
Character | Vehicle Miles of Travel (VMT/capita) Down
Environment Number of alternative fuel vehicles Up
Health and Ozone level / air quality violation Down
Wellness Obesity rate Down
Physical activity rate Up

* Targets will be set in coordination with FHWA, KYTC and Lextran.

Exhibit 4.22 - MTP 2040 Performance Measures for the Lexington Area MPO
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In addition to the performance measures described above, the U.S. Secretary of Transportation, in
consultation with States and MPOs, will establish national performance measures for the areas in
Exhibit 4.23 below in the near future as a result of MAP-21. States, in coordination with MPOs, will
then set performance targets in support of those measures, and state and metropolitan plans will
describe how programs and project selection will help achieve the targets. Performance
management will lead to more efficient investment of transportation funds by focusing on national
goals, increasing accountability and transparency, and improving decision making, particularly in the
goal areas below that were established by the federal legislation.

MAP-21 Goal Area National Performance Goal

Safety To achieve a significant reduction in traffic
fatalities and serious injuries on all public
roads

Infrastructure condition To maintain the highway infrastructure asset
system in a state of good repair

Congestion reduction To achieve a significant reduction in
congestion on the National Highway System

System reliability To improve the efficiency of the surface

transportation system

Freight movement and economic vitality To improve the national freight network,
strengthen the ability of rural communities to
access national and international trade
markets, and support regional economic
development

Environmental sustainability To enhance the performance of the
transportation system while protecting and
enhancing the natural environment

Reduced project delivery delays To reduce project costs, promote jobs and the
economy, and expedite the movement of
people and goods by accelerating project
completion through eliminating delays in the
project development and delivery process,
including reducing regulatory burdens and
improving agencies’ work practices

Exhibit 4.23 - MAP-21 National Performance Goals

Coordination/Consultation

The MPO will continue to consult with transportation professionals, elected officials and the public
to monitor any shifts in regional priorities and public attitudes towards transportation projects and
programs. This may include periodic transportation surveys to gather information on travel
preferences, facility and program needs, and to determine whether the public feels that the
transportation system and related improvements are meeting their needs. Additionally, stakeholder
agencies and the public will be consulted during project development phases to ensure that
environmental, cultural, historic and other community resources are considered when projects and
programs are implemented.
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4.13 Implementation

Inclusion of a project or program in the 2040 MTP means that it has been identified as a regional
priority for funding and is part of the MTP’s financial plan. The Lexington Area Transportation
Improvement Program (TIP) and Statewide Transportation Improvement Program (STIP) are the
official mechanisms through which projects in the MTP are implemented. The TIP and STIP are
near-term (4 year) programs of scheduled transportation improvements. Projects that are included
in the TIP/STIP are drawn from the highest priority transportation projects in the near term of the
2040 MTP. Projects in the TIP/STIP must be included the MTP and must help implement the goals of
the long-range MTP.

Lexington Area MPO Transportation Improvement Program

The TIP is a phased, multi-year schedule for obligating federal funds to projects in the Lexington
area. The MPO formally requests and obligates Federal-aid Highway Program funds from the
Commonwealth of Kentucky and from the Federal Transit Administration through the TIP. The TIP
must also include all regionally significant, non-federally funded projects. Like the MTP, the TIP must
be fiscally constrained.

The TIP helps the MPO and the public track local, state and federal transportation funds and
projects. The TIP is not as much a construction timeline as it is a financial program for scheduling and
obligating federal funds; it represents the intent to construct or implement a specific project and the
anticipated flow of federal funds and matching state or local contributions. While estimated
implementation dates are given for projects in the plan, it should be noted that both project
development and the TIP are dynamic in that it has the flexibility to be amended and modified as
programs and projects are implemented. A major update to the TIP occurs at least every four years.

Kentucky Statewide Transportation Improvement Program

Many of the transportation projects and programs listed within the MTP will utilize funding that is
ultimately programmed within the State Transportation Improvement Program (STIP) which is a 4-
year subset of the 6-year Kentucky Highway Plan. The Highway Plan is developed by the KY
Transportation Cabinet and adopted by the KY State Legislature every two years. Local priorities
established by MPQO’s within their MTPs are considered by the Transportation Cabinet and Kentucky
Legislature in developing the Highway Plan; however, concurrence with the MTP and local priorities
is not guaranteed. Thus, it is incumbent upon the MPO to coordinate with the KY Transportation
Cabinet and to make our local Legislative Representatives aware of local priorities and the merits of
local projects and programs.
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Appendix A TPC Resolution Approving 2040 MTP

RESOLUTION
OF THE TRANSPORTATION POLICY COMMITTEE OF THE
LEXINGTON AREA METROPOLITAN PLANNING ORGANIZATION
APPROVING
THE 2040 METROPOLITAN TRANSPORTATION PLAN

WHEREAS, Section 134, Title 23, USC requires a continuing comprehensive transportation
planning process be carried on cooperatively in areas of more than 50,000 population and that the urban
transportation planning process shall include development of a 20 year, fiscally balanced plan of
transportation improvement projects; and

WHEREAS, the Transportation Policy Committee is the official decision making body of the
Lexington Area Metropolitan Planning Organization (MPO) for the Lexington Urbanized Area, and is
responsible for developing a Transportation Plan; and

WHEREAS, the 2040 Metropolitan Transportation Plan was developed by the Lexington Area
MPO and reviewed by the Kentucky Transportation Cabinet and appropriate local officials; and

WHEREAS, the transportation planning process is being carried on in conformance with all
Federal requirements and has been so certified; and

WHEREAS, the Lexington Urbanized Area has been found to be in attainment of national air
quality standards; and

THEREFORE BE IT RESOLVED, that the MPO Transportation Policy Committee, at its
reg7blic meeting of April 23, 2014, approves the 2040 Metropolitan Transportation Plan for the

Lexing ijd Area.
o, g - ‘7’/25 / Zo)H

Mayor Russ Meyer, CWerson Date
Lexington, Kentucky

g/w,/ Comn_ 4/227/26/%

Mike Hancock:,Secretary
161\/ Kentucky Transportation Cabinet
Commonwealth of Kentucky
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Appendix B Grouped Projects

Projects types listed in the Grouped Projects table below may be added by an Administrative
Modification to the MTP.

Grouped Projects *

HSIP - High Cost Safety Improvements

HSIP - Low Cost Safety Improvements

HSIP - Lane Departure Resurfacing Improvements
HSIP - Lane Departure Roadway Section Improvements
HSIP - Drive Smart Safety Corridors

HSIP - Older Driver

HSIP - High Risk Rural Roads

Median Guardrail/Cable Projects

Rail Crossing Protection

Rail Crossing Separation

Intersection Improvements for Safety or Efficiency
Other Highway Safety Improvements

Intelligent Transportation System (ITS) Projects

Traffic Signal System Improvements

Highway Signing

Pavement Resurfacing, Restoration, and Rehabilitation
Pavement Markers and Striping

Bridge Replacement

Bridge Rehabilitation

Bridge Inspection

Bridge Painting

Scenic Byways

Transportation Alternatives Program (TAP)
Transportation, Community, and System Preservation (TCSP)
Congestion Mitigation Air Quality (CMAQ) Projects
Recreational Trails Program

Commuter Ridesharing Programs

Bicycle and Pedestrian Facilities

Park & Ride Facilities

Ferry Boat Capital and Operating Assistance

Purchase of New Buses (to replace existing vehicles or for minor expansion)
Rehabilitation of Transit Vehicles

Transit Operating Assistance

Transit Operating Equipment

Transit Passenger Shelters and Information Kiosks
Construction or Renovation of Transit Facilities

FTA Section 5317 - New Freedom Initiative
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Appendix C Participation

MTP 2040 Participation Activities
4/23/2014 | TPC Plan Approval (public/televised meeting)

4/23/2014 | Present summary of public comments to TPC

4/12/2014 | Public Comment period closes

3/27/2014 | Public meeting in Jessamine County

3/25/2014 | Public meeting in Fayette County

3/19/2014 | Email to database of 550 Survey Respondents regarding public comment period and public meetings

3/18/2014 | Press Release; Social Media; Outreach to Elected Officials regarding public comment period and public
meetings

3/17/2014 | Notification to all Consultation Contacts (see PP) and Representatives of Underserved Populations sent
regarding MTP 2040 Public Comment Period

3/13/2014 | Legal ad in Jessamine Journal and Herald Leader for 30 day public comment period and public meetings

2/26/2014 | Presentation of financial plan and funding scenario to TPC (public/televised meeting)

2/19/2014 | Presentation of financial plan and funding scenario to TTTC

1/26/2014 | Present results to TPC (public meeting)

12/17/2013 | Email soliciting input on transportation issues sent to consultation contacts (see PP)

10/1/2013 | Closed survey

9/20/2013 | English & Spanish survey distributed at Festival Latino booth

9/13/2013 | Reposted to city website homepage and Facebook page

9/12/2013 | Began paid Facebook Ad campaign targeting Fayette and Jessamine residents

9/12/2013 | Large print version of survey distributed by Bluegrass Council of the Blind

9/12/2013 | Email to Jessamine Co public officials seeking help with distribution

9/12/2013 | Redistribution of survey via Facebook & neighborhood associations

9/12/2013 | Spanish hardcopies delivered to Lexington Village Library Branch

9/10 & | Survey distributed at Fayette County Comprehensive Plan public vmeetings
9/12/2013
9/9/2013 | WKYT 27 interview regarding survey

9/9/2013 | Sent letter and survey promotional flyers to MPO mailing list of 100 stakeholders related to underserved
populations
9/5/2013 | Paid ad for survey ran in Jessamine Journal

9/3/2013 | Spanish survey distributed to LFUCG CM Henson, Friends of Versailles Rd and La Voz requesting help
targeting Spanish-speaking populations
8/28/2013 | TPC presentation of Local Conditions & Trends in Transportation (public/televised meeting)

8/27/2013 | Contacted Jessamine Journal requesting coverage of survey

8/22/2013 | Press release regarding MTP 2040 and survey distributed to media contacts (see Particpation Plan)

8/20/2013 | Survey distributed to Jessamine Co library and other locations per Nancy Stone

8/19/2013 | Survey distributed to all Fayette County libraries

8/16/2013 | Survey link sent to all Fayette County neighborhood association contacts

8/12/2013 | Survey posted to LFUCG home page
8/8/2013 | Survey distributed to all MPO committees

8/8/2013 | Survey distributed to all LFUCG Council Members and asked to distribute via social media and email
networks
8/5/2013 | Survey posted to Facebook; outreach to encourage “Sharing” to networks

7/1/2014 | Goals and Objectives distributed to all MPO committees

6/26/2013 | TPC presentation of National Trends in Transportation (public meeting)
6/26/2013 | TPC presentation of draft Goals & Objectives (public meeting)
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Appendix C Participation (cont’d)

MTP 2040 Legal Ad
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Appendix C Participation (cont’d)

Summary of Public Comments on 2040 MTP

Summary of Written Comments MPO Staff Response

Two comments indicated need for regional public
transportation between smaller cities (e.g.
Nicholasville, Georgetown, Versailles, and Midway)
including bus, light rail and park and ride facilities.

Regional transit is a recommendation of the
MTP and placeholders for additional funds to
support transit expansions are included pending
additional study.

One comment in favor of expenditures to maintain
roads and improve safety and traffic flow.

The MTP provides additional funding for such
activities.

One comment expressed need for safe
bicycle/pedestrian paths in Jessamine County.

Additional funding for bike/ped facilities are
specified in the long-range financial plan.

One comment expressed the potential for
increasing bike to bus use and connectivity; the
need to allow bikes on trolleys; free bus passes
during bike month and public transit month.

Additional funding for transit initiatives are
specified in the long-range financial plan.

One comment expressed concern with improving
safety of county roads (e.g. Mackey Pike, Bethany
Road). Two comments expressed concern with
Bethany/169 intersection.

Federal funds are not typically used on county
roads. However, some improvements, including
intersections with roads such as 169, may be
appropriate. Additional funding for safety and
operational improvements are included in the
MTP.

One comment in favor of Brannon Rd Extension.

This project is included.

Two comments in favor of construction the I-75
Connector for economic development,
connectivity, etc.

A placeholder for funding is included in the long
range plan pending conclusion of
feasibility/environmental study.

Eight comments voicing non-support of I-75
Connector; Various concerns were expressed
including project cost, need, financing,
environmental impacts, etc.

A placeholder for funding is included in the long
range plan pending conclusion of
feasibility/environmental study. The plan may
be amended at a later date to remove the
project if desired once the study is complete.

Note: Full text of written comments is available upon request
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Appendix C Participation (cont’d)

Transportation Survey Results

MTP 2040
Transportation Survey

2,050 responses

+ Self-selected Speak U
. Distribgtion: People

— Email

Social media
Public libraries
News release
Printads

Direct mailto orgs
representing
underserved

Q1 Where do you live?

Answered: 2,013 Skipped: 37

Fayette Co

Jessamine
Co . 5.91%

Woodford Co I 1.54%

Scott Co I 1.54%
Madison Co 0.79%
Franklin Co 0.70%

ClarkCo | 0.65%

Bourbon Co 0.40%

0% 20% 40% 60% 80% 100%
Total Pop. MPO = 350,000: Fayette: = 300,000 (85%) ; Jessamine = 50,000 (15%)
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Q2 Where do you work (your primary job) or
attend school?

Answered: 1,976 Skipped: 74

Lexington/Fayet

Nicholasville W

ilmore/Jessa... 5.11%
Richmond/Berea/
Madison Co | 0.96%

Versailles Midw
ayWoodford Co I 0.96%

ceorgetow"’f'(’:":l 1.21%
mnchener"f:?; 0.76%
ParislBo“'bc":I 0.61%
Louiz:i::fg 0.40%

Frankfort/Frank
lin Co I 3.04%

CincinnatiMort
hern KY

HNot applicable . 7.29%

0% 10% 20% 30% 40% 50% 60% 70% 80% 90% 100%

0.46%

Q3 How far do you travel to work/school (one way trip only)?

Answered: 2,036 Skipped: 14

Not applicable

| work from home
50+ miles
31-50 miles —
21-30 miles

0-2 miles

11-20 miles

3-5 miles

6-10 miles
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Q4 How long does it usually take you to travel to and from work or
school? We are interested in your travel time door-to-door for a one-
way trip.

Answered: 2,034 Skipped: 16

Less than 10
11to15
minutes

.
s [ e
ories R 2o

s [ 40

60+ minutes 1.77%

1 work from I 1.97% Average Commute time per US Census:
home S ;
Fayeftte: 20 min
Jessamine 23 min
Not
applicable - 8.70%
0% 20% 40% 60% 80% 100%

Q5 How do you usually travel for most of your daily trips (chose
only one)?

Answered: 2,006 Skipped: 44

Drive Alone

Bicycle . 6.98%
Walk I 4.14%

Carpool/Vanpo
g I 3.94%

Ride the bus I 3.69%

0% 20% 40% 60% 80% 100%
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Q6 What other ways do you sometimes travel (choose one or
more)?

Answered: 1,971  Skipped: 79

Ride the bus 8.42%

Carpoolivanpo
ol

Drive alone

15.73%

19.53%

Bicycle 20.80%

Walk

E
#

I don't
travel other 39.02%
ways

0% 20% 40% 60% 80% 100%

*Similar response distribution regardiess of “primary” mode

Q7 How would you like to travel more...both today and in the future
(choose one or more)?

Answered: 2,003 Skipped: 47

Public
Transit 48.08%

No other
ways 13.18%
CarpoolNVanpo
& S 9.99%
0% 20% 40% 60% 80% 100%

*Similar response distribution regardless of “primary” mode
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Q8 How wouldyou rate the quality and/or quantity of these elements of the
transportationsystemtoday?  (1=very poor; 5=excelltent)

Motorist safety

Rural roads 3.14

321

Connections between streets

Reliability of travel

Pavement & roadway maintenance

Sidewalks & street crossings

Traffic signal coordination

Transportation for seniors & people with disabilities
Flow of traffic

Bike lanes & trails

Public transit

Bike & pedestrian safety

(9 Howwouldyourate the importance of the following items to provide for good transportationin our
community and to address congestioninthe coming 25 years?

Urban design & land use patterns to encourage walking/biking/transit 4.09
Bike & pedestrian safety 4.08
Bike & pedestrian facilities 3.88
More/better public transit 3.81
Protect natural, historic, cultural resources 3.76
Better traffic signal operations 3.74

Improve air quality & environment 3.63

Motorist safety 3.63

Transportation services for seniors & people with disabilities
Regional transit

Real-time traffic information

Maintain the existing transportation system

Addlanes to existing roads 3.02

Increase carpooling & vanpooling 2.95
Improve the aesthetics of major roads 2.88
More street connections 2.85

Improve the movement of freight 273

Build new roads
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Q10 How would you distribute transportation funds (per

$100)?
Safety
improvement More/better
education bicycle &
enforcement pedestrian
$12.38 facilities
Vehicular $21.68
capacity (widen
roads, new
roads)
$13.95
Expand public
Target transit $21.51
o
bottlenecks &
improve
system
operation
$20.04 Maintenance
$20.84
Q11 - 13 Open-ended questions
Q14 What is your age?
Answered: 1,755 Skipped: 295
Under 16
16-24 l 4.84%

25-35

27.18%

36-50 30.14%

51-65 26.44%

65+ 9.17%

I'd rather I 2.22%

not answer

0% 20% 40% 60% 80% 100%
Median Age Fayette: 33.7 Jessamine: 35.0
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Q15 What is your household income?

Answered: 1,741 Skipped: 309

Less than i
$25,000 9.30%

$25,000 to
$50,000

$75,000

17.69%

18.84%

$75,000 to
$100,000

$150,000

16.31%

16.03%

$150,000 or

] 7.64%

I'd rather
not answer

14.93%
0% 20% 40% 60% 80% 100%

Median Household Income Fayette & Jessamine: = $47,000

Q16 What race do you most identify with?

Answered: 1,751 Skipped: 299

|
|

White or
Caucasian

Other or I'd
rather not - 10.17%
answer

Black or
African I 2.63%

American

Multiracial I 1.66%

Asian I 1.37%

Hispanic or
Latino 0.69%

American or
Alaska...

Native ‘

Native |

0.40% Minority Pop. of MPO: =25%

Hawaiian or
Pacific...

0% 20% 40% 60% 80% 100%
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Q17 Before you go...Please tell us how you
heard about the survey

Answered: 1,565 Skipped: 485

— - 9.84%

Twitter I 3.45%

| picked up a
hard copy... I 2.94%

Newspaper 1.53%

v I 1.21%
Poster 0.32%
Radio  0.19%

0% 10% 20% 30% 40% 50% 60% 70% 80% 90% 100%
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Appendix D Project Scoring Process

Background

To assist in the selection of worthy transportation projects, staff has developed a scoring process and
used it to prioritize projects. It is based on the 2040 Plan Goals and Objectives and procedures
developed for the 2035 MTP. Staff also looked at scoring processes by other MPOs and modified the
criteria for local needs.

This methodology provides a systematic approach to scoring many projects which will need to be
evaluated while developing a financially constrained regional transportation plan. The numeric ranking
for each project determines the staff’s recommendation of a relative comparison with other projects. It
is meant to provide information to decision makers for a final recommended list of projects in the 2040
Plan.

The Scoring Process

The process uses criteria based on goals and objectives of the Plan. The first eight are factors that apply
to all projects and are directly aligned with the plan’s goals. The final criterion was developed
specifically to address project history and feasibility. It is anticipated that most projects will incorporate
multimodal improvements that address the concept of “complete streets”. All users (highway, transit,
bike, and pedestrian) should be accommodated as much as practical on all projects.

All criteria are awarded points on a sliding scale as indicated or with a point for meeting the criteria.
Projects Criterion — 100 Points Possible

Safety (8 possible points)

Staff used available critical crash rate factors (CCRF) to assign points for the safety criterion. The CCRF
is @ measure of a facilities crash history compared to a statewide crash history for a similar facility. Any
CCRF greater than 1indicates that the crash rate is above an average and is potential area of concern. A
CCRF of 3 or greater was awarded the maximum point value - 3 points. Point values were reduced as
the CCRF drops below 3 until a score of 1 was given for any facility with a CCRF below 1. If a project
extended over several segments with different crash rates, the highest value was used for scoring.
New facilities were scored based on existing routes the project is designed to alleviate.

A second issue is whether a project addresses a bike or pedestrian safety issue. Bicycle riders and
pedestrians are more vulnerable in vehicle crashes so additional points (2) were awarded if a project
improves conditions for these road users. Points were also added if the project specifically includes
safety improvement strategies for highway, bike/pedestrian, and traffic calming/signage/signal
upgrades.
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Access / Choices (12 possible points)

Communities with transportation choices and easy access for all users have an enhanced quality of life.
It is important to emphasize more than the traditional highway mode. Therefore, projects that improve
transit service got points based on the amount and quality of the transit improvement on a scale from o
to 4 points. Similarly, bike and pedestrian improvements were scored on the same scale. Any project
that enhances access for the Environmental Justice population (low income, minority, disabled or aging
population) earned up to 3 points. In addition, a project that corrects an Americans with Disability
(ADA) deficiency added a point.

Connectivity (10 possible points)

Transportation systems need to be connected. This criterion addressed how a project will improve
connectivity for vehicles, bikes and pedestrians within the urban area and throughout the region. A
roadway project that improves vehicle connections from one area to another earned up to 4 points. An
improvement that makes connections for bicycles and pedestrians also earned up to 4 points. Regional
connections are also important so up to 2 points were awarded for projects that enhance inter-region
mobility.

Efficient, Reliable, and Well Maintained (23 possible points)

Projects that ensure an efficient, reliable and well maintained transportation system are the essential
component to the Plan. Due to its importance, a high number of points were assigned to this criterion.
The three major issues addressed were congestion, travel time and delay, and system conditions.

Congestion reduction strategies are further divided into three types: multimodal, operations, and
capacity. Each of these strategies earned up to 4 points based on the project’s scope. Multimodal
strategies include transit service improvements and bike and pedestrian upgrades. Operational
improvements include ITS and signalization upgrades, access management, and signage projects.
Capacity upgrades include adding lanes, intersection or interchange reconstruction, and adding turn
lanes.

Travel time and delay is an important measure of efficiency. The MPO’s Congestion Management
Process has developed several measures to quantify delay and a network of critical roadways that merit
special consideration. Travel Time Index (TTI) is a measure of a motorist’s ability to travel a segment of
road under congested conditions compared to uncongested or free flow conditions. Projects scored up
to 3 points on the existing TTI and the ability to reduce congestion. Another tool used to measure
congestion is the travel demand model. It was used to identify roadway level-of-service (LOS) and
volume to capacity ratios. Using model derived measures, a project scored up to 3 points on the
existing conditions and the ability to reduce bottlenecks. Projects earned additional points by being
located on the area’s critical networks: Congestion Management Process, National Highway System,
and functional classification system.
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An important component of a well maintained system is to ensure that improvements enhance or
protect investments already made. Maintaining the existing system is a first priority and doing it in a
manner that addresses the surrounding environment should be considered. Points were given for
upgrading an existing facility and designing improvements in a context sensitive to the location.

Economic Vitality (7 possible points)

The economic vitality criterion awarded points that serve and support existing employment centers or
enhance the movement of freight. Projects which were expected to significantly enhance access to
high employment areas were given up to 2 points. Likewise, projects that provided or improved
multimodal access to jobs or retail centers scored up to 2 points. An additional point was earned for
projects providing access to planned growth areas. Providing better access to major shipping or
distribution centers added another point and a project located on the designated truck route (existing
or future) added 1 point.

Community Character (6 possible points)

An area of emphasis in the Lexington area is to encourage infill and redevelopment within the urban
core to preserve as much of the rural landscape as possible. The community character criterion
attempts to reward projects that support quality growth. Projects that encourage or support infill and
redevelopment and projects near mixed-use, high density area earned up to 2 points for each.
Additional points were earned if the project was in a new growth area and if the project included
streetscape enhancements

Environment (11 possible points)

Protecting or improving the environment is an important quality supported by the community. Vehicle
miles of travel (VMT) and vehicle hours of travel (VHT) are two measures that are related to air quality.
Projects that reduce VMT and/or VHT improve the environment by reducing emissions. Up to 5 points
was awarded to projects that have a significant impact on these measures.

Sustainability is a measure of a project’s ability to reduce direct and indirect energy and environmental
impacts and to protect natural resources. Therefore, projects that promote alternative modes of
transportation or environmentally cleaner modes earned up to 3 points.

Health and Wellness (5 possible points)

The link between the transportation system and the health of citizens has become issue nationally. To
account for projects that promote increased physical activity, this criteria allocated up to 2 points. To
account for projects that reduce air pollution and its adverse impact on health, an additional 3 points
were earned.
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Project History, Support and Feasibility (17 possible points)
This category of the scoring tool is meant to gauge the project’s history, support and feasibility.

Project history awarded up to 2 points for improvements that: have already completed detailed
planning and/or engineering studies; have been listed previously in a community plan including the
MPQO’s TIP and MTP; and/or have a demonstrated commitment of funding support. The corridor or
planning study, a land use recommendation, or an engineering study is meant to recognize projects
which have been identified through a formal planning process. Zero points were given to projects with
no previous planning evaluation.

Under project support, up to 4 points were earned based on public support of a project. Four more
points were awarded for local officials support. The public support factor was included to emphasize
the importance of public input to the planning process. Staff familiarity with public sentiment through
various methods of contact (meetings, phone calls, email, etc) and response to a survey conducted for
the MTP update provided a subjective assessment. Staff knowledge of a project’s relative importance
to local officials established points for the local/regional priority criterion.

The final category under this criterion is feasibility. Projects that have no known right-of-way or
environmental issues, and therefore, potentially easier to construct, earned up to 3 points. The
feasibility criterion attempts to quantify a project’s implementation likelihood. Some projects have
merit but lack feasibility due to political / public will, right-of-way availability, environmental constraints
or other issues can make projects difficult to construct.
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Project Scoring Matrix

TOTAL
GOAL DESCRIPTION MEASURE POINTS POINTS
1 | safety compare crash rates (in MVM) to statewide
averages
CCRF >3 3
CCRF >2 2
CCRF>1 1
project addresses existing bike/ped safety
issue
yes 2 2 pts for bike and sw; 1 pt for improvement
no 0
project includes safety improvement
strategies
highway improvements 1
bike/ped improvements 1
signal/signage/traffic calming
improvements 1 8 1 pt for major signal or sign
2 | Access/Choices include or enhance more than primary mode ) o . )
transit service improvement 0-4 2 pts on transit route; +1 enhanced transit; +1 BRT
2 pts new bike; 2 pts new ped; 1 pt for
bike/ped improvements 0-4 improvement bike/ped
EJ access improvement - increases
access for low income, minority, 1 pt for low income area/minority area/elderly or
diasbled or elderly population 0-3 disabled area
corrects ADA compliance issue 1 12
3 | Connectivity improves connectivity for vehicles-more direct
route 4 pts for new route; 2 pts for added capacity; 1 pt
yes 0-4 for turn lane
improves connectivity for bike/ped-more direct
route 1 pt for added BL and/or SW; 1 pt for connecting to
yes 0-4 existing BL or SW
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promotes regional transportation solutions

Significant 2 2 pts for new regional connection
Moderate 1 1 pt for increased capacity on regional facility
Low/negative 0 11
4 EffICIent! Re_llable, congestion reduction strategies-multimodal . L 1pt fqr new facility; 1 pt for bike/1 pt for ped/1 pt for
Well Maintained transit service improvement transit improvement

bike/ped improvements 0-4

congestion reduction strategies-operations ) L Zpt for_ AM; 1pt for signal improvement; 1 pt for
ITS/signalization improvement signs improvement
access management
signage/wayfinding 0-4

congestion reduction strategies-capacity geometrical improvements-add lanes, 4 pts for adding Iane;; 3 pts for intersection recon;
etc. 2 pts for turn lanes/minor
intersection/interchange reconstruction
turning movement improvement 0-4

observed travel time and delay (congestion

management process)
travel time index (TTI) 0-3
on CMP network 1
on NHS network 1
class arterial or above 1

3 pts for v/ic > 1.5; 2 pts for v/c > 1.25; 1 pt for vic >

model identified congestion (v/c, LOS) 0-3 1

system condition 3 pts for substandard facility; 2 pts for upgrading
upgrades existing facility 0-3 facility; 1 pt of minor improvement
context sensitive upgrade 1 25

5 | Economic Vitality support existing, expanding or new

employment centers
high employment area 0-2 2pts for high; 1 pt for some employment
multi-modal access to jobs/retail 0-2 2 pts for transit/bike/ped access; 1 point for some
access to new planned growth area 1

freight and goods movement major shipping/distribution center 1
designated truck route or anticipated
truck route 1 7
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6 | Community Character

supports quality growth

located in area of new growth 1
2 pts for inside NCR/core area; 1 point for
supports infill/redevelopment 0-2 redevelopment potential
includes streetscape enhancements 1
near mixed-use, high density area 0-2 6
7 | Environment improves the environment 2 pts for bike/ped; 2 pts for added lane; 1 pt for
reduces VMT/VHT 0-5 minor capacity
2 pts for multimodal solution; 1 pt for targeted
sustainability 0-2 capacity
2 pts for near/improve natural/cultural resource; 1
improves natural or cultural resources 0-2 9 pt for storm/drainage improvement
8 | Health and Wellness improves the health and wellness of citizens
increases physical activity 0-2 2 pts for bike/ped; 1 pt for only one
3 pts for added capacity; 2 pts for improve capacity
reduces vehicle emissions 0-3 5 (minor); 1 pt for bike/ped
9 Project History and roiect histor
Feasibility prol y detailed planning and engineering 0-2 2 pts for developed plans; 1 pt for previous review
previous TIP, MTP, or community plan 0-2 2 pts for multiple plans; 1 pt for one plan
funding support 0-2 2 pts for funds committed; 1 pt for some D work
project support public priority 0-4
local officials priority 0-4
feasibilit no known ROW/environmental
Y obstacles 0-3 17
Subtotal 100
100
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Appendix E  Title VI, Environmental Justice & Social Equity

Equitable Target Areas

The Equitable Target Area (ETA) Maps were developed from US Census data to identify
environmental justice (EJ) communities in the Lexington Area MPO. EJ communities are protected by
national EJ Policies, including Title VI of the Civil Rights Act of 1964 and Presidential Executive Orders
12898 and 13166. Identifying Equitable Target Areas helps the MPO’s ensure that there is an equitable
distribution of transportation services, facilities and resources within the community without regard
to income, race, age, ability and other socio-economic factors; and to ensure that there are not
disproportionate negative impacts or burdens on minority and low-income populations.

To identify these ETAs, a regional average for certain socio-economic demographics was established
utilizing the 2008-2012 American Community Survey 5 year Estimates. A regional “threshold” was
identified and census tracts that exceeded that threshold were identified as an EJ census tract. For
example, the average percentage of the population in the Lexington Area that is living below the
poverty level is 17.8%. Census tracts that meet or exceed this threshold were them mapped.

Demographic Distress Score

Comparison to Two-County Averages in
6 Variables

A compilation of Equitable Target
Areas was generated to
demonstrate the greatest
concentrations of EJ-sensitive
populations. Darker areas on the
Demographic Distress map to the
left indicates greater
concentrations of various EJ
populations. The presence of such
EJ populations was considered and
incorporated into the Project
Scoring Process.

K
-

two

L — IMiles
0 3 6
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Percent
Population as
Minority

0% - 21.2%
21.3% - 26.5%
. D 26.6% - 43.8%
L IMies
0 3 6 I 43.9% - 77.3%

Percent with a

Disability
Among civilan 0% - 11.9%
Non-
"“""g“;m 12% - 13.6%
13.7% - 17.3%

L IMies
0 3 6

I 174% - 28.6%

L ———_IMiles
0 3 6

M L IMies
0 3 6

Percent below
Poverty Level

0% - 17.8%
17.9% - 29.6%
29.7% - 48.8%

I 48.9% - 73.7%

Percent 65
Years and Over

0.3% - 10.7%
10.8% - 13.8%

N 13.9%-185%

Il 186%-303%

Percent No
Vehicles
Aailable
cceomes 0% - 6%
housing
e 6.1% - 16.9%
N 17% - 36%
M L IMiles
0 3 6 I 36.1%-59.1%

Percent Speak
English less
than "very well"

B 0% - 4.8%
sacwe 4.9%-8.1%
B 8.2% - 15%
M L___IMies

0 3 s Bl 15.1%-35.1%



Appendix F Illustrative Project List

Federal regulations describe “illustrative” projects as additional transportation projects that may be (but are not required to be) included in a financial plan
for a Metropolitan Transportation Plan, TIP or STIP to indicate which projects could be complete if additional resources were to become available.
Appendix XX provides an lllustrative lust of such projects for the Lexington Area. These projects were identified and evaluated during the MPO’s
prioritization process, but were not able to be included in the financial plan due to funding constraints. However, the MPO maintains that they are
worthwhile, feasible improvements that could be amended into the Plan should additional funding become available.

County  Route Road Name From/To Project Description Dist. Project
(ft)  Cost(YOE)

c
2|9
(U] -+
©| ©
Ql o
8 o

@)

[llustrative Projects

79 Y Fayette  CS 4174 Clays Mill Road KY 1980 to Twain Ridge Reconstruct 2 lanes with CG / SW / BL or SUP 6,700 $6,750,000
80 Y Fayette KY 1974 Tates Creek Man O War Blvd to Saron Dr Add BL/SW or SUP 7,400 $2,500,000
81 Y Jessamine KY169  Keene Rd Harrodsburg Rd to Keene Way Improve 2 lane w/ shoulder and/or SUP 10,900 $19,500,000
82 Y Fayette = CS3037 Armstrong Mill Man O War Blvd to Squires Hill Add BL/SW or SUP 4,100 $2,300,000
83 Y Jessamine KY 3433 Jessamine RR overpass to Woodspointe Reconstruct and raise grade, add SUP/bike lanes 2,600 $1,300,000
84 Y Jessamine KY 39 East Maple St Main St to Eastern Bypass Reconstruct 2 lanes, C/G/SW(urban), shoulder(rural) 8,900 $7,150,000
85 Y  Fayette US25 Richmond Rd at Richmond Plaza reconfigure intersection - right in/right out $150,000
86 Y Fayette  US25 Richmond Rd at Squires Rd and Yorkshire Realign intersections; Multimodal improvements 400 $900,000
87 Y Fayette KY Briar Hill  1-64 to Bluegrass Station Ent. Improve typical section and pavement 9,500 $24,000,000
88 Y Fayette CS3016  Alumni Drive Man O War Blvd to Buckhorn Add SUP 4,200 $2,300,000

Total  $1,375,578,000

2040 Metropolitan Transportation Plan Page 159



Appendix G Abbreviations & Acronyms

AADT - Annual Average Daily Traffic expressed in vpd (vehicles per day)
ADA - Americans with Disabilities Act of 1990 and ADA Amendments Act of 2008
AQAC - Air Quality Advisory Committee

BGADD - Bluegrass Area Development District

BPAC - Bicycle and Pedestrian Advisory Committee

BPMP - Bicycle and Pedestrian Master Plan

BRO - Federal Bridge Replacement on Federal System

BRX — Federal Bridge Replacement off Federal System

BRZ - Federal Bridge Replacement Local System

BUS - Bluegrass Ultra Transit Service

CAAA - Clean Air Act Amendment of 1990

CATS - Campus Area Transit System at University of Kentucky
CBD - Central business district, a land use type used in modeling
CCR - Critical Crash Rate

CFR - Code of Federal Regulations

CMAQ - Congestion Mitigation and Air Quality Improvement
CMC - Congestion Management Committee

CMP - Congestion Management Process

CTPP - Census Transportation Planning Package

(Q) Construction - Project Construction Phase

DBE - Disadvantaged Business Enterprise

DOT - U.S. Department of Transportation

(D) DESIGN - Project Design Phase

E + C - existing road network and committed projects

EPA - United States Environmental Protection Agency

FHWA - Federal Highway Administration

FR — Federal Register

FTA - Federal Transit Administration

FTSB - Federated Transportation Services of the Bluegrass

FY — Fiscal Year

GHG - Greenhouse Gas Emissions

GPS - Global Positioning System

HPP — High Priority Projects

HSIP — Safety — Highway Safety Improvement Program

HUD - U.S. Department of Housing and Urban Development
IM - Interstate Maintenance

ITN of the Bluegrass — An affiliate of the Independent Transportation Network America
ITS — Intelligent Transportation System

IVR - Interactive Voice Response

JARC - Jobs Access & Reverse Commute

KTC - Kentucky Transportation Center
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KYD - Demonstration Funds to Kentucky

KYTC - Kentucky Transportation Cabinet

LEP - low English proficiency

LFUCG - Lexington Fayette Urban County Government

LOS - Level of Service

MAP-21 - Moving Ahead for Progress in the 21 Century Act of 2012
MPO - Metropolitan Planning Organization

MSA - Metropolitan Statistical Area

MSAT — Mobile Source Air Toxics

MTP — Metropolitan Transportation Plan

NAAQS - National Ambient Air Quality Standards

NEPA - National Environmental Protection Act

NH — Federal National Highway System

NHS - National Highway System

NHTS - National Household Travel Survey

NTMP - Neighborhood Traffic Management Program

POP - Program of Projects

PP — Participation Plan

(R) ROW - Project Right of Way Phase

RRP - Safety — Railroad Protection

RRS - Safety - Railroad Separation

SAF — Federal Safety

SIP - State Implementation Plan (for air pollutants)

SLX - Surface Transportation Program — Lexington

SP — State Construction Program

SPB — State Construction Bonds Program

SPP — State Construction High Priority Projects

SRTS - Safe Routes to School

STIP - Statewide Transportation Improvement Program

STP — Surface Transportation Program

TAP - Transportation Alternative Program

TAZ - Traffic Analysis Zone

TCM - Transportation Control Measure

TCSP - Transportation & Community System Preservation Funds
TDM - Travel Demand Model or Transportation Demand Management
TE — Transportation Enhancement Projects

TIP — Transportation Improvement Program

TMA - Transportation Management Area (an MPO with a population over 200,000)
TPC - the MPO Transportation Policy Committee

TSC - Traffic Safety Coalition

TTCC —the MPO Transportation Technical Coordination Committee
TTI - Travel Time Index

UNL - Unscheduled Needs List

UPWP — Unified Planning Work Program

UK - University of Kentucky
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USC - United States Code

USDOT - United States Department of Transportation

U (Utility) — Project Utility Phase

V/C - Volume to Capacity Ratio

VHT - Vehicle Hours Traveled

VMS - Variable Message Sign

VMT - Vehicle Miles Traveled or Vehicle Miles of Travel

VSF - Volume Service Flows

YOE - Year of Expenditure

5303 — FTA — Metropolitan Transportation Planning Program
5307 — FTA - Formula Grant Program for Transit System Capital and Operating Assistance
5309 — FTA — Discretionary Capital Assistance Program

5310 — FTA — Elderly and Persons with Disabilities Program

5311 — FTA — Non-Urbanized (Rural) Area Program

5316 — FTA — Job Access and Reverse Commute (JARC) Program
5317 - FTA— New Freedom Program
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