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1.0 Background
This document summarizes the process, evaluation, and results of the first step (Milestone #1 of 5) of the Regional Rapid
Transit (RRT) Bus Rapid Transit (BRT) study being conducted by the Tampa Bay Area Regional Transit Authority (TBARTA).

1.1

Project Description and Background

The concept for the BRT project was identified by the Regional Transit Feasibility Plan (RTFP), a two-year comprehensive
alternatives analysis. The RTFP assessed the feasibility of potential regional transit options in the urbanized area of the
greater Tampa Bay region. The plan identified a regional vision as well as the top performing cost-feasible project to be
implemented first. The project being studied as part of this Project Development and Environment (PD&E) Study will serve
three counties and six Tampa Bay regional activity centers. It will be the first premium transit project connecting
Hillsborough, Pasco, and Pinellas. The proposed 41-mile alignment, will provide frequent service to Tampa Bay’s
population and transit corridors, connecting Wesley Chapel, the University of South Florida (USF) area, downtown Tampa,
Westshore, the Greater Gateway area, and downtown St. Petersburg. The study area and corridor is shown in Figure 1.
Figure 1: Regional Rapid Transit Study Area and Corridor
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1.2

Study Timeline

The RRT evaluation plan is designed to comply with federal and state rules and regulations to seek entrance of the project
into the Federal Transit Administration (FTA) Capital Investment Grant (CIG) program as well as fully satisfying National
Environmental Policy Act (NEPA) requirements and develop project costs. The study consists of five steps, each focused
on project alignment, station location, and operating/service plans, resulting in a milestone. The general timeline is shown
in Figure 2.
Figure 2: Regional Rapid Transit Study Timeline

This first step re-evaluated and addressed the community concerns identified during the RTFP, specifically regarding the
number of stations and the percent of the project within dedicated transit lanes to identify the options to carry forward
into design. The team conducted technical evaluations of the 21 station area options and identified five
alignment/runningway options with a variety of dedicated lanes assumptions to carry forward. The analysis of the station
areas was separated from the alignment analysis, as described below.

1.3

Step One Public Involvement and Coordination

In addition to the technical work completed as part of Step One, the team also conducted public outreach to ensure the
community could review the progress, discuss the early results, and provide comments and concerns about the
recommendations. The following public outreach activities were facilitated during Step One. All public involvement
materials from Step One are included in Appendix A.
1.3.1 Website
The RRT website (www.rrt.tbarta.com) was created and went live following the kick-off of the study. The website contains
the background on the study, project video, materials prepared as part of the effort, links to view the presentations to the
TBARTA Board, public involvement opportunities, frequently asked questions, contact information for the project team,
and the ability to submit a comment or question to the TBARTA team. The website will continue to be updated
throughout the life of the study.
1.3.2 Project Fact Sheet
A simple project fact sheet was created to communicate the purpose of the project, the map of the study area, the
website address, and information about how to get involved in the process. Figure 3 shows the fact sheet.
1.3.3 Executive Team Direction
The Executive Team is comprised of agency staff and directors from TBARTA, Florida Department of Transportation
(FDOT), Hillsborough Area Regional Transit Authority (HART), Pinellas Suncoast Transit Authority (PSTA), and Pasco County
Public Transportation (PCPT). This group is discussed in more detail in the Public Involvement Plan. The Executive Team
met monthly to review the progress of Step One and provided valuable feedback to the technical evaluation at each
meeting.
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Figure 3: Step One Fact Sheet
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1.3.4 Stakeholder Working Group Meetings
Two stakeholder working groups were created for this project, and are discussed in more detail in the Public Involvement
Plan. The Business Partners Working Group is made up of representatives from the business community. This group met
on October 9, 2019 to learn more about the project and to provide feedback on the early results of the technical analysis.
The Station Areas Working Group is made up of agency land use staff from the three counties and their planning agencies,
as well as the Tampa Bay Regional Planning Council. This group met August 14, 2019 to kick-off the project and review
early data regarding the station areas. On October 10, 2019, this group met again to review and provide feedback on the
early results of the technical analysis.
1.3.5 Community Workshops
Three community workshops (one in each county) were held in
December 2019 to present the preliminary results of the technical
evaluation, encourage comments and feedback from the public, and gain
consensus about the recommendations coming out of Step One. The
public was invited to participate in the workshops to review materials
and results of the technical evaluation, talk to project staff, and provide
comments and concerns about the project.
The workshops were advertised by TBARTA on the TBARTA website, the
RRT website, in TBARTA’s weekly newsletter, on social media, and
through a media release. In addition, the partner agencies throughout
the region were asked to send out the announcements to their contact
lists and social media channels. HART, PCPT, and PSTA also posted the
flyer on their buses. An announcement flyer was distributed at partner
agency project events, including Tampa Bay Next (TBNext) events and
the HART Arterial BRT project workshop. Figure 4 shows the flyer
circulated to announce the three workshops. Individual flyers were also
created for each county with information pertaining only to their county
and are included in Appendix A.
At the workshop, the information provided to the public included
background information, preliminary recommendations of the alignment
options, and early results of the station area evaluation. Attendees could
complete a comment form to let the team know their thoughts about the
alignment options, and their likes and dislikes about the station areas.
Appendix A includes the display boards provided at the meetings.

Pasco County Workshop, 12/5/2019

Hillsborough County Workshop, 12/10/2019

In total, 22 people attended the workshops and 12 comment forms were
submitted. The sign in sheets and completed comment forms are
provided in Appendix A.

Pinellas County Workshop, 12/11/2019
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Figure 4: Step One Community Workshop Flyer
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2.0 Alignment Alternatives
Step One consisted of identifying up to five design alternatives for the alignment based on the elements of the RTFP
catalyst recommendation. The five design alternatives addressed the stakeholder and public concerns related to the
amount of dedicated lanes identified by the RTFP.

2.1

Alignment Types Included in Evaluation

The alignment type defines the way the service travels within the physical space of the facility in conjunction with the
service characteristics. The alternatives include portions that will operate in mixed traffic with other vehicles, in express
lanes, and in dedicated transit lanes. The dedicated transit alignment options include:
•

Florida Bus-on-Shoulder
This term defines service in which transit vehicles use the shoulder of the interstate when traffic speeds are below 35
mph. This includes improved shoulders and is tied to the speed of the general traffic on the interstate. Note, this
alignment type is not eligible for FTA CIG fixed guideway funding.

•

Business Access and Transit (BAT) Lane
This alignment type allows auto users to enter the transit lane for a short distance to access other streets and
business entrances. For this project, this alignment type is limited to the Central Avenue BRT corridor in downtown St.
Petersburg between I-275 and 4th Street.

•

Freeway (Dedicated) BRT
This alignment type is unique in this region and includes a dedicated lane for BRT that occurs within the interstate
footprint that provides BRT service all day with no speed limitations.

2.2

TBNext Interstate Modernization Program

TBNext is a program underway by FDOT to modernize Tampa Bay’s interstates. The comprehensive program includes not
only improvements to the interstates and interchanges, but also provides for regional transit opportunities. The RRT team
is working closely with the TBNext interstate modernization team to identify opportunities for improvements that can be
made to accommodate the BRT project, such as full-depth shoulders to be used for all-day transit service. Other
accommodations will be determined through additional coordination in subsequent milestones.

2.3

PSTA FDOT Bus on Shoulder Pilot Program

FDOT and PSTA are preparing to implement a Bus on Shoulder Pilot Project along I-275 between I-375 in downtown St.
Petersburg and Gandy Boulevard. This pilot project will allow buses to access the shoulders when the general traffic slows
to 35 mph or below. The transit vehicle will be permitted to travel up to 15 mph faster than the general traffic. The
performance and lessons learned from this pilot project will be considered as the RRT project is designed and
implemented.

2.4

Alignment Options to Carry Forward

Prior to identifying the alignment alternatives, the No Build and Transportation Systems Management and Operations
(TSMO) Alternatives were developed. Neither alternative would be eligible for FTA CIG funding for fixed guideway BRT,
but are a vital point of comparison to determine the benefits of each subsequent alternative. Following identification of
the two base alternatives, four additional alignment alternatives were identified. Figures 5-10 show the No Build and
alignment alternatives to be evaluated in Step 2.
•

No Build Alternative. Due to the reliance on TBNext for a successful and cost-effective project, the No Build Alternative
includes all improvements made to the corridor as part of the TBNext improvements, but without investment in
station areas. The runningway does not include dedicated transit lanes, but does accommodate bus-on-shoulder
operations.
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•

•

•
•
•

Alternative 1 (TSMO). The TSMO Alternative considers the No Build Alternative (all improvements made to the
corridor as part of the TBNext improvements) as the base but includes significant investment in the stations along the
route to evaluate a low-cost alternative for comparison purposes.
Alternative 2 – This alternative includes the runningway characteristics as defined by the RTFP, which fundamentally
includes operations in dedicated lanes through the SR 54 interchange in Wesley Chapel, operations in mixed traffic
from SR 54 to SR 56, operations in dedicated lanes through the SR 56 interchange, operations in mixed traffic from SR
56 to Bearss Avenue, dedicated lanes from Bearss Avenue to downtown Tampa, leaving the interstate to connect into
downtown Tampa, dedicated lanes from downtown Tampa to Westshore, operations in the express lanes across the
Howard Frankland Bridge, and dedicated lanes from the Greater Gateway area to downtown St. Petersburg. In
downtown St. Petersburg, the service would use the Central Avenue BRT BAT lanes.
Alternative 3 – This alternative includes the assumptions in Alternative 2, replacing operations in mixed traffic from SR
54 to Bearss Avenue with dedicated lanes.
Alternative 4 – This alternative includes the assumptions in Alternative 2, replacing operations in express lanes across
the Howard Frankland Bridge with dedicated lanes.
Alternative 5 – This alternative assumes dedicated lanes along nearly the entire alignment.
Figure 5: Milestone 1 No Build Alignment Alternative
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Figure 7: Milestone 1 Alignment Alternative 2

Figure 8: Milestone 1 Alignment Alternative 3

Figure 9: Milestone 1 Alignment Alternative 4

Figure 10: Milestone 1 Alignment Alternative 5
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3.0 Station Evaluation
The analysis of the station areas began with the 21 station areas identified by the RTFP (as shown in Figure 11). Station
areas are defined as the ½-mile buffer (1-mile diameter) identified in the RTFP. The specific station site/parcel could fall
anywhere inside the buffer. The specific station sites/parcels will be determined during Milestones #2 to #4. To begin the
station evaluation, the team coordinated with the Business Partners and Station Area Stakeholder Working Groups in
October 2019 to discuss the preliminary analysis and identify stations to keep (must haves), stations to remove, and
stations to evaluate in detail.
Figure 11: Stations Evaluated
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3.1

Ideal Station Spacing

Prior to beginning the station evaluation, it was important to better understand the ideal station spacing for this project
as it will provide mobility along the interstate corridor, connecting several major destinations throughout the region.
Arterial BRT operates on surface streets and is characterized by all-day, frequent service and riders taking shorter trips
between closer destinations. Arterial BRT stations are typically spaced ½ to 1 mile apart.
Express bus service is typically limited to the morning and afternoon
peak/rush hours, and focused on getting people from outlying
communities to city centers and business districts. Express bus stops
are typically 5 miles apart, generally only at major destinations, with
stops clustered at either end of the route.
The RRT project is unique and will provide longer distance, frequent,
all day service for a mix of riders, not only commuters. The stations
along the route will connect neighborhoods and destinations
throughout the region. Therefore, ideal spacing is in line with
freeway BRT, approximately two to three miles between stations.

3.2

Stations to Remove Prior to Evaluation

Preliminary analysis and feedback provided from the two Stakeholder Working Groups resulted in five stations removed
from consideration:
•
•
•
•
•

3.3

Hillsborough Avenue (Central Hillsborough County) – Due to the presence of historical resources around the
interchange and in the station area, this station would likely result in significant impacts to the resources
North Boulevard (Central Hillsborough County) – Due to engineering constraints as part of TBNext, a station at this
location would require reconfiguration of the interstate and/or significant additional right of way
Howard Avenue/Armenia Avenue (West Hillsborough County) – Due to engineering constraints as part of TBNext, a
station at this location would require reconfiguration of the interstate and/or significant additional right of way
Toytown (Central Pinellas County) – This station area presents significant challenges to redevelopment and therefore
is not an ideal station location; however, it may be reconsidered in the future if redevelopment potential improves
8th Street (Downtown St. Petersburg) – This station would be less than ½ mile from the 4th Street Station and the
Tropicana Field Station

Must Have Stations

With 16 stations remaining, and prior to conducting the station area evaluation, the intermodal center stations were
identified as the “must have” stations to remain due to their role in providing regional connections:
•
•
•
•
•

SR 56 (Pasco County)
USF Area (Hillsborough County)
Downtown Tampa (Hillsborough County)
Westshore (Hillsborough County)
Carillon/Gateway (Pinellas County)

Two downtown St. Petersburg stations were also identified as must haves to ensure a connection to the downtown core
and to PSTA’s Central Avenue BRT:
•
•

Tropicana Field (13th Street/1st Avenue)
4th Street/1st Avenue
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3.4

Stations to be Evaluated

Following the identification of the must haves and the stations to remove prior to evaluation, the following nine remained
to be evaluated:
•
•
•
•
•
•
•
•
•

3.5

SR 54 (East Pasco County)
Bearss Avenue (North Hillsborough County)
Fletcher Avenue (North Hillsborough County)
Waters Avenue/Bird Street (Central Hillsborough County)
Dr. Martin Luther King, Jr Boulevard (Central Hillsborough County)
Floribraska Avenue (Central Hillsborough County)
Himes Avenue (West Hillsborough County)
62nd Avenue North (Central Pinellas County)
22nd Avenue North (Central Pinellas County)

Defining the Right Number of Station for the RRT

Prior to determining which of the remaining nine stations to move forward through the study, the project team
completed a high-level analysis to determine the ideal number of stations for a service of this type. The iterative process
evaluated overall project performance based on a variety of station combinations. To do this, the nine remaining stations
were modeled individually to order the stations highest to lowest based on performance. The seven “must-have” stations
provided the first station combination. The nine remaining stations were then added one by one based on their
performance (highest performing to lowest performing) and evaluated to determine the optimal number of stations. This
evaluation considered the following:
•
•
•

FTA Cost Effectiveness - The project’s cost effectiveness was calculated based on the number of stations. Providing at
least 12 stations would result in cost effectiveness under $10 per trip annually (shown in Figure 12).
Ridership increase – The percent increase in the number of riders was most significant between 12 and 15 stations.
Outside of that range, the percent increase when adding/removing stations was minimal (shown in Figure 13).
Cost per rider – The cost benefit between the additional station cost and the resulting ridership increase was most
effective at 12 stations (shown in Figure 14).

The recommendation to advance 12 stations was presented to the Station Area Working Group for consideration.
Figure 12: Highest Performing Number of Stations – FTA Cost Effectiveness
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Figure 13: Highest Performing Number of Stations – Change in Ridership vs. Must Have Stations

Figure 14: Highest Performing Number of Stations – Cost Benefit

3.6

Station Area Evaluation

The nine remaining stations were evaluated based on Physical Characteristics (ability to accommodate a station),
Operational Characteristics (ridership and performance), and Transit Oriented Development (TOD) Readiness.
In regards to Physical Characteristics, the station areas were scored on a 3-point scale (3=best, 2=good, 1=fair). The overall
score for the station was calculated by averaging the individual scores of the following 13 criteria:
•

Community Characteristics that Support Transit
• Existing population density. More population surrounding the station area provides more access for more
potential riders to the service. The amount of existing (2019) population density within the station area was
measured, with higher density resulting in a higher score.
• Future population density. More population surrounding the station area provides more access for more potential
riders to the service. The amount of future (2040) population density within the station area was measured, with
higher density resulting in a higher score.
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•

•

•

•

•

Existing employment. More employees within the station area provides more access for more potential riders to
the service. The total number of existing (2019) employees within the station area was measured, with the higher
number of employees resulting in a higher score.
Future employment. More employees within the station area provides more access for more potential riders to
the service. The total number of future (2040) employees within the station area was measured, with the higher
number of employees resulting in a higher score.
Community amenities. More activity centers within the station area provides more destinations for riders. The
total number of schools, parks, hospitals, community centers, and civic centers within the station area was
measured, with the higher number of activity centers resulting in a higher score.
Affordable housing. Lower income households drive less and are more likely to use transit than higher income
households. The total number of affordable housing units within the station area was measured, with the higher
number of units resulting in a higher score.
Zero-car households. Households without access to personal automobiles are more likely to need or desire
accessible transit. The percent of zero-car households as compared to the total households in the station area
were measured, with the higher number of households resulting in a higher score.

•

Multimodal Connectivity
• Intersecting bus routes. Linking to local transit makes it easier for riders to access more destinations and helps to
provide first-mile/last-mile connections. The number of local HART, PCPT, and PSTA routes that cross or travel in
the station area were measured, with the higher number of routes resulting in a higher score.
• Sidewalks. Sidewalks connect transit stations to origins and destinations, providing walking and biking access to
transit riders. The miles of sidewalks within the station area were measured, with the higher number of miles
resulting in a higher score.
• Bicycle facilities. Bicycle lanes, trails, and paths connect transit stations to origins and destinations, providing
biking access to transit riders. The miles of bicycle facilities within the station area were measured, with the
higher number of miles resulting in a higher score.

•

Environmental and Cultural Resources
• Wetlands/floodplains. To protect wetlands and avoid building stations in floodplains to the extent possible, the
percent of wetlands and floodplains as compared to the total land area within the station area was measured,
with the lower percentage resulting in a higher score.
• Contaminated sites. Stations should avoid contaminated sites. The number of contaminated sites within the
station area was measured, with the lower number of sites resulting in a higher score.
• Cultural 4(f) State Historic Preservation Office (SHPO) structures. To avoid impacting historic structures, the
number of structures listed on the National Register of Historic Places was measured, with the lower number of
sites resulting in a higher score.

The evaluation measures are provided in Table 1. Table 2 shows a summary of the results of the analysis. For complete
evaluation results, see Appendix B.
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Table 1: Step 1 Station Areas Evaluation Criteria – Physical Characteristics
Criteria

Source Data/ How Calculated

Measure

Community Characteristics that Support Transit
Existing population
density

2018 Traffic Analysis Zones (TAZs) in each station area; population
densities for each TAZ averaged to calculate an overall population
density value (persons/square mile)

Future population
density

2045 (MPO data) Traffic Analysis Zones (TAZs) in each station area;
population densities for each TAZ averaged to calculate an overall
population density value (persons/square mile)

Existing employment

2018 TAZs in each station area; employment totals for each TAZ

Future employment

2040 (Metropolitan Planning Organization [MPO] data) TAZs in each
station area; employment totals for each TAZ

Community
amenities

calculated the number of community activity centers (e.g., schools,
parks, hospitals, community centers, civic centers) within each station
area using geographic information systems (GIS) shapefiles

Affordable housing
units

calculated from the Florida Housing Clearinghouse data for each
station area

Zero-car households

calculated the percentage of zero-car households as compared to total
households derived from Census data

1: < 4,200/sq mile
2: 4,200-5,000/sq mile
3: > 5,000/sq mile
1: < 4,500/sq mile
2: 4,500-6,200/sq mile
3: > 6,200/sq mile
1: < 5,000 jobs
2: 5,000-7,000 jobs
3: > 7,000 jobs
1: < 6,000 jobs
2: 6,000-10,000 jobs
3: > 10,000 jobs
1: < 2
2: 2-5
3: > 5
1: < 5
2: 5-10
3: > 10
1: < 3%
2: 3-7%
3: > 7%

Multimodal Connectivity
Intersecting bus
routes

calculated from the local bus routes that operate within each station
area

Sidewalks

calculated miles of facilities in each station area using GIS shapefiles
from local agencies

Bicycle facilities

calculated miles of facilities in each station area using GIS shapefiles
from local agencies

1: < 2
2: 2-5
3: > 5
1: < 4
2: 4-12
3: > 12
1: < 2
2: 2-3.4
3: >3.4

Environmental and Cultural Resources
Wetlands and
floodplains

calculated percent of land area in each station area classified as
wetland/floodplain using GIS shapefile data

Contaminated sites

calculated total number in each station area using GIS shapefile data

Number of cultural
4(f) SHPO structures

calculated from GIS shapefile data for each station area

April 2020

1: > 24%
2: 0.2-24%
3: < 0.2%
1: > 2.5
2: 0.1-2.5
3: < 0.1
1: > 100
2: 17-100
3: < 17
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Table 2: Step 1 Station Areas Evaluation Summary – Physical Characteristics
Station

Community
Characteristics
Score

Multimodal
Connectivity
Score

Environmental/
Cultural Score

SR 54

1.29

1.33

2.33

1.54

Bearss Avenue

1.57

1.33

2.67

1.77

Fletcher Avenue

2.57

2.00

2.33

2.38

Waters Avenue/Bird Street

2.43

2.00

2.67

2.38

Dr. Martin Luther King, Jr
Boulevard

1.86

2.33

2.00

2.00

Floribraska Avenue

2.43

3.00

1.67

2.38

Himes Avenue

2.71

2.00

2.33

2.46

62nd Avenue North

1.29

1.67

3.00

1.77

22nd Avenue North

1.29

2.33

2.33

1.77

Average Score

Best = 2.20-3.00; Good = 1.70-2.19; Fair = 0.00-1.69

In regards to Operational Characteristics, the station area alternatives were ordinally ranked based on the following:
•

•

•
•

Station boardings. The number of boardings at a station is a direct correlation to the number of riders expected to use
a station. Using the FTA Simplified Trips on Project Software (STOPS) model, the number of expected boardings for
the station was measured, with the higher number of boardings resulting in a higher score.
Transit dependent riders. Transit dependent riders are those that cannot drive or do not own a vehicle and therefore
would benefit most from and are more likely to use transit. The percent of transit dependent riders for each station
was measured, with the higher number of transit dependent resulting in a higher score.
New riders. New riders to the service represents riders that would otherwise drive. Using the FTA STOPS model, the
number of new riders for the station was measured, with the higher number of riders resulting in a higher score.
Vehicle miles traveled (VMT). Reducing the VMT has a positive impact on congestion and the environment. Using the
FTA STOPS model, the reduced VMT for the station was measured, with the lower VMT resulting in a higher score.

To evaluate each station area, the must have stations served as the baseline. Using the FTA STOPS model, individual
stations were added to the baseline and modeled to calculate the anticipated performance of each station individually.
Station performance was compared by calculating the percent change between the control (baseline) and each station to
determine the best performing. The station area alternatives were then ranked by performance 1-9, scored on with good,
better, or best depending on their average ranking. Table 3 shows the results of the operational analysis. For complete
evaluation results, see Appendix C.
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Table 3: Step 1 Station Areas Evaluation Summary – Operational Characteristics
Rank 1-9 (Percent Difference from Control)
Station

Daily
Ridership

New Riders

Transit
Dependent

VMT
Reduction

Average
Rank
1-9

SR 54

4 (14%)

4 (14%)

4 (14%)

3 (13%)

3.8

3

Bearss Avenue

2 (21%)

2 (23%)

1 (24%)

2 (16%)

1.8

3

Fletcher Avenue

3 (18%)

3 (16%)

2 (19%)

4 (12%)

3.0

3

Waters Avenue/Bird
Street

5 (11%)

5 (8%)

5 (9%)

5 (3%)

5.0

2

Dr. Martin Luther King,
Jr Boulevard

8 (6%)

8 (2%)

8 (5%)

8 (1%)

8.0

1

Floribraska Avenue

9 (3%)

9 (0%)

9 (2%)

9 (-1%)

9.0

1

Himes Avenue

6 (7%)

7 (5%)

6 (7%)

7 (2%)

6.5

2

62nd Avenue North

7 (7%)

6 (7%)

7 (7%)

6 (3%)

6.5

2

22nd Avenue North

1 (39%)

1 (45%)

3 (19%)

1 (34%)

1.5

1

Average Score

Best = 1.0-4.0; Good = 4.1-7.0; Fair = 7.1-9.0

In regards to TOD Readiness, the station areas were ranked based on the following criteria:
•

•
•

Historic and forecasted market conditions. This category evaluated TOD land uses at the regional, submarket, and
corridor level and included demand indicators such as economic and demographic trends as well as supply conditions
for multifamily, office, and retail land uses.
Station area regional context. The analysis for this category included station-specific locational strengths and
weaknesses with respect to proximity to regional activity centers, amenities, and strengths for development.
Development capacity. This analysis looked at parcel utilization analysis, including vacant and underutilized land in
each station area to inform overall development capacity and potential for new development opportunities.

The evaluation for this category was largely qualitative and considered alongside the physical and operational
characteristics when determining the stations to include in the Step 2 analysis. Appendix D includes the full TOD readiness
analysis. Table 4 shows the results of the TOD readiness evaluation.
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Table 4: Step 1 Station Areas Evaluation Summary – TOD Readiness
Station

Average Score

SR 54

1

Bearss Avenue

1

Fletcher Avenue

2

Waters Avenue/Bird Street

1

Dr. Martin Luther King, Jr Boulevard

1

Floribraska Avenue

2

Himes Avenue

2

62nd Avenue North

2

22nd Avenue North

3

Best = 3; Good = 2; Fair = 1

3.7

Evaluation Results

The following describes the results of the station area evaluation, station by station.
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3.7.1 SR 54
The SR 54 station area is located in eastern unincorporated Pasco County. This station area is the most suburban along
the corridor. There are large-scale developments in this station area, with a good deal of developable land available. Table
5 outlines the characteristics of the station area. Figure 15 shows the station area.
Table 5: SR 54 Station Area Performance
Criteria

Evaluation

Strengths/Challenges

Physical
• Lack of and cultural resource impacts

Operational

TOD Potential

• Higher daily ridership
• New transit riders
• High VMT reduction
• Lower residential demand
• Opportunity for smaller scale retail
• Large amounts of developable land

Figure 15: SR 54 Station Area
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3.7.2 Bearss Avenue
The Bearss Avenue station area is located in northern unincorporated Hillsborough County. This station area is more
suburban than most of the other station areas, with large developable parcels present. There is a commercial corridor to
the east along Nebraska Avenue and west along Florida Avenue. Table 6 outlines the characteristics of the station area.
Figure 16 shows the station area.
Table 6: Bearss Avenue Station Area Performance
Criteria

Evaluation

Strengths/Challenges

Physical
• Employment density
• Lack of environmental and cultural resource impacts
Operational

•
•
•
•

High daily ridership
New transit riders
Transit dependent riders
High VMT reduction

TOD Potential
• Lower residential demand
• Underutilized parcels present

Figure 16: Bearss Avenue Station Area
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3.7.3 Fletcher Avenue
The Fletcher Avenue station area is located approximately eight miles north of downtown Tampa in unincorporated
Hillsborough County and provides access to the USF area. Several commercial parcels surround the I-275/Fletcher Avenue
interchange, with residential in the southern portion of the station area. There is a commercial corridor to the east along
Nebraska Avenue and west along Florida Avenue. Table 7 outlines the characteristics of the station area. Figure 17 shows
the station area.
Table 7: Fletcher Avenue Station Area Performance
Criteria

Evaluation

Strengths/Challenges

Physical

•
•
•
•
•

Operational

• High daily ridership
• New transit riders
• VMT reduction

Higher population and employment density
No affordable housing
Transit dependent residents
Bicycle facilities
Lack of environmental and cultural resource impacts

TOD Potential
• Residential demand
• Developable land

Figure 17: Fletcher Avenue Station Area
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3.7.4 Waters Avenue/Bird Street (Central Hillsborough County)
The Waters Avenue/Bird Street station area is located approximately five miles north of downtown Tampa. Several
underutilized parcels, including a big box shopping center, are located in the station area with residential in the outer
edges of the station area. There is a commercial corridor to the east along Nebraska Avenue and west along Florida
Avenue. Table 8 outlines the characteristics of the station area. Figure 18 shows the station area.
Table 8: Waters Avenue/Bird Street Station Area Performance
Criteria
Physical

Operational

Evaluation

Strengths/Challenges
•
•
•
•

Higher population density
Affordable housing present
Access to local transit
Lack of environmental and cultural resource impacts

•
•
•
•

High ridership potential
New transit riders
Transit dependent riders
VMT reduction

TOD Potential
• Large underutilized parcels present
• Developable land present

Figure 18: Waters Avenue/Bird Street Station Area
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3.7.5 Dr. Martin Luther King, Jr Boulevard
The Dr. Martin Luther King, Jr. (MLK) Boulevard station area is located approximately two miles north of downtown
Tampa within the Tampa city limits. MLK in this area is primarily commercial, with residential in the outer edges of the
station area. There is a commercial corridor to the east along Nebraska Avenue and west along Florida Avenue. Table 9
outlines the characteristics of the station area. Figure 19 shows the station area.
Table 9: Dr. Martin Luther King, Jr. Boulevard Station Area Performance
Criteria
Physical

Evaluation

Strengths/Challenges
•
•
•
•

Transit dependent residents
Connections to local transit
Presence of sidewalks
Lack of environmental and cultural resource impacts

Operational
• Lower daily ridership
TOD Potential
• Underutilized parcels present

Figure 19: Dr. Martin Luther King, Jr. Boulevard Station Area
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3.7.6 Floribraska Avenue
The center of the Floribraska station area is located approximately one mile north of downtown Tampa within the Tampa
city limits. The areas directly surrounding the interchange are primarily residential, with a commercial corridor to the east
along Nebraska Avenue and west along Florida Avenue. Table 10 outlines the characteristics of the station area. Figure 20
shows the station area.
Table 10: Floribraska Avenue Station Area Performance
Criteria

Evaluation

Physical

Operational

Strengths/Challenges
•
•
•
•
•

Higher population density
Affordable housing present
Transit dependent residents
More connections to local transit
Presence of sidewalks

• Lowest ridership increase
• Lack of new transit riders

TOD Potential
• Fewer large developable parcels available

Figure 20: Floribraska Avenue Station Area
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3.7.7 Himes Avenue
The center of the Himes Avenue station area is located between the Westshore Business District and downtown Tampa
within the Tampa city limits. Big box retail is located in the northwest quadrant, with a new mixed use development,
Midtown, taking shape in the southwest quadrant. The eastern half of the station area is primarily residential. Table 11
outlines the characteristics of the station area. Figure 21 shows the station area.
Table 11: Himes Avenue Station Area Performance
Criteria

Evaluation

Strengths/Challenges

Physical
• Higher population/employment density
• Better connections to local transit
• Lack of environmental and cultural resource impacts
Operational
• Moderate daily ridership increase
TOD Potential

• Evolving mixed use
• Developable land available
• Adjacent redevelopment

Figure 21: Himes Avenue Station Area
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3.7.8 62nd Avenue North
The center of the 62nd Avenue North station area is located approximately 4.5 miles north of downtown St. Petersburg.
West and south of the interchange are within unincorporated Pinellas County. East of the interchange is within the St.
Petersburg city limits. The land use is primarily residential, with some commercial east of the interchange. Table 12
outlines the characteristics of the station area. Figure 22 shows the station area.
Table 12: 62nd Avenue North Station Area Performance
Criteria

Evaluation

Strengths/Challenges

Physical
• Lack of environmental and cultural resource impacts

Operational

• Moderate daily ridership increase
• Moderate transit dependent and VMT reduction

TOD Potential
• Weaker residential and office demand
• Few large sites available

Figure 22: 62nd Avenue North Station Area
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3.7.9 22nd Avenue North
The center of the 22nd Avenue North station area is located approximately two miles north of downtown St. Petersburg
within the St. Petersburg city limits. The land use in the station area is primarily residential, with commercial uses to the
west. Table 13 outlines the characteristics of the station area. Figure 23 shows the station area.
Table 13: 22nd Avenue North Station Area Performance
Criteria

Evaluation

Strengths/Challenges

Physical
• Presence of sidewalks
• Lack of environmental and cultural resource impacts
Operational

TOD Potential

• Attracts the highest ridership
• Attracts new transit riders
• Serves transit dependent
• Underutilized uses are an opportunity
• Some larger parcels within proximity to station
• Origin station rather than destination

Figure 23: 22nd Avenue North Station Area
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3.8

Station Area Evaluation Results

The in-depth technical review and evaluation resulted in recommended station areas to carry forward into Step 2. The
RRT project team worked with the Executive Team to develop preliminary recommendations to take the Stakeholder
Working Groups and the public.
While some stations were clearly higher or lower performing, select stations required additional discussion and review
with the Stakeholder Working Groups before a recommendation could be made.
•

Fletcher Avenue/Bearss Avenue
Both Fletcher Avenue and Bearss Avenue performed well but based on the early evaluation both were not needed.
The RRT project team worked with the Executive Team and Stakeholder Working Groups to determine the more
desirable station area. Due to its proximity to the Fowler Avenue/USF area station, the Fletcher Avenue station was
removed, and the Bearss Avenue station was carried forward.

•

Floribraska Avenue/Dr. Martin Luther King, Jr. Boulevard
The Floribraska Avenue and Dr. Martin Luther King, Jr Boulevard station areas did not perform particularly well in the
operational characteristics category. However, a station in Tampa Heights/Seminole Heights is important to provide
connections to these transitioning neighborhoods and the transit dependent population near the station areas.
During Step Two, the RRT project team will work with the neighborhoods in this area to determine the best location
for a station.

•

22nd Avenue North/62nd Avenue North
Both of these stations provide important connections for the neighborhoods they serve. However, the 62nd Avenue
North station area was chosen and the 22nd Avenue North was removed due to its central location between
downtown St. Petersburg and Gateway/Carillon, coupled with the development potential near the interchange.

3.8.1 Station Area Recommendations
Following valuable input from all, the recommendations were made to carry the following station areas into Step Two, as
shown in Table 14 and Figure 24:
•
•
•
•
•
•
•
•
•
•
•
•
•

SR 54 (Pasco County)
SR 56 (Pasco County) – intermodal center
Bearss Avenue (Hillsborough County)
Fowler Avenue/USF Area (Hillsborough County) – intermodal center
Waters Avenue/Bird Street (Hillsborough County)
Tampa/Seminole Heights (Hillsborough County)
Downtown Tampa (Hillsborough County) – intermodal center
Himes Avenue (Hillsborough County)
Westshore (Hillsborough County) – intermodal center
Gateway/Carillon (Pinellas County) – intermodal center
62nd Avenue (Pinellas County)
15th Street/Tropicana Field (Pinellas County)
4th Street (Pinellas County)
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Table 14: Step 1 Station Areas Performance Summary (in order by performance)
Average Score by Category

Station

Physical

Operational

TOD Readiness

Total
Score

Decision

Himes Avenue

2.5

2.0

3.0

7.5

Carry
forward

Fletcher Avenue

2.4

3.0

2.0

7.4

Remove

22nd Avenue North

1.8

3.0

2.0

6.8

Remove

Waters Avenue/Bird
Street

2.4

2.0

2.0

6.4

Carry
forward

Bearss Avenue

1.8

3.0

1.0

5.8

Carry
forward

SR 54

1.5

3.0

1.0

5.5

Carry
forward

Dr. Martin Luther
King, Jr Boulevard

2.0

1.0

2.0

5.0

Combine
with
Floribraska

62nd Avenue

1.8

2.0

1.0

4.8

Carry
forward

Floribraska Avenue

2.4

1.0

1.0

4.4

Combine
with MLK

Maximum score possible was 9.0
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Figure 24: Milestone 1 Station Areas
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