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AGENDA

ITEM ACTION

. CALL MEETING TO ORDER -2:00 P.M.

. PLEDGE OF ALLEGIANCE
. ROLL CALL
. APPROVAL OF AGENDA APPROVE
. APPROVAL OF MINUTES
e August 12,2010 APPROVE

. PUBLIC COMMENTS - NON-AGENDA ITEMS

(PLEASE LIMIT YOUR COMMENT TO THREE MINUTIS; COMPLETE CARD TO COMMENT)

. AGENDA ITEMS

A. REGIONAL TRANSIT ORGANIZATION (RTO)
DRAFT INTERLOCAL AGREEMENT
MEMO: templ1JMPO202.01 APPROVE
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B. REGIONAL 2035 LONG RANGE TRANSPORTATION PLAN
(2035 RLRTP) UPDATE
MEMO: templ11JMPOa02.02 DISCUSSION

C. JOINT POLICY BOARD 2011 LEGISLATIVE PRIORITIES
MEMO: templ1JMPOa02.03 DISCUSSION

8. FDOT COMMENTS

9. NOTES
e None

10. NEXT MEETING

e December 09, 2010, St. Lucie TPO Hosting, St. Lucie County BOCC Chambers
2300 Virginia Avenue, Fort Pierce

11. ADJOURN

NOTE:

Martin County Residents - Assistance for disabled persons may be arranged by calling 1-866-836-7034. Non-English speaking,
deaf, or visually impaired persons needing an interpreter should contact the Martin County Administrator’s office at 772-288-5420
or (772) 288-5940 for TDD assistance.

St. Lucie County Residents — Anyone with a disability requiring accommodation to attend this meeting should contact the St. Lucie
County Community Services Director at (772) 462-1777 or TDD (772) 462-1428 at least forty-eight (48) hours prior to the
meeting.

An agenda of items to be considered will be available to the public in the Administrator’s Office, 2401 SE Monterey Road, Stuart,
Florida, or on the Martin MPO website: www.martinmpo.com. An agenda of items will also be available through the St. Lucie
TPO office on the 2™ Floor of the St. Lucie County Administration Building, 2300 Virginia Avenue, Fort Pierce, Florida or on the
St. Lucie TPO website: www.stlucietpo.org.

Items not included on the agenda may also be heard in consideration of the best interests of the public health, safety, welf re, and
as necessary to protect every person’s right of access. If any person decides to appeal any Joint Board decision considered at such
meeting, that person shall need a record of the proceedings, and for such purpose, that person may need to ensure that a verbatim
record of the proceedings is made, which record includes the testimony and evidence upon which the appeal is to be based.
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Agenda Item 1 & 2 Call to Order and Pledge of Allegiance: The meeting was
called to order at 2:04 pm.

Agenda Item 3 Roll Call: Upon roll call, it was determined a quorum was present.

Agenda Item 4 Approval of the Agenda: Commissioner Smith moved
approval of the agenda, seconded by Ms. Hensley, which passed
unanimously.

Agenda Item 5 Approval of Minutes: Commissioner Smith moved approval
of the February 18, 2010 meeting minutes, seconded by Commissioner
Lewis, which passed unanimously.

Agenda Item 6 Comments from the Public: None.

Agenda Item 7 Comments for Advisory Committee Members (TAC/CAC):
None.

Action Items

Agenda Item 8a 2035 Regional Long-Range Transportation Plan (RLRTP):
Review and approval of the Needs Plans and reviews of the draft Financial
Resources Analysis (FRA) and the draft Goals, Objectives, and Policies (GOPs) for
the 2035 RLRTP.

Mr. Buchwald explained we begin the first of a series of Joint Board meetings to
complete the 2035 St. Lucie-Martin Regional Long Range Transportation Plan by the
February 2011 deadline. (A copy of the presentation available upon request.) The
Treasure Coast Regional Planning Council and its’ consultants have made
significance progress and have several elements of the plan for you to review,
comment and approve. These elements have received intensive review by your
local staffs and incorporate the comments received from the public and the
stakeholders to evolve into what you will see today. I would like to now turn it over
to Beth to introduce the Regional Planning Council.

Ms. Beltran explained I want to thank the St. Lucie TPO and staff for hosting the
meeting today and introduce Mr. Michael Busha, Executive Director of the Treasure
Coast Regional Planning Council, and Dana Little, who will give the presentation for
the Long Range Transportation Plan.

Mr. Busha explained I will introduce Dana Little, from our staff, to give context and
background on where we were when we started this process, what happened at the
last Joint MPO meeting, so it is clear about that action, and what we’ve done since
that meeting. What we will be looking for today is your approval of the Needs Plan
and we will review the Goals, Objectives, and Policies (GOPs) and Financial
Resources Plan.

Mr. Dana Little explained what I am going to do is give a little context for what has
been going on for the last number of months in preparation to hear the Needs Plan
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and Financial Resources element as well as the Goals, Objectives and Policies. (A
copy of the presentation available upon request.) What we are going to do today is
give you an update on what we have been up to - a presentation of the Needs Plan,
which is Task 4, for approval - introduction of the Financial Resources Analysis that
is occurring concurrently and, finally, a discussion of the introduction to the Goals,
Objectives and Policies which is Task 7 of our 10 tasks for the RLRTP. Again, the
schedule, we are going out until February which is the absolute deadline. To date,
we have completed Tasks 1, 2 and 3 which are the public participation detailed plan
and outreach plans, although public participation continues over the next couple as
we will be doing more of our focus group presentations in St. Lucie County to
familiarize people with what this effort is all about and why it is important. Today,
Task 4, 6 and 7 are presented and, hopefully, Task 4 the Needs Plan will be
approved. Then, we will be meeting again October 21 to see Task 5, 7 and 8 which
wraps up the majority of the work for the RLRTP. When we got together last time
in February, the Joint Board authorized Treasure Coast and our team to move
forward and continue to develop and model not only the existing trends plan, which
is basically the future land use as it exists, but also take a look at what we are
calling the Infill Alternative Plan which suggests concentrating growth and efforts in
certain areas, putting more emphasis on some areas, as opposed to others. The
Infill Alternative Plan was born out of the public workshops that we had in Martin
and St. Lucie County last year. Sept 2009 in Martin we had our public design
sessions and then, in November 2009, in St. Lucie County, we had the same
process where we solicited input from the public. We got very good input. Basically,
reduced down from both of them, what we heard was we should look at ways to
provide incentives for infill development as opposed to going further out into the
hinterland. Seek all available opportunities for greater connectivity - transit linkages
and bike lanes are some things that the community said was very important to
them. Focus growth in the CRAs - we heard that not only in St. Lucie but
particularly in Martin County in the different CRAs that are there. Continue the
Everglades restoration efforts, preserve Ag areas, look at focusing future growth in
particular areas like TCERDA or our existing transportation corridors or where the
infrastructure is. Build on what’s already there. Finally, one of the great quotes that
we heard during those workshops was “let’s fix what we have and finish what we’ve
started.” That was the launching point for the Infill Alternative Plans that you
authorized us to move forward with in February. Direct growth and roadway
improvements to enhance mobility - that has been the mantra here. Not just
getting people around in their cars better but how can we actually improve general
mobility and that is what the Infill Alternative Plans were trying to achieve. This is
Martin County’s Infill Plan - from the legend, you see we broke it up into different
districts, corridors and areas for future growth for workplace and residential, as well
as St. Lucie County too, special districts and corridors to focus on infill
redevelopment into the future. Now, since we met in February, we've developed the
baseline population totals, which have led into the refinement of the Infill Plans. I
will talk about each one of these, in a moment, in more detail. Develop the socio-
economic data - who lives where? How many people live in what areas? Where are
they going? The makeup of those families or quadrants and those have been turned
into the Z data, the zonal data, taking the socio-economic data and applying it to
the transportation analysis zones which is the grid from which all of the

August 12, 2010 Joint TPO/MPO Meeting Minutes



Page 4 of 42

e ——1.

transportation modeling is born. We’ve updated and refined the Greater Treasure
Coast Regional Planning Model and we will talk about that. What that has led to is
what Stewart Robertson from Kimley-Horn Associates will be presenting today - the
Deficiencies and the Needs Plan. That is a laymen’s methodology for how we got to
where we are today. The baseline population totals - this chart shows the 2010
estimate and 2035 projections for Martin and St. Lucie County. These are based
upon the March 22, 2010 BEBR mid-range projections - that publications came out
a few months ago - so they are as fresh as data as we can get. Essentially, we are
looking at an increase of 35,000 persons in Martin County, 21%, by 2035, doubling
the population in St. Lucie County by 2035. One way to think of it is 1,400 persons
per year in Martin County or 7,800 persons per year in St. Lucie County. Regionally,
for the two counties, we’re looking at a total increase of 230,400 persons between
now and 2035. That information is critical because it drives, illuminates what the
needs will be in 2035. We refined the Infill Alternative Plans that we discussed at
our last meeting and, by that, what I mean is we took these generalized maps and
went on a parcel by parcel basis and compared the parcel configurations as well as
the future land use maps to insure that the areas that we were zoning in, say for
infill redevelopment or focusing downtown growth, actually made sense in terms of
what is actually on the ground. The socio-economic data and the Z data were
developed. This is the St. Lucie County transportation analysis zone map, the TAZ
map. This process established the base line information for residential and non-
residential uses, where does it exist today and who's going where and essentially
why and how are they getting there as well. This map illustrates what’s called the
centroid connector map or the connections map. This where we started refining this
model and really testing it on a zone by zone basis for local conditions - as an
example, if we zoom in here, this is Martin County, you’ll see Cove Road and
Salerno Road, and the area just south is a large TAZ and an aerial photograph of
the exact same area is on the right. That is the TAZ. That is the zone for which this
model determines where the trips are going and you will see the note there says all
trips from that zone, according to the model, were heading to Cove Road. Now, if
you know the area, what you know is that is a virtual impossibility because that
neighborhood can actually access Cove and US 1, but these neighborhoods to the
south, even though they are still in the same TAZ, it is virtual impossible for them
to get to Cove Road. We had to go through and, by hand, adjust and modify the
model on a TAZ by TAZ basis. This is just one example. The implications of this are
if this wasn’t adjusted, it meant that many more trips were being forced onto Cove
Road, as example, than actually exist. That has real life financial and planning
implications. That is what we did. That is what we have been doing the last few
months is updating and refining this general model. To wrap up our overview, the
models have been run based upon all of the adjustments that have been made for
local conditions. We worked very closely with local staff and expertise on adjusting
these. They have been run for the Existing Trends and Infill Alternative to highlight
the deficiencies and provide basis for identifying the needs. This is where I will turn
it over to Stewart and he will give you an update on the Needs Plan as well as an
overview of the Financial Resources Analysis, if there are no questions.

Mr. Stewart Robertson, of Kimley-Horn and Associates, explained Kimley-Horn is
working as a technical sub-consultant to the Treasure Coast Regional Planning
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Council for the modeling tasks as well as the financial analysis tasks. (A copy of the
presentation available upon request.) 1 am going to use the word traffic model a lot
during the presentation and, for clarity purposes, when I say that I am referring to
what's called the Greater Treasure Coast Regional Planning Model. It is a regional
model that covers all the way from Brevard to Palm Beach County so Martin and St.
Lucie are nestled right in the middle of the model. It relies on three broad
categories of data. The first is the land use characteristics which has Dana already
presented. The transportation infrastructure is the backbone of the model - that's
the street network, roadway network, available for travel. Finally, a public
preference model which gives us the demand and origins and destinations of all
trips within the model. Our methodology was to start with developing the 2035
socio-economic data and, as Dana mentioned, that is specifically coming out of the
land use alternatives that were the subject of the workshops. Then, we get into the
modeling, we started with 2005 base model, which is the MPQO’s and TPO’s model,
as updated by the Florida Department of Transportation. What we did was, from
2005, we had to add all projects that have been built since 2005 to the model and
then we added all projects that are committed in the Transportation Improvement
Program (TIP) to be built between now and 2014. So, it is the 2014 roadway
network that we use as what we call Existing plus Committed or the E+C network.
That is the network that we model with our future land use data, the 2035 socio-
economic data, to determine our deficiencies. As I mentioned, the model is,
essentially, owned by the MPO and TPO. It is by federal jurisdiction. It is the locals
that own the model but the Florida Department of Transportation provides the input
and the development of the modeling for the locals. This is a depiction of the 2005
traffic model that was obtained. It shows green for good, red for bad. We used a
color coding scheme that shows where the traffic congestion exists with red and
yellow being those areas. That's validated by the Florida Department of
Transportation based on real actual traffic counts in 2005 for Martin and St. Lucie
Counties. This model does not include roads that have been added since 2005.
Crosstown Parkway in Port St. Lucie is one example of a road that we added into
the base model to develop the 2014. We also added in the projects that are in the
Transportation Improvement Program to be built by 2014. In addition, we made the
model refinements - things like the centroid connectors. Dana gave up a good
example of centroid connector modifications near Cove Road in Martin County. We
wanted to try to replicate real zonal loading patterns as much as possible so we
went through an exercise of making sure that the way that the model was loading
the trips from neighborhoods onto street actually reflected real traffic counts. We
got a lot of good input from your staff in developing those. We also did what is
called splitting a traffic analysis zone in the Jensen Beach area in order to
accurately replicate traffic conditions now that the Green River Parkway has been
built and the future extension of the Green River Parkway in the Transportation
Improvement Program. When all is said and done, we came out with the Existing +
Committed Roadway Network which would be the roadway network as it would
appear in 2014 based on projects that have been built or approved in the
Transportation Improvement Program. This model for St. Lucie County includes
Crosstown Parkway, for the first time, roads like Village Parkway as well and some
additional changes to roadway laneage based on committed projects. In Martin
County, we have this Existing + Committed Roadway Network essentially given by
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the number of lanes. There were not as many projects to add in Martin County as
there were in St. Lucie. We have our 2014 roadway network. Now, we are going to
jump ahead to 2035. What we did was we took the land use data from the Infill
Alternative which was given to us by the Regional Planning Council but we also
said, while we are at it, let's go ahead and model the Historical Trend Alternative,
too, so that we can get some results and have some quantitative analysis to be
able to compare the Historical Trend Alternative and the Infill Alternative. We use
what is called the Volume-to-Capacity ratio or the V/C ratio to depict the
performance of the roads within the model. We say a roadway is deficient if it has a
Volume-to-Capacity ratio greater than 1.0. For purposes of this analysis, we
actually set the threshold at 1.05 because there were some roadways that were
very minutely over the 1.0. We have a yellow coding on our map that is from .9 to
1.05 and that is to capture those roads that maybe one or two trips over. We didn’t
want to depict them as red deficiency in the same light that we would a road that is
a 1.3 or a 1.4 Volume-to-Capacity ratio. We also modified the capacities in the
model to be consistent with local government comprehensive plans because,
sometimes, the comp plans stipulate that there will be different capacities on
certain roads rather than other roads. Typically, within municipalities or community
redevelopment areas, we have local government comprehensive plans that allow
the capacity to go to level of service E or, perhaps, even higher, whereas state
roads that go all the way from the west coast to the east coast of Florida on the
Strategic Intermodal System (SIS), those are typically level of service C. We got
into the model and we made sure that the capacities were reflective of the local
government policies. This is the Martin MPO Historical Trend Alternative map. This
is the 2035 traffic placed on the 2014 roadway network. With Historical Trend, what
you are going to see is that a lot of roads in the western part of the area are
showing up as red or yellow for deficiencies that won't show up on the Infill. An
example of that is County Road 609 which on this analysis is showing up red and
yellow and, as you will see in a moment in the Infill Alternative, it is not, because it
is a reflection of where the development was placed in the Alternatives.

Commissioner Smith questioned the beige area in Jensen Beach and that says in
the key that’s city limits? What's that mean? Why is the white below it not in the
city?

Mayor Mortell explained there is a portion of Windemere that is not in the city but I
don’t know - that whole gap...

Commissioner Smith explained that whole gap isn’t filled in and, it is too small to
see, but it almost looks as if it is filled in where you have the yellow to green from
Jensen Beach Boulevard to the south and we bought all of that land so I don’t know
how many units were attributed to that sort of thing but you might want to check
on that.

Mr. Robertson responded it is possible that we are using a file for the city limits that
may is not quite the most recent. That could be.
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Commissioner Smith explained that nothing has really changed on the city limit
boundaries for probably ten years but you might want to check where the boundary
limits are as well have you attributed capacity to that 60 acres or so in there that
won't be built in the beige area showing there?

Mr. Robertson responded the city limit file here is basically for informational
purposes. The real meat of the model is the Z data that Dana was talking about.
That’s where you will find the socio-economic data.

Commissioner Ciampi questioned for 2035, on 714, we in Martin County are
working on a scenic highway designation for our Martin Grade tree canopy - I am
wondering how you factor something like that in? We are trying to keep that the
lanes and width that it is.

Mr. Robertson responded essentially this is an unconstrained traffic model. This is
going to give us what the model is projecting for the traffic conditions. Where we'll
factor in that type of designation or that type of local wish for a certain road is
going to be in the Needs Plan and then, ultimately, into the Cost Feasible Plan. If
we have a particular road that has been designated or protected or there has been
a local comp plan that says it is not going to be widened past a certain level then
we are going to take that into account when we are developing the Cost Feasible
Plan. In this case, what the map is showing is the roadway, as it is projected to be
in 2014, will be approaching capacity in 2035 with a historical trend of land use
growth.

Mr. Robertson explained in St. Lucie County, this is the result of our Historical
Trend analysis. Again, you will see western roadways like County Road 609
receiving a greater burden of the roadway congestion in the Historical Trend
Alternative then you will in the Infill Alternative. Some very significant deficiencies -
I-95 south of State Road 70 is shown as very deficient as a six lane roadway in this
model, several sections of US 1 show up and Kings Highway is another significant
section were we have a lot of red and yellow. Moving into the Infill Alternative,
overall there are fewer links that are red in the Infill but it is kind of hard to tell so
we will look at some summary statistics that paint that picture a little better. The
Infill Alternative does tend to put more of the future growth in areas in the east,
things like community redevelopment areas and not so much in the areas to the
west. The good example is County Road 609 which was red in Historical Trend but
green in the Infill Alternative.

Commissioner Hutchinson questioned when you say the Infill Alternative, is that
changing densities that currently exist in any municipalities? Or is it acknowledging
current densities that are with municipalities?

Mr. Robertson explained I would have to ask Dana to respond to that.

Mr. Little responded yes, what the Infill Alternative suggests is that there is a

greater balance of residential to non-residential uses in certain areas and that
changes from area to area. For instance, in downtown areas vs. the residential infill
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areas where there is an 80 to 20 split of residential to non-residential uses. The
idea of this is to try and get daily uses closer to areas of residential. What we find
in many areas is there is a segregation of the uses so trying to bring them closer -
balance the uses more. That is what is suggested in the Infill Alternative.

Commissioner Hutchinson requested but is Infill Alternative increasing current
densities in municipalities or is it acknowledging the current densities that exist?

Mr. Little responded it increases in certain cases. Certain areas would have an
increase in density and we touched upon that a little bit in February but, ultimately,
the Regional Long Range Transportation Plan will not change your comp plan or
your local development regulations on its own. What we are doing is we are trying
to model and illustrate what the benefits might be if those changes were made on a
local government by local government basis.

Commissioner Heard questioned what are those increases and where are they?
Mr. Little responded I don’t have that information with me right now, unfortunately.
Commissioner Heard questioned would you double them?

Mr. Little responded no, it’s really more of a balancing of certain areas like the US 1
infill area, as an example, would be, I think, a 60-40 split of residential to non-
residential uses. I am sorry, Commissioner, we will have to update you with that
information. The idea is, yes, there would be in some cases an increase in density
or a balancing of density. In fact, one of the ideas or comments that was made in
February was, I think by Commissioner Grande, the idea of not giving away density
or increasing it wholesale but actually shifting it in certain areas. That's one policy
we are going to address in the Goals, Objectives and Policies section of the plan.

Commissioner Hutchinson questioned is an alternative that everything remains
status quo?

Mr. Little responded that is the Historic Trends or the existing trends that Stewart is
presenting.

Mr. Robertson explained this table presents a summary of the Historical Trend and
the Infill Alternatives by the two primary transportation efficiency measures.
Vehicle Miles Traveled (VMT) is the total, aggregate number of vehicles that
residents of St. Lucie and Martin County will be driving around per day. There is a
reduction from the Infill Alternative vs. Historic Trend of around 2.5%. Vehicle
Hours Traveled (VHT) is the total amount time people will spend in their cars in
2035 per day. The reduction there is a little bit better - about 4.5 %. It doesn’t
sound like a lot but what it means is that people will be spending 36, 000 few hours
per day sitting in traffic in the Infill Alternative vs. the Historical Trend Alternative.
When you convert that using typically time value of money for transportation, we
find that is really a $700,000 daily economic benefit to Martin and St. Lucie County
by having less congestion by 2035. The draft Roadway Needs Plan was developed
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based on our roadway deficiencies that have been presented. It is important to
note, for the stage we are at now, the Needs Plan is not cost constrained. It's
meant to be the total volume of needs to satisfy the roadway deficiencies in 2035.
We will be taking into account cost and revenue at future stages of the project. 1
would also like to point out that not every single road that was showing up as red in
the deficiencies plan necessarily means that it must be widened in the Needs Plan.
There was a little bit of alternatives where we can look at, say, widening US 1 vs.
Old Dixie Highway. We also have what are called congestion management
strategies. If a roadway is only marginally deficient or if there are severe
constraints with things like right of way, we can look at congestion management
strategies as an attempt to address congestion on certain roadways. You can think
of them as your bang for your buck type of improvements. These are typically
alternatives to traditional roadway widening. They include traffic signal optimization
or intersection capacity analysis with adding turn lanes. Also, intelligent
transportation systems are one other avenue of congestion management strategies
that we're exploring within this plan and multi-model transportation solutions as
well. We'll have a transit and bicycle-pedestrian component to the plan.

Mr. Robertson explained moving into the draft Needs Plan to address the roadway
deficiencies that were presented. We have developed this draft Needs Plan which
shows projects in Martin County that we have analyzed for roadway widening as
well as congestion management strategies. There is not a lot in the west. We have
identified that State Road 710 through Indiantown was showing up as deficient
really both in the 2005 and in our 2035 model. We're anticipating being able to
handle that deficiency with congestion management strategy through Indiantown.
I'd also like to point out Cove Road and Salerno Road were both showing up as
deficient in our model but we were able to test those and determine that the
widening of Cove was actually able to attract enough trips from Salerno that is was
no longer deficient. We are proposing congestion management strategies on
Salerno and focusing the roadway widening on to Cove Road. Also, looking at
congestion management strategies in several areas along US 1 including within the
City of Stuart and within the CRAs. There is one roadway widening project on US 1
that certainly is very important mention and that is in the Jensen Beach area where
the capacity, the deficiency was so great, that we felt the only way to overcome
that in the Needs Plan was a roadway widening project. This is a look at the Stuart
and Jensen Beach area where you will see the 6 to 8 lane widening on US 1, the
Cove Road widening and State Road 76, as well, between Monterrey and I-95. 1
would also like to point out the capacity of the bridges. The bridges themselves, like
the Martin Downs Boulevard Bridge over the south fork of the St. Lucie River,
tended to show up deficient in our analysis because they represent bottlenecks and
they are, in many cases, the only way that people have to travel along certain
cordon lines. That was true with the Martin Downs Boulevard Bridge even with the
addition of the Indian Street Bridge to the model. It was still showing up as severe
deficiency and so we have a need of 4 to 6 lanes on that bridge; obviously, that
would be a very costly project and that will have to be factored into our analysis
moving towards the Cost Feasible Plan. This is the draft Needs Plan for St. Lucie
County. The draft Needs Plan primarily is based on the Infill Alternative and that is
based on the fact that it was performing in a more efficient way in our travel
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demand modeling and that was the Needs Plan that we had been given by the
Regional Planning Council to move forward with the modeling. If you had to say one
or the other, I would say it is more based on the Infill Alternative and that is why
we are not recommending the widening of County Road 609 within this plan
because it was not showing up as deficient on the Infill Alternative; however, there
are...

Vice Mayor Kelly questioned how did you arrive at that? I can’t accept that. I just
can’t. We've got only about 22- 24,000 lots left in infill in the whole city and they're
all vested so they probably will fill first but, beyond that, there’s over 45,000
platted lots out west so I don’t know how you arrived at that. I don’t know how you
could not put in the 2035 plan, and we have been through this before - whether
you condone it or not, I am not talking about that, it is going to happen - how that
cannot be in the plan, I don’t understand. With 45,000, just in St. Lucie County and
our jobs corridor and I know the folks in Martin County just approved their
conceptual plan for your jobs/commercial corridor just below ours there so I don’t
understand that.

Mr. Robertson responded that is a very good question and the Infill Alternative does
not stop that growth in those platted lots from happening. That will still happen, if I
understand correctly, from the Infill Alternative. Future growth is being projected to
occur within the certain Infill areas. Dana presented a slide that showed the Infill
Alternatives typically are along existing transportation corridors such as I-95, for
example. I think the Infill Alternative is not stopping that growth that you're
referring to those platted lots from happening.

Commissioner Smith explained I am not so sure it is a question of whether it stops
it or not - does it account for it?

Mr. Robertson responded it accounts for it, yes.

Commissioner Smith questioned so all those numbers that Jack just referenced
have been accounted for plus the perspective of whether the intermodal hub
happens, or not, that has been accounted for? Out at 609?

Mr. Busha responded not the intermodal facility. It doesn’t have a future land use.

Commissioner Smith explained but it is being talked about and, certainly, it ought
to be somewhere along the line someone should be at least referencing that sort of
idea, I would think. It is 7,000 acres and if it happens, it will certainly within the
2035 plan. It won’t happen in 2045 plan. Has that being figured?

Mr. Bush responded no, we haven't included that because we took a snapshot of
where we are right now and that snapshot did not include the Treasure Coast
Intermodal Facility. If, in a year or two years, you'll be back here again in three
years doing this over again, rather than chase these future land use ideas around,
we had to stop some time, take a snapshot, and run the model so it is not.
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Commissioner Smith questioned the future land use changes we just did last
Tuesday, they probably wouldn’t have been incorporated because they weren't but
now they are? Will they be incorporated?

Mr. Busha responded that will be up to you. If you want us to do that, we'll do that
but no, they weren’t - the Sunrise Groves, any of the future land use changes that
just happened Tuesday. No, they won't be reflected in the Needs Plan that you are
seeing today.

Commissioner Smith explained and I don't know what you are going to ask of us at
the end of all this, whether it is to adopt this, what are we going to be asked to do?

Mr. Busha responded basically approve the Needs Plan, the snapshot in time of
what, in fact...

Mayor Mortell explained I think our consultant needs direction from us so, as a
Board, we have to jointly move and second a motion for the St. Lucie TPO and
Martin MPO to ask them to include the changes the Martin County Commission
adopted on Tuesday as it relates to the Treasure Coast Intermodal Center or
Transportation Center. Because that is not an adopted center, it wouldn’t make
sense to include it on the map because it is not an approved project at this time. As
it relates to half a dozen projects that happened Tuesday, it would make sense for
the Board to recommend to the consultant to include those whatever roads or
transportation or population projections are created from them; however, because
we are a Joint Board today, St. Lucie County also has to acquiesce to the inclusion.

Commissioner Smith explained I am just raising it only because you know that they
are there. It is like the DRIs. We know they are out there. They haven’t been built
yet but...

Mr. Busha responded they have been approved. They are on the books.
Commissioner Smith explained I know.

Mr. Busha responded there are a lot of ideas out there floating around for land uses
in different parts of the region and if they aren’t on somebody’s books, approved,
we didn't included them. Just so we are clear what this Needs Plan is. It is not a
commitment to build a road. It is not a commitment not to build a road. It is a
snapshot of what happens when you put 2035 population and land uses and jobs
and schools and everything else that was put into the model, when you put that on
to a network that we are pretty sure is going to happen in 2014. There is no transit
included, nothing. This is just a basic, almost a starting point, for us so we can get
into the Cost Feasible Plan, which is next, which will gives us some idea of, look, if
we want to make the county convenient for mobility and travel, here are the roads
that we think you are going to need to start working on so they are built by 2035.
This Needs Plan isn't a commitment to build anything. It is a snapshot in time of
what, basically, the model suggests the roadways that will be deficient if we don‘t
build anymore roads. In other words, it is a 2014 network and we just loaded all
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the traffic, all the trips, on there based on all the land use that we know today, in
2035 that is what happens. It shows in some places you are pretty good shape. You
don't have to build a boatload of roads. In some places, like I-95 and the Turnpike
and maybe some others, yes, if you don't do anything else, you're going to be
deficient in terms of level of service. That is what this Needs Plan is. It is our first
shot at looking at loading the 2035 land use onto a network that will be there,
because a lot of the roads are already built, in 2014. Also, it doesn’t include any
transit. There is no discounting for transit, no accommodation of transit. That will
happen when we identify those congestion management strategies, those roadway
improvement and then those transit ideas that we have from the Transit
Development Plan. We will see what happens on what that costs. There are going
to have to be some decisions made by this Board about what the priorities will be
between now and 2035. Where do you want to focus your resources? What roads
do you want to see built? What transit corridors do we want to see enriched? What
other strategies you would like us to recommend? And then we give you some
direction for the future. That's what's this Needs Plan is. It is just a snapshot. It is
not a commitment to build or not build.

Commissioner Dzadovsky explained along the same line, it is a living document and
it is amendable at any time by this Board. We've got new FEC opportunity before us
that may...the train may add or subtract some traffic off of certain roads and
highways over time.

Mr. Busha explained and that is 2012, 2013? Again, you will be back here in three
years taking another a look at this so if any of these development ideas that have
come up, like the Treasure Coast Intermodal Center, and they become a reality, we
can adjust. We need to stop at some point, take a snapshot and move on from
there.

Mayor Mortell commented I think as you moved forward to the financial part of this,
we will get that idea very clearly.

Vice Mayor Kelly explained I just wanted to say that there is no hold up here on my
part and, Commissioner Smith, I appreciate you bringing that up with me again. It
is not urgent because, as Commissioner Dzadovsky just said, it is a living
document. Our ability to change this at any time but, I am just telling you, on
record, that in 5 years when you do the 2040 plan that’s going to be real dark,
large red line in blood. It will be there on 609. This should be a minimum Needs
Plan and now we are going to find out why.

Mr. Powers commented, just for the record, beyond the land use, I think it is
important that it's recognized more that is under study by DOT now. It is listed as
an emerging SIS, I think, is the status and it should, at least, be reflective of their
study and where they are with it right now. Your point is well taken, otherwise, but
I just feel that they have got an awful lot. They are studying it all the way up to
Fellsmere Road so, at least, we should have that part of it reflected in here and
what they know as of today.
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Mr. Busha responded I am not sure what the Department knows about 609. I know
they are doing a PD&E study but whether or not it takes into account other land use
strategies or it is just the historical trend then that is what we will need to do, if we
don’t do anything else at all. I'll look into the part of it but PD&E studies I would
caution you about following them without thinking about what that means and what
basis they are using to say you need four lanes or six lanes on 609 or 710, for that
matter, between 714 and 609. We are running the model that they gave us, and
that they told us, out to 2035. If they are coming up with different results, I want
to see what model they're using and what socio-economic data they are using -
how they are filling these TAZs with people and jobs and schools and things like
that before I would recommend that.

Mr. Powers explained that is my only suggestion is just to try to get on path
because they have been on it for a couple years now. It is just a suggestion.

Mr. Robertson explained in wrapping up with the Needs Plan, I wanted to hit a few
highlights of the St. Lucie maps since it hard to read at the full county scale. Port
St. Lucie Boulevard as it is shown today and even in 2035 is deficient between
Floresta and the Turnpike so, as an initial Needs, the only way we could satisfy that
deficiency was with a widening project from 6 to 8 lanes. In addition, in the Fort
Pierce area, there were several needs projects such as US 1 and we all know that
US 1 between Midway and Virginia has been the subject of much debate over time.
This, again, is just showing that, from a purely traffic standpoint, the need is there
to provide six lanes of capacity on US 1 to address this severe overcapacity
situation. That is just a reflection of what the 2035 traffic is projected to be. There
is also on this map the Jenkins Road extension both in the south to Midway Road as
well as the connection of Jenkins Road up to Keen Road which could create a new
north-south corridor just west of the Fort Pierce area. The result of the Needs Plan
is that a lot of the red we were able to extinguish. This map shows the resulting
Volume to Capacity ratio in 2035 with the Needs Plan in place for Martin and St.
Lucie County. We were able to, again, extinguish a lot of the red with the exception
of some areas along US 1 where we were able to essentially handle the congestion
with congestion management strategies. Although those strategies are intersection
based and we were not able to get fully away from the red, again, not every single
piece of deficiency has to be addressed with a roadway widening project. We want
to try to use multi-modal solutions. We want to try to use congestion management
strategies where we can to satisfy the deficiencies in the map. Finally, on the Needs
Plan, is the summary statistics. We did a similar analysis, as I showed you, between
Historical Trend and the Needs. This is the same analysis comparing the
Deficiencies model to the Needs Plan. The most significant statistic that jumps out
there that we were able to achieve a 16% reduction in the Vehicle Hours Traveled.
That is just a reflection that you have more roadway capacity so people are
spending less time in congestion. 16% works out to about to $125,000 few hours
per day sitting in congestion which would represent about a $2.5 million economic
benefit to Martin and St. Lucie Counties for having people not sitting in their cars in
congestion. The next steps are to obtain your input. That is what we are here for
today - to hear your comments on the draft Needs Plan, if you have them, to
attach to the work that we are doing. Then we will be moving into further refining
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the Needs Plan through the Alternatives testing which is Task 5. The Alternatives
testing helps us whittle down the needs towards what ultimately will be the Cost
Feasible Plan when we look at both the roadway needs projects and the revenue
that is projected to be available in 2035. That's what the Cost Feasible Plan will be.
In addition to the Needs Plan, we have begun working on Task 6 which is the
Financial Resources Analysis. In your agenda packet is a brief summary on where
we are with the Financial Resources Analysis. We have collected the existing
conditions information being revenue from federal, state and local government
sources over the last five years. That information is presented in various tables.
What is really important to note are the reduction in revenues, which certainly you
are all aware of, that have been experienced by local governments over the last
five years, most notably in the collection of traffic impact fees. That will have an
effect on the revenue that we project forward. We don't project that reduction wili
continue for now until forever but it is certainly tempering to a certain extent the
amount of revenue that we would expect to be available by 2035 in much the same
way that the population statistics that we heard about in the beginning of the
meeting we're we had the benefit of knowing what the slowdown in growth over the
last two years has been. That slowdown was plugged in our population statistics in
the same way the revenue analysis will account for the revenue picture that both
the local governments and state government have at this point in time. We wanted
to give you that information as our existing conditions assessment of the revenue
situation. Between now and your next meeting in October, we will be performing
our economic projections of the revenue expected to be available by 2035. It is that
revenue that we’ll have available to look at our Needs Plan and determine which of
the projects in the Needs Plan would be cost feasible by 2035.

Commissioner Grande explained you mentioned in your summary that you had the
opportunity to look at the last couple years’ slowdown in the population growth and
reflect that in the Needs Plan but I am not real sure that happened. When I look at
your numbers, I am looking at St. Lucie County, I am thinking you are projecting
about 8,000 people a year for 25 years.

Mr. Robertson responded 7,800 I think it was.

Commissioner Grande explained I think, as time goes on, and we are probably half
way through the process now, we've come to understand that's not a sustainable
pace. So, planning a Needs Plan around 470,000 people in 25 years is... I am not
sure how we decide whether or not that is the right thing but, more important than
that, I think the point that Jack was making earlier about the commitments in
southwest Port St. Lucie. They're there and of all of the places where there may be
an encouragement to actually build out, that is probably the area that is most likely
to be built out. Again, if our Needs Plan de-emphasizes that critical mass, if you
will, and starts to think about balancing for trip shortening, that’s a really great goal
but I am not sure it's realistic because of all of the places that we are not going to
get to slowdown or stop, that's probably the prime place. What is most likely to
develop - southwest Port St. Lucie. The commitments are there. The builders are
there. That's when, not if. Are we going to sustain 8,000 people a year for 25
years? I think we now know that physically we can't do that. We can’t keep up with
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jobs and transportation and all of the requirements that pace calls for without
crashing every five or six years. I am wondering if the shift from what our existing
future land uses tell us to what we would like to have as our Needs Plan, thinking
about transportation priorities, I am not sure that’s real. I think the comments that
came from Doug and Port St. Lucie are right. We know where the next big
movements are coming, whether or not they are the preferred places. They are real
and they are going to happen and we are probably going to have a lot less growth
in the other areas, the ones that you have designated as preferable for a Needs
Plan or an Infill Plan so I am a little hesitant here.

Mr. Busha explained when we say infill plan, I mean the pattern in Martin and St.
Lucie County is basically set, and when we are talking about infill, it doesn't mean
there is another 100,000 people that are all of a sudden going to move into the US
1 corridor. Let me go back to the...

Mayor Mortell explained I think that realistically what we have charged you with is
putting together a long range transportation plan based upon the historical and
projected growth patterns of our communities and the question that is being posed
right now is, policy-wise, should we go back and review in our own meetings
whether we need to re-direct the policy but I think, from a standpoint of what your
job is, is until those changes have happened, for example, he was commenting on
the Transportation Depot, until that is actually approved, he doesn’t want to put it
on the map and make it policy but rather the items that were approved in Martin
County this week have become policy and therefore should make the map. Your
comments are well taken but the direction of the policy comes from either the
County Commission or the City Commission of whichever municipality it is as it
directs that. Their job is to simply say how that policy is going to impact the long
range transportation needs of the corridor.

Commissioner Grande explained I agree with that statement but what I see
happening with the Needs Plan is they tend to be moving away from the existing
approvals and potentials and saying it will be a whole lot more practical, from a
transportation perspective, if we incentivize growth in different areas but, to a large
extent, we've lost control of that.

Mr. Busha responded and we understand. It makes a little bit of a difference if we
can get a little bit more infill in the CRAs and a little bit more infill, do a better job,
as we redevelop the US 1 corridor of getting a little better mix but, by no means,
did we discount at all what's going on in southwest Port St. Lucie. In fact, if you
study this Infill Alternative map, it is almost a blend. This west of 95 and I-95 really
isn't...I wouldnt even call it infill. It just happens to be inside the urban service
boundaries so we are calling it infill but we did not discount at all the potential of
the 42 square miles that was annexed in western Port St. Lucie and all those
approvals. They are all included. What we suggest isn't, and nobody is suggesting
that they slow down or stop, and, in fact, we understand that is probably where
most of the growth is going to occur but, in the mean time, not everybody is going
to choose to live in Southern Grove or Western Grove or Wilson Grove. Some
people are going to choose to live in old Port St. Lucie. Some people are going to
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choose to live in downtown Fort Pierce. Some people are going to choose
redevelopment in the US 1 corridor in Martin County. Some people are going to
choose, if an old Publix shopping center or the Treasure Coast Square Mall gets
rebuilt, some people are going to choose that. But that is not the majority. When
Stewart went through this, and we probably need to be more clear on this, that the
differences between the Historical Trend and Infill, because there is not a huge
amount of opportunities for infill like there is so much gross land use, not gross,
just easier land use to deal with out in the DRI area in southwest Port St. Lucie,
when you look at the red on the map, there is some interesting differences. Some
of it changes, especially 609 because, if I-95, the Turnpike, Crosstown Parkway,
Village Parkway, Community Parkway, Becker Road and Citrus Boulevard extension
didn’t mean anything, all those extra probably 12 lanes, then maybe we shouldn't
have built it and built six lanes on 609. That actually made a difference in travel.
People are going to be taking those other roads, not just 609. There has been a lot
that has happened in southwest Port St. Lucie that is going to change travel
patterns. Please don‘t misunderstand when we say infill. It doesn’t mean we just
decided that Tradition and Southern Grove is all of sudden going to move east. If
you look at the Infill Alternative, there is an awful lot, in fact most of the growth
continues to be in the I-95 corridor, in Port St. Lucie, in St. Lucie West and moving
up the Turnpike and I-95. I don’t want you folks to misunderstand when we say
infill. We had to account for all the growth that is already approved and we know is
coming. We get a little improvement, if we focus on the US 1 corridor and the CRAs
and some of those old, sort of, obsolete parcels that we know are going to re-
develop. I can go over with you the sort of modest density and changes. It really is
modest density increases in some of those sites, like, Commissioner Hutchinson,
the old Publix plaza that you brought up that is connected to the neighborhoods on
Palm City Road. It is just a modest change.

Commissioner Hutchison explained I guess my concern is that you are saying all
this stuff, standing there at the podium, and we have questions and I was given a
map this big for the Needs program that is a copy of a color copy. You can't really
read it so you are asking us to approve these things and we are being shown little
maps on the screens where I can’t really - just like as Commissioner Smith brought
up, the one section that is all white - it is very difficult for us to sit here with
confidence to say everything is correct on these maps when historically now you
guys didn’t do the last plan that we had but we kept fighting with them along the
way that they had these things that kept showing up on the maps that were wrong.
Without being able to see the information, you are going to have a lot of us here
saying, with these misconceptions, they made be right, they may be wrong, but we
don‘t have any way to show it to us otherwise. Better information provided for
these meetings would be appreciated in the future.

Mr. Busha responded thank you.
Vice Mayor Kelly explained just to give some credibility when you talk about what
they did, they did it on historical figures and everything - I think you are probably

right on the nose with the 7,800 because if you look at just our city, and I am not
including the rest of St. Lucie County, over the last ten years, it is 7,000-7,200 a
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year. If you take the ups and the downs, when we were doing 3,000, one year,
17,000 people in one year so in the three years, it was over 28,000, something like
that. It's about 7,000 a year, in that area, plus whatever the county rose so you are
probably pretty close but Mr. Grande hit it right on the head. We can’t sustain it. If
that’s what’s going to happen, and we are only talking about transportation here,
never mind everything else. Your point is well taken.

Mr. Busha responded we used the BEBR information. We went through that with
you. I remember asking three times - you sure you want to use that? Actually,
when we go back and compare the old 1985 BEBR estimate with what really was
recorded in the Census, if you believe the 2000 Census, that 15 year projection was
very, very close, almost right on the money. Again, if in three years, three and half
years, if there are better numbers that we can use, by all means use them but we
followed the instructions that we were given to use those BEBR numbers. That is
the best we have. I am not disagreeing with you that they seem high but I think...

Commissioner Grande explained the odd thing is if we use those numbers, clearly
we are going to be looking for more state and federal funding for transportation
which is a good thing. The problem that I have in my mind is are we planning to
put the funds in the right place? Because I think this sounds like a mutual
admiration society but the concept that 609 is not going to be a problem in the
short run is a real stretch. We are looking at 25,000 residential rooftops. We are
looking at 75,000 people. We are looking at that as a commercial and industrial
corridor. I realize there is a network of roads that is planned to alleviate the impact
of 25,000 homes but 609 is the western edge. We are going to populate the west
side of 609 with industrial and commercial. The concept that 609 is not going to
bite us...

Mr. Busha responded two things on that. Remember, we did not include the
Treasure Coast Intermodal Center in the equation. The other thing that the model
recognizes is the three new interchanges that the City had built with the investors
out there on I-95 and the Turnpike and when you look at the Needs Plan the roads
that are showing up red, because that is where people go to I-95 and the Turnpike,
they’re the ones that are the backbone. It is a regional system; unfortunately, it
may become a more local road in the end because of all the development around I-
95. We have seen it happen to the south and to the north. That's why 609 didn't
show up as an issue. Again, the Treasure Coast Intermodal Center isn‘t in it and
we've built all that network and three new interchanges. Basically, the model forces
trips and people will go that route, will go to I-95.

Commissioner Grande explained we will be back in three years.
Mr. Busha responded exactly.
Mayor Christensen explained the northwest annexation area doesn’t have any road

network put in there and I know, as much as we only have a couple of those
annexed areas that are platted, the City staff worked very diligently on creating a
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road network for that whole area between Glades Cut-off Road and Midway Road.
Why isn’t that addressed in here?

Mr. Busha explained because we don’t see any of that being committed, as being
built by 2014. The network that we are fixed by really is what is in your 5 year
roadway plan. That’s what we can count on and then we load the traffic on that.

Mayor Christensen questioned so then three years from now, if they start
developing, when you revisit this, it will be..?

Mr. Busha explained if that network is in the committed, whether it is state, federal
or local budget, whatever plan, whatever 5 year plan, then we'll lay that network in
there but we had to treat everything the same way to at least get up to a
committed network in 2014 before we start loading all the population and all the
land use on and build it out to 2035. You got to remember this 2035 is no more
improvements past 2014. We just dump everybody, the entire population onto the
network just to see what kind of shape you are in basically. Honestly, you are not in
bad shape with the exception of the interstates. The SIS is an issue because of how
we travel.

Commissioner Smith explained and, again, because maybe I am missing
something, so the 2014, which is funded in theory in our 5 year...

Mr. Busha responded Existing plus Committed.
Commissioner Smith questioned so the 2035 is going to represent what?

Mr. Busha explained 2035 as you see in the Needs Plan is all the cars from all of
land use and population loaded onto the 2014 network. No transit, none of that.

Commissioner Smith explained you are using 2014 as the starting point for 2035.
Mr. Busha explained as the base network.

Commissioner Smith explained we are going to see all these discussions show up in
the 2035.

Mr. Busha responded what you’ve seen is all the links that look to be positioned in
some fashion.

Commissioner Smith explained because here is the problem, what I keep hearing -
if the 2035 plan is what is supposed to be reflective of 2035, all this stuff that even
though land use may not be committed yet on some one’s zoning map or land use
map, we all know it is going to happen.

Mr. Busha explained I guess I am the only one who doesn’t know because I
keep...We can't be chasing land uses that don’t have approval.
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Commissioner Smith explained the problem is that if you are not, these documents
start feeding, and this is the question that I really struggle with all of this, someone
in DC, in a little box about this big, starts feeding these calculations into federal
funding and federal strategies and they start referring things. All of sudden, out of
nowhere, no one tells us about it, but all of sudden there is a PD&E that shows up
on I-95. It is like where did that come from? Well, somebody went back through
the 2020 plan and said, oh, hey, there’s this projection in here and in 2035 we can
assume that going to happen and these things start occurring so we are always
chasing the road dollars because we're kind of intuitively knowing what is coming in
front of us. We are always way behind. It is never fully funded and you start to
wonder almost if this is backwards. It is almost like shouldn’t we putting the roads
on the map that we kind of in theory agree and understand where things are going
to happen so that we can really reflect what's going to happen vs. this kind of
theoretical thing that is going to happen. Trust me, I am not criticizing what you
are doing, what I'm suggesting is there is some really big things missing that, in 5
years from now, we’ll be chasing.

Mayor Mortell explained along those lines, if we really wanted to do it right, what
we’d say is ok, how much money do we project we are going to receive from now to
2035 and only draw those roads because 90% of what's on this map is not going to
be funded. We are doing that backwards, too, and, in anybody’s household, you
don’t say we want a big boat and a big jet. You figure out what your money is and
what you can afford and you go get your car. The reality is what we are doing here,
especially if we starting about what are the visions of people in the future, we know
for sure, 100% certain, that there is not enough money. That is the only thing we
know for sure because we know that now that there is already not enough money.
These projections and stuff we keep adding, we should be required to take
something off if we are going to add something. If we are going to have shifts in
population such that there is heavier population out west and lesser population
east, or if it is going to be population explosion, going back to the sustainability, we
need to say but, ok, but there is only X dollars for it. Right now, we're using about
90% more than we get.

Commissioner Smith explained my only concern with all that ~ the millions of
dollars that are spent on PD&Es that just show up, seriously, that's...

Mayor Mortell explained it is circular...we're hating the player, not the game. The
fact of it is that is the way that it is done in DC. What we really should be doing is
saying to DC we are sick of doing 2035 plans, 2030 plans that cost a million dollars
that have to be updated in 5 years that 98% of what was on it didn’t happen.

Commissioner Hutchinson explained if I remember correctly, I had that argument
with the Secretary at our meeting. Didn’t get anywhere but I tried that once.

Mayor Mortell explained we do this about every quarter.

Commissioner Smith explained I am just making sure that if someone is going to
key off this data, and someone will key off this data, and there will be decisions
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that will start to build off of this data, that somehow it is not shortchanging us for
what may not be on paper but we have a pretty good inkling as to what is going to
happen. We should somehow reflect that. That is all I am curious about. That if,
and as Mike says, there is not enough money anyway but I would much rather
show the reflection of what might happen somehow then in 5 years saying we are
still short of money, why didn't we do that? Because here is a classic example - the
interchange at 76 and I-95, they are keying off of numbers that were some
numbers that someone made some assumptions on west of 76 and I-95. Now it is
driving an intersection like something you’'d see in Orlando and it is not right. It is
completely off skew but it came out of stuff like this.

Mr. Busha responded exactly why, if you start reflecting everybody’s dream about
what might happen vs. what we know has approval, you are going to end up
showing roads that may never be needed but will get a bunch of PD&E studies
based on stuff that somebody...

Commissioner Smith explained or better that if we know and if that's where Port St.
Lucie wants to grow, out there, then we should at least be honest about it and say
ok, we know that ‘s where they want to grow and plan for that infrastructure...

Vice Mayor Kelly explained whether you want it or not, it is there which has already
been said here. It is not 25,000 or 26,000 rooftops, it is 38,000 including PGA,
everything in that order. The Commissioner is correct. 90% or 80% of this there is
no money for but we all know, and what we are trying to get across, is that this
609 is an important thing in the future and all you got to do is get it associated with
SIS, I am looking at FDOT, and you know it is going to happen. The money will
come from somewhere if it goes to SIS somehow so it is important to try to do that.
What you are looking for here is input from us and that’s all we are giving. You are
getting a little frustrated I could tell but because you are basing this on facts and
what everything is but you are just looking for input. 609 is important. It is not
urgent right now, yet, to a point it is but there is no money but, again, if you try to
connect it to SIS and understand that it is just going to happen. It is just that way.

Mr. Drummond explained but I think, in the short term, what you are looking for is
us to approve a Needs Plan, any plan at this point.

Mr. Busha responded not just any plan.

Commissioner Smith explained, just for clarity, to Mayor Michael Mortell, the Village
Parkway would be the most logical extension. I think that is the logical extension
that will extend into the new land use category. We have a drawing here for you.
Do you need a motion from the Joint MPOs and TPOs to do that or do you need...?

Mr. Busha responded that would be nice. Some instruction from you about...Look, if
this is important. I am thinking about the extension of this road because of the
action that the Martin County Commission took yesterday. Village Parkway down
connecting to Martin Highway 714, then that's..again, you as a Board, need to
discuss that and let us know what you think.
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Commissioner Smith questioned that is something that needed to be incorporated
at this point? I guess that is what I am asking.

Mr. Busha explained what is needed for that to be incorporated is this group of
policy makers will tell us that's something that you would like to see modeled,
anyways, in the Needs Plan.

Mayor Christensen explained with all due respect to Commissioner Smith, until the
City of Port St. Lucie even addresses that project in a formal basis, I would not
support putting that on a future map. That is a decision. I know what you approved
yesterday but there’s contingencies to that. I believe if I read and heard correctly
its contingent on the City of Port St. Lucie approving utility services to that area.
That has not been agreed upon and won't be agreed upon until later this year. In
addition to the fact that I will state for the records right now -~ based on my
conversations with the city manager, if that Village Parkway is connected to that
project, it craters anything that we were doing along Becker, Becker Road
interchange and the future extension to Becker Road to Range Line Road. It
changes everything and anything that we wanted to do in the Southern Groves
area, north of there, is gone. We will use up all road capacity if Village Parkway is
connected to that roadway.

Commissioner Heard explained in addition it hasn’t been approved by the State.
Let’s be realistic. Our Board majority approved it on Tuesday. It is a long way from
being approved by the State.

Commissioner Smith explained absolutely. So, I guess it doesn't sound like we will
get a motion to do that but somehow we need to recognize that is there and I
guess the applicants will have to figure out what to with the issue on the other side
of the canal.

Mayor Mortell explained first of all, we need to address the fact that Martin County,
regardless of whether it's been approved, for example, the Indian Street Bridge was
on the map before it was approved by the State and funded because Martin County
had approved the Indian Street Bridge as a capital improvement project that it
wanted. This is now been approved by a majority of the Martin County Commission
as a capital improvement project that not only I am not saying if they want it or
don’t want it but it is a condition of development. The road is, for all intents and
purposes, in Martin County and this goes to the whole merging of the MPOs. In the
event we were a merged MPO and Martin County approved a road, the MPO being a
majority by St. Lucie County, could just saw no, we are not putting on the map.
That is a perfect example of why it won't work unless we have some kind of ability
to be autonomous because, right now, Martin County has, Tuesday, approved it,
put a road on the map, said it is existing and St. Lucie County can literally, because
it has to be a Joint transportation plan, say no, the road doesnt go on the map
until we get X, Y and Z which I totally agree you guys are entitled to as far as your
conditions of utilities and things like that but at the same time, the irony being,
Martin County’s approval was based on a DCA recommendation that was contingent
upon it being on the map. We have this horse and cart process going on and it is on
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the map, it is approved in the County that is going to be potentially built in but until
we get both Counties to vote on it, Martin County can’t put in on their map.

Mr. Busha responded I think they can put it on the map. It's just a matter of if it
gets built.

Vice Mayor Kelly explained this is where there are different opinions. I may agree
with the Mayor and what she said about how it effects the city but as far as you
wanting to put it on your map, it is Martin County and...

Mayor Mortell explained we want it on the joint map.

Vice Mayor Kelly explained on the joint map. I don't have a problem with that. If
that is your plan and that’s what Martin County wants and that’s what the majority
voted for, whether we give you utilities or not and whether it's going to crater our
thing, that is something that is down the line. That’s going to have to be worked
out just as we did with the southwest annexation with your problems with the boat
docks and all that stuff. It worked out but that was our plan. We did what we did,
by the majority. If you want to put it on, I don't have a problem with it because we
just override...everything else has to be worked out. I don’t know about the utilities
but that is going to happen. That is King Ranch, right? They got deep pockets. They
can build their own utilities. We have a problem with the wells with that, too. I am
just saying. If that is what Martin County wants to plan for, I don’t have a problem
with it. I don’t have a problem with it.

Commissioner Smith explained 1 guess what would be important to know,
modeling-wise... I would like to see what just happens modeling-wise as well.

Mayor Christensen explained I don't have a problem if you want to put on the map.
Just understand that it could end up coming off the map.

Commissioner Smith explained or it could be like Citrus Boulevard was where we
build it to a bridge that doesn’t get built and whenever that gets worked out, it gets
worked out. You are right. I agree.

Mayor Christensen explained if it can be worded that way that this is contingent on
other approvals. I don’t want to send the message out to the public before our city
council has an opportunity to address it which I found out just before coming to this
meeting. I won't even be on the council. It will be after November before our
council even addresses it but I don’t want to send a message out to public that
we're all in favor and we are going to go along with it without even having the due
diligence that our council needs to have done before it can be approved.

Commissioner Smith explained and thank you. Again, I guess what would be helpful
for all of us to understand, both on your side and on our side, on the modeling side
of this thing which is what is being done, if for nothing else, it would be helpful to
see what that modeling looks like. To fully understand what it does do and relative
to 609 and this connection because 609, and we sort of talked around this whole
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thing today, it is going to change dramatically Martin County. If that intermodal
system thing is built out there, if, that dramatically changes what happens on our
side of the border. We haven't had that discussion either but it is before the
Regional Planning Council being hashed out and discussed for support at the same
time. We are both in this together and I think that’s exactly why we have this dual-
body Board sitting here talking about it because we should be planning jointly on
how these things effect both sides of the equation.

Mr. Busha responded if you want us to put it on the map just to model it, it is not
much different than what we did in southwest Port St. Lucie. We did not, all that
network, the western annexation, we didn't, nobody was counting on that and if we
modeled it but nobody was counting on it, it wasn't a priority and there won't be
until there is some development out there. The same thing with this road. There
won't be a priority until it's needed because there is development. But we can
model it. We can sort of suggest to you if we connect it and see...

Commissioner Smith explained in their comp plan amendment, they’ve got 5 years
to get something started. Within 5 years, they’ll be building a road. Now, it may not
connect but they will be building a road or unless they don't get water and sewer
from Port St. Lucie. That is a whole ‘nother story. I am just saying those kind of
conditions are in there. They will be aggressively pursuing something. We don't
know what but something.

Mr. Busha responded if you want us to put it on the map and model it, we'll do it.
Mr. Drummond explained the Chair would entertain any kind of motion.
Commissioner Smith moved, for the purposes of modeling, that we show a
road in Martin County and whether it is connected or not connected and
make it very crystal clear that this, by no means, commits nor binds St.
Lucie County, nor Port St. Lucie to any formal connection other than for
modeling purposes, seconded by Vice Mayor Kelly.

Mr. Busha questioned is this road Village Parkway to connect to?

Commissioner Smith responded 714.

Mr. Busha responded it does. If we are going to do this, it connects there.
Commissioner Smith explained I think we gave you a map.

Mr. Busha responded I have it right here. I just want to make sure that this is...

Commissioner Heard questioned what exactly are you going to model? What is the
land use that you're going to model?

Mr. Busha responded that’s the thing. We would have to...
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Commissioner Smith explained what we just approved.
Commissioner Heard explained that road is not in our CIP, either.

Commissioner Smith explained no but the majority Board, some didn't but some
did.

Commissioner Heard explained it is not in our CIP.

Commissioner Smith explained just did approve a land use change that requires a
road to be built and has a certain amount of square footage of
commercial/industrial to be built.

Commissioner Dzadovsky explained I just want to throw the water on the deal here
~ concerns that I have heard, when we do this future modeling, is that when we put
roads in western areas that are not developed as of yet, it drives development, or
sprawl, and I think I heard it several times in previous meetings that the concern is
that 609 will add to sprawl as it comes north. Some areas certainly backup to it as
does Port St. Lucie but certainly if it is extended going north past Fort Pierce, down
the road, that would contribute to possible sprawl.

Mr. Busha responded again, there is a very rich north-south network that is coming
in southwest Port St. Lucie and that exists. I would bet in the neighborhood of 20
north-south lanes when you add the Turnpike, I-95, Village, Crosstown, if it comes
down, Community Boulevard and now Village Parkway down which is why we are
not just relying on 609 which I think is a good thing. We have a great network in
the western annexation area and to the east also. I forgot about Citrus Boulevard
and Port St. Lucie Boulevard coming down into Martin County. When you start
counting lanes and how many north-south lanes you have, it is a lot. It Is a lot of
lanes north-south. 609 is just two more of those. It is just another way in and out.

Mr. Drummond explained there is a motion on the floor. Is there any further
discussion on that motion? Does everyone understand the motion?

The motion passed by majority vote with Commissioner Heard opposed.

Mr. Drummond requested did we adopt the entire plan or just add that portion?
Commissioner Dzadovsky explained just add that portion is what I understood.

Mr. Drummond requested so we are still looking to approve the Needs Plan.
Commissioner Smith moved approval of the Needs Plan with the comments
that were made for things to address and look at, such as the North Stuart
area that would appear on the map, at least, not to be correct and to be

corrected, the land mass that doesn’t show being connected on the map
plus addressing the additional units there that may or may have been

August 12, 2010 Joint TPO/MPO Meeting Minutes



Page 25 of 42

factored into that and the comments on 609 all reflected, seconded by Vice
Mayor Kelly.

Commissioner Grande explained I think we have a motion and a second and I
believe the motion is going to pass. The only thing I do want to bring up is keep in
mind the Needs Plan as it's laid out, as you have pointed out, really is driving the
increase in traffic to the Turnpike and I-95 and those are the ones that in the down
the road plan, the 2035 plan, those are the ones that appear most deficient. I
suspect the end result of that is going to be of the road money that is available in
the future for this geographic area, we are going to wind up with less because it's
going to be spent on 95 and the Turnpike as opposed to our regional road structure
when we go to beg and plead for money. I think that's another reason that we
really need to look twice at the Needs Plan as opposed to the Historical growth
plan. A) I think the Historical growth plan is, in and of itself, more accurate and B) I
think the Needs Plan, you present to us what a positive thing it is that our roads are
less impacted and the 95 and the Turnpike are more impacted. What I suggest to
you is the result of that is we are going to get less money and the State and Feds
are going to add more lanes to I-95 and the Turnpike and I am not sure that's the
best thing for us in Martin and St. Lucie.

Commissioner Smith explained to Commissioner Grande’s point, Arlene, could you
come up for minute? Do you know? I would agree with you on the surface but when
I asked the question...

Vice Mayor Kelly explained if 609 is designated SIS, as I said earlier, that is the
question I want to ask. It is going to be built. It will be built. It's got to be SIS.

Commissioner Smith explained but, in addition to it, I think that the money that's
tagged to 95, I think that's a different pot of money. When we were talking about
the expansion of the lanes and the capacity of the bridge on I-95 at 76, Arlene, are
you following this? The money that is committed to I-95 expansion - are those the
same federal dollars that come to District 4 and how they're pulled apart or are
those separate boxed funds that are specific to the I-95 corridor in some other...

Ms. Tanis responded let me try to answer that. Those funds, yes, are federal funds.
It is not a separate box just for I-95, if that was your question.

Commissioner Smith questioned if a $100 million comes to District 4, is the $50
million that’s going to I-95 coming out of that $100 million or is that a separate pot
of money?

Ms. Tanis responded I can’t answer that at the moment.

Commissioner Smith explained as it was explained to me, and it was only in
relationship to Commissioner Grande comments because I would agree that if you
are going to suck all the money out to build 8 or 12 lanes of I-95, that doesn't
make a whole lot of sense in terms of us trying to build the rest of our
infrastructure. I don‘t think that those monies are the same or, at least, if they are
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coming down in that fashion, they are not being keeled out percentage-wise in the
same...

Commissioner Dzadovsky explained would 70 be a good example where we tried to
move money off of 70 and 70 kept getting built.

Ms. Bush explained maybe I can clarify. The Strategic Intermodal System (SIS) -
there are funds that go to SIS. There funds that go to the MPO. There is one set
that are called Urban Attributable Funds from the federal government. Those are
placed on your priorities and you get a share of state funds. There are funds that
go to SIS and then there are funds that go to MPO priorities. Sometimes SIS
projects are MPO priorities like State Road 710 in Palm Beach County. One thing
about SIS facilities, because of the critical inter-regional and statewide mobility
functions they serve, your economic engines, they are subject to state-wide level of
service standards and that is still the case in Martin and St. Lucie. Technically, you
are not allowed to approve development unless you're achieving and maintaining
level of service standard so if you approve something and I-95 is deficient and
those are big capacity projects so it is part of doing this long range planning.
Getting that land use to match up with the transportation network; otherwise, when
you get particular development approvals, you'll run into a level of service issue
with I-95, for example.

Commissioner Smith requested again, just so I am clear, do we have any say over
the funding of the I-95 expansion? Does this Board ever get to have any say
whether that is funded or not?

Ms. Bush explained well, we come to you when we do our SIS strategic plan, that
was just updated, when we identify projects, we come and consult the MPOs and
local governments.

Commissioner Smith explained right but if we've said no, we don't want to expand
I-95 through Martin and St. Lucie County, are the feds going to listen to us?

Ms. Bush explained we get your input on SIS facilities. It is a statewide program in
terms of the District’s priorities. They share all the input they receive from MPOs
and local governments and, ultimately, a decision is made about what SIS facilities
will get funding but I-95 has other functions, evacuations and so forth.
Improvements on 95 are funded through SIS and there is a priority process for SIS
projects at the state level. But there is supposed to be a good relationship between
what MPOs do and what is happening at the state level because we share these
facilities. They go through multiple jurisdictions so there are a lot of interests to
serve here. It's not easy and there is not enough money.

Mr. Drummond explained so clearly, Commissioner, you do get a chance to say you
don’t want it. That's it. You just get a chance to say...
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Commissioner Smith explained I was going to bring up a sore subject like the weigh
station that we never really got much say in but it got funded out of somebody’s
pot of money but whatever.

Mr. Drummond explained we have a motion and a second on the floor.

Commissioner Ciampi explained may I just bring up a point about the scenic
highway designation. Since this is going all the way out to 2035, is there any way
you have some - we've already submitted the application ~ is there some notation
that can be made in this plan that would asterisk that stretch of 714?

Mr. Busha explained I would suggest, if we do that, we do that in your Goals,
Objectives and Policies and point out that is a road that you are very interested in.

Commissioner Ciampi explained wherever you want to put. I just want to make
sure it appears. Thank you.

Mr. Busha explained you can add it here. Just one last thing ~ when we started all
this, I thought, oh, this is going to be great. We are going to change the world. The
pattern of development ~ we are not going to do sprawl anymore. Unfortunately,
with I-95 and the Turnpike, no matter what infill scenario we suggested, and even
the modest one that we're suggesting because we think it's more realistic to be
modest about infill at this point, the pattern of development in St. Lucie and Martin
County is so entrenched and set, especially in St. Lucie County and Port St. Lucie
on I-95. No matter what infill we did, it keeps showing I-95 and the Turnpike being
an issue. We can't discount what's been approved. We have to show it.

Commissioner Hayes requested can we include Mr. Ciampi's comments, if it is
appropriate, and be placed in this motion so it gets in the area that Mr. Busha
indicated?

Mr. Drummond explained if I am understanding Mr. Busha, it is going to show up
when we get to that element?

Mr. Busha explained I will add it. It is not in this draft. It is Task 7 Goals, Objectives
and Policies but I will add it.

Mr. Drummond requested any further discussion.
The motion passed unanimously.

Vice Mayor Kelly explained when it comes to finances, about 18 months I mention
this, Mr. Buchwald, I think he verified this once because somebody asked him it
was true, but in the past history, over 20 years, this MPO or TPO in St. Lucie
County, I am only speaking about ours and I am sure it is the same in Martin, we
get about over $500 million over 20 years. That's what we get. Of that $500
million, it is an easy way to look at it Doug, only 5% of it is discretionary and FDOT
can shake their head if I am wrong. Am I right, Mr. Buchwald? Of the $500 million
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over 20 years, about 5% is purely discretionary. We can put priorities on things
which we can with the state and most of the money, 70% of it if I am correct, is
already determined for state projects and for transportation for your projects. There
is not a lot of money here but, all of sudden, what I trying to say about 609 is
that’s SIS. It is just like your Indian River Bridge. That money just appeared, didn't
it? I just came from somewhere. I would just put in on other elected officials in the
future, in the next 5 years, to really lobby for that because if that’s going to be a
jobs corridor and that's going to have industrial and bring jobs and, believe me,
Commissioner Dzadovsky is not there but I think it also behooves the industrial
park in Fort Pierce to have that 609 because you can't put all that traffic on 95 and
the Turnpike. 609 is going to be a very strategic road so the money will appear
somewhere. It will come from somewhere if it's SIS. Was State Road 70 SIS?

Mr. Busha responded State Road 70 is one of the...

Vice Mayor Kelly explained and we tried to move the money and nobody would
even hear of us moving the money from that. If it says that on it, I just want to get
that into your mind, SIS - it's going to get built.

Mr. Buchwald explained hopefully to clarify the discussion of funding, it depends on
the nature of the funding source. The funding source for which the TPO and MPO
are discretionary is your XU funding which is a small percentage of the overall pie. I
don’t know if it is exactly 5% but where you can have an effect on large projects
like SIS or I-95 or the Turnpike is if they need some of that XU money to complete
the project, you can withhold that, you can say no, we don‘t want that. The other
thing that can be done Is if you truly object to the project, you don’t put it in your
long range plan, you say no. The federal government wants to know the locals
when the state DOT widens one of their facilities, is it consistent with the locals long
range plan? That's then where the argument would then ensure. The discussion
would ensue in terms of whether they, can they choose to, their discretionary
portion of the federal funding, the state gets the choice on how to spend some
federal money and you get a choice. Of course, your piece of the pie is a little bit
smaller. Those are the opportunities for you to make impact when it comes to state
facilities.

Mr. Busha explained there is actually no action required on this, other than your
critique and comments and there will be several other opportunities for you to look
this over because the Regional Goals, Objectives and Policies are actually the
instructions that the MPO will be providing to the State, bringing back to its own
local government and among yourselves about the Cost Feasible Plan that you
choose to fund. In other words, these are the Goals, Objectives and Policies that
will help implement the 2035 Cost Feasible Plan that you choose. These are
instructions to carry out the plan, prioritize your investments and, also, to begin
suggesting some development ideas that might be a little different than the
Historical Trend especially in the infill areas, if you choose to go that way. You don't
need a Regional Goals, Objectives and Policies for the Historical Trend. You just
keep doing what you‘ve been doing and that will suffice. These Goals, Objectives
and Policies are to advance the Infill Alternative, to do that job and if you want the

August 12, 2010 Joint TPO/MPO Meeting Minutes



Page 29 of 42

benefits of that plan or not. There are three goals, 4 objectives, 53 policies, 22
indicators and measures, you are required to have measurements to see whether
we are moving in the right direction or not, when you bake at 350 for 20 years and
hopefully the plan works out. One thing I will remind you of, and Dana did, these
Goals, Objectives and Policies do not replace or supplant your existing local comp
plans. You as a Board have to choose, and even as a city or town, any
representative of a city or town or a county have to choose, to take these back
home really and begin to modify your own plans if that is what you are interested
in. It can't really be just one of you, one city, one town. For this to work, it has to
be all of you as group to bring these back. The first goal is almost a mom and apple
pie goal - it is an efficient multimodal transportation system to serve regional and
local needs and ensure transportation choices for all citizens, visitors and
businesses, basically everybody for everything, in the region. We need to build a
better system. As you move past the goal, you get into the objectives. The
objectives suggest if you are going to build an ideal system that is connected and I
am not just talking about roads. I am talking about airports, transit, ports, bicycles,
pedestrians, greenways, trains, you name it. Those objectives are there to suggest
that is the network we should be working towards. That is the transportation
system, this intermodal system that is well connected that we all should be working
towards. Every decision that you make, and I understand when I say bake at 350
for 20 years, this system that we talk about, this connected system which is very
disconnected at the moment, we are pretty much still tethered to our car keys
here, it is not going to happen overnight. It is going to require that every decision
that you make consistently moves you towards this goal via these objectives.
Building a better transportation system that offers more choices than the car. That
is Goal 1.0. There are policies in there that suggest how to do that. The second goal
is transportation investments that discourage suburban sprawl and improve the
economy and value, basically improve the addresses, of existing towns, cities and
counties in redevelopment areas, for redevelopment and investment. That is
something that is there is going to be infill and infill sites are going to compete with
the shiny, new gold-plated stuff out west then, in fact, the norm which is US 1. In
fact, the only pretty thing about this picture is the gas prices - $1.04. I remember
taking this picture a long time ago. That is Kanner and US 1. It still looks about the
same except gas is three times more expensive. The trip isn't any more pleasant.
In fact, it is probably worse because now you are paying a lot more and the
congestion has gotten worse. Anyways, these addresses, and the downtown Publix
I mentioned is one of 100 different small strip centers, small addresses, between
north county in St. Lucie and south county in Martin County, of small infill sites
where, again, modest infill is achievable, I think, over a 20, 25 year period. What
we heard is, especially during the workshops, that nobody believed that in 25 years
US 1 would continue to be and look the way it does. There is going to be changes.
There is going to be some redevelopment and the suggestion really is that we don't
follow the norm. That the kind of change that will transform these addresses that
are not as civilized as some would like to see, don't offer the kind of transportation
options for people, access that people are looking for, again that require driving for
every trip. That kind of change won’t happen by chance. So, under Goal 2.0, you
will find a load of policies that suggest how to begin to change those addresses. The
street is what it is and if we leave the street the way it is and don’t address the
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private side, outside the right of way, and begin to suggest different development
ideas for investors and help them out, US 1 will always look and function the same
way. There has to be a change on the private side for the most part. In there, there
are a lot of policies that suggest, well, this is the norm basically, we build a building
in the middle of the site and, the fried egg model, we put parking all around it. It is
not accessible by transit. You can’t walk to it, sort of a hostile environment for the
pedestrian and transit. In all the policies, there is a suggestion of how to change
that form. It is not changing density, it is not changing anything other than the
position of the building, what you do to the sidewalk, what you do to the
landscaping, placement of parking and things like that. Things that literally change
an entire human environment from one that’s hostile to one that is not so hostile
without a lot of big changes in density and how developers build things. It is just
controlling a few things on a site that can change a lot. There are policies in there
about understanding something as simple as which way do you face a building, the
front and back. This is an image of how we used to do it in the 80’s and 90's. We
basically put the backs of the buildings, even to a neighborhood street, we put the
back of the build and a wall. But there are few things and there are policies
suggested in here that if you just understand what the front of building is and
where it should be and the back of building and how we should treat it - that all of
sudden that huge investment that you made in infrastructure and transportation,
and believe me, half of our money goes into transportation improvements, we
ought to be asking the developers and we ought to be asking ourselves how do we
want to compliment that investment? Do we want to increase it? Or do we just
want it as a conduit for cars, a single purpose investment. Believe me, the value
that you’ll get by that kind of development vs. the vanilla, bland, obsolete
development, there is a difference in value. That helps with tax base. Nothing lasts
forever, especially malls. We identified a series of sites, and especially strip malls,
they are knocking them down all over the country. And this Board, I suggest all of
you, should suggest, when you go home, locally what's going to replace those
vacant, dark stores and strip malls. There is a huge opportunity here. I really
believe that's the next wave of investment. I understand there will be a lot of
investment in the existing areas but there are some investors and some banks that
are interested in getting some of these sites because they already have
infrastructure. They have everything they need other than maybe a little help from
the local government to get some things done on these infill sites. These are the
kinds of sites, up and down US 1 and in the CRAs, that we suggest that maybe it
not just be commercial. Maybe we insert a requirement for some residential, 20%
residential perhaps, in the places like this. There are policies in here that are
basically instructions on how you would go about doing that. Replacing a site that
looks like this with at least a suggestion of a plan that looks like this and connect
these back to the neighborhoods. There are all kinds of sites along US 1 that are
completely disconnected from the neighborhoods. I would be the first to say there
is a reason for that because, sites like this, you don‘t want to be anywhere near
them, least of all connected to them. But if we can do a little better job at planning
and design, these sites become amenities and neighborhoods perhaps wouldn't
mind being connected to them in some fashion. The last goal is certainly a
requirement of the RLRTP but also a requirement if any of this is going to work at
all. That we start getting along and cooperate and when we make these land use
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and transportation decisions that we are kind of on the same page. Maybe it doesn't
have to be as much in one county or city as another but we all ought to be at least
rowing and moving in the same direction if, in fact, there is going to be any change
at all. Again, I would suggest to you, any change that we make, it matters. It does
make some difference. It doesn’t make a gigantic difference because there is so
much on the ground in a certain way that is difficult to fix but we can do better. I
would suggest that the only way that happens if the local governments of this
Board read this document and begin, at least especially with some of these infill
sites and even new development, to maybe treat them a little differently so that we
get a little bit more bang for our buck when we make a transportation investment
so this isn't our only choice of transportation. There are policies in here that
suggest how to designh to make things more transit-supportive, a little more
walkable, a little more accessible for all modes of transportation. There are
measures and indicators. We need to come up with a way to measure our progress
if, in fact, the choice of this Board is to work on that Infill Alternative. That’s it for
me - comments and questions. We can get to the next steps if you'd like.

Mr. Drummond requested any comments and questions.

Commissioner Hutchinson explained the policy 1.2.11, you talk about amending
public policy governing parking requirements to move towards a “transit first” idea.
I think this is a situation of which comes first because, unfortunately, if we change
our plans to accommodate transit and transit isn't there then we will have buildings
that don’t have enough parking spaces and they won’t be leased out because
people can’t go and use them. I think we have to be careful about how we word
these to where we don’t change things to where we end up having projects fail
because we're living in a dream world that all this big transit is going to come. So,
it is which comes first?

Mr. Busha responded yes, as a local government official, this recommendation
would only work if, in fact, you knew there was a transit route there and you knew
you were going to have buses running and funded and maybe the developer was
helping to fund it. That's something for the locals to decide when to apply this kind
of a policy. These are broad policies for all the local governments to consider in the
right location. That is a very good point.

Mr. Drummond questioned I think you have a schedule for us?

Mr. Busha responded you can read this over at your leisure. On the schedule, the
next time we see you will be October 21. We'll have done more work on some of
the Transportation Alternatives that help cure some of these deficiencies, these red
marks on the map. We'll have the Goals, Objectives and Policies for approval or
not. We can keep bringing that back when you finally decide what to do with the
Cost Feasible Plan. In other words, what are you thinking about based on the
resources? How much transportation or transit improvements do you want based on
the resources? We will have the Cost Feasible Plan which is the heart and soul of
the entire plan. It’s like Monopoly - when you know how much money you have
then you can start buying hotels or making transportation improvements. In the
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mean time, we have a joint meeting with the TAC and CAC to go over these things
and get some input from them. Then we will use that input to inform us when we
come back to you with the Cost Feasible, the Goals and the Transportation
Alternatives. There is some issue with the December 9 meeting. What is the issue?

Mr. Buchwald explained I was just informed. There is a Joint TCERDA, Treasure
Coast Education and Research Development Authority, and St. Lucie County BOCC
meeting on that day at that time. So, unless we can reschedule that, that is a
challenge for the December 9" meeting. I bring that up to the Board. We'll work at,
work through that.

Mr. Drummond questioned you'll bring back alternatives for that?

Mr. Buchwald responded and we will also speak with the group at TCERDA and with
the BOCC see if there is any desire for them to switch that as well. We'll have to
work through that. That was identified as a conflict yesterday to us.

Commissioner Dzadovsky questioned what was the time for the 9™ meeting?

Mr. Buchwald responded 2 o’clock, same time as this. Oh, that is a thought - push
this to a morning meeting.

Mr. Beltran explained we can work that out. We can reschedule if we need to.

Mr. Busha explained it would be good if we could keep this Joint meeting on that
same day. There is so many of you to get together. A timing change might work.

Commissioner Smith requested email and let us know.
Mr. Buchwald explained we'll send you an email for 10 o’clock on December oth,

Discussion Items

Agenda Item 9a Interlocal Agreement for the Treasure Coast Regional
Transit Organization (TCRTO): Review and discussion of proposed revisions to
the TCRTO Interlocal Agreement. A copy of the presentation available upon request.

Mr. Buchwald explained at its June Meeting, the St. Lucie TPO Board identified
several revisions that it wishes to propose to the interlocal agreement for the
Treasure Coast Regional Transit Organization. It is also to understand that the
Town of Sewall’'s Point had some comments to the agreement when it came
through them as well. In addition, yesterday, we received some proposed revisions
from FDOT District IV. The revisions are here before the Joint Board now for
discussion and consideration. Staff is prepared to summarize the revisions by the
Board, DOT and the Town of Sewall’s Point to the extent or level of detail that you
wish. We are just looking for direction in terms of how much detail to be provided
at this time with regards to those revisions.
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Mr. Drummond questioned everyone has the revisions that were requested by
FDOT?

Mr. Buchwald explained with the exception of the DOT District 4 revisions that we
just had yesterday and we can go through those quickly. But, again, at the
discretion of the Board, the extent that you want those identified at this point.

Ms. Beltran explained I just want to add - the draft that is in your agenda package
is the correct draft. The Town of Sewall’s Point did approve the interlocal agreement
that’s in your agenda package.

Mr. Drummond explained if I am understanding it correctly, the City of Stuart,
Martin County and Sewall’s Point have all approved the interlocal agreement.

Ms. Beltran responded that is correct.

Mr. Drummond questioned so any changes that would be recommended by St.
Lucie...

Ms. Beltran explained I am sorry. They approved the agreement that you all saw in
June. That’s what they approved. They have not seen the changes that the TPO
requested at their last meeting.

Mr. Drummond questioned so if, indeed, those were agreed here, it would have to
go back through each of those jurisdictions.

Ms. Beltran responded that is correct.

Mr. Drummond requested what is the pleasure of the Board in terms of how to
handle this.

Mr. Buchwald explained this not an action item because it has to go through all
your respective agencies, if you want it but just looking for direction and guidance
so or any guidance you can provide at this time will be good.

Ms. Beltran explained I was under the impression it was going to be an action item,
whether they should direct staff what we need to do as far as this interlocal
agreement. At the last meeting, we were directed to draft an interlocal agreement
and take it through the local jurisdictions and then, from what I understand, there
are changes so if we could have a direction that would be helpful.

Mayor Mortell explained we don’t have a quorum for St. Lucie.
Mr. Buchwald explained why I don't consider it an action item is because none of
this Board - the Joint Board does not sign the agreement. It is signed by the

counties and the cities so that is why it is not necessary that because it come
before you as a first time.
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Mayor Mortell questioned why is it on the agenda?

Mr. Buchwald explained because the TPO Board has requested it to be placed on
agenda because they have revisions to the agreement.

Commissioner Dzadovsky explained so basically, the consensus here, to give you
direction, to take it back with any changes or any amendments to the respective
municipalities and the counties. Would that be the direction you are looking for?

Mr. Buchwald responded right. If it comes before you because if, whether or not,
this Board wants to proceed with these revisions or take it, as is, in front of the
respective St. Lucie jurisdiction, knowing that there are members who sit on the St.
Lucie TPO already have issues with the agreement. It'd be a challenge that they
would accept the agreement when it came through their respective jurisdictions.

Commissioner Smith explained I thought when we started working on this, this was
going to be a decision that was made by the Joint TPO and MPO Boards. When we
voted on this back in February, we had a Joint Board meeting and we moved to
create the idea of it and move forward. So what you are saying is we really
shouldn't have done that because it is really not going to be voted on by this Board.
It is going to be voted on by the independent Boards.

Mayor Mortell explained here is what happened. We gave direction at that meeting
to ask them to move it forward. In Martin County, Sewall’s Point, City of Stuart and
the Martin County Commission, all three, independently approved it. It has now
gone to St. Lucie County and I am hearing Mr. Buchwald say that simply he knows
there’re issues in St. Lucie County. The St. Lucie TPO was going to address
whatever those concerns might be.

Mr. Buchwald explained no, if I may clarify, the Joint Board did not see the draft.
The draft was presented for the first time to the TPO Board at its June meeting. At
that point, the TPO Board identified revisions that it wished to propose to the Joint
Board and ask staff to place it on the next Joint Board meeting agenda item. We
have not had a Joint Board meeting until now so these revisions were the ones
identified by the TPO Board when it first reviewed the draft at its June meeting.

Mayor Mortell questioned are they red-lined? How are they...?

Mr. Buchwald yes, in the document, much like any changes, additions are
underlined in your packet and deletion are strikethrough.

Mayor Mortell requested so I am clear on it - the TPO Board isnt present now to
negotiate these revisions?

Mr. Drummond explained we don’t have a quorum.

Mr. Buchwald explained these are the revisions that they, from what I, and the
TPO, they certainly can, what I understand from the TPO Board, these are the
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revisions that they are proposing to the Joint Board so if there is not, I would
assume, if there is no objection from the Martin contingent of the...the other thing,
also, is DOT yesterday, for the first time, commented on the agreement and they
have issues with the agreement as well which is what I was going to do through
Joint Board today. Specifically, they do not want to be, wish to be a voting member
of the RTO. Also, they said their legal staff has said they do not typically sign these
types of agreement, District 4. Those are comments that I received yesterday from
District 4 and I was prepared to discuss those with you today so that is why this is
before you to give direction to the staff.

Ms. Tanis explained Peter is correct. We did have a telephone conversation
yesterday. There are some preliminary comments that are coming out of the
District. This interlocal agreement with the new changes is under review with our
legal staff. There were some concerns with the changes, some of the strong
language in section 6. There are concerns about the regional aspect that appears to
have been watered down. Again, I am not giving the legal jargon but I did have a
conversation with Peter and with Beth today. It is under review at the DOT.

Mr. Drummond requested is FDOT planning to follow up with some written draft?
Ms. Tanis responded yes, we will.

Mayor Mortell explained if I can follow up and - 99% of this looks completely fine to
me and looks to me like it is simply clerical but I do know that in Section 7c, the
TPO has stricken the “shall prioritize congressional earmark and appropriations
requests for public transportation capital and operating projects and coordinate
Federal Transit Administration (FTA) formula funds request.” My recollection of it,
and correct me if I am wrong those of you at the Martin County meeting, that was
the sum and substance of the discussion for the necessity of an RTO and adding
another layer of bureaucracy. They would get together, file and put together joint
prioritization so we work together as a team and try to put that together so that it
actually accomplished something at the end of the day. It seems to me that if we
are striking out what Martin County understood the mission of the RTO to be, that it
needs to go back and start over again.

Mr. Buchwald explained those duties were revised to be consistent with the RTA
action plan which you all approved. That item is not in the RTA action plan in terms
of prioritizing federal funding of earmarks and that point. That is not listed as an
action item. All the duties now that you have seen in the revised version are
consistent with this RTA action plan. I think we have Bill Ball to confirm that.

Mayor Mortell questioned then why do we need it if we have an action plan
finished?

Mr. Buchwald responded why do you need what?

Mayor Mortell questioned what is the point of any of this? Why don’t we strike it all?
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Mr. Buchwald responded those that are the duties listed. It was just taken from the
action plan to put in the agreement. You have to come to an agreement in order to
form this organization. An agreement to setup how the administrative staff is going
to work? What are you going to accomplish?

Mayor Mortell questioned why is Section 7 in writing? Why don’t we just put Section
7 see action plan?

Mr. Buchwald responded sure, sure absolutely.
Mayor Mortell questioned I am just wondering are we...

Mr. Buchwald explained how it was there in the first place? Because this was taken
boilerplate from the Polk RTO agreement and the Polk RTO agreement this did not
include all the duties, the Polk RTO agreement. That'd be the most simplest way
would be just to say refer to the duties that are in the adopted authority action
plan.

Mayor Mortell explained so what we need to do as a Joint panel is go through that
action plan and edit that. This document really doesn’t matter.

Mr. Buchwald explained well, you already approved this so if you want to go back
and look at it, yes, sure, if you choose to amend it, you have to amend it.

Commissioner Lewis explained the action plan is one thing. The agreement between
all the municipalities is something else. I agree with what you are saying that one
should mirror the other but we do need this because this is a step beyond the
action plan. This is the actual legal agreement that we are going to get together
and do this but I do agree with you. I felt one should mirror the other and, quite
honestly, I think a lot of the comments and changes that were made here, the
gentleman that made them isn't here today to support the changes.

Ms. Hensley commented that some of the issues that were brought forward - that
person is not here to explain why they were his issues and we don‘t have a quorum
to do anything anyway.

Commissioner Dzadovsky explained simply this is taking some of the issues and
cleaning it up, like the Mayor said, 90% of it is just that, cleaning it up and
referring to the action plan so this is basically agreeing that this will agree to that
and taking it back to your Boards for approval and bringing it back to us when we
do have a quorum to say ok, we are finished. That's basically the action that you
are asking for us to do is give you direction. Send it back to the municipalities and
the counties, taking this draft with them, with the deletion of 7 or referring to the
action plan, power and duties refer to the action plan...

Mr. Buchwald responded and incorporation of DOT comments. Again, DOT for the

first time is commenting on this agreement yesterday and relayed those comments
to me yesterday and to Beth today.
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Commissioner Dzadovsky requested and then we come back at the next meeting
and...

Mr. Buchwald explained they are parties to the agreement. They are indicating they
are not typically...this is District 4, this is what I am just hearing verbatim. That
they are not going to sign the agreement.

Ms. Beltran explained yes, there was some confusion on that when I talked to
Arlene today. Arlene, you might want to comment on that. In Polk County, from
what I understand, FDOT was part of the RTO but not the RTA. The South Florida
Regional Transportation Authority, FDOT does have a voting membership on that
Board. For years, it was Rick Chesser, the District Secretary for District 4 and now
it’s the District Secretary for District 6.

Mayor Mortell explained I don’t personally, and I'm not speaking for the Martin
County MPO, but I don’t think anybody really was caught up on whether FDOT had
a voting membership or not. I think the whole makeup and everything designed
was just trying to equalize the playing field so that there was some kind of balance
on the Board and if we can find that balance in any other way, I don't think
anybody necessarily cares if its FDOT that balancing it or who it is. It was really my
understanding of the intention was just to try and make it so that the weight given
to each Board made it so that one particular jurisdiction didn't have a significant
amount of weight more than others.

Commissioner Smith explained and it also, I think, from the discussion, was to
make sure that FDOT kept a stick in the whole game. It was to make sure that they
were part of - it is like having FDOT sitting at the regional planning council. Same
thing. Why wouldn't you? They're your partners. They're your funding agency. Why
wouldn’t you have them part of that?

Commissioner Dzadovsky explained as an advisory group as opposed to a voting
member.

Mr. Buchwald explained this is DOT District 4 saying they will be a member, just a
non-voting member. That is what they wish to be but the other thing that was
added at the direction of the St. Lucie TPO Board - we had a commitment from DOT
to fund consultant services associated with this agreement. So, that took their
attention and so that is why this requires amendment.

Mayor Mortell explained I have no objection to that.

Mr. Buchwald explained well, it seems that there is an objection to bringing these
amendments through. We are just saying these are the amendments that need to
go through but they are going to have to go back through your individual Boards.
So, those are an improvement. I think the agreement has been improved because
of these amendments.
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Commissioner Hutchinson explained one of the amendments that has been added
as been the splitting of the expense, under Section 6, equally between the MPO and
the TPO and I find it interesting then when these two Boards were talking about
divvying up revenues, it was split based on population. Now, we are talking about
the expense side and we're talking about splitting it 50/50. I am not in agreement
with...we haven't discussed this before and this was just added.

Mr. Buchwald explained what the TPO Board directed me was, at the time, because
there is equal representation on the Board, there should be equal sharing of
expenses so they directed me to add, provide a revision to reflect that.

Vice Mayor Kelly explained that is exactly how I feel. We voted reluctantly so we
would have a unanimous vote to do this but that is exactly how I feel. If it going to
be a 50/50, even though we are larger and everything else, and I am not going to
get into that redundant argument, if we are going to have a 50/50 Board, split the
expenses 50/50.

Commissioner Hutchinson explained if there is not a 50/50 Board, why have a
Board? Because Martin County will be on the losing end of the stick every time for
every issue that comes up so...

Vice Mayor Kelly explained that’s not true, that’s not true. You weren’t today.
Commissioner Smith questioned are we going to be able to vote on anything today?
Mr. Drummond explained there is nothing to vote.

Mayor Mortell explained St. Lucie TPO can't.

Commissioner Smith questioned so there is no action that is going to be had here?
Commissioner Dzadovsky explained the action is to give direction to these folks.

Mr. Buchwald requested what do you want us to do?

Commissioner Smith explained I am going to leave in two minutes so if you are
waiting for a vote on something, I am leaving.

Commissioner Hutchinson explained it needs to go back.

Ms. Beltran explained if you all dont have a quorum, you can’t vote.
Mr. Buchwald explained they can give us some direction, guidance.
Commissioner Dzadovsky explained its direction.

Mayor Mortell explained I like the FDOT money.
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Mr. Buchwald explained so we have to go through with the amendments. Take the
amendments through is what I am hearing, some consensus.

Commissioner Dzadovsky explained which is take back to your respective Boards,
get approval, bring it back with whatever the changes are. You guys change the
language and then we approve it at the next meeting. Does that sound fair?

Commissioner Smith explained only for clarity, understand how much work’s
involved in getting all these meetings lined up with the various commissions and
the time and money, so if something else changes along the line, are we going to
go through this iteration a third time?

Ms. Beltran explained maybe we could just take it back our own MPO and TPO
Board and then bring it back. Since we have a meeting in October, maybe bring it
back then.

Commissioner Smith responded that is what I suggest.
Mr. Drummond explained that sounds like a workable plan.

Commissioner Smith moved that we give staff the direction to go to our
respective TPO and MPO Boards, get direction, get clarity and come back to
this Joint Board with a final recommendation, seconded by Commission
Dzadovsky, which passed unanimously.

Agenda Item 10 FDOT Comments: None.

Agenda Item 11 Recommendations/Comments by Members:

Mayor Mortell explained I talked to FDOT representatives as it relates to the FEC
corridor — they submitted the application with a Memorandum of Understanding
between FDOT and Amtrak. My understanding of it is that they are asking us to
make contact with any Washington representatives we have and if you know
anybody at Amtrak because there seems to be a perception by Amtrak that the
locals are in full agreement, that we will sign off on any type of indemnity
agreement and Amtrak seems to think that the local municipalities all don't have
any concern about the strengths and weaknesses of the liability aspects of it. What
we need to do is push Amtrak to explain to them that, as much as we want the
train and as much as we want the corridor to operate, we are not willing to sacrifice
the integrity of the taxpayers and visitors to Florida and we need to have a fair
liability agreement. We will, obviously, push that along and I just told them that I
would mention that at this Joint meeting and we will have something to follow and
maybe include some emails once we find out contact information.

Commissioner Dzadovsky requested Mr. Busha, do you have any input on that?
Mr. Busha responded no, that was it. Perfect explanation. There is an agreement in
principle on the liability issue and partnership but that agreement in principle needs

to be ratified by the Legislature eventually. The application is in which is good. We'll
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know something by the end of September, is my understanding, on whether or not
the passengers will be back on the FEC rail-line between Jacksonville and Miami
which is a great thing for the region.

Commissioner Dzadovsky explained because my understanding was to reach out to
our respective legislators as of Friday and that time has passed.

Mayor Mortell explained that was to get it submitted and it got submitted.
Several Board members responses inaudible.

Mayor Mortell explained now the next step is that we're potentially going to need a
special session. The Governor is going to have to call the special session and we're
going to have to have enough legislators to vote for and approve a liability
language. However, there is a standstill on the liability language, right now,
because Amtrak is under the perception that all of the locality are ok with Amtrak’s
proposed liability language when, in fact, no one has actually said that and we need
everybody to understand that a compromise needs to happen or else there’ll never
be a special session, there’ll never be a railroad and there will be nobody still
working at Amtrak by the time a railroad ends up in Florida. It is a sense of urgency
actually.

Mr. Busha explained the call now is to call your legislators to work out a reasonable
agreement on the liability.

Commissioner Ciampi requested Mr. Busha - can you send us an email of the
specific people that you would like us to call sometimes? We would call our local
guys but maybe we should be calling regional instead of just our locals.

Mr. Busha responded I will.

Mayor Mortell explained include Amtrak people.

Commissioner Ciampi explained we met a lot of them on the inspection tour.

Mr. Busha explained I have all their cards. I will put together a contact list of people
that need to be called and it is not just thumping on the Governor and Stephanie
Kopelousos. It is thumping on Amtrak a little bit to come to the table and met us
halfway on liability because we can’t do this at all cost, at any cost. There has to be
some fairness, I think, in this agreement.

Commissioner Dzadovsky explained and do we have language that we can review?

Mr. Busha explained I don’t have proposed language other than what has been in
the agreement.

Mayor Mortell explained the State of Connecticut has language where the Amtrak
uses a railroad owned by a private company identical to Amtrak using CSX railroad
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here which is exactly the same scenario and Amtrak’s proposal in this Memorandum
of Understanding doesn’t adopt the Connecticut language so there is language out
there that can be adopted but Amtrak proposal isn't that language.

Commissioner Dzadovsky explained that's why I'm asking - what is proposed?
Mr. Busha explained there is an agreement in principle out there that just...
Mayor Mortell explained says they will come to an agreement if they get the money.

Mr. Busha explained let me find Connecticut language. I take that back. Before I
start circulating some language that Amtrak and DOT probably haven’t even, or
maybe they have talked about, maybe they haven'’t but, I think the best thing to do
at this point is just to call the legislators, call Amtrak, call the Governor. I'll get you
the list. I'll get a list and just work something out. We been waiting since 1963 to
get the passengers back on the FEC, some of us have anyways. It shouldn’t be this
hard. It is an existing railroad.

Mr. Drummond requested any other members have any comments?

Vice Mayor Kelly explained that we would love to see a smiling Martin County
commissioner or someone from the Martin County MPO at our TPO meetings up
here in St. Lucie on a more regular basis. I can't even say that. We'd like to see you
up here once in a while anyways. I think if somebody was here from Martin County,
we might not have had this 20 minute discussion today. You would’ve already been
alerted to what was going to here. I know I come down there on a regular basis
and even with Michael DiTerlizzi isn't there to buy me coffee anymore and I still
come. We would love to see somebody up here. We are lonely when we don't see
you.

Commissioner Dzadovsky explained St. Lucie has a quorum again.
Agenda Item 12 TPO/MPO Staff Comments: None.
Agenda Item 13 Next Meeting: The next St. Lucie TPO/Martin MPO Joint Board

meeting is scheduled for 2 pm, Thursday, October 21, 2010, at the Blake Library
located at 2351 SE Monterey Road, Stuart, Florida.
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Agenda Item 14 Adjournment: The meeting adjourned at 4:26 pm.

Respectfully submitted by: Approved by:
Sarah Howard Mayor Michael Mortell
Senior Staff Assistant Martin MPO Chair

Mr. Darrell Drummond
St. Lucie TPO Chair
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JOINT MARTIN and ST. LUCIE
METROPOLITAN/TRANSPORTATION PLANNING ORGANIZATION

POLICY BOARD MEETING

AGENDA ITEM SUMMARY
MEMO: MEETING DATE: DUE DATE: UPWP#:
templ1JMPOa02.01 | October 21, 2010 October 14, 2010 5.2
WORDING: 7A

REGIONAL TRANSIT ORGANIZATION (RTO) DRAFT INTERLOCAL AGREEMENT |
REQUESTED BY: PREPARED BY: DOCUMENT(S) REQUIRING ACTION:
MPO/TPO Beth Beltran and Peter Subject Document
Buchwald
BACKGROUND

On February 18, 2010, the Joint Martin MPO-St. Lucie TPO Policy Board directed staff to present an RTO Draft
Interlocal Agreement to the individual MPO and TPO Boards for review at their next meetings, and to send the RTO
Draft Interiocal Agreement to the respective counties and municipalities. On April 19, 2010, the MPO Policy Board
approved the attached RTO Draft Interlocal Agreement. The following local entities also approved the attached RTO
Draft Interlocal Agreement on the dates listed below:

City of Stuart City Commission May 24, 2010
Martin County Board of County Commissioners May 25, 2010
Martin Economic Council of Martin County, Inc. May 25, 2010
Sewall’s Point Town Commission July 22,2010

The RTO Draft Interlocal Agreement was discussed at the June 2™ St. Lucie TPO meeting, and the TPO proposed
several changes and voted to postpone action on the draft agreement until discussion had taken place at the next Joint
Policy Board Meeting. However, at the August 12" Joint MPO-TPO Board meeting, when the Draft RTO Interlocal
Agreement was addressed, there was not a quorum of St. Lucie TPO members. Hence, the TPO Board did not feel like
they could discuss their revisions.

Arlene Tanis of FDOT informed the MPO Board at their September 20" meeting that FDOT would be sending a letter to
the MPO and the TPO (see attached) regarding their comments about the Draft Interlocal Agreement, including some of
the language of the TPO’s revisions, in particular in reference to FDOT funding.

ISSUES

Peter Buchwald will present the requested changes to the RTO Draft Interlocal Agreement at the October 21 Joint
Policy Board Meeting (see attached PowerPoint presentation).

RECOMMENDED ACTION
Recommendation
a. Approve RTO Interlocal Agreement
or

b. Approve RTO Interlocal Agreement with revisions

FISCAL IMPACT
N/A

APPROVAL
M l@/T PO
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ATTACHMENTS
a. RTO Draft Interlocal Agreement
b. Letter from FDOT
c. PowerPoint Presentation of the requested changes
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DRAFT

INTERLOCAL AGREEMENT FOR THE

TREASURE COAST REGIONAL TRANSIT ORGANIZATION

This Interlocal Agreement, entered into by the Martin County Board of County Commissioners, the St.
Lucie County Board of County Commissioners, the City of Stuart, the City of Port St. Lucie, the City of
Fort Pierce, the Town of Sewall’s Point, the Economic Council of Martin County, Inc., the Economic
Development Council of St. Lucie County, inc., and the Florida Department of Transportation-District IV.

WITNESSETH

WHEREAS, the Joint Martin Metropolitan Planning Organization (MPO)-St. Lucie Transportation Planning
Organization (TPO) Board completed a Regional Transit Development Plan (TDP) Major Update 2010-
2019 in September, 2009; and

WHEREAS, this study, otherwise known as the “Regional TDP”, includes a Transit Authority Action Plan
that recommends the formation of a regional transit organization (RTO) by the year 2010; and

WHEREAS, a Regional Transit Summit was held on January 8, 2010, at the Tradition Town Hall in Port St.
Lucie to facilitate the consensus-building process for creation of an RTO; and

WHEREAS, the RTO, as recommended, will provide a forum to address operational, financial, planning
and organizational issues related to the provision of public transportation in Martin County, Florida, and
St. Lucie County, Florida; and

WHEREAS, as recommended, this RTO will seek to promote the cost efficient and effective delivery of
existing and improved transit services with existing resources; and

WHEREAS, this RTO has been charged with the development of a strategy for the creation of, and
transition to, a regional transit authority (RTA).

NOW, THEREFORE, the parties, in consideration of the mutual promises and covenants hereinafter set
forth, agree as follows:

Section 1. Purpose

Martin County Board of County Commissioners (BOCC), the St. Lucie County BOCC, the cities of Stuart,
Port St. Lucie, and Fort Pierce, the Town of Sewall’s Point, the Economic Council of Martin County, Inc.,
the Economic Development Council of St. Lucie County, Inc., and the Florida Department of
Transportation (FDOT) — District IV recognize the need to create a regional forum to promote shared
goals for improved public transportation. The reasons for a Treasure Coast RTO include the following:

e Develop a recommended strategy for the transition to, and creation of, an RTA;
e Provide for efficiencies in the delivery of existing regional transit service;
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Section
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Provide improved services with existing resources;

Provide public transit information to the public;

Provide a regional forum for deliberation on public transportation issues of mutual interest;
Provide a regional voice for agreed upon public transportation policies, plans, and programs;
Review funding constraints and opportunities and provide recommendations on funding;
Provide a forum to respond to commuter concerns and travel needs in a timely manner; and
Promote and work toward a seamless regional public transportation system.

2. Definitions

“Board” shall mean the board of the Treasure Coast RTO.

“Public transportation” shall mean surface transportation of people by means, without
limitation, of motor bus, passenger rail, or any bus or other means of conveyance operating as a
common carrier within the regional transportation area.

“Public transportation system” shall mean, without limitation, a combination of vehicles,
equipment, or facilities used or useful for the purposes of public transportation connections.
”RTO"” shall mean the Treasure Coast Regional Transit Organization.

“Regional transportation area” shall mean that area identical to the boundaries of Martin and
St. Lucie counties.

"Regional bus routes” shall mean inter-county bus routes designated by the RTO Board.
"Intermodal connections” shall mean the system-wide connection of public transportation
modes, including the connection of bus service to ports, airports, and other public and private
transportation systems.

3. Creation of the Treasure Coast Regional Transit Organization (RTO)

There is hereby created and established pursuant to Section 163.01, Florida Interlocal Cooperation Act
of 1969, Florida Statutes, a separate entity to be known as the Treasure Coast Regional Transit
Organization (RTO).

Section

a.

4. RTO Board

The Board of the RTO shall be comprised of nine (9) members to include one (1) elected official
from the Martin BOCC; one (1) elected official from the St. Lucie BOCC; one (1) elected official
from the City of Stuart; one (1) elected official from the City of Port St. Lucie; one (1) elected
official from the City of Fort Pierce; one (1) elected official from the Town of Sewell’s Point; one
(1) representative from the Economic Council of Martin County, Inc.; one (1) representative
from the Economic Development Council of St. Lucie County, Inc.; and one (1) representative
from the Florida Department of Transportation (FDOT).

Member appointments shall be made at an official meeting of the governmental entity. The
FDOT-District Four Secretary shall appoint the FDOT representative. Each member entity shall
appoint one (1) alternate member to serve in the absence of the regular voting member. If the
regular voting member is an elected official, his/her alternate must also be an elected official.
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Additional members may be added to the RTO through amendments to this Interlocal
Agreement.

b. A chairman and vice chairman shall be elected from the membership at the first scheduled
meeting of each calendar year and shall hold office no more than two consecutive years. Any
member may nominate or be nominated as an officer. All officers shall be elected by a majority
vote at a meeting where a quorum is present.

c. A majority of the membership shall constitute a quorum. A quorum must be present at all
meetings.

d. The RTO Board shall meet at least quarterly at a date, time, and place acceptable to a majority
of the members. At the last scheduled meeting of a calendar year, the Board shall adopt a
regular meeting schedule for the next calendar year.

e. Special meetings of the RTO may be called by the chairman, or in the absence of the chairman,
by the vice chairman upon at least 24 hours notice. Special meetings may also be called on the
initiative of six (6) or more voting members petitioning the chairman.

Section 5. Advisory Committees

a. At their first meeting, the RTO shall appoint a Transit Technical Advisory Committee (TTAC),
consisting of technical staff from each of the participating jurisdictions. The TTAC shall provide
technical recommendations to the RTO Board on public transportation issues related to the
planning and implementation of a regional transit system.

b. The RTO may establish and maintain subcommittees, as necessary, to address specific subject
areas such as marketing and service planning. These subcommittees will report to either the
TTAC or RTO Board, as directed by the Board.

Section 6. Staff Support

The Martin MPO and St. Lucie TPO staff shall provide administrative support to the RTO Board and TTAC
to include the preparation and distribution of meeting packets and announcements and the
documentation of RTO activities.

Section 7. Powers and Duties of the RTO

The RTO shall be a planning organization with those powers specifically granted to it by the parties as
set forth herein. The RTO is to exercise all powers necessary, appurtenant, convenient, or incidental to
the carrying out of the purposes for which it was created, including, but not limited to, the rights and
powers set forth herein.
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The RTO:

a. Shall develop a strategy for the creation of, and transition to, a regional transit authority to
provide regional public transportation and coordinate with transit providers along the Treasure
Coast and in areas of southeast Florida.

b. Shall review the operational and capital expenditures for public transportation systems in
Martin and St. Lucie counties and make recommendations to the respective service providers
regarding the coordinated funding of such public transportation systems.

c. Shall prioritize congressional earmark and appropriations requests for public transportation
capital and operating projects and coordinate Federal Transit Administration (FTA) formula
funds request.

d. Shall develop recommendations on the coordinated service and funding of regional bus routes,
including those routes crossing county lines into Palm Beach and Indian River counties.

e. Shall develop a Common Service Plan for seamless public transportation to include elements
related to marketing, fare policy, route modifications, and service development, coordinating
with transit providers in Palm Beach and Indian River counties.

f. Shall create a plan for a coordinated public information system for public transportation with an
emphasis on “one stop shopping” for public transportation information along the Treasure
Coast and in areas of southeast Florida. This effort will include the publication of a regional
"Ride Guide”.

g. Shall be the regional forum for addressing and resolving regional public transportation issues as
requested by one or more signatory agencies to the Interlocal Agreement.

The RTO may be given additional powers by amendment to this agreement as approved by the parties
to this agreement.

Section 8. Duration of Agreement and Withdrawal Procedure

This Agreement shall remain in effect until terminated by the parties to this Agreement. Any party may
withdraw from said Agreement after presenting in written form a notice of intent to withdraw to the
other parties, at least 90 days prior to the intended date of withdrawal.

Section 9. Amendment of Agreement

Amendments to or modifications of this Agreement may only be made by written agreement signed by
all parties hereto and shall not be effective until it is filed with the Clerk of the Circuit Court of each
county where a party hereto is located pursuant to Section 163.01(11).

Section 10. Effective Date

This Agreement shall become effective upon execution by all parties hereto and filing with the Clerk of
the Circuit Court of each county where a party to this Agreement is located.
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IN WITNESS WHEREOF, the undersigned parties have caused this Interlocal Agreement to be duly
executed in their behalf and hereby establish the above referenced RTO this day of

BOARD OF COUNTY COMMISSIONERS
OF MARTIN COUNTY, FLORIDA

BY:

Chairman

Approved as to form and correctness:

BY:

County Attorney

ATTEST:

Clerk

CITY OF STUART

BY:

Mayor

Approved as to form and correctness:

BY:

City Attorney

TOWN OF SEWALL’S POINT

BY:

Mayor

Approved as to form and correctness:

BY:

Town Attorney

BOARD OF COUNTY COMMISSIONERS
OF ST. LUCIE COUNTY, FLORIDA

BY:

Chairman

Approved as to form and correctness:

BY:

County Attorney

ATTEST:

Clerk

CITY OF FORT PIERCE

BY:

Mayor

Approved as to form and correctness:

BY:

City Attorney

CITY OF PORT ST. LUCIE

BY:

Mayor

Approved as to form and correctness:

BY:

City Attorney



ECONOMIC COUNCIL OF
MARTIN COUNTY, INC.

BY:

Chair

Approved as to form and correctness:

BY:

Attorney

FLORIDA DEPARTMENT OF TRANPORTATION
DISTRICT IV

BY:

District Secretary

Approved as to form and correctness:

BY:

FDOT Legal Counsel

DRAFT

ECONOMIC DEVELOPMENT COUNCIL OF
OF ST. LUCIE COUNTY, INC.

BY:

Chair

Approved as to form and correctness:

BY:

Attorney
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Florida Department of Transportation

CHARLIE CRIST 3400 West Commercial Boulevard STEPHANIE C. KOPELOUSOS

GOVERNOR

Fort Lauderdale, FL 33309-3421 SECRETARY
October 13, 2010

The Honorable Michael Mortell, Chair
Martin Metropolitan Planning Organization
2401 S.E. Monterey Rd.

Stuart, Florida 34996

Mr. Darrell Drummond, Chair

St. Lucie Transportation Planning Organization
2300 Virginia Avenue

Fort Pierce, FL 34982

Dear Chairs Mortell and Drummond:

SUBJECT: Comments on the Revised Draft Treasure Coast Regional Transit Organization
(TCRTO) Interlocal Agreement

The purpose of this letter is to provide the Department’s comments regarding the the Draft Treasure
Coast Regional Transit Organization (TCRTO) Interlocal Agreement (ILA). This item was on the agenda
and discussed at the Joint Martin MPO/St. Lucie TPO Policy Board meeting held on August 12, 2010 and
at subsequent individual Board meetings where the Department expressed concerns with particular
changes to the original agreement. Our written responses to the changes are detailed below.

Section 4. RTO Board
We respectfully request that the Department not be included on the Board in any form as this will
preclude discussions between individual Board members and the FDOT representatives on many issues.

Section 6. Staff Support

The Department will continue to provide technical support through participation on technical advisory
and project management committees and assist with resources as deemed mutually appropriate and
necessary to carry out the vision and duties of the TCRTO. We respectfully request that the statement,
“FDOT District IV shall pay all expenses associated with the use of such consultant services” be deleted
from the agreement.

Staff has expressed concerns that expenses for M/TPO operations and services could exceed budgets in
the respective Unified Planning Work Programs (UPWPs). We recommend that language in this section
include participation and staff support by the other signatory agencies to this agreement. Our experience
in the developmental stages of the South Florida RTO was that available resources and volunteer efforts
defined the early accomplishments.

We look forward to working with the new TCRTO Regional Coalition of Agencies to seek additional and
significant Federal and State opportunities and resources.

www.dot.state.fl.us



Chairs Drummond and Mortell
QOctober 7, 2010
Page 2

Section 7. Powers and Duties of the RTO

The Department recommends that specific projects not be listed in the ILA as are the Ride Guide and
Common Service Plan. The purpose of an ILA is to agree to work together on a vision and goals and to
develop the parameters for the decision-making processes. We would propose Sections 7¢ and 7f of the
agreement be revised to indicate that the RTO will be directed by activities and products identified in the

Regional Long Range Plan, Regional Transit Development Plan and at the mutual direction of the M/TPO
Boards.

The Department looks forward to working with you on the the strategic initiative in improving regional
mobility. If you have any questions or additional requests relating to the Department’s comments on this
issue please contact Arlene Tanis at 954-777-4651.

Sincerely,

James A. Wolfe,

istrict Secretary
istrict Four

JW/art

cc: Peter Buchwald, St. Lucie TPO
Beth Beltran, Martin MPO
Gerry O’Reilly, FDOT
Nancy Ziegler, FDOT
Arlene Tanis, FDOT



Agenda Item #10a

Draft Interlocal Agreement for the
Treasure Coast Regional Transit Organization (TCRTO)

Section 2. Definitions

a. “Board” shall mean the board of the Treasure Coast RTO.

b. “Public transportation” shall mean surface transportation of people by
means, without limitation, of motor bus, passenger rail, or any bus or other
means of conveyance operating as a common carrier within—the—regionat
transportation-area Martin and St. Lucie counties.

c. “Public transportation system” shall mean, without Ilimitation, a
combination of vehicles, equipment, or facilities used or useful for the
purposes of public transportation connections.

d. “RTO” shall mean the Treasure Coast Regional Transit Organization.

£ e. “Regional bus routes” shall mean inter-county bus routes designated by
the RTO Board.

g- f. “Intermodal connections” shall mean the system-wide connection of
public transportation modes, including the connection of bus service to ports,
airports, and other public and private transportation systems.

10/14/2010



Section 4. RTO Board

a. The Board of the RTO shall be comprised of nine (9) members to include
one (1) elected official from the Martin BOCC; one (1) elected official from the
St. Lucie BOCC; one (1) elected official from the City of Stuart; one (1)
elected official from the City of Port St. Lucie; one (1) elected official from the
City of Fort Pierce; one (1) elected official from the Town of Sewell’s Point;
one (1) representative from the Economic Council of Martin County, Inc.; one
(1) representative from the Economic Development Council of St. Lucie
County, Inc.; and one (1) representative from the Florida Department of
Transportation (FDOT). | members s e votin ers except for the
FDOT representative who shall be a non-voting member.

Voting Mmember appointments shall be made at an official meeting of the
governmental or non-profit entity. The FDOT-District Four Secretary shall
appoint the FDOT representative. Each voting member entity shall appoint
one (1) alternate member to serve in the absence of the regular voting
member. If the regular voting member is an elected official, his/her
alternate must also be an elected official.

Additional members may be added to the RTO through amendments to this
Interlocal Agreement.

Section 4. RTO Board (continued)

b. A chairman and vice chairman shall be elected from the voting membership
at the first scheduled meeting of each calendar year and shall hold office no
more than two consecutive years. Any voting member may nominate or be
nominated as an officer. All officers shall be elected by a majority vote at a
meeting where a quorum is present.

c. A majority of the voting membership shall constitute a quorum. A quorum
must be present at all meetings.

d. The RTO Board shall meet at least quarterly at a date, time, and place
acceptable to a majority of the voting members. At the last scheduled
meeting of a calendar year, the Board shall adopt a regular meeting schedule
for the next calendar year.

e. Special meetings of the RTO may be called by the chairman, or in the
absence of the chairman, by the vice chairman upon at least 24 hours notice.
Special meetings may also be called on the initiative of six (6) or more voting
members petitioning the chairman.

f. The RTO Board shall adopt by-laws, rules, and procedures for the operation
of the RTO and the conduct of meetings. General parliamentary procedures
hall apply in_the absence of adopted by-laws, rules, and procedures.

10/14/2010



Section 6. Staff Support

The Martin MPO and St. Lucie TPO staff shall provide administrative support
to the RTO Board and TTAC to include the preparation and distribution of
meeting packets and announcements and the documentation of RTO

activities. The administrative s 1) rovide he in MPO a St.
Lucie staff shall be limi by the amount of the enses for ch
hatis b d in the ified Pl ing Work Programs (UPWPs) of
the 0 and the TPO. The e n for suc ort shall be shared e il
b n the MP nd the TPO and shall be supplemented, as ne the
other parties to this Interlocal Agreement, The use of consultant services for
e fulfillment of any of the duties specifi in Section 7 o is Interlocal
ment shal at the discretion o RTO Board. FDOT District IV shall
ropriate ex associa with the use of s consultan
services.

Section 7. Powers and Duties of the RTO

a. Shall develop a strategy for the creation of, and transition to, a reglional transit
authority to provide reglonal public transportation and coordinate with transit providers
along the Treasure Coast and In areas of southeast Florida.

b. Shall review the operational and capital expenditures for public transportation
systems In Martin and St. Lucle counties and make recommendations to the respective
service providers regarding coordinated funding of such public transportation systems.

: ¢. Shall develop recommendations on coordinated service and funding of reglonal bus
routes, Iinciuding those routes crossing county lines into Paim Beach, Okeechobee, and
Indian River countles.

g: d. Shall be the regional forum for addressing and resolving reglonal public
transportation Issues as requested by one or more signatory agenciles to the Agreement.

10/14/2010
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Section 8. Duration of Agreement and
Withdrawal Procedure

This Agreement shall remain in effect until terminated by withdrawal of one
of the parties to this Agreement. Any party may withdraw from said
Agreement after presenting in written form a notice of intent to withdraw to
the other parties, at least 90 days prior to the intended date of withdrawal.



JOINT MARTIN and ST. LUCIE
METROPOLITAN/TRANSPORTATION PLANNING ORGANIZATION

POLICY BOARD MEETING
AGENDA ITEM SUMMARY
MEMO: MEETING DATE: " DUE DATE: UPWP#:
templ 1JMPOa02.02 | October 21, 2010 October 14, 2010 5.2,5.6,5.7
WORDING:
REGIONAL 2035 LONG RANGE TRANSPORTATION PLAN (2035 RLRTP) UPDATE B
REQUESTED BY: PREPARED BY: DOCUMENT(S) REQUIRING ACTION:
MPO & TPO | Beth Beltran and Peter Buchwald Goals, Objectives, and Policies
BACKGROUND

At the August 12, 2010, Joint Martin MPO-St. Lucie TPO Policy Board Meeting, the Treasure Coast Regional
Planning Council (TCRPC) and Kimley-Horn staff presented the 2035 Regional Long Range Transportation
Plan (RLRTP) Needs Plan, DRAFT Goals, Objecties and Polices, and Financial Resources Analysis. The Joint
Policy Board discussed these items at length, approving the Needs Plan and requesting some changes to the
Goals, Objectives, and Policies.

ISSUES
At the October 21, 2010, Joint Policy Board Meeting, the Project Team will define the purpose of the Goals,
Objectives and Policies in the 2035 RLRTP (see attached memo), and present the revised Goals Objectives and

Policies for approval (also attached). The Project Team will also present the DRAFT Cost Feasible Plan for
review and discussion.

RECOMMENDED ACTION

Recommendation
a. Approve 2035 RLRTP Goals, Objectives, and Policies
b. Provide input on DRAFT Cost Feasible Plan

FISCAL IMPACT

The contract for this update is supported with $700,000 in FHWA PL funds shared on a proportionate basis by
both agencies.

APPROVAL
\%‘ﬁwPO/rPo

ATTACHMENTS

a. Memo explaining the 2035 RLRTP Goals, Objectives and Policies
b. 2035 RLRTP Goals, Objectives, and Policies

c. DRAFT Cost Feasible Plan

Page 1 of |



MEMORANDUM

To: St. Lucie TPO/Martin MPO Joint Board Members
From: TPO/MPO Staff
Date: October 21, 2010 Joint Board Meeting

Subject: 2035 RLRTP Goals, Objectives and Policies

Introduction

The Goals, Objectives and Policies (GOPs) portion of the 2035 RLRTP are a requirement of
state and federal rules on preparing MPO/TPO long-range transportation plans. They are being
suggested as guidance for carrying out the 2035 RLRTP. Written comments have been received
from the St. Lucie TPO, City of Fort Pierce, and the City of Port St. Lucie. Numerous
suggestions were also provided during the joint TAC and CAC meetings held during September
and October 2010. All changes made to the GOPs since the first draft was released at the August
12, 2010 Joint MPO/TPO meeting, are highlighted in yellow.

Background

The GOP document contains three goals, four objectives, 55 policies, and 22 benchmarks or
indicators suggested to measure the progress of plan implementation. Many of the 2035 goals,
objectives, policies, and indicators were derived from the 2030 RLRTP with adjustments to
reflect: 1) changes that have taken place in the economy; 2) revised population and traffic
projections; 3) new requirements for addressing energy efficient land use patterns, transportation
strategies to reduce greenhouse gas emissions, and energy conservation; and 4) the stronger infill
and redevelopment direction of the 2035 RLRTP. Another difference between the 2030 and
2035 GOP’s is that the 2030 plan had one set of GOPs for the Region, one set for St. Lucie
County and one set for Martin County. The 2035 plan includes one set of GOPs for the MPO,
TPO and local governments (i.e., the Region) which provides a more regionally consistent policy
direction for implementing the RLRTP and reduces the number of GOPs that must be considered
by 70 percent.

Overview

The Goals, Objectives and Policies portion of the 2035 RLRTP is intended to be a direction-
setting document in support of the preferred transportation/land use alternative contained in the
Plan. The RLRTP is not intended to be a mandate or dictum to local governments, special
districts and citizens of the Region. The plan does not create regulatory authority or amend local
government plans, rules, criteria or standards. It is an instruction manual to be used by the
TPO/MPO as guidance for: 1) prioritizing and measuring the value of transportation initiatives;
and 2) building a healthier and more sustainable Region.

As it pertains to local government comprehensive plans and land development regulations, it is
recognized that some ideas suggested in the RLRTP will require local comprehensive plan and



code changes. It is also recognized that some RLRTP goals and policies are applicable and can
be furthered in varying degrees in certain areas of the Region and some cannot. When applying
the Plan, this is a determination that must be continually made by city and county commissions
and the consortium of local government representatives which make up the MPO/TPO Boards.

The RLRTP acknowledges that the Region is large and diverse and that thoughtful consideration
of local differences need to be fully considered when making transportation and land use
decisions. It is also recognized because of local differences and preferences that there may be
other approaches for implementing and furthering RLRTP goals and policies other than those
specifically suggested in the Plan. This will require the MPO/TPO Boards to use good judgment
in applying the Plan and to maintain a receptiveness to new or different ideas which may not be
specifically suggested in the Plan, but which will keep the Region on course towards a
sustainable future.

This section of the RLRTP also includes 22 benchmarks or indicators suggested to measure the
progress of plan implementation. Some of the data necessary to measure progress are kept and
updated by state and federal agencies. Some measurements and data will require local effort and
coordination with the MPO/TPO to collect and report. These should be identified early on by the
MPO/TPO in consultation with the local governments and reporting systems developed so the
MPO/TPO can monitor progress on plan implementation.

Recommendation

The St. Lucie TPO and Martin MPO should recommend approval of the 2035 RLRTP Goals,
Objectives, and Policies.

Attachment
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St. Lucie TPO/Martin MPO Regional Goals, Objectives, and Policies

DRAFT

2035 Regional Long Range Transportation Plan (RLRTP)
for-St. Luei | Martin Counti
“Going On Green Into 2035”

Regional Goals, Objectives and Policies for the St. Lucie Transportation
Planning Organization/Martin Metropolitan Planning Organization

Joint-Metropolitan-Aren

A. Introduction

Establishing regional goals, objectives and policies (GOPs) provides a set of instructions for
implementing the 2035 RLRTP and prioritizing transportation investment in the region. These
GOPs are not intended to replace the adopted local comprehensive plans, but rather to provide
guidance in carrying out the infill alternative of the adopted 2035 RLRTP.

Regional GOPs shall adhere to the following definitions and standards:

= Goal: A statement identifying a desired long-term outcome.
= Objective: A specific measurable intermediate end that is achievable and marks progress

toward a goal.

= Policy: The course of action or way in which programs and activities are conducted to

achieve an identified goal or objective.

B. Background

The GOPs have been developed based on the following guidance:

1.

The community design and visioning workshops conducted on September 26, 2009 in
Martin County and November 7, 2009 in St. Lucie County.

2. The results of the 2035 RLRTP Web-Based Public Survey.

3. Review of the Regional GOPs from the 2030 RLRTP.

4.  Section 1203(f) of Safe, Accountable, Flexible, Efficient Transportation Equity Act — A
Legacy for Users (SAFETEA-LU).

5. The Infill Alternative developed from the two community design and visioning
workshops.

6.  The results of the Community Focus Group meetings held in St. Lucie and Martin
counties.

7.  Review of the 2009 Regional Transit Development Plan for Martin and St. Lucie
counties.

2035 Regional Long Range Transportation Plan 73age 2

“Going on Green Into 2035”
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10.

11.

12.

13.

14.

15.

16.

DRAFT

Review of all adopted county and city local comprehensive plans.

Review of the Federal Highway Administration’s 2010 Model Language in
Transportation Plans for Addressing Climate Change, dated May 13, 2010.

The 2035 RLRTP Scope of Work which specifies that the RLRTP goals consider at least
the following factors:

= system efficiency

= LOS standards

= continuous bicycle/pedestrian network

= transit service

= freight movement

= transportation network maintenance and preservation
= environmental protection

= neighborhood preservation

= safety

= intermodal connectivity

= roadway improvement projects prioritization criteria
= congestion management processes

= access management

» land use compatibility

= future growth of the Martin and St. Lucie counties and the Treasure Coast Region

The goal of reducing greenhouse gas emissions, fuel consumption, vehicle miles
travelled, vehicle trip lengths, vehicle hours travelled and increasing transit use as a
percentage of all trips in the region.

Review of DCA'’s report on Greenhouse Gas Reduction and Energy Conservation Under
Florida House Bill 697, dated November 6, 2009.

All federal, state, and regional andJeeal plans and studies reviewed under RLRTP Task
3-Study Area Data Review and Analysis: Technical Memorandum #3, dated June 24,
2010.

2060 Draft Florida Transportation Plan-ongoing workshops.

Context Sensitive Solutions in Designing Major Urban Thoroughfares for Walkable
Communities — Institute of Transportation Engineers, 2006.

Town Planning and-Urban-Desiga in Practice: An Introduction to the Art of Designing
Cities and Suburbs, Raymond Unwin, 1909.

2035 Regional Long Range Transportation Plan

“Going on Green Into 2035”



St. Lucie TPO/Martin MPO Regional Goals, Objectives, and Policies

DRAFT

Overview

The Goals, Objectives and Policies portion of the 2035 RLRTP is intended to be a direction-
setting document in support of the preferred transportation/land use alternative contained in the
Plan. The RLRTP is not intended to be a mandate or dictum to local governments, special
districts and citizens of the Region. The plan does not create regulatory authority or amend local
government plans, rules, criteria or standards. It is an instruction manual to be used by the
TPO/MPO as guidance for: 1) prioritizing and measuring the value of transportation initiatives;

and 2) building a healthier and more sustainable Region.

As it pertains to local government comprehensive plans and land development regulations, it is
recognized that some ideas suggested in the RLRTP will require local comprehensive plan and

code changes. It is also recognized that some RLRTP goals and policies are applicable and can
be furthered in varying degrees in certain areas of the Region and some cannot. When applying
the Plan, this is a determination that must be continually made by city and county commissions
and the consortium of local government representatives which make up the MPO/TPO Boards.

The RLRTP acknowledges that the Region is large and diverse and that thoughtful consideration
of local differences need to be fully considered when making transportation and land use
decisions. It is also recognized because of local differences and preferences that there may be
other approaches for implementing and furthering RLRTP goals and policies other than those
specifically suggested in the Plan. This will require the MPO/TPO Boards to use good judgment
in applying the Plan and to maintain a receptiveness to new or different ideas which may not be
specifically suggested in the Plan. but which will keep the Region on course towards a
sustainable future.

This section of the RLRTP also includes 23 benchmarks or indicators suggested to measure the
progress of plan implementation. Some of the data necessary to measure progress are kept and
updated by state and federal agencies. Some measurements and data will require local effort and
coordination with the MPO/TPO to collect and report. These should be identified early on by the
MPO/TPO in consultation with the local governments and reporting systems developed so the
MPO/TPO can monitor progress on plan implementation.

2035 Regional Long Range Transportation Plan Page 4
“Going on Green Into 2035”
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C. Goals, Objectives and Policies

RLRTP Goal 1.0

An efficient multimodal transportation system to serve regional and local
needs, foster economic prosperity, and ensure transportation choices for
all citizens, visitors, and businesses of the Region.

Objective 1.1: Develop an efficient multi-modal transportation system which includes
the following:

)

)

3)

4

)

(6)

Q)

®)

The Port of Fort Pierce developed consistent with the approved Port Master Plan
which is part of the applicable local comprehensive plan;

St. Lucie International and Witham Field general aviation airports linking the
Region to major business and tourism centers both within and outside the State, and
developed consistent with the approved Airport Master Plan which is part of the
applicable local comprehensive plan;

Regularly scheduled Commuter-and-long-distance passenger rail service along the
FEC corridor with stations linking the coastal cities and towns of the Region and
beyond;

A regional mass transit system linking St. Lucie and Martin counties to passenger
commuter rail stations, major commercial airports, seaports, colleges, and principle
urban areas within the Southeast Florida Region;

Urban bus and shuttle service linked to each regional/local public transit system
station;

Designated public transportation corridors linked to the region/local public transit
system,

An effective, safe and interconnected bicycle, pedestrian and greenways and trails
network;

A roadway system and land use planning designed to: a) complement and
supplement public transit systems; b) provide for the effective movement of people
and goods to freight activity centers, workplace districts and intermodal centers: c)
avoid fragmentation of native habitat and identified wildlife corridors and
greenways; d) reduce vulnerability to disasters and improve public safety and post-
disaster recovery; e) safely accommodate the bicyclist and pedestrians: and f)
complement and support the redevelopment of downtown districts, identified
redevelopment corridors, and CRAs;
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Adequate transportation disadvantaged services to meet the needs of children, the
elderly, and other transportation disadvantaged populations as defined by Florida
Statutes;

Facilities and services consistent with the Americans with Disabilities Act; and

Maintenance and improvement of aceeptable air quality levels.

Policy 1.1.1: Reserve and protect sufficient road right-of-way to provide for an
efficient multi-modal transportation system.

Policy 1.1.2: Enhance St. Lucie International and Witham Field general aviation
airport operations in accordance with an approved airport master plan which is part
of the local government comprehensive plan.

Policy 1.1.3: Enhance Port of Fort Pierce operations in accordance with the
approved port master plan which is part of the local government comprehensive
plan.

Policy 1.1.4: Encourage and assist local governments and CRAs in identifying
their preferred locations for passenger eemmuter rail stations.

Policy 1.1.5: Increase land use densities and the mix of land uses around
designated transit corridors, passenger eemmuter rail stations, transit hubs, and at

strateglc locatlons w1th1n de31gnated redevelopment corrldors-aﬂé—afeas—éeseﬁbed

Policy 1.1.6: Assist public and private agencies and entities in implementing
strategies that reduce congestion, energy use, greenhouse gas emissions, and the
number of single-occupant auto trips.

Policy 1.1.7: Give consideration during the planning of transportation system
enhancements to providing incentives for use of high-occupancy vehicles energy
efficient motor vehicles; and alternative modes of transportation (e.g., car pools,
van pools, buses, bicycles, pedestrians, etc.).

Policy 1.1.8: In new development and redevelopment create a roadway grid
Develop-a-sub-regional roadwaysystem of predictably spaced and interconnected
east-west, north-south streets. Ideally, streets should be spaced every one-quarter to
one-half mile to offer multiple route choices, disperse traffic, reduce trip lengths,
and discourage local travel on interstates and arterials.
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Policy 1.1.9: Promote Redireet development from-interstates-and-major-arterialsto

in town and neighborhood centers along collector and minor arterials, CRAs,
downtown districts and identified redevelopment corridors.

Policy 1.1.10: ‘When determining the course of action for solving roadway capacity
problems and spending public transportation funds, local governments should
consider, where appropriate. land use and urban design solutions, level of service
adjustments, congestion management solutions, and more fine-grained
transportation modeling, especially in US 1 Corridor Retrofit Project areas and
where right-of-way is constrained.

me{&de-a—}&nd—use—amhts&sw&haﬁ-ufbaﬁ—éeﬁgn-elemeﬂi- IMoved to Pollcv 3.1. 6 [

Policy 1.1.11: Ensure consistency between State, local and regional transportation
plans.

Policy 1.1.12: As a method to carry out the RLRTP Infill Alternative while
protecting the countryside and not ;—minimize—theneed—te increasing overall
development rights in the Region,—and-earry—out-the RERTP Infill- Alternative; a
regional TDR program should be developed for application to CRAs, downtown
districts, and identified redevelopment corridors and infill locations.

Objective 1.2: Promote improved community planning and urban design which supports
implementation of the RLRTP Infill Alternative.

Policy 1.2.1: Encourage forms of development and redevelopment that maximize
public transportation alternatives, minimize the use of the Region’s collector and
arterial roadway network, and reduce the total amount of daily vehicle miles
traveled.

Policy 1.2.2: Plan and design new development and redevelopment to provide
complementary interconnections for automobiles, bicycles, pedestrians and public
transportation within and between residential areas, schools, employment and retail
centers, recreational areas and other public facilities.

Policy 1.2.3: Methods for maximizing Fe—maximize public transportation use,
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pedestrian access and fac111tatmg on-street parking opportunities, an-urban-design

should be included in local land development
and site planning regulations applied to development and redevelopment of building
sites or changes to the street network.

Policy 1.2.4: Reduce vehicle miles travelled per capita by private automobile,
greenhouse gas emissions and fuel consumption within the Region through a
combination of the following:

(1) provision of public transportation alternatives;

(2) provision of a wide range of housing opportunities in proximity to
employment, education, commercial services and recreational opportunities;

(3) redevelopment of single-use development sites to create diverse, mixed-use
built environments around passenger eemmuter rail stations, transit hubs
along designated multimodal and redevelopment corridors, and within CRAs,
and other appropriate locations.

(4) provision of a street network designed for the pedestrians, bicyclist, the
automobile and transit;

(5) provision of parking in ways that will encourage bicycling. walking
pedestrianism and public transportation alternatives;

(6) provision of incentives encouraging transit-oriented development, infill and
downtown redevelopment;

(7) support of public and private sector efforts to carry out Transportation
Demand Management strategies that will reduce congestion such as
compressed _work weeks, flexible schedules, telecommuting and
videoconferencing; and

(8) establishment of passenger eemmuter rail and intermodal connections.

Policy 1.2.5: Orient buildings toward streets to create better pedestrian
environments.

Policy 1.2.6: Locate buildings so they are as convenient and accessible to public
transportation facilities and sidewalks as they are to auto parking. Include bicycle
racks for convenient access to buildings.

Policy 1.2.7: Locate parking to the sides and backs of buildings so that pedestrian
access to and from public transportation does not require walking through large
parking lots to reach building entrances.
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Policy 1.2.8: Develop a tiered system of impact fees, a mobility fee, or other
system of assessment which recognizes the wide and disproportionate differences in
roadway use and impacts between local and regional land uses and attractions.

Policy 1.2.9: Encourage efficient intersection control options such as roundabouts,
stop signs, coordinated traffic signals, etc., which minimize idle time for

automobiles and increase safety.

Policy 1.2.10: Review and where necessary amend public policy governing parking
requirements to support “transit first” policies and to promote public transit as a
viable alternative in high density areas, designated public transportation corridors,
and central business districts. Such policies and programs might include: developer
funded transit passes; parking fee in lieu of parking programs; smart car rental
programs; public bike exchange programs; etc.

Policy 1.2.11: All Have-new-infill development er-redevelopment should provide
transit ridership amenities (shelters, route information, and schedules) and
appropriate and effective incentives whenever transit use is assumed or required to
maintain acceptable roadway level of service.

Policy 1.2.12: Support and assist local governments in applying and qualifying for
federal funding assistance to expand public transportation services where consistent
with other goals and strategies.

Policy 1.2.13: Support requests for lower levels of service and establishment of
transportation concurrency exception areas in higher density areas, downtowns,
CRAs and along designated public transportation corridors where it can be
demonstrated that levels of mobility and convenience will be maintained or
increased through other modes of transportation or land use corrections.

Policy 1.2.14: Encourage forms of development and redevelopment and street
design that will improve mobility opportunities for transit dependent groups,
especially the poor, the handicapped, the aged and the young.

Policy 1.2.15: Coordinate transportation disadvantaged services with existing or
planned public transit systems, including school bus systems.

Policy 1.2.16: Plan and design new development and redevelopment to increase the
ability of the internal and external roadway network to accommodate emergency
traffic, enhance post disaster recovery efforts, and provide central locations for
public shelters and emergency relief centers.
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Policy 1.2.17: Complete and adopt a strategic greenways and trails plan for the
Treasure Coast Region.

Policy 1.2.18: Land uses and transportation projects should not be permitted that
interfere with the interconnectivity, access and movement of wildlife via the
Region’s greenway and trail system.
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RLRTP Goal 2.0

Transportation investments that discourage suburban sprawl and
improve the economy and value of existing towns, cities, and other
redevelopment areas.

Objective 2.1: Return older communities and corridors to their historic prominence as
important and viable economic centers through redevelopment and revitalization.

Policy 2.1.1: Give a high priority to infill projects which are consistent with
redevelopment plans ef for the area and the RLRTP Infill Alternative.

Policy 2.1.2: Simplify and shorten the review process which applies to infill and
redevelopment, to the extent that the public’s health, safety and welfare are not
compromised.

Policy 2.1.3: Provide design and other assistance to developers who propose infill,
redevelopment and other forms of development consistent with the RLRTP Infill
Alternative.

Policy 2.1.4: Local governments should simplify the concurrency process previde

eoncurrency-assistance for redevelopment, infill, and new economic development
projects that meet the RLRTP Infill Alternative.

Policy 2.1.5: Provide financial and other incentives for infill, redevelopment, and
new economic development projects that meet the RLRTP Infill Alternative.

Policy 2.1.6: Increase public investment and assistance to foster infill,
redevelopment, and refurbishing of infrastructure in existing urban areas.

Policy 2.1.7: Develop an impact fee or mobility fee structure which supports infill,
redevelopment, and new development projects that meet the RLRTP Infill
Alternative.

Policy 2.1.8: Develop a tiered system of impact fees or mobility fee which
recognizes cost differences of providing public services to development based on
the size, type, form, location, and service demands of the development proposed.

Policy 2.1.9: Coordinate land use planning and the provision of public facilities to
assist the private sector in building RLRTP forms of development and to create
infill and redevelopment opportunities.

Policy 2.1.10: Development that is not consistent with the RLRTP Infill
Alternative which occurs in undeveloped areas should be responsible for and bear
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the full and true infrastructure costs to support the development through buildout.

Policy 2.1.11: As a viable option to new construction, restore and rehabilitate
historic sites and districts as an efficient use of existing infrastructure (roads, water,
sewer, gas, electricity, telephone lines, etc.).

Policy 2.1.12: Fund historic preservation projects to help safeguard community
heritage, contribute to the quality of life, revitalize older communities, and promote
local economic development and diversification.

Policy 2.1.13: Establish tax abatement ordinances that will grant tax relief to
qualified historic restoration properties.

Policy 2.1.14: Beautify and landscape transportation corridors and local streets to
promote the image and natural beauty of the Region.

Policy 2.1.15: Require transportation planning and actions to designate and protect
the Martin Grade (CR 714) between CR 609 and SR 710 as a Scenic Highway.
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RLRTP Goal 3.0

Improved land wuse and transportation decision-making and
intergovernmental cooperation in the Region.

Objective 3.1: Enhance coordination of public outreach, policy development and
decision-making pertaining to land use and transportation issues of regional significance.

Policy 3.1.1: Provide early and continuing opportunities for local government
participation in all regional transportation planning activities.

Policy 3.1.2: Increase the understanding and coordination of land use and
transportation policy decisions within and between departments, neighboring
jurisdictions, and agencies at all levels of government to effect better solutions to
the Region’s transportation problems.

Policy 3.1.3: Provide a forum for effective intergovernmental coordination on the
setting, monitoring and maintenance of level of service standards and support
establishment of multimodal level of service standards in cities and other developed
or developing areas within the region.

Policy 3.1.4: Maintain consistencies, to the maximum extent feasible, between
local, county, regional and state plans and federal requirements.

Policy 3.1.5: Identify and pursue additional and innovative funding approaches and
regional partnerships to help close the gap between available funding and regional
transportation needs.

Policy 3.1.6: To address multijurisdictional impacts and improve inter-
governmental coordination, encourage require a multijurisdictional traffic impact
analysis when a development’s traffic impacts are expected to occur on roads
outside the jurisdiction in which the project is located. A unified methodology for
traffic impact analysis should be developed by the MPO and TPO to ensure impacts
are properly and consistently accounted for. All traffic impact analyses should
include a land use analysis and urban design study.

Policy 3.1.7: Establish a Regional Transit Transpertation Organization for Martin
and St. Lucie counties.

Policy 3.1.8: Prior to undertaking the 2040 RLRTP, revise and refine the Traffic
Analysis Zone boundaries and centroid connectors to be reflective of 2010 Census
data and actual travel patterns and land use.
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Policy 3.1.9: Coordinate efforts to develop a land use/transportation model to
compare the impacts of different land use alternatives on the roadways and
infrastructure.

Policy 3.1.10: Encourage early and continuing opportunities for public participation
in all transportation planning activities.
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2035 Regional Long Range Transportation Plan
for-St.Luci | MartinC .
“Going On Green Into 2035”

Regional Indicators and Benchmarks for Measuring Implementation

of the 2035 RLRTP Goals, Objectives and Policies

A. Introduction

Measuring progress toward meeting the RLRTP goals, objectives and policies (GOPs) is
important for gauging success of the 2035 Plan. Measurable “indicators” or “benchmarks”
related to carrying out the GOPs is one way the MPO and TPO Boards can keep track of their
progress. A total of Twenty-two three different measurable indicators have been established
addressing each of the three goal areas. These are listed below.

B. Indicators

1.

Percentage change-infreight-tonnage-processed-by_in development at the Port of Fort

Pierce.

Percent change in take-offsiandings—FBOs-and-operating-airerafi-based development at
St. Lucie International Airport and Stuart’s Witham Field.

Percentage change in miles of the SIS operating at adopted levels of service.
Percentage change in the use of alternative modes of transportation.

Percent decrease ehange in the amount of private vehicle miles per capita traveled in the
Region.

Percent change in total gallons of gasoline used per capita in the Region.

Increase in the total number of eonmmuter rail passengers on the FEC and CSX tracks;
total miles of passenger rail track; and new passenger rail stations.

Percent change in miles of roads operating at adopted levels of service.
Percent change in average trip length and vehicle hours travelled.

Increase in the proportion of TPO/MPQO discretionary State and local funds going

towards transit vs. roadway expansion.
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11.

12.

13.

14.

15.

16.
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Percentage change in service opportunities and ridership of the (ransportation
disadvantaged.

Number of new local street interconnections made with the existing roadway networtk.

Percent decrease ehange in traffic accidents and fatalities involving motor vehicles,
pedestrians, and bicyclists.

Percent change in hurricane evacuation clearance times.

Number of parcels within CRA, downtown districts, and identified redevelopment
corridors developed consistent with the 2035 RLRTP infill alternative.

Number of land use amendments and/or zoning changes allowing development consistent
with the 2035 RLRTP infill alternative.

17.

18.

19.

20.

21

22.

Number of locally funded transportation projects built consistent with the
recommendations of the 2035 RLRTP.

Formation of a Regional Transit Franspertation Organization within St. Lucie and
Martin counties.

Increase in State Transportation Regional Incentive Program (TRIP) funds allocated to
Martin and St. Lucie counties.

Percent increase in miles of pedestrian/bicycle facilities.

Percent increase in bus ridership

Increase in the number of park & ride lots.
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2035 Regional Long Range Transportation Plan

This
part

(RLRTP) Update

Draft Cost Feasible Plan

Developed by:
Kimley-Horn and Associates, Inc.
as a technical sub-consultant to Treasure Coast Regional
Planning Council (TCRPC)

Prepared for:
Treasure Coast Regional Planning Council (TCRPC)
St. Lucie Transportation Planning Organization (TPO)
Martin Metropolitan Planning Organization (MPO)

narrative documents the development of the Draft Cost Feasible Plan (CFP) performed as

of the Treasure Coast’s (Martin and St. Lucie Counties) 2035 Regional Long Range

Transportation Plan Update (2035 RLRTP Update). The Cost Feasible Plan builds upon the

discussion of the Deficiencies Maps; Needs Plan; Financial Resources Analysis; and Goals,

Objectives, and Policies presented at the August meeting of the Martin / St. Lucie Joint M/TPO
Board.

This

narrative accompanies the following Draft Cost Feasible Plan tables and maps attached at

the end of this document.

Martin MPO 2035 LRTP Update — Draft Cost Feasible Plan

Martin MPO Cost Feasible Plan — Financial Analysis Summary
Martin MPO 2035 LRTP Update — YOE Cost of Needs Plan Projects
St. Lucie TPO 2035 LRTP Update — Draft Cost Feasible Plan

St. Lucie TPO Cost Feasible Plan - Financial Analysis Summary

St. Lucie TPO 2035 LRTP Update — YOE Cost of Needs Plan Projects
Martin MPO 2035 Cost Feasible Plan Map — color 11x17 map

St. Lucie TPO 2035 Cost Feasible Plan Map — color 11x17 map
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Summary of Methodology

In long range transportation planning, a CFP identifies financially viable improvements to an
area’s transportation network. The CFP is refined from the Needs Plan, which identifies
transportation improvements necessary to maintain satisfactory mobility conditions to the year
2035, without consideration of project costs or potential revenue streams available to fund the
improvements. The CFP is fiscally constrained; therefore, both costs of transportation
improvements and revenues expected to be available to fund transportation improvements are

considered.

Needs Plan

As part of the development of the Needs Plan, traffic demand was projected to the year 2035
using the Greater Treasure Coast Regional Planning Model (GTCRPM 3.3). Model data such as
traffic volumes and volume to capacity (V/C) ratios were examined to identify roadway
deficiencies resulting from the growth in travel demand over the 25-year time horizon of the
RLRTP. Then, various roadway network improvement alternatives were evaluated to identify
which improvements would have the greatest impact on reducing future deficiencies. The Needs
Plan was initially developed based on the Infill Alternative, which was identified as the Preferred
Land Use Scenario during the public visioning workshops. Subsequent travel demand modeling
during the development of the Deficiencies Maps confirmed that the Infill Alternative performs

more efficiently and is more cost effective than the Historical Trend Alternative.

Comparison to Historical Trend Alternative

Based on a request from the Martin / St. Lucie Joint TAC, an analysis was prepared to identify
differences between the Needs Plan based on the Infill Alternative and what a Needs Plan would
look like if based on the Historical Trend Alternative. It was determined that for the Historical
Trend Alternative, the Needs Plan would consist of all of the projects identified for the Infill
Alternative plus the following additional roadway projects (see Table 1). The total additional
project cost for the projects identified in Table | was determined to be approximately
$200,000,000 in present day value.
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Table 1: Additional Roadway Needs Projects for the Historical Trend Alternative

Length
Project From To Type County (miles)
C.R. 609/ .
Martin Highway Range Line I-95 LI Martin 5.69
2 to 4 Lanes
Road
. Martin St. Lucie Co. | Widen from .
C.R. 609 / Range Line Road Highway Line 2t0 4 Lanes Martin 3.06
- Martin Co. Glades Cut- | Widen from .
C.R. 609 / Range Line Road Line Off Road 210 4 Lanes St. Lucie 6.09
. Glades Cut- . ;
C.R. 609 / Range Line Road Off Road Midway Road | New 4 Lanes | St. Lucie 5.51
C.R. 609/ .
Glades Cut-Off Road Range Line Reserve AL St. Lucie 3.30
Boulevard 2 to 4 Lanes
Road
. : . Widen from .
Kings Highway Indrio Road us.1 2t 4 Lanes St. Lucie 2,97

Strategic Intermodal System (SIS) Needs

The Martin/St. Lucie 2035 Needs Plan identifies the need to widen 1-95 and the Florida’s
Turnpike in Martin and St. Lucie Counties. However, FDOT’s current SIS/FIHS Long Range
Highway Capacity Plan Cost Feasible Plan only includes funding for the widening of I-95 from
SR 70 to the Indian River County Line. Therefore, the remaining sections are considered
Unfunded Needs for the purposes of this 2035 RLRTP.

Future Transit Network

A Martin/St. Lucie Future Transit Network was developed for the 2035 RLRTP. The Future
Transit Network was developed based on the Martin/St. Lucie Transit Development Plan (TDP).
A few key regional projects were added to the Future Transit Network map including the U.S. 1
Corridor Transit Retrofit project, Passenger Rail along the Florida East Coast (FEC) Railroad
corridor, and an Indian River Connnector route along U.S. 1. A brief description of the U.S. 1
Corridor Transit Retrofit project is provided in this Narrative. The Future Transit Network map

(11x17 color map) is displayed on the following page.
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U.S. 1 Corridor Transit Retrofit

The 2035 Martin/St. Lucie Needs Plan identifies the need for additional travel capacity along the
U.S. 1 corridor. However, U.S. 1 is a significantly constrained roadway in many areas and was
determined to be cost infeasible for roadway widening. Therefore, a context sensitive approach
was developed to combine rapid bus transit service along U.S. 1 with other corridor-wide
improvements to achieve viable transportation options and enhanced efficiency. The U.S. 1
Corridor Transit Retrofit project is envisioned to comprise many elements including but not
limited to the following.
=  Rapid bus transit along U.S. 1
= Bus priority treatments including transit signal
priority (TSP) and bus queue jumper lanes at key
intersection bottlenecks
= Signal coordination improvements including

enhanced arterial progression

= Improved grid network of connecting streets
following traditional neighborhood design principles

= Context sensitive design solutions that encourage transit accessibility and walkability

= Sustainable redevelopment in the corridor following Livabl « Communities Initiative
principles

= Regional and inter-city passenger rail service in the parallel FEC Railroad corridor

This project is an alternative to roadway widening along U.S. 1. As such, the Cost Feasible Plan
assumes an innovative approach where roadway funds are “flexed” to implement transportation

components of the U.S. 1 Corridor Transit Retrofit.
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Summary of Financial Resources Analysis

The financial resources analysis, which provides a synopsis of the revenues anticipated to be
available to fund transportation improvements in the Martin and St. Lucie metropolitan planning
area through the year 2035, is a key component of the RLRTP. In addition to the revenue
analysis, costs were estimated for the improvement projects included in the Needs Plan. The
revenues available to fund improvements were then compared to the project costs in order to

prioritize Needs Plan projects in a fiscally constrained scenario.

Year of Expenditure (YOE) Approach

According to Federal Highway Administration (FHWA) and Federal Transit Administration
(FTA) regulations (Statewide and Metropolitan Planning Rule — 72 Federal Register 7224)
adopted in 2007, the RLRTP financial plan must be developed through a year of expenditure
(YOE) approach, rather than in a base year approach as was done in the past. The rationale for
this requirement is that cost estimates for transportation improvement projects in LRTPs have
traditionally understated the costs of the improvements by not taking the effects of inflation into

account.

Florida Department of Transportation (FDOT) revenue forecasts are now provided in YOE
dollars, and FDOT provides inflation forecasts which can be used to estimate YOE project costs.
For several local revenue sources, including gas taxes, local option sales tax, and impact fees,

revenue growth rates were developed in consultation with local government staff.

Revenue Forecast

Revenue streams distributed by the State via FDOT include programs for (1) the strategic
intermodal system (SIS)/Florida intrastate highway system (FIHS), (2) other state highway
system arterial roadways not designated as part of the SIS or FIHS, and (3) technical and
operating/capital assistance for transit. There are several additional county level revenue sources
for transportation improvements incorporated into the analysis as well including local option gas
tax and transportation impact fees. Transportation capital revenue forecasts are incorporated into
the Cost Feasible Plan tables presented in this document and are summarized in the tables titled
Martin MPO Cost Feasible Plan — Financial Analysis Summary and St. Lucie TPO Cost

Feasible Plan — Financial Analysis Summary.
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Cost Estimates

For the improvement projects included in the Needs Plan, base year (2010) cost estimates were
developed in present day value. The base year cost estimates were then determined for year of
expenditure (YOE) out to year 2035 using inflation factors provided by FDOT. This approach
identifies how much the various Needs Plan improvement projects would cost, depending on the
timeframe when the projects are implemented. Items considered in the estimates include costs
associated with project development and environment (PD&E) studies, preliminary engineering
(PE), right-of-way (ROW) acquisition, construction, maintenance of traffic (MOT) during
construction, and construction engineering and inspection (CEI). In addition, a 10 percent

contingency was added for project unknowns.

Needs Plan cost estimates are summarized in the tables titled Martin MPO 2035 LRTP Update
— YOE Cost of Needs Plan Projects and Martin MPO 2035 LRTP Update — YOE Cost of
Needs Plan Projects. The cells marked in blue indicate years in which the project is projected to
be funded. These tables illustrate how the YOE methodology accounts for the impacts of
inflation to the costs associated with the implementation of the Adopted Needs Plan projects. If,
for example, all the Martin Needs Plan Non-SIS State Highway roadway improvement projects
were implemented between 2016 and 2020, their cost would be $138 million. If the same Martin
Needs Plan Non-SIS State Highway roadway improvement projects were implemented between
2031 and 2035, their cost would be $225 million.

Draft Cost Feasible Plan

Given that there is not enough revenue forecast to be available to fund all the Needs Plan projects,
a Cost Feasible Plan (CFP) was developed to guide transportation investments in Martin and St.
Lucie Counties to the year 2035. The CFP is based on guidance from the MPO and TPO List of
Priority Projects (LOPP), stakeholder agency input, and project prioritization scores based on the
attached criteria. The CFP contains Needs Plan projects grouped into implementation timeframes
based on funding availability. The implementation timeframes are from 2016 to 2020, 2021 to
2025, 2026 to 2030, and 2031 to 2035. Since transportation improvement projects that are
programmed for implementation by 2015 have their funding sources already allocated, those
projects were considered to be committed improvements, and appear in the existing + committed
(E+C) roadway network, which has been presented in prior meetings. The following tables

present the results of the Draft CFP for review and comment.



Martin MPO 2035 LTRP Update - Draft Cost Feasible Plan

Non-SiS State Highways

Project Description 2016-2020 | 20212025 | 2026-2030 | 20312035 | Developer Funded | Unfunded |
Kanner Hwy from CR 711 to SW Locks Rd (Widen from 2 lanes to 4 lanes X
Martin Hwy from Citrus Blvd to SW Martin Downs Bivd Widen from 2 janes to 4 lanes X
Kanner Hwy from Jack James Or to Salemo Rd Widen from 4 lanes to 6 Janes X
Kanner Hwy from Salerno Rd to Indlan St Widen from 4 lanec to 6 lanes X
Kanner Hwy from indian St to Monterey Rd 'Widen from 4 lanes to 6 lanes X
(Martin Downs Blvd from High Meadow Ave to SR 76/Kanner Hwy Widen from 4 lanes to 6 Janes. X
US 1 from NW Wright Bivd to Jensen Beach 8lvd Widen from 6 lanes to 8 lanes X
jus 1 Corridor Transi| Retrofit X
County and Municipai Roadways

—_— —

Project Description 2015-20_&)_ 2021-2025 2026-2030 2031-2035 | Developer Funded | Unfunded
High Meadow Ave from 1-95 to Mastin Hwy Widen from 2 lanes to 4 lanes X
High Meadow Ave from Martin Hwy to Martin Downs Bivd Widen from 2 lanes to 4 lanes X
(Cove Rd from SR 76/Kanner Hwy to Willoughby 8ivd ‘Widen from 2 lanes to 4 lanes. X
[Cove Rd from Willoughby 8ivd to US 1 'Widan from 2 Janes to 4 Janes X
indlan St from Kannet Hwy to Willoughby 8ivd \Widen from 4 lanes to 6 lanes X
Willoughby Blvd from Monterey Road to US 1 New 2-lane road X
Martin Hwy from SW Martin Downs 8ivd to Mapp Road (Widen from 2 lanes to 4 lanes X
TMA Funded Roadways

Project Description 2016-2020 2021-2025 2026-2030 2031-2035 loper Funded | Unf d
us 1 |Corridor Transit Retrafit X X X X
Comgestion Management Strategies CMP Funds X X X X
Livable Communities Initiative LOI Projects X X X X
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Martin MPO Cost Feasible Plan - Financial Analysis Summary

Note: All values are in year of expenditure (YOE) dollars

Base Revenue Forecast

Revenue Source 2016-2020 2021-2025 2026-2030 2031-2035
State Non-SIS - Other Arterial $21,800,000 $24,500,000 $26,400,000 $28,900,000
County $34,918,229 $35,866,678 536,779,244 $37,309,321
TMA (XU) $11,200,000 $11,900,000 $12,200,000 $12,300,000
Adj Revenue including Carry Over

Revenue Source 2016-2020 2021-2025 2026-2030 2031-2035
State Non-SIS - Other Art r $21,800,000 $34,944,557 $31,880 88 $29,480,495
County $34,918,229 $42,932,853 539,068 4 $39,061,693
TMA (XU) 511,200,000 $11,900,000 $12,200,000 $12,300,000
Value of Committed Projects

Revenue Source 2016-2020 2021-2025 2026 2030 2031-203S
State Non-SIS - Other Arterial $11,355,443 $29,463,768 $31,300,293 $29 480 49
County $27,852,054 $40,643 343 3,316 38 $2360 414
TMA (XU) $11,200,000 $11,900,000 $12,200,000 $12,300,000
Uncommitted Funds

Revenue Source - 020 2021-2025 2026-2030 2031-2035
State Non-SIS - Other Arterial $10,444,557 $5,480,788 $580,495 $0
County $7,066,175 $2,289,510 1 237 $15,456,278
TMA (XU) $0 $0 0 $0

Total Unfunded or Potential Developer Funded Projects

Revenue Source 2031-2035 Cost
Unfunded - State N n- | $99,176,007
Developer Funded $0
Unfunded - County $0

arti
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