MARTIN METROPOLITAN PLANNING ORGANIZATION
POLICY BOARD MEETING
Martin County Administrative Building
Martin County Commission Chambers
2401 SE Monterey Road
Stuart, FL 34996
(772) 221-1498
www.martinmpo.com
Monday, February 23, 2015@ 9:00 a.m.
AGENDA

ITEM

ACTION

1. CALL TO ORDER – 9:00 a.m.
2. PRAYER – Rev. James Brocious
3. PLEDGE OF ALLEGIANCE
4. ROLL CALL
5. APPROVAL OF AGENDA

APPROVE

6. APPROVAL OF MINUTES
o Special Meeting - October 20, 2014
o Regular Meeting - December 15, 2014

APPROVE

7. PUBLIC COMMENTS
(PLEASE LIMIT YOUR COMMENTS TO THREE MINUTES; COMPLETE CARD TO COMMENT)

8. BUSINESS ITEMS
A. ELECTION OF OFFICERS

APPROVE

B. PUBLIC INVOLVEMENT PLAN (PIP)
ANNUAL REPORT

APPROVE
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C. US 1 MULTIMODAL CORRIDOR STUDY

INFORMATION

D. KANNER HIGHWAY/CR 711 (PRATT WHITNEY RD)
INTERSECTION

INFORMATION

E. MPO LEGISLATIVE PRIORITIES

INFORMATION

9. COMMENTS FROM FDOT
10. COMMENTS FROM ADVISORY COMMITTEE MEMBERS
11. COMMENTS FROM BOARD MEMBERS
12. STAFF UPDATES
1. Long Range Transportation Plan Update
2. Interlocal Agreement for the Creation of the [Martin] MPO
13. NOTES
1. 2015 Schedule of Board Meetings
14. NEXT MEETING – April 20, 2015 @ 9:00 a.m.
15. ADJOURN
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MARTIN METROPOLITAN PLANNING ORGANIZATION
POLICY BOARD SPECIAL MEETING
Martin County Board of County Commissioner Chambers
2401 S.E. Monterey Road
Stuart, FL 34996
(772) 221-1498
www.martinmpo.com
Monday, October 20, 2014 @ 9:00 A.M.
Minutes
1. CALL TO ORDER.
The meeting was called to order by Chairman Tom Bausch at 9:02 AM.
2. PRAYER–Reverend James Brocious, Stuart Alliance Church
3. PLEDGE OF ALLEGIANCE
4. ROLL CALL
Members in Attendance:
Tom Bausch, Chair, Town of Sewall’s Point Commissioner
Sarah Heard, Vice-Chair, Martin County Board of County Commissioners
Troy McDonald, City of Stuart Commissioner
John Haddox, Martin County Board of Count y Commissioners
Anne Scott, Martin County Board of County Commissioners
Members Excused:
Eula R. Clarke, City of Stuart Commissioner
Doug Smith, Martin County Board of Count y Commissioners
Members Absent:
None.
Staff in Attendance:
Beth Beltran, MPO Administrator
Margaret H. Brassard, Administrative Specialist II
Murriah Dekle, Planner II
Bonnie Landry, Senior Planner
Others in Attendance:
Reverend James Brocious, Stuart Alliance Church
Bill Biggs
Vinny Barile
Tom Dettloff, BPAC
Paul Nicoletti, City of Stuart
Taryn Kryzda, Martin County Administrator
Don Donaldson, Directory of Engineering
Terry Rauth, Deputy County Engineer
A quorum was present for this meeting.
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5.

APPROVE AGENDA
A motion was made by Ms. Sarah Heard to approve the Agenda as published. The
motion was seconded by Mr. John Haddox. There were no additions. The
motion passed unanimously.

6. PUBLIC COMMENTS
(PLEASE LIMIT YOUR COMMENTS TO THREE MINUTES; COMPLETE CARD TO COMMENT)

The chair acknowledged the requests to speak and called Mr. Bill Biggs to the Podium.
Mr. Biggs introduced himself saying that he was with Riverwatch Marina and Boat Yard in
Stuart, Florida as well as being a Board member of the Marine Industry Association of the
Treasure Coast. He wanted to advise the Board of the posture of the marine industry. He
advised that they recently held a meeting with executives from All Aboard Florida (AAF),
where they discussed mitigating some of the problems that have been identified concerning
vessel navigation on the St. Lucie and Loxahatchee Rivers in this venture. Mr. Biggs said
that the Marine Industry made suggestions about moving the trains west which would solve
the problems in Martin County. He said resulting from that meeting that the marine
industry has no confidence in AAF to mitigate the navigational impacts on the two bridges.
He advised that they stated that they did not desire to use the CSX Lines as that would have
them doing business with their competition. He said that corporations work together when
it is in their common interests or public good. Mr. Biggs said that he noticed while looking
at the Metropolitan Planning Organization (MPO) website that the MPO works with the
Florida Department of Transportation (FDOT) and he asked if the MPO could check with
FDOT to see if there is any right of way near the CSX lines that could possibly be worked
into a lease which would encourage AAF to bypass downtown Martin County to alleviate
all of the issues. He stated that AAF impacts downtown Stuart, the marine industry, as
well as the financial impacts to waterfront residents in Palm City. He added that those
currently using the Leighton Park Boat Ramp will start putting their boats in at Sandsprit
Park creating congestion there as well as a multitude of other known and unknown impacts.
Mr. Biggs thanked the Board for allowing him to speak. Commissioner Heard expressed
her gratitude to hear Mr. Biggs as the voice of the marine industry. She stated that it is
critical that the marine industry be well represented. She stipulated that the [St. Lucie
River] Bridge is a huge consideration and suggested encouraging everyone being impacted
to submit their written comments to the Federal Railroad Administration (FRA) advising of
the numerous impacts for the industry. Mr. McDonald specified that they need to be
specific in their comments. Ms. Heard stated that the information and estimates in the
DEIS are incorrect, and the FRA needs to be told the truth. Mr. Biggs concurred noting
that even without AAF Martin will still have to deal with the eminent increase in freight
traffic over the next 20 years. He suggested being proactive by diverting some of the
traffic around Martin may not help those to the north or south but it will help Martin. Ms.
Heard requested the names of the FEC representatives with whom he met. Mr. Biggs
advised that he met with six executives from AAF, including Michael Reininger who led
the presentation on the bridge mitigation. He stated that it really demonstrated how out of
touch they were as to marine navigation issues.
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7. BUSINESS ITEMS
A. ALL ABOARD FLORIDA-DRAFT ENVIRONMENTAL IMPACT
STATEMENT.
Ms. Beltran advised that at the prior meeting, the Board directed staff to compile a
response to the Draft Environmental Impact Statement (DEIS), to which she will
present the findings. She advised that that Environmental Impact Statement (EIS) is
prepared by a lead agency that has determined that a proposal is likely to result in
environmental impacts. Ms. Beltran advised that the EIS is used to identify probable
adverse environmental impacts, while providing reasonable alternatives and possibly
mitigation. She advised that the FRA is the lead agency, and AAF is the proposed
project. Of significance, when a large project as this is presented, one of two reviews
need to be made; either an Environment Assessment (EA) or an EIS. The first was an
EA which was prepared for the lower three Counties. Ms. Beltran stated that
normally there are two possible results from an EA; a Finding of No Significant
Impact (FONSI) or a significant impact could be found and an EIS would be required.
She said from West Palm Beach to Miami the FRA determined that a FONSI would
be issued. Ms. Beltran advised that then the FRA began to work on the segment north
of West Palm Beach to Orlando. She stated that it appears that the FRA was using
the same mitigation techniques from the southern Counties for the balance of the
project to Orlando. Ms. Beltran clarified that normally if a FONSI is issued that
section is “removed” from the table. However, if the northern service somehow
changed the southern operation, it would be reasonable that the FONSI would be
incorporated into this DEIS, but that is not the case. She stated that they are using the
southern segment as the mitigation for the northern segment of the EIS which is
puzzling. Ms. Beltran recapped that the AAF Project is a passenger rail service
running 32 trains daily from Orlando to Miami with stops in Orlando, West Palm
Beach, Fort Lauderdale and Miami. She stated that the train speeds from Miami to
West Palm Beach will be up to 79 miles per hour (MPH). She advised that north
from West Palm Beach to Cocoa the trains will travel up to 110 MPH making it a
Class 6 track, with the track from Cocoa to Orlando at a speed of 125 MPH. Mr.
Bausch requested clarification for the public about the different classes of tracks. Ms.
Beltran said it is determined by the speed of the train on the track, with differences in
the signal warnings and crossings. Ms. Beltran continued that as a Class 6 track, with
trains going up to 110 MPH, more safety improvements are required such as four
quadrant gates and concrete medians.
She stated that the required safety
improvements for a Class 6 track are similar as required in a quiet zone. Ms. Beltran
said that she’s of the opinion that people have been confused because the FRA, AAF
and FDOT have used quiet zones and the safety improvements required for Class 6
tracks interchangeably while they really are not the same thing. She clarified that a
quiet zone is requested by a local Government stating that they will take on the
responsibility for the safety of a grade crossing and are willing to pay the capital
costs. Ms. Beltran noted that Class 6 track improvements are a requirement due to
the speed of the train to ensure the safety of the trains, vehicles and pedestrians. She
suggested that people have been confused because AAF staff has raised the subject of
quiet zones; but this Board and other local Governments have said that the operation
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belongs to AAF so they should be responsible to construct the required Class 6 safety
improvements. It was noted that the FRA concurred in their Phase One Report the
Diagnostic Field Reviews [DFR] from Palm Beach north to St. Lucie County. Mr.
Bausch inquired if the gates on a Class 6 track would be down longer than a Class 4
track. Ms. Beltran advised that she is unsure of that answer but that it would involve
various factors from train speed, the type of crossings, location and other potential
safety measures. She advised that AAF from West Palm to Miami is basically a
passenger rail service serving as a kind of “express Tri-Rail” traveling between
stations as part of the regional transportation network with a high service frequency.
Ms. Beltran said as they are going ahead with that segment it indicates that it could be
a stand-alone rail system. She added that north of West Palm Beach it becomes a
high speed rail system, a Class 6 track, which operates significantly faster and used
for longer hauls. Ms. Beltran said that the primary reason why the local areas are able
to review the EIS is because the FEC has applied for a Railroad Rehabilitation and
Improvement Financing (RRIF) improvement loan of $1.6 Billion. She stated that
these are Federal funds which are subject to Federal laws inclusive of the National
Environmental Policy Act (NEPA) and Executive Order 12898 the Environmental
Justice (EJ). Ms. Beltran advised that EJ discusses the fair treatment of all people,
regardless of race, color, National origin or income with respect to the development,
implementation and enforcement of the environmental laws, regulations or policies.
She said that the Environmental Protection Agency (EPA) is committed to ensure that
all persons and communities enjoy the same degree of protection from environmental
or health hazards, equal access to the decision making process, to maintain a healthy
environment in which to learn, live or work. Ms. Beltran advised that a main concern
expressed by this Board is that this project may disproportionately impact the safety
of Martin County’s low income/minority populations which are adjacent to the FEC
tracks, naming East Stuart, Golden Gate and Port Salerno. She noted that each of
these areas is a Community Redevelopment Area (CRA) which includes low income,
minorities and Limited English Proficiency (LEP) populations. She added that in
reviewing the EIS, these areas were omitted from the document, with only a map of
East Stuart showing the minority population in the appendix. Ms. Beltran advised that
there are 28 FEC crossings in Martin with less than half having pedestrian facilities
including the CRAs. She furthered that many of these residents do not own cars and
the predominate mode of transportation is walking or riding a bike. Ms. Beltran
stated that the FRA Engineer performing the DFR recommended a “sealed corridor”
due to the train speeds. FDOT has indicated that should AAF seal the corridor that
the pedestrian crossings be constructed to provide for pedestrian safety at the roadway
crossings. Ms. Beltran answered Ms. Scott’s question in that a sealed corridor has
fences, walls or something preventing people from crossing the track for safety
reasons, however, legislation has not defined the term. She added that there is a foot
path crossing the tracks in Golden Gate where people take a shortcut to Walmart as
the grade crossings are approximately two miles apart which is a significant distance
for walking. She also mentioned to the FRA representatives during a recent meeting
that the aforementioned CRAs contain four Title I schools which serve disadvantaged
students from low income households that are near the FEC tracks. Ms. Beltran
advised that she also pointed out to the FRA that Title I was designated and defined
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by the Federal Government, adding that she provided the FRA with information
regarding the free and reduced lunch recipients at each school noting that there are
approximately 75% at J.D. Parker and 60% at Port Salerno Elementary. She provided
the map presented to the FRA showing the CRAs along the tracks that were not
addressed in the EIS, other than the one map showing East Stuart in the Appendix,
while advising that other communities along the tracks are Hobe Sound, Rio, and
Jensen Beach. Ms. Beltran mentioned the gentlemen from the marine industry who
spoke, saying that the marine industry is a component of EJ. She said that businesses,
especially small businesses that are affected by a project, as identified in the
legislation, should be involved in the planning process, and identified as such if not.
She reiterated the importance of the comments to the FRA from the marine industry
advising of the impacts to the navigable waterways and their livelihood. Ms. Beltran
mentioned that there are several missing items from the EIS. One item is when the
FRA mentions the municipalities crossed by this project: the City of Stuart and
Martin County were omitted from the analysis. She said it is puzzling as this is the
only area that will remain single tracked; the single track is on a bridge that runs
through a downtown, as well as over a navigable waterway. Ms. Beltran expressed
more puzzlement in that Martin County staff was never contacted during the process
of Designated Cultural and Historic Resources. The only single track segment on the
St. Lucie River Drawbridge was built in the 1920s so it is almost 100 years old. It is
located in the downtown business district and crosses the Okeechobee Waterway
which is important as it is a State designated emerging Strategic Intermodal System
(SIS) facility, which is of regional significance for transporting people and freight.
She advised that the Intercostal Waterway is part of the SIS as well as the shipping
lanes in the Atlantic Ocean. Mr. Beltran stated that the FEC and CSX rails are part of
the SIS. The emerging SIS facility indicates that there is potential growth in that area
as far as shipping. Ms. Beltran stated that the United States Coast Guard (USCG) has
indicated that this is the only location in the Country that has a railroad bridge such as
this with the potential growth as indicated for both rail and water transportation. She
is of the opinion that this is why the USCG is having their own process to obtain
input from the area regarding the effect of this project such as the impacts on the
livelihood, the boaters and marine industries of this area. Ms. Beltran stated that the
opening of the bridge will have a significant impact on the local roadways in
downtown Stuart. The EIS only evaluated the impacts on two local roadways:
Monterey Road and Indian Street. Ms. Beltran stated that for the first time since 1968,
the FEC tracks will accommodate both passenger and freight trains. She stated that
it’s frustrating as only 30% of the grade crossing plans have been shared with staff
and the public so the transition from double track to single track remains unknown.
Ms. Beltran stated that freight will be a factor as it moves at a slower pace, they’re
longer and passing will be an issue for the higher speed passenger trains. Historically
passenger trains take precedence, so the issues will be trains passing each other going
in both the same and opposite directions. Ms. Beltran provided a slide to show the
significance of the 8,000+feet freight train. The 8,000 feet extends from the grade
crossing at Joan Jefferson Way to the grade crossing at Monterey Road/SR714,
encompassing six intersections in downtown Stuart. She clarified that it would
depend on the schedule if a train would have to come to a complete stop, but it would
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impact trains crossing the single track bridge. Ms. Beltran advised that AAF has
indicated that they are going to schedule the trains so half of the freight trains will
cross the St. Lucie Bridge at the same time as the passenger rail trains, so the bridge
will only be closed once as opposed to opening and closing twice. She stated that
because the freight train will be so long and that three trains will be crossing in a
small amount of time still lends to traffic problems at the grade crossings. She noted
that the EIS addressed the area air quality and how much it would be improved due to
the reduction of vehicles as people begin using the trains. The EIS mentions that
modeling evaluations of the intersections were not conducted because the air
quality/traffic volumes/congestion at the grade crossings are not significant. She
stated that they did not take into account as to what the air quality/traffic volumes are
going to be when the cars are waiting at a grade crossing to cross the tracks. She
advised that downtown Stuart is one of those areas that it doesn’t make sense to
evaluate the bridge independently from the traffic circulation of downtown Stuart.
Ms. Beltran suggested that Phase Two of the DFR which was recently completed by
the FRA regarding Indian River (IR) and Brevard counties addressed matters like the
sealed corridors differently. She stated that Phase One seemed to be a “lessons
learned” from the Martin area, and in Phase Two she found it significant that the
traffic signal preemption was addressed stating that the traffic signals will need to
work with the railroad warning system. She advised that the first signal preemption is
simultaneous where the traffic signal will be activated at the same time of the train
grade crossing warning, while the second is the advance signal preemption where the
traffic signal in the nearby area of the grade crossing will be activated before the
grade crossing warning system. Ms. Beltran advised that the FRA Engineer, Frank
Fray, who prepared the two DFRs recommended that a thorough evaluation,
including an independent consultant, be conducted using traffic signal preemption for
each of the grade crossings. Ms. Beltran, returning to the subject of the St. Lucie
Bridge, stated that there appeared to be many discrepancies of information; not only
within the report but from what Martin has at a local level. She mentioned the daily
vessel count going through the Roosevelt Drawbridge was 157 boats per day. The
Martin County Engineering Department has facilitated an independent study which
showed 243 per day. She stated that in some areas the discrepancies were not only in
the report but conflicted with local figures. She refreshed the Board’s memory in that
they approved the Martin/St. Lucie Regional Waterways Plan at the last meeting. She
said that there were significant differences in comparing the numbers in the
Waterway’s Plan and the numbers that were included in the EIS, specifically the
number of marinas and boat slips on the river. Ms. Beltran advised that the EIS
didn’t define the subject area which was more confusing as it would appear to be only
from West Palm Beach to Orlando, whereas they were actually addressing from
Miami to Orlando. She advised that the recommendations that staff has for the
Board, prior to taking questions, is that it is important to write a letter to the FRA to
convey the Board’s concern about the EIS and the project itself. She said that the
Board has previously sent correspondence regarding bicycle and pedestrian crossings
at each grade crossing. She stated that to have a sealed corridor and to direct people
into a dangerous area isn’t wise. Staff recommends that this is kept as a
recommendation to the FRA. Ms. Beltran stated that with the current information
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available about the St. Lucie Bridge that the bridge should be replaced; restating that
the bridge is the only area throughout the corridor which will not be double tracked
and is over a navigable waterway. She suggested that the new rail bridge have the
opening for the boat traffic be at least as wide as the Dixie Highway Bridge. As the
bridge will be down more, more boats will need to get through at a time. She
advised that no one seems to have a copy of the bridge inspections for the Railroad
Drawbridge. FDOT, FRA and the USCG have stated that they do not have copies of
the bridge reports because FEC does the bridge inspections. FEC has clearly stated
that they do not have to release that information. Staff is of the opinion that it is
important to write a letter to the FEC requesting a copy of the inspection including a
copy of that letter with Martin’s comments to the FRA proving that Martin is making
a good faith effort to review the safety of this corridor. Staff also recommends that
the Board contact the FRA and support having a thorough investigation of the traffic
and the signal preemptions along each of the grade crossings. She added that there
are still a number of unanswered questions because we only have 30% plans. Mr.
Bausch applauded the efforts and diplomacy on the part of Ms. Beltran. Mr. Haddox
stated that he is concerned about the coordination of data and asked Ms. Terry Rauth
if the County is working with the small businesses, the Chamber of Commerce or
other agencies. Ms. Rauth stated that they are filing their own report but she is
coordinating the County’s effort which concentrates more on technical data such as
delays at crossings. She added that the DEIS numbers are incorrect as the County has
signals there and know the exact time. He inquired if there was any data from the
cameras near the bridge. Ms. Rauth affirmed saying that she is sharing her
information with many organizations, other Counties and the marine industries. Mr.
Haddox stated that Martin could lose marinas completely, property values in Palm
City would drop, tourism dollars would fall noting that the Indiantown Marina stores
over 200 boats for Canadian residences who come down seasonally, and losing
parking in downtown Stuart collectively would be an enormously detrimental,
economic impact. He said property values, marine industry values or taxes affects
every Martin resident and taxpayer so it must be coordinated well to ensure fair
vetting. He suggested having a meeting with the Realtors Association, FNAA,
CARE, CATT, the marine industry, the Chambers, Parks/Recreation Department and
the CRAs to discern who is putting what together to ensure that everything is
covered, focusing primarily on the overall economic impact. Ms. Rauth advised that
while in Washington, DC they spoke to the FRA about the CRAs, their dependence
on the tax increment for financing and should the property values sink they could lose
their financing. The CRA is working on their comments, the emergency services are
working on delays, the hospital was active in the past and she’s sure that everyone is
taking this very seriously. She noted that she’s sharing information with the other
County Engineering Departments and vice versa. Ms. Rauth said that some Counties
have hired consultants to compile their comments so everyone can compare notes to
ensure that nothing is missed. Mr. Haddox asked who would be responsible to
compile the overall detrimental economic impacts. Ms. Rauth suggested getting with
the Chamber or the Economic Council but she is unsure as to the best avenue for that
collaboration. Mr. Haddox suggested to begin with a joint meeting including the
Chambers, the Economic Development Council, Realtor Association of Martin
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County, the marine industries, FNAA to determine who will take the lead in this
matter as this is very important. Ms. Heard inquired if any of the organizations
mentioned by Mr. Haddox have contacted the County in this regard. Ms. Rauth said
not to her knowledge. Ms. Heard expressed discouragement in that response, but
complemented the great job that Ms. Rauth and Ms. Beltran have been doing
evaluating the DEIS, noting that people are looking at the EIS while you two have
been reviewing the 1,500 plus additional pages of supporting documents, poking
holes in everything. She advised that this DEIS is so flawed and if people weren’t
analyzing the data it may have gone unnoticed. She added that Martin will be
presenting numerous recommendations or comments regarding all of the flaws in the
data and analysis. Ms. Heard directed a plea to the residents to write the FRA making
specific comments of how this project will affect them. Ms. Heard stated that last
week the AAF mentioned that the average speed through Martin would be
approximately 82-85 MPH; Ms. Rauth interjected, that the EIS says 88 for the
average speed, but in the appendix it states that the speed will be 110 through
Jonathon Dickinson State Park (JDSP), Hobe Sound and Port Salerno slowing only
due to the curve in Stuart, again picking up speed back to 110 MPH by Jensen Beach
Boulevard. Ms. Heard clarified that the speed is 110 through much of Martin County
except for the area where the single track bridge and curve are located. She’s
appreciative for all the efforts, is pleased that the information is being shared, and
hopes that there will be many comments from all sources. Ms. Anne Scott reiterated
the fantastic job that Ms. Rauth and Ms. Beltran have performed. She clarified that
only 30% of AAF plans have been included in the EIS, so the remaining three
quarters of the entire plan remains unknown. Ms. Scott noted that the EIS overlooks
numerous, extremely important impacts and contains erroneous or incomplete
information. She asked Ms. Beltran if overlooking or none-inclusive data is
commonplace. Ms. Beltran advised that a complete evaluation cannot be made with
only 30% Plans. Ms. Scott said that it would be an unusual way to proceed. Ms.
Beltran affirmed, adding that staff has unsuccessfully sought more complete
information for months. She said that they had been told that the answers would be in
the DEIS. Ms. Beltran spoke with a representative of the FRA on Friday and they are
now saying that this is being looked at as a “first step” and that “All Aboard Florida is
a new start and it’s a private rail but it has never been done in the United States.” Ms.
Scott clarified if the FEC was the body who inspects the 100 year old bridge over
which all of the additional weight and traffic will proceed. Ms. Beltran affirmed.
Ms. Scott inquired as to who inspects the Loxahatchee Bridge in Jupiter. Ms. Rauth
advised that the FEC does perform their own inspections and there is a similar age
bridge in Jacksonville that was recently locked down for approximately three weeks
as some gear teeth broke. She added that it still has limited openings due to the age
and has become a maintenance problem. Ms. Scott inquired of Ms. Beltran where the
public could access this report on-line. Ms. Beltran advised that it’s online on the
MPO’s Website in the MPO Agenda Packages and there is a link to the MPO’s
website from the County’s website. Ms. Scott stated that this report needs to become
more accessible than a link on a County website. Ms. Rauth clarified that of the 30%
Plans which they have received is specifically related to only the crossings, what is
going on for the duration of the rail line is unknown. She stated that the DEIS
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suggested that some of the curves need to be straightened, so we don’t know if that
means removing vegetation, or impacting neighborhoods, it’s just unknown. Ms.
Rauth said that originally she was told that 90% of the Plans would be available by
fall, but she has emailed the Engineers and others, now being told that 90% of the
Plans will be available by mid-December which is outside of the comment period.
Ms. Beltran advised that of the 30% Plans there were double tracks at all the grade
crossing except for Fern Street just north of the St. Lucie River Drawbridge. This
bridge is single tracked, so we are unsure where the transitioning from double to a
single track will be as well as where it would go back to double. Ms. Scott recalled
when this project was first being presented, it was inferred that “safety” would be
their first concern. But Ms. Scott said that safety wasn’t even there. She said that we
need to start with safety. Taking shortcuts with safety is not acceptable. She said that
we haven’t scratched the surface of knowing what or how they plan to do anything.
Mr. Troy McDonald asked Ms. Beltran if AAF withdraws from the RRIF loan, what
affect it would have on the EIS process? Ms. Beltran said they will still be required
to have Federal reviews. Ms. Beltran stated that she is of the opinion that with the
private bonds that they are potentially seeking, a local Government [State] sponsor
would still be required for issuance, so it still maintains a “public” component. She
advised that the RRIF loan is still on the table and it still has a Federal review
requirement, due to the nature of the project. Ms. Beltran stated that because it
crosses a navigable water, the USCG is still very involved setting up their own
process. She stated that the DEIS in its current capacity, would not have been
required had the RRIF loan not been applied for but Federal review will still be
required by the FRA and USCG. Mr. McDonald expressed concern over the
discrepancies in the marine analysis. He stated that one slide the DEIS identified 15
public/private marinas with 429 total slips, but there is one marina on the other side of
the bridge which has 300 slips. He continued that the Waterways Plan was recently
completed which was very thorough and identifies over 2,200 private slips, plus the
discrepancies of the number of boats going through the bridge. Mr. McDonald would
like to know at what time of year they performed their count analysis. He provided
an example of if it had been performed during a week of a hurricane verses the height
of the season. Mr. McDonald additionally expressed concern that they [FEC] inspect
the bridge and do not make those records available to the public. He is of the opinion
that the Legislature needs to address this issue for all private bridges, not just this one.
He said it is a fundamental safety issue. Mr. McDonald also was curious in that
Stuart and Martin County were excluded from an analysis portion of the EIS. He
addressed Mr. Haddox’s suggestion regarding performing an economic study and said
that the Chamber probably doesn’t have the resources. Mr. McDonald suggested
reaching out to Indian River State College (IRSC) to see if there is an
Economist/Professor who would coordinate and help Martin with an economic study.
Ms. Beltran advised that Kim DeLaney and she attended a recent Florida Inland
Navigational District (FIND) meeting where Dr. DeLaney provided them with the
Waterways Plan presentation. She said that FIND has made some economic impact
studies of the waterways in this community and she may be able to speak to them to
get information. Mr. McDonald agreed with Ms. Scott’s suggestion to get this
document better circulated. Ms. Beltran advised that she wanted to receive the MPO
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Board’s comments prior to releasing it to anyone else, but she will be glad to provide
it to others in that manner. Mr. McDonald inquired as to when the comments will be
in written form to remit to the FRA. Ms. Beltran advised that she was going to attend
the FRA public information meeting on October 30, 2014 to provide comments,
expecting to have a draft at that point, but the way things change weekly, she would
prefer to submit it late November or closer to the deadline of December 3, 2014 to
include as much information as possible. Mr. McDonald requested that once the draft
is complete that she will share it with the City of Stuart. He extended an invitation to
Ms. Beltran to attend a future meeting. Ms. Scott commented that Martin should
have focused on the “economics” earlier but she stressed that this entire time Martin
has been manipulated and distracted by many other aspects of the Project. She
advised that Martin went into this in good faith but it was not reciprocal. Ms. Scott
advised that it would be helpful if staff would provide a summary or a list of bullet
points so someone can take away “sound bites” i. e.: that the EIS is based on
information that is only 30% complete and that information is only on the grade
crossings, the information is only a fraction of what is being planned. The EIS omits
Martin County all together concerning the EJ, but the project runs through five
CRAs. The EIS omits any analysis of the condition of the bridges as they are
inspected by the FEC and FEC will not release this report. Ms. Scott said that would
be helpful to have from this thorough report. Ms. Heard advised that Ms. Beltran was
going to be preparing an agenda item for the Board of County Commissioners
(BOCC) on November 18, 2014, so Martin’s Draft comments would be received by
that time. Mr. Bausch again congratulated Ms. Beltran and Ms. Rauth for their efforts
in bringing transparency to a non-transparent document. He stated that it’s sad that
safety and quality is so low on this project’s list or that the main focus is on
profitability. Mr. Bausch advised that recently the Governor stated that he was in
support of the project. He said it is sad especially since many of the projections have
extremely weak basis of validity. He said the scary part is the bureaucracy of the
FRA. Mr. Bausch stated that you [Ms. Beltran and Ms. Rauth] went to Washington,
DC to speak with them, and advise them of these real impacts. He hopes that Ms.
Beltran has another opportunity to really express Stuart’s impacts, not only in the
City, but the CRAs as this will separate the CRAs from their major customer base, the
heart and soul of this town. Mr. Bausch told Mr. Haddox, that he hopes he will
continue the crusade, keep up the coordination. He requested that everyone remain
focused.
Mr. Bausch reminded the Board that this is his last meeting.

8. COMMENTS FROM FDOT
None.

9. NOTES
None.
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10. NEXT MEETING-December 15, 2014

11. ADJOURN
Seeing no additional information on the agenda the Chair adjourned the meeting at 10:15
a.m. RONR (10th ed.). p.350,I.16-17.

Recorded and Prepared by:

_________________________________________________

__________________

Margaret H. Brassard, Administrative Assistant II

Date

_________________________________________________

__________________

Tom Bausch, Chair
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MARTIN METROPOLITAN PLANNING ORGANIZATION
POLICY BOARD MEETING
Martin County Board of County Commissioner Chambers
2401 S.E. Monterey Road
Stuart, FL 34996
(772) 221-1498
www.martinmpo.com
Monday, December 15, 2014 @ 9:00 A.M.
Minutes
1. CALL TO ORDER.
The meeting was called to order by Vice-Chair, Sarah Heard at 9:04 AM.
2. PRAYER–Reverend James Brocious, Stuart Alliance Church
3. PLEDGE OF ALLEGIANCE
4. ROLL CALL
Members in Attendance:
Sarah Heard, Vice-Chair, Martin County Board of County Commissioners
Eula R. Clarke, City of Stuart Commissioner (Arrived at 9:11 AM)
John Haddox, Martin County Board of Count y Commissioners
Doug Smith, Martin County Board of Count y Commissioners
Anne Scott, Martin County Board of County Commissioners
Vincent Barile, Town of Sewall’s Point Commissioner
Members Excused:
Troy McDonald, City of Stuart Commissioner
Members Absent:
None.
Staff in Attendance:
Beth Beltran, MPO Administrator
Margaret H. Brassard, Administrative Specialist II
Murriah Dekle, Planner II
Bonnie Landry, Senior Planner
Others in Attendance:
Reverend James Brocious, Stuart Alliance Church
Leslie Wetherell, FDOT
Lisa Maack, FDOT
Antoinette Adams, FDOT
Christine Fasiska, FDOT
James Wolfe, FDOT
Stacy Miller, FDOT
Stewart Robertson, Kimley Horn and Associates
Rob Ranieri, Firefly
Joe Capra, Captec
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David G. Marin, FDOT (Turnpike)
Don Donaldson, Martin County, Director of Engineering
A quorum was present for this meeting.
Vice-Chair Sarah Heard extended a congratulatory word of welcome to Commissioner Vincent
Barile, the new Board representative from Sewall’s Point.
5. APPROVE AGENDA
A motion was made by Mr. John Haddox to approve the Agenda as published. The
motion was seconded by Mr. Doug Smith. There were no changes. The motion
passed unanimously.
6. APPROVAL OF MINUTES-Regular Meeting September 22, 2014
Mr. John Haddox gave a motion to approve the minutes of the September 22, 2014
meeting. Mr. Doug Smith provided a second. No additions or deletions were made.
The motion passed unanimously.
7. PUBLIC COMMENTS
(PLEASE LIMIT YOUR COMMENTS TO THREE MINUTES; COMPLETE CARD TO COMMENT)

None.
8. BUSINESS ITEMS
A. FY2014/15-FY2018/19 TRANSPORTATION IMPROVEMENT PROGRAM
(TIP) AMENDMENT
Ms. Beth Beltran stated that Florida Department of Transportation (FDOT) requested
that this amendment be brought before the Board to add Federal Lands Access
Program (FLAP) funds to the current Transportation Improvement Program (TIP) to
fund a multi-use path through Jonathan Dickenson State Park (JDSP). She said that
this East Coast Greenway (ECG) section through JDSP will connect to the Hobe
Sound Wildlife Refuse and staff is recommending approval of this amendment.
Mr. John Haddox made a motion to approve staff’s recommendation which was
seconded by Mr. Doug Smith. There were no objections. The motion passed
unanimously.
Ms. Heard commented that it will be a wonderful addition.
B.

FLORIDA DEPARTMENT OF TRANSPORTATION (FDOT) CITIZENS’
REPORT – FY2015/16-FY2019/20 DRAFT TENTATIVE WORK PROGRAM
Ms. Beltran introduced the FDOT-District IV Secretary Mr. James Wolfe, who
advised the Board this is his last annual meeting because after 36 years with DOT he
is retiring as of March, 2015. He added that Ananth Prasad, the State Secretary of
Transportation has announced that his last day will be January 2, 2015. Secretary
Wolfe stated that bid prices are going up and the economy isn’t improving as quickly
as anticipated which is reflected in the Work Program, but FDOT was able to fund
Martin’s priorities. Secretary Wolfe reflected on his history with Martin and
applauded the mobility successes for the residents that have transpired though this
partnership. He advised that he will be available for questions, but that he was
turning the floor over to Ms. Stacy Miller to make the Work Program presentation.
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Mr. Smith expressed deep gratitude to Secretary Wolfe for the many times he
championed causes for Martin County and the City of Stuart. Ms. Stacy Miller said
that she’s the FDOT Transportation Engineer and she’ll briefly go through the Status
of Key Projects for the Board to explain how they were able to fund Martin’s priority
list. Ms. Miller advised that there were seven projects on Martin’s list this year, of
which some aspect of five of those projects were funded. She said that the number
one priority High Meadow Avenue, remains funded for construction in Fiscal Year
(FY) 2019; project number two is the Murphy Road Bridge replacement which is a
joint effort with the County who has completed the plans and it’s fully funded in FY
2020. Ms. Miller said that the mast arm relocation and ROW on U. S. 1 is the
number three priority which has been funded for Final Design; the number four
priority is lighting on State Road (SR) A-1-A which is funded in FY 2017 for Final
Design. Lastly, number five priority is the new Project Development and
Environmental (PD&E) Study and Final Design for SR 714, which was advanced
into FY 2016. She added that this will be done using a new process, a State
Environmental Impact Report (SEIR) instead of going through the Federal National
Environmental Policy Act (NEPA) process. It will be totally State funded so the
Final Design and the SEIR will be done simultaneously through the program so it
should be quicker. Ms. Miller pointed out on the Strategic Intermodal System (SIS)
the Warfield Boulevard project was deleted, that was the by-pass option which was
eliminated from the program. She went on to discuss the airport, Transportation
Alternative Program (TAP) and Small County Outreach Program (SCOP) projects,
pointing out that FDOT had inadvertently included the design of a resurfacing
project; however, the project #432348-1 [Jensen Beach Boulevard] does not qualify
at this time and will not go to design. It will be re-evaluated in the spring when the
next cycle of information arrives. Commissioner Smith inquired as to the difference
between a PD&E and a Master Plan in relation to I-95 projects. Ms. Miller advised
that a Master Plan is planning work that is prior to a PD&E enabling them to
ascertain what potentially necessary improvements might need to go to a PD&E
study. Mr. Smith inquired as to what happens to all the work that has been done on
the Kanner/I-95 Interchange. She stated that the Master Plan will re-evaluate all
prior Interchange work, as well as improvements that are still needed. Mr. Smith
inquired as to Jensen Beach Boulevard, saying that he provided information to
FDOT regarding the culverts between Savanah Road and Pinecrest Lakes; he
received correspondence back stating that FDOT was going to send Field
Engineering out to review the area. Ms. Miller said that Treasure Coast Operation
Center is still reviewing it but she will check on it. She advised that at this time the
pavement does not qualify for resurfacing, however, Treasure Coast has indicated
that due to the number of patches and some failures of the pipes that they would like
FDOT to re-evaluate this at the next cycle. Ms. Eula Clarke inquired if the SCOP
Project construction on Murphy Road would be adding a lane. Ms. Miller stated that
it’s a resurfacing project with some minor drainage repairs, there will be no
widening. Ms. Heard stated that the first Key Project is the SR 76/Kanner Highway
project, and there are people who are not fans of the proposed noise walls. She said
that they have inquired as to alternative compliance or additional landscaping
because some utilities are going to have to be placed underground in order to

Martin MPO Meeting Minutes

Page 3 of 12

December 15, 2014

Page16

accommodate the noise walls, which will be extremely costly. The County Utility
Department is spending approximately $1.5 million, and Florida Power and Light
(FP&L) is having to move their utilities. Ms. Heard inquired if some other form of
compliance could be used so the gateway to Martin County isn’t noise walls.
Secretary Wolfe stated that noise walls are only put in when they meet the
qualification criteria which this area does, and if they qualify, there is an
“entitlement” due those that would benefit. He advised that it’s not a decision made
by FDOT, if it qualifies via the formula, FDOT can’t say that they will not provide
the walls. The only change in course would be if the benefiting property owners
advised that they did not desire the noise walls, if they don’t want noise protection,
FDOT won’t build it. He stated that those with standing to vote on this matter are
those property owners immediately adjacent to or affected by the noise, not the
entire community behind it or the County Commission. Secretary Wolfe advised
that the procedure FDOT uses when the qualification criteria has been met is that the
affected property owners are polled asking specifically if they desire the noise walls,
and a majority or two thirds of the residents must desire them, which was done a
couple of years ago. He stated that if the affected residents express the desire to
have the noise walls, the overall community may not override it. Ms. Heard queried
if there are alternatives to the walls and were the residents presented with those
options. Secretary Wolfe affirmed advising that the options are no wall, privacy wall
or noise wall and only those benefiting by that option are the ones allowed to make
that choice. Ms. Heard inquired as to what constitutes a privacy wall. Secretary
Wolfe advised that they are around most communities, six to eight foot concrete
block wall, while a noise wall consists of a minimum of 12 feet. Ms. Heard asked if
the noise walls must comply with the County regulations. Secretary Wolfe
answered, “No”, clarifying that they are a transportation facility within FDOT’s
ROW, building permits are not required, and they must conform to the stringent
design criteria. Ms. Heard asked if the walls have to comply with the County’s
height limits to which Secretary Wolfe said, “No”. Ms. Heard directed a question to
Ms. Miller, asking if the SCOP project on SE Cove Road was only resurfacing,
which was confirmed by Ms. Miller.
Ms. Eula Clarke provided a motion to approve the Citizens’ Report-FY2015/16FY2019/20 Draft Tentative Work Program. The motion was seconded by Mr.
Doug Smith. The vote was called there was no opposition. The motion passed
unanimously.
C.

HOUSEHOLD TRAVEL SURVEY
Ms. Murriah Dekle introduced herself and advised that Stewart Robertson will detail
the survey for the Board, adding that Martin has achieved one of the Nation’s highest
retrieval rates. Mr. Stewart Robertson advised that he was the Project Manager from
Kimley-Horn and today’s presentation was a collaborative effort with their sub
consultant, Cambridge Systematics who provided the data analysis, as well as the
survey vendor, Abt/SRBI, who conducts these types of travel diary surveys across
the country. Mr. Robertson advised that the HTS is a study of demographic and
travel behavior characteristics. He advised that it is the demographic information
which allows them to expand the information throughout the demographic of the
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community which has been obtained from the recent 2010 United States (US)
Census. Mr. Robertson advised that the objective is to gain a better understanding of
travel characteristics within the area, to collect data in order to quantify the travel
patterns regarding the different types of data. Data types include: origin/destination;
purpose; transportation mode; trip length, and departure/arrival time of the trip.
Mr. Robertson commented that the timeliness in conducting this study is appropriate
as the MPO is preparing for the Long Range Transportation Plan (LRTP) in which
this information will be invaluable to ensure the accuracy of the transportation model
development and the data analysis phase of the LRTP. He provided a slide with a
timeline for conducting the survey, adding that the survey design (questions) began
immediately upon approval of the scope from the February MPO Board meeting. He
advised that the household recruitment phase happened during March wherein the
Martin residents were randomly recruited to complete travel diary surveys in April
and May, which information was compiled during the summer with data analysis
being performed during August and September. Mr. Robertson advised that the
survey was conducted in two phases: the random recruitment of households, which
is a “best practice” for surveys utilizing the postal service’s master file for addresses
that are randomly selected; followed by the retrieval phase which is where we work
with the recruited households, get them to record/submit their travel diary
information on their assigned day. Mr. Robertson refreshed the Board’s memory
from the February meeting whereas the “target number of households” established
for the study was 300, however, he is pleased to advise that the Martin County
residents exceeded that submitting 413 total completed surveys. Mr. Robertson
advised that this places Martin amongst the highest retrieval rates for HTS in the
nation. He stated that one half of one percent participated in the process inclusive of
those who participated in the on-line, “opt in” survey on the MPO’s website. Mr.
Robertson added that approximately nine point six percent of residents that
completed the survey identified themselves as “seasonal” residents, so they too were
counted. He said that there were six focus areas Indiantown, Palm City, Jensen
Beach, Stuart, Sewall’s Point and Hobe Sound which information from these areas
was expanded to cover the entire county by looking at and applying Census tracts to
each of the districts. Mr. Robertson stated that one finding in the demographic data
was household size, noting that half of the respondents came from two household
sizes, the other half from all other sizes. He provided a table which denotes all the
household workers in a given size of house in comparison to the number of vehicles.
He added that there were a significant number of zero household workers
participating which could be retirees, students, even unemployed individuals. Mr.
Robertson said that the two workers/two vehicles with 15% was also a significant
component of the worker/vehicle interaction matrix. Demographic information
regarding income and job status was also reviewed to assist in expanding the
information. He stated that the income listed does somewhat represent an affluent
community in comparison to peer communities. The percentage of the paid full-time
individuals is similar to the percentage of the retired. This finding becomes
interesting in that normally, communities have two distinct peak travel periods, the
work peaks in the morning and afternoon rush hours. However, with the Martin
HTS there is equally as strong of a midday peak for the transportation studies like
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the LRTP. He noted that these midday peaks could be lunch trips or retirees
traveling in the middle of the day without a particular schedule. Mr. Haddox
inquired how the 500 to 1000 trips are factored into the LRTP from St. Lucie to
Palm City though roads like Murphy, Mapp, Matheson and High Meadows. Mr.
Robertson expressed the importance of that information and that he will go into that
at a later point of the presentation in order to study trips that are coming in from
other areas. Mr. Robertson stated that HTS by its nature is a study of Martin County
residents, whose trip start in Martin County. He advised that an alternative
methodology was employed to look into the trips coming into the County. A map of
the flows from the various regions was shown to the Board and Mr. Robertson
highlighted some of the routes indicated by the orange to red colors are the most
prominently traveled routes. Mr. Smith inquired if the red dots indicated the highest
destination points? Mr. Robertson said that they are a representation of the Census
Tract, not necessarily a central point. Mr. Smith stated that the red dots only pin
point a location, they have nothing to do with being heavily traveled as indicated by
the route colors. This was confirmed by Mr. Robertson. Mr. Smith inquired as to
the location for the red dot just below the word “Stuart” where the lines seem to
culminate. Mr. Robertson advised that it is between Indian Street and Monterey
Road. Mr. Smith confirmed that the red lines were the heaviest traveled and
indicated that it solidifies the importance of repairing Jensen Beach Boulevard. Ms.
Scott asked what conclusions may be drawn from this diagram. Mr. Robertson said
that this shows that some districts have a high internal circulation i.e. Jensen Beach
and Stuart, there is cross County flow though not equal to the flows from Indiantown
to Stuart, Palm City or Hobe Sound. Mr. Robertson stated that the area west of I-95
along Kanner is what draws the trips from that area over to Stuart and the U. S. 1
area. Ms. Beltran advised Ms. Scott that when the 2035 Long Range Transportation
Plan (LRTP) was developed there were problems with the model; some problems
were carry overs from the 2030 LRTP model. The HTS may be used as a
supplement to the model in the 2040 LRTP as the District is using a new model this
year, an Activity Based Model (ABM). Should the model show a lot of unwarranted
trips or outputs Martin will have something in place that would show that it doesn’t
make sense for Martin, as well as provide more accurate backup and support
information. Mr. Robertson described a trip table which does just what Ms. Beltran
described. Mr. Smith stated that there are 123,000 internal trips in Stuart and
inquired as to what can be taken from that information. Mr. Robertson said that it’s
an area where there are various types of land use mixes with walkable areas,
providing for shorter trips. There is a population and work base which can be
contained in a smaller area, as well as the downtown Stuart area is a draw for many
trips. This shows that people will take shorter trips if those trips are available to
them, and it’s a consistent result which we would expect to find. Mr. Smith clarified
that the internal trips show the capacity of trips “in” Stuart, the trips “into” Stuart are
a destination from Jensen or Palm City, are you going to extrapolate out of that that
there is a certain amount of “lack of or needed capacity?” Mr. Robertson stated that
this information will be capable of being fed into the travel demand model which
will make that extrapolation so we can actually look at the capacity of the network.
Mr. Smith noted that with Stuart having the largest number of trips, will that say that
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Stuart has reached a saturation point, as he is of the opinion that within the City of
Stuart there is a zero Level of Service (LOS) on U. S. 1. He asked if U. S. 1 had
been exempt. Ms. Dekle stated that within the City of Stuart’s Community
Redevelopment Area (CRA) there is a traffic concurrency exemption area though
she is unaware of the County’s CRAs. Mr. Smith inquired if the entire City has an
exemption on U. S. 1? Mr. Don Donaldson advised that the City’s adopted LOS for
U. S. 1 is almost impossible to exceed. The desire is to never allow it to be over six
lanes and therefore the travel on it is not at LOS because there isn’t one. The road is
an E plus percentage and therefore it cannot be exceeded. Mr. Donaldson said that
essentially there is not a concurrency issue on U. S. 1. Mr. Smith stated that all of
what we do comes and goes through Stuart at some point of time. Mr. Smith asked
if at some point in time will that tell us if what we have is all we can handle unless
another alternative is sought like a bus or other transportation system? Mr.
Robertson advised that this data will help us do that with the travel demand model
that will be used as part of the LRTP. Mr. Donaldson confirmed the importance of
the LRTP as well as the model adding that the Census data will be used to populate
the County as it grows while the model will try to forecast the travels of the new
population. The HTS will validate that the model is behaving as anticipated as an
accurate predictor of the future. The capacity of U. S. 1, if it is difficult to traverse it
may alter the traffic patterns outside of the model’s predictions. Mr. Donaldson
stated that the model would show if U.S. 1 is over a particular threshold of capacity,
though not over the LOS, which would be demonstrated with the LRTP. Mr.
Robertson continued with his presentation, providing a summary of the Key
Findings of the HTS. Mr. Robertson stated that the retrieval rate for Martin County
was one of the highest in the nation of the areas that have performed an HTS. He
said that they reviewed the travel flows from the Longitudinal Employer Household
Dynamics (LEHD) data; the information provided from the study and the residents
who completed the survey provides them with a more detailed data set to study for
the ground-truthing the travel demand model that would be used for portions of the
LRTP. Mr. Robertson advised that he would address any questions at this time.
Seeing none, Ms. Beltran requested approval of this item.
Mr. John Haddox made a motion to approve to the Household Travel Survey as
presented. The motion was seconded by Ms. Eula Clarke. There were no
objections. The motion passed unanimously.
D.

2040 LONG RANGE TRANSPORTATION PLAN (LRTP) - PUBLIC
INVOLVEMENT PLAN (PIP)
Ms. Beltran advised that this is the beginning of the Federally mandated 2040 Long
Range Transportation Plan (LRTP). She said that a large component of the LRTP is the
Public Involvement Plan (PIP) which must be reviewed and approved by the Board, with
that she re-introduced Mr. Stewart Robertson of Kimley Horn & Associates. Mr.
Robertson introduced Mr. Rob Ranieri with The Firefly Group who is here to address the
PIP specific to the LRTP, noting that it is separate from the MPO’s overall PIP. Mr.
Robertson advised that he will return to the Board with updates and during important
development stages of the Plan, i.e. The Draft Needs and the Draft Cost Feasible Plans
which are where the financial resources come into play, then through the adoption of the
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LRTP. He said that they anticipate completion near December of 2015. Mr. Robertson
stated that in order to do this efficiently they need to prepare a PIP that defines the
strategies used to engage the public and targeted groups such as the Kiwanis Club and the
five Chambers of Commerce. Mr. Robertson described the outreach tools and advised of
the first three public workshops held in various areas in the County, beginning in 2015.
These will be followed up with public meetings at key areas of the project. Project
branding and a tag line have been developed in an effort to catch the eye of the public as
well as to rapidly identify LRTP components. Mr. Robertson stated that they
incorporated different transportation modes in the logo resulting in Moving Martin
Forward with a tag line of Connectivity. Mobility. Livability. He provided a draft image
of the website, which will have information about the LRTP, PIP, project documents,
transportation maps, calendars, schedules, local pictures and all matters related to
Martin’s LRTP. Mr. Smith commented that the outreach on the most recent LRTP was
very good, but it seems that the PIP is often lacking as we advertise, hold the meetings,
and discuss the given topic, but the only participants are those who are really interested in
that particular project, you miss all the constituents who may already be at an event. Mr.
Smith suggested not using dates that are comfortable for those working on the project; the
workshops should be combined with already established events, and he went on to
provide some examples. Mr. Rob Ranieri advised that they are taking steps to accomplish
the very things Mr. Smith suggested. Mr. Smith suggested considering an event at the
Fair to get a good cross section of many people who will already be there. Mr. Ranieri
affirmed that the MPO does have a booth to utilize at the Fair or other civic functions that
draw large numbers of people for entertainment. Mr. Barile stated that Sewall’s Point is
a small town and it would be good to engage them as well. Mr. Ranieri affirmed. Seeing
no additional comments Vice-Chair Heard inquired if there would be a motion to approve
the Public Involvement Plan.
Mr. John Haddox made a motion to approve the Public Involvement Plan and Mr.
Doug Smith provided a second. The vote was called. The motion passed
unanimously.
E.

2015 LEGISLATIVE PRIORITIES
Ms. Beltran stated that staff will present the Legislative Priorities of the Metropolitan
Planning Organization Advisory Committee (MPOAC) at the February meeting.
However, there are some priorities that staff deemed important to approve at this
meeting. She advised that the first two are the same as last year: (1) the State to
establish a local bridge grant program to assist the Counties and municipalities in
repairing or replacing local bridges; and (2) the State to fund the Small County
Dredging Program currently established under the Florida Statutes, to fund shallow
draft ports in small Counties under 300,000 in population. The third priority would
be for the Board to support the reports that resulted from the Federal Railroad
Administration (FRA) Diagnostic Field Reviews (DFR) performed at the grade
crossings, as well as having 90% of the plans available for the local Governments to
review. Ms. Beltran advised that she would take any questions but that staff would
like a recommendation from the Board to approve these additional priorities
reiterating that the MPOAC’s priorities will come to this Board at the February
Board meeting. Mr. Haddox highlighted item #3 on the AAF inquiring if this Board
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is going to seek a mitigation stance on the project or stand firm that Martin does not
desire this project at all. He stated that #3 appears to all be mitigating circumstances
and he is not sure that he wants this item included. Ms. Beltran stated that this
mirrors what the County approved as their Legislative package for both the State and
Federal Delegations. She noted that it’s up to the pleasure of the Board and she went
through each item. Ms. Beltran stated that whatever the Board approves staff will
provide to the County’s Intergovernmental Liaison. Mr. Smith clarified that quiet
zones may only be applied for by the County or the MPO. Ms. Beltran advised that
it is her understanding that quiet zones may only be applied for by the local
governments, a City or County. Mr. Smith commented that the MPO cannot apply
for quiet zones, and stated that he was of the opinion that a southern MPO did apply
for them. Ms. Beltran advised that the MPO provided a funding process. Mr. Smith
stated that Martin has not applied for any quiet zone designations. Ms. Beltran
concurred. Mr. Smith added that as this project moves forward, Martin County has
not made any strides to apply for quiet zones. Ms. Beltran affirmed. Ms. Scott
responded to Mr. Haddox that she is an avid proponent to thwart the progress of the
train but it is important that the MPO stipulates that the bridge must be replaced if
AAF continues to move forward with this project, as well as the other items that are
delineated in the priorities. She advised strongly insisting that at a bare minimum,
safety features currently not in consideration be mandated as well as allowing the
local Governments access to their project planning. Ms. Scott advised that she did
not consider this as acquiescing to mitigation instead of opposition or she wouldn’t
vote for it either, but she will vote favorably for this item. She agrees with Mr.
Haddox stating that acquiescing to mitigation would be the wrong thing to do but
this is an important component of opposition, adding that this project shouldn’t be
done with that bridge. Ms. Heard concurred, saying that the local Governments
can’t evaluate the project with the plans they possess, so 90% of the Plans are
needed for an accurate evaluation of what is being contemplated. She noted that
Martin doesn’t have access to the bridge inspections which is necessary in order to
prioritize. Mr. Smith said in light of what has been said in reference to the bridge, if
it is that important to have the bridge “done” as a part of the project, along the
assumption that it is going to occur, then why, as a local Government, wouldn’t we
vie for quiet zones. He added that we are saying Martin wants the bridge updated
plus be as wide as the auto bridge. If that were to occur and we are asking for that in
mitigation, that insinuates that we are accepting that something is going to happen on
the rail, else we wouldn’t be requesting these things. Ms. Beltran advised that quiet
zones have nothing to do with the bridge they are infrastructure improvements that
are already required for this area due to the train’s speed. Mr. Smith disagreed
saying that the trains will not travel at 110 miles per hour (MPH) throughout this
entire corridor and to date he has received no confirmation at all that it will occur in
Martin County. He added that the crossings in the 110 MPH zones are in that
category but not all of the crossings are in that category, has Martin been advised
that all 27 of their crossings will receive quiet zones? Ms. Beltran said that it is her
understanding that in some areas the configuration of the track would require
significant safety improvements. Mr. Smith said that he has repeatedly asked but has
never received an exact response; he is of the opinion that quiet zones do not mean
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safety crossing zones, they are two different issues. He said that the components that
make it a safer crossing do not necessarily mean that it is going to be a quiet zone.
Ms. Beltran advised that a lot of the improvements that are required for quiet zones
are also required as safety improvements for a high speed rail. Mr. Smith stated that
it doesn’t mean that it will be an absolute [for all crossings] it is only for the
crossings in the 110 MPH areas. Mr. Smith continued stating that if the Board
doesn’t ask for quiet zones, and Martin doesn’t get them, some constituents will
inquire as to why this Board didn’t seek quiet zones, adding that he has tried. Mr.
Smith said that Martin needs to purposely ask for quiet zones and not assume that the
safety zones will be of the same caliber as the structure of a quiet zone. Mr. Haddox
began to read through the bullet points and said we’ve repeatedly asked for 90% of
the Plans, the bridge should probably be replaced due to its age whether AAF
happens or not. It was noted that this Board has not seen a report stating that the
bridge was failing, though there was an article in the newspaper that the bridge had
failed last week and it had to be manually locked. Mr. Smith stated that it is an
assumption that the bridge is failing as Martin has not seen any support to that fact.
Mr. Haddox rephrased his comment in that the Board needs to see data regarding the
soundness of the bridge to circumvent the hearsay from qualified Engineers from the
Coast Guard meeting. Additional discussion was held as to the safety of the train
and bridge. Ms. Heard expressed satisfaction with the bullet points offered by staff
as being reasonable requests, adding that a quiet zone does not necessarily make the
train “safe”. Ms. Clarke asked if a sealed corridor includes a quiet zone. Ms.
Beltran advised that the Federal Legislation has not defined what comprises a
“sealed corridor”; however, a sealed corridor definition does include the grade
crossings improvements like four quadrant gates or a median in the roadway. Ms.
Clarke suggested to Mr. Smith that since the MPO cannot request quiet zones, can
this Board add to this Legislative list that the MPO supports the City and County in
their effort to obtain quiet zones. Ms. Beltran clarified that quiet zones may be
applied for at any time five or ten years from now, with or without AAF. She said
the vagueness of the currently proposed project is the amount of costs to be borne by
the project to provide corridor safety improvements within the surrounding
communities. She stated since quiet zones may be applied for at any time, Martin
has determined to wait cautiously to see if this project is going to happen and
determine what AAF will fund, as AAF initially seemed to show reluctance to
providing any of these improvements. Ms. Beltran responded to Ms. Clarke that if
quiet zones were requested at this time, it would imply that the local Government
would have to take on the liability along with the cost of improvements and staff
would not recommend that. Mr. Smith commented that at this time that information
is not known, and that other Counties are applying for quiet zones as there are funds
available. He stated that Martin has no idea what the costs will be down the road.
He said the residents may be unhappy that Martin didn’t take the opportunity to
assert ourselves to obtain the money offered. Ms. Scott clarified that the trains are
required to blow their horns four times when going through certain crossings to warn
people that they are coming through, but if a municipality doesn’t want the horns
blowing, the crossings need to be upgraded to ensure that people or obstacles are not
on the track when the train is coming, which defines a quiet zone. She said ensuring
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that the minimum safety requirement to run a high speed train through an urban area
isn’t up to the urbanites it’s up to the railroad, so a quiet zone is a total “red herring”.
Ms. Scott stated that safety is required of those proposing the project, and that she is
in favor of all parts of staff’s recommendation. She stated that to retrofit a single
track freight line to triple its traffic as well as carry high speed passenger rail and
freight on the same line, is an absurd idea. Ms. Scott said if Florida East Coast
(FEC) insists upon it, then it must be done correctly, and this enforces that the very
minimal steps are taken to provide some proof that they are doing it right. FEC has
not complied to date, and Martin needs to impress upon the Legislature the
importance of making the FEC comply with these requests should they desire to
continue with this seemingly dangerous project. She said that these requirements
will cost the FEC money that they are not willing to spend. Mr. Smith said not
having quiet zones would be absurd adding that there are five crossings near his
home. He said many residents are currently annoyed with the sounds so why would
Martin not want quiet zones for our residents even without the passenger rail. The
Chair asked if there would be a motion.
Ms. Anne Scott made a motion to approve the 2015 Legislative Priorities. The
motion was seconded by Ms. Eula Clarke. The motion passed with Mr. John
Haddox and Mr. Doug Smith in dissent.
F.

SR 714/MONTEREY ROAD GRADE SEPARATION FEASIBILITY AT
DIXIE HIGHWAY AND FEC RAILROAD
Ms. Beltran advised that Commissioner Smith requested that this informational item
be placed on the agenda. She said that this concerns the potential of grade separation
of the FEC Railroad at Monterey Road and Dixie Highway. She advised that FDOT
District IV studied the feasibility of this separation thirteen years ago. Ms. Beltran
advised that the study has been included in the agenda and it was a component of a
PD&E to widen Monterey Road from U. S. 1 to East Ocean Boulevard to four lanes.
She advised that this was brought up by a member who has been on an MPO
advisory committee for many years. She said it is in response to AAF, as well as
additional freight along the rail corridor, prohibiting emergency vehicles from being
able to cross the railroad tracks when attempting to get to a hospital. Ms. Beltran
advised that the study was prepared by FDOT in 2001 and the standing Board was of
the opinion that the alternatives were not suitable at that time. She went on to
describe the four alternatives described in the PD&E Study. Mr. Smith advised that
at the time when this study was performed there was a lot of congestion at this
intersection as the FEC was running approximately 30 freight trains a day. There is
less congestion today noting fewer trains.
Ms. Beltran introduced Mr. David Marin from the Turnpike office who wanted to
speak to the Board about their work program. Mr. Marin advised that he is
representing the Turnpike and confirmed that they do not have a project in Martin
for the five year work plan. He said he wanted to introduce himself and should this
Board have any questions regarding the Turnpike that he would leave his
information with Ms. Beltran.
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9. COMMENTS FROM FDOT
None.
10. COMMENTS FROM COMMITTEE MEMBERS
None.
11. COMMENTS FROM BOARD MEMBERS
Ms. Clarke requested that Secretary James Wolfe from FDOT re-approach the podium.
She mentioned that the Oak Trees located in the median at the cut off road and U. S. 1, are
getting large making left turns difficult. It’s becoming a vision problem. Does FDOT
have any plans to move or cut back the trees to improve this sight in this area? Mr. Wolfe
said FDOT does not normally move legacy trees but they will take a look into this matter
to determine if there is a sight issue causing a safety problem.
12. NOTES
Ms. Beltran stated that the Department of Economic Opportunity (DEO) provided
correspondence approving the MPO’s current Transportation Improvement Plan (TIP).
Ms. Beltran also advised that there is a Metropolitan Planning Organization Advisory
Committee (MPOAC) Weekend Institute in the spring of 2015. She advised that it is
weekend training about MPOs for new Board members if anyone wants to attend. The
information was distributed to the Board prior to the meeting.
13. NEXT MEETING-February 23, 2015.
Ms. Beltran stated that a calendar will be provided for the meetings in the 2015 calendar
year at the February meeting. She advised that the Legislature will be meeting earlier in
2016 which will cause deadlines to be moved up. Staff will have a more clear idea of the
timeframe by that time and it will be provided to this Board.
Mr. Heard expressed thanks to Secretary Wolfe for the opportunity to work under his
leadership.
14. ADJOURN
Seeing no additional information on the agenda the Vice-Chair adjourned the meeting at
10:47 a.m. RONR (10th ed.). p.350,I.16-17.
Recorded and Prepared by:

_________________________________________________

__________________

Margaret H. Brassard, Administrative Assistant II

Date

_________________________________________________

__________________

Sarah Heard, Vice-Chair
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ITEM NUMBER:

8A

MARTIN METROPOLITAN PLANNING ORGANIZATION POLICY BOARD
AGENDA ITEM SUMMARY
MEETING DATE:
DUE DATE:
UPWP#:
February 23, 2015
February 16, 2015
5.1
WORDING:
ANNUAL ELECTION OF OFFICERS
REQUESTED BY:
PREPARED BY:
DOCUMENT(S) REQUIRING
MPO
Beth Beltran/Margaret ACTION:
N/A
Brassard
BACKGROUND
In accordance with Section 1.02 A. (2) of the MPO Bylaws (see attached excerpt), “Officers
– A Chairman and Vice Chairman shall be elected at the first meeting of the calendar year.
The Chairman and Vice Chairman shall serve for a period of one year or until a successor is
elected and shall be voting members.”
ISSUES
At the February 23, 2015 Martin MPO meeting, Board Members shall nominate and elect a
Chair and a Vice-Chair. The Chair and Vice Chair also fulfill the following responsibilities:
1) The Chair represents the Martin MPO Policy Board on the Governing Board of the
Statewide Metropolitan Planning Organization Advisory Council (MPOAC). The
Vice Chair is the alternate.
2) The Chair serves as a member of the Treasure Coast Transportation Council (TCTC)
which addresses regional projects, including those funded by the State’s
Transportation Regional Incentive Program (TRIP) Grant.
The following appointments will also need to be made at the February 23rd MPO Board
Meeting:
1) Chair of the Local Coordinating Board for the Transportation Disadvantaged (LCBTD);
2) Martin MPO’s second member of the TCTC; and
3) Alternate to the TCTC.
_________________________________________________________________________
RECOMMENDED ACTION
Move appointment of the MPO Chair, MPO Vice-Chair, LCB-TD Chair, second member of
TCTC and TCTC Alternate.
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FISCAL IMPACT
N/A
APPROVAL
MPO
ATTACHMENTS
MPO Bylaws Excerpt (pages 3-4)

Page27

Page28

Page29

ITEM NUMBER:

8B

MARTIN METROPOLITAN PLANNING ORGANIZATION
POLICY BOARD
AGENDA ITEM SUMMARY
MEETING DATE:
DUE DATE:
UPWP#:
February 23, 2015
February 16, 2015
5.7
WORDING:
PUBLIC INVOLVEMENT PLAN ANNUAL REPORT
REQUESTED BY:
PREPARED BY:
DOCUMENT(S) REQUIRING
MPO
Bonnie C. Landry
ACTION: 2014 PIP Annual Report
BACKGROUND
The MPO Public Involvement Plan (PIP) is a guiding document to help ensure public input is
considered during the transportation planning process. This annual report evaluates the MPO’s
success at meeting the objectives and strategies outlined in the PIP.
ISSUES
Staff presented the Draft 2014 PIP Annual Report to each of the advisory committees at their
February meetings. The CAC, TAC and BPAC recommended Board approval.
At the February 23, 2015 Martin Metropolitan Planning Organization (MPO) Policy Board
meeting, MPO staff will present the 2014 PIP Annual Report for discussion and approval.
______________________________________________________________________________
RECOMMENDED ACTION
Approve the report as presented.
FISCAL IMPACT
N/A
APPROVAL
MPO
ATTACHMENT
2014 PIP Annual Report
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2014
Martin MPO Public Involvement
Annual Report

Prepared January 28, 2015
Martin County
Page31

Martin MPO Public Involvement Plan Annual Report

TITLE
REPORT DATE
Martin MPO
January 2015
Public Involvement Plan
Annual Report 2015
January 1, 2014 through December 31, 2014

ORGANIZATION, NAME, ADDRESS
AND TELEPHONE NUMBER
Martin Metropolitan Planning Organization
2401 SE Monterey Road
Stuart, FL 34996
772-223-7983
www.martinmpo.com

ACKNOWLEDGEMENTS
The preparation of this report has been funded in part through grants from the Federal
Highway Administration, the US Department of Transportation, and the Federal Transit
Administration under the Metropolitan Planning Program of the U.S. Code (Title 23,
Section 104f). This financial assistance notwithstanding, the contents of this report do
not necessarily reflect the official views or policies of the funding or assisting agencies.
Public participation is solicited without regard to race, color, national origin, age, sex,
religion, disability or family status. Persons with questions or concerns about
nondiscrimination, or who require special accommodations under the American with
Disabilities Act or language translation services (free of charge) should contact Bonnie
Landry, Senior Planner (Title VI/Non-discrimination Contact) at (772) 223-7983 or
blandry@martin.fl.us. Hearing impaired individuals are requested to telephone the
Florida Relay System at #711.
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MARTIN METROPOLITAN PLANNING ORGANIZATION
PUBLIC INVOLVEMENT PLAN
ANNUAL REPORT
January 1, 2014 through December 31, 2014
(FY 2014/2015)
Objective 1: To hold regular public meetings with its standing Advisory
Committees, to obtain their input on all documents, projects, and
funding determinations prior to consideration by the MPO Board.
There are three advisory committees who report to the Martin Metropolitan
Planning Organization (MPO) Policy Board providing input to inform their
documents, projects and funding priorities:
• Citizens’ Advisory Committee (CAC)
• Technical Advisory Committee (TAC)
• Bicycle and Pedestrian Advisory Committee (BPAC)

Public meeting for the Waterways Plan

In calendar year 2014, these committees met on a regular basis throughout
the year as scheduled including special meetings.
• TAC had a quorum for all 6 of the regularly scheduled meetings.
• CAC had a quorum for all 6 of the regularly scheduled meetings.
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•

•

•

•

•

BPAC had 7 scheduled meetings and 2 special meetings. Three of the
BPAC meetings did not have a quorum present. Staff continues to
stress the importance of attendance and strives to keep each of the
positions filled when a member resigns.
Advisory Committees preceded each of the scheduled MPO Board
meetings to assure that the comments and recommendations are
promptly reported to the Board.
Martin MPO also staffs the Local Coordinating Board for the
Transportation Disadvantaged (LCB-TD). This Board is a separate
board established by the Florida Commission for the Transportation
Disadvantaged (CTD). The LCB-TD and the Community
Transportation Coordinator (CTC) work together to improve the
provision of transportation services to Martin County’s transportation
disadvantaged population.
o Martin County Transportation Disadvantaged services are
governed by a five-year plan called the Transportation
Disadvantaged Service Plan (TDSP). This document was
prepared by MPO staff and adopted by the Martin Local
Coordinating Board for Transportation Disadvantaged (LCBTD) on October 7, 2013.
o This board met 5 times in 2014, including a public hearing in
August to solicit comments from the public about this program.
The LCB-TD had quorum at all 5 of their meetings in 2014.
The agenda packets are available on the MPO website, and the
packets are e-mailed to members and public who request to be
included.
The full agenda packets are available 7 days prior to each meeting to
give the public time to review prior to each meeting.
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Objective 2: To provide equitable access to information regarding
transportation decision making.
All meetings held by the MPO are held in locations that are accessible to
persons with disabilities.
• In 2014, there were no complaints related to civil rights or
discrimination.
• Participants are surveyed via the sign in sheet about the convenience
of the meeting times to assure there are opportunities for the public to
participate.
• There were a total of 33 MPO public meetings held in 2014 between
the advisory committees and the MPO Policy Board.
• Other outreach efforts included staff speaking at
o City of Stuart Commission meeting
o Martin County Chamber of Commerce Transportation/Local
Government Committee.
o Staff updated language in MPO Title VI and other Nondiscrimination Plan based upon a recommendation from the
FHWA Senior Policy and Regulatory Specialist
• All documents and MPO staff e-mail signatures include information
about how to express complaints, questions, or concerns about civil
rights and non-discrimination.
• February 2014 staff collaborated with South Florida Commuter
Services and Martin County Fire Rescue to host an information booth
at the Martin County Fair. Information provided included safety
messages and informed the public about what the MPO does and how
they can participate in transportation planning.
• July 2014 staff collaborated with several agencies from Martin, St.
Lucie and Indian River counties for a Transit Fair. The purpose of the
fair is to educate the public about transit opportunities. The Transit
Fair was held at the Morgade Library.
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MPO Board member Eula Clarke speaks at the Transit Fair
• October 8, 10 and 15, 2014 staff participated in National Walk to
School Day with four local elementary schools and provided students
with a backpack full of safety themed items. (Port Salerno, Pinewood,
JD Parker and Jensen Beach elementary schools.)
• Meeting and project related information is made accessible to visionimpaired persons by using the “Searchable” feature of Adobe Acrobat
Pro. Additional ADA accommodations are made upon request.
Martin MPO staff assisted the Martin Grade Corridor Advocacy Group in
submitting an application for Martin Grade to be listed as a Florida Scenic
Highway.
• On October 13, the Florida Scenic Highway Advisory Committee
approved the Martin Grade Scenic Eligibility Application. The next
step will be to create a Corridor Plan.
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Martin Grade, western Martin County

Public involvement activities are geographically dispersed throughout the
MPO planning area. To assure input from Western Martin County, there is
an Ex-Officio member on the MPO Board from Indiantown. This
representative regularly discusses region issues affecting the unique needs of
Indiantown residents.
The Martin MPO makes a concentrated effort to reach the traditionally
underserved population. This includes those whose primary language is not
English. To that end, Martin MPO provides written documents in other
languages and onsite interpretation for meetings when needed. Martin MPO
has a contract with Language Line Solutions, a nationwide leader in the field
of translation services. The service provides over-the phone, face-to-face
and videoconference interpreting and document translation services. This
provides the MPO access to more than 200 languages.
In addition, the MPO website utilizes Google Translate which translates its
web pages into more than 75 languages immediately.
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Google Translate provides immediate translation into 75 languages
On-site translators were available at workshops with a significant Spanishspeaking population.
• Although difficult to measure by any specific percentage, the MPO
Staff will continue to encourage increased participation by elderly,
disabled, low-income and other minority groups, especially with
regard to the LCB-TD.
• Meeting materials are provided in a “Searchable” format for the
visually-impaired.
• Staff continues to develop and maintain a database of contacts in
order to distribute public information and better serve targeted
populations.
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Objective 3: To engage the public early, often, and with clarity so that
opportunities exist for public feedback in the transportation decision making
process.
Public information regarding MPO actions is available in different formats
and easily accessible.
• Notices for the meetings appear in the newspaper, the MPO website
and MCTV (Martin County Television) Channel 20 and U-verse
Channel 99.
• MPO meetings are televised live on local television MCTV (Martin
County Television) Channel 20 and U-verse Channel 99.
• Past meetings can be viewed “on demand” on MCTV
• Agendas, minutes and MPO documents can be found on the Martin
MPO website.
• Documents for consideration are available for public comment at all
local Martin County library branches for at least 45 days before the
public hearing for their adoption.
• Documents are available in a searchable format that accommodates
the visually impaired.
The MPO responds to public inquiries in a timely manner and typically
within 24 hours of the date of the inquiry.
• Martin MPO utilizes the electronic public inquiry system Request for
Service. This allows the request to be tracked from time of inquiry
until time of resolution.
• Staff understands the importance of timely response to media
inquiries and values the relationship with local media.
Staff has a strong record of providing meeting notices to the public in
advance of meetings and will continue to post meeting notices and agenda
packets at least seven (7) days prior to the meeting.
Staff follows the Public Involvement Plan which requires draft
Transportation Improvement Program (TIP) and LRTP amendments are
made available for public review and comment for 45 days at the Martin
County Administration Building, all County libraries, and on the MPO
website.
MPO Staff continues to follow up with the public to address comments and
concerns after public meetings through emails and staff meetings.
9
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Public participation opportunities are made available at key decision-making
milestones in each of its planning documents. Staff strives to provide this
information in a format that is easy to understand and in plain language
avoiding acronyms or technical terms.
• Whenever possible, the MPO Staff provides visualization tools and
easy to understand graphics to illustrate plans and concepts. In
general, this includes PowerPoint Presentations, project photographs
and maps.
• Maps are often used to help illustrate planning areas.
• The MPO continues to provide and maintain a web-based Interactive
TIP tool in collaboration with Data Transfer Solutions (DTS), the
creator of this software. This enables members of the public to view
each project on a map, research financial information for specific
projects, and generate customized reports.
Objective 4: To use a variety of methods to involve and engage the
public.
In order to reach a broad demographic of the population, the MPO utilizes a
variety of methods to meet the needs of this diverse group including:
• Trade Show Displays: South Florida Commuter Services purchased
panels to explain what the MPO is and one that provides the safety
message: 3 Feet, it is the Law for bicycle safety.
• Surveys
• Social Media
• Website:
o Interactive calendar
o Online idea and inquiry submissions
o Electronic planning documents
o Live and recorded video of each MPO Policy Board meeting
o Electronic agendas and minutes are available
o Links to Martin County’s social medias of Facebook and
Twitter
o Links to project priorities and project details
• E-mail blasts
• Local newspaper ads and press releases
10
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On July 2, Martin MPO collaborated with the Martin County Sherriff to
provide bike safety information to three youth summer camps in
Indiantown.

Officer Brooks provides bike safety information to youth in Indiantown

The MPO uses the website to track public interest in activities.
• The MPO utilizes Google Analytics to track the number of monthly
hits to its website.
• Using Google Analytics, staff is able to track how the user found the
MPO website.
• Using QR codes, staff created campaigns for specific documents such
as the newsletter to measure the effectiveness of the outreach
techniques.
• Through the FDOT Electronic Review Comments (ERC) system,
Staff is able to provide comments on specific projects in Martin
County.
• The MPO now has an interactive web-based TIP that will allow users
to see each project on a map, research financial information for
specific projects, and generate customized reports.
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• Using Google Analytics, staff is able to track web hits, referrals, and
length of time on any given page. This provides staff with a feedback
mechanism when changes are made. Staff will also coordinate with
FDOT to track project specific sites.
• The FDOT ERC system allows staff to provide comments on projects
prior to construction. These projects will be brought before the
Advisory Committees to obtain additional public comments.
Objective 5: Public Input on Program of Projects for Martin County
Public Transit
In June, the Martin MPO amended its Public Involvement Plan to assist
Martin County Transit Service with gathering public input on its Program of
Projects (POP). The POP is included annually when the MPO approves its
List of Project Priorities. This provides the public with an opportunity to:
• Provide input on the POP
• Be involved in prioritizing the POP for funding

Martin Transit System US1 and Britt Road
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ITEM NUMBER:

8C
MARTIN METROPOLITAN PLANNING ORGANIZATION
POLICY BOARD
AGENDA ITEM SUMMARY
MEETING DATE:
DUE DATE:
UPWP#:
February 23, 2015
February 16, 2015
5.2
WORDING:
US 1 MULTIMODAL CORRIDOR STUDY; BASELINE ASSESSMENTS
REQUESTED BY:
PREPARED BY:
DOCUMENT(S) REQUIRING
FDOT
Murriah Dekle
ACTION: N/A
BACKGROUND
On May 14, 2012, the Martin Metropolitian Planning Organization (MPO) Policy Board, adopted
its Unified Planning Work Program (UPWP) which included a two part corridor study of US
Highway 1. The Florida Department of Transportation (FDOT), District 4 has managed the
current phase of the project. The Martin MPO will develop a Project Scope of Work for a
subsequent, phase II/implementation of the project within the current fiscal year, with an
estimated completion of the document within FY16.
The attached Baseline Assessment, Issues and Opportunities Technical Appendix #1 & #2,
provides detailed analysis and recommendations for the US 1 Corridor, ranging from site specific
strategies to corridor-wide recommendations. The work tasks contained within this document
have been performed by FDOT’s General Planning Consultant, Tindale Oliver and Associates, in
collaboration with local juristictions and stakeholder groups.
ISSUES
At the February 23, 2015 MPO Policy Board meeting, the consultant will present the draft
reports derived from the corridor study for review and discussion. Staff will discuss the
comments generated from the MPO advisory committees.
______________________________________________________________________________
RECOMMENDED ACTION
Provide input.
FISCAL IMPACT
N/A
APPROVAL
MPO
ATTACHMENTS
1. Baseline Assessment, Issues and Opportunities Technical Appendix #1 & #2
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TECHNICAL APPENDIX #1
BASELINE ASSESSMENT, ISSUES, AND OPPORTUNITIES
Contents

DRAFT

Transportation Data Review
and Preliminary Analysis ...... 1
Plans and Policy Review and
Land Use Analysis ............... 40
Identification of Corridor
Focus Areas and Field Data
Collection Needs................. 84
Summary of Corridor
Challenges and Opportunities
Related to Multimodal
Options/Potential ............... 89

Florida Department of
Transportation
District 4
Office of Modal Development

April 2014
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BASELINE ASSESSMENT, ISSUES, AND OPPORTUNITIES

BASELINE ASSESSMENT, ISSUES,
AND OPPORTUNITIES
The purpose of the Baseline Assessment, Issues,
and Opportunities Technical Appendix is to assess
the availability of relevant data and information
that will be used to support the corridor study.
This technical appendix incorporates data and
information gathered from past reports, studies,
and available quantitative/qualitative data
sources and provides a general assessment of the
corridor while identifying corridor focus areas
and additional field data collection needs. This
technical appendix has been divided into four
sections that assist in the assessment of the
corridor’s existing/future multimodal potential:





Transportation Data Review and Preliminary
Analysis
Plans and Policy Review and Land Use
Analysis
Identification of Corridor Focus Areas and
Field Data Collection Needs
Summary of Corridor Challenges and
Opportunities Related to Multimodal
Options/Potential

DRAFT APRIL 2014

Transportation Data Review and
Preliminary Analysis
The US 1 corridor is defined as the section of US 1
from south of Cove Road in Port Salerno to north
of Juanita Avenue in Ft. Pierce (Map 1). US 1 is
the primary north‐south arterial for the coastal
communities of Martin and St. Lucie counties
east of I‐95 and the Florida Turnpike. The
principal element of the US 1 Multimodal
Corridor Study is balancing local/community
needs with the need to continue to support
longer‐distance trip‐making along US 1. The focus
of this section is on evaluating the existing
transportation network and conditions along the
study corridor. To aid in this assessment, the
Transportation Data Review and Preliminary
Analysis has been divided into the following three
sub‐sections:






Existing Operations – looks at existing
facilities, services, traffic patterns and
volumes throughout the corridor.
Capital Improvements – includes a review
and summary of programmed and planned
capital projects within the corridor.
Windshield Survey – performed to identify
potentially critical issues that otherwise may
not have been discovered through more
traditional plans and data review and
analysis.

US 1 MULTIMODAL CORRIDOR STUDY | 1
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BASELINE ASSESSMENT, ISSUES, AND OPPORTUNITIES

Map 1: US 1 Multimodal Corridor Study Area

2 | DISTRICT 4 OFFICE OF MODAL DEVELOPMENT

DRAFT APRIL 2014
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BASELINE ASSESSMENT, ISSUES, AND OPPORTUNITIES

Existing Operations
Developing an integrated, well‐connected
transportation network requires infrastructure
investments that allow all users of the network to
be able to seamlessly transition from one mode
to the next. The existing operations analysis in
this section provides a summary of the analyses
conducted to assess the existing transportation
network conditions along the corridor. The
existing operations analysis is focused on four
areas:







Existing Traffic Conditions – focuses on
identifying segments within the corridor that
are currently experiencing higher levels of
vehicular traffic and congestion.
Multimodal Network – focuses on identifying
where
current
multimodal
network
investments (sidewalks, bike lanes, paths) are
located and where future investments may
be needed.
Transit Network – focuses on the existing
transit network within the corridor.
Crash History – includes an assessment of
recent crash data and includes identifying
locations with a high re‐occurrence of injury
and fatal crashes, as well as a history of
pedestrian and bicycle crashes.

Existing Traffic Conditions
The typical roadway section along the corridor
varies between 4‐, 6‐, and 8‐lane sections with a
mix of urban, suburban, and rural design
treatments. Map 2 shows the existing number of
lanes for the roadways within the corridor. Most
of the US 1 corridor is 6 lanes with a divided
median, but, as seen in Map 2, the section
between Jensen Beach Boulevard and Port St.
Lucie Boulevard is an 8‐lane section, and then the
roadway drops from 6 lanes to 4 lanes to the
north through Ft. Pierce.

DRAFT APRIL 2014

Figure 1: US 1 south of Roosevelt Bridge,
looking north
Map 3 shows the existing annual average daily
traffic (AADT) volumes along the corridor. While
it is important to understand which roadway
segments have the highest levels of traffic
volumes, AADTs do not necessarily relate to
where the road is congested. Using the 2012
AADT data from the St. Lucie Transportation
Planning Organization (TPO) and the Martin
Metropolitan Planning Organization (MPO) and
generalized level of service capacities traffic
volume‐to‐capacity (v/c) ratios were calculated
within the corridor and are shown in Map 4.
V/C ratios are used primarily as a conventional
level‐of‐service
measure
for
roadways,
comparing roadway demand with roadway
supply. For example, a roadway segment with a
v/c ratio of 1.0 indicates that the segment is
operating at its capacity. So, using v/c ratios as a
measure to determine how well a roadway is
performing, areas that may be in need of traffic
mitigation measures can be identified. Generally,
roadway segments with v/c ratios less than 0.80
are considered to have little to no congestion
(from a daily volume perspective), whereas
roadway segments with v/c ratios above 1.0 are
considered above capacity and typically
experience high levels of congestion.
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Map 2: Number of Lanes
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Map 3: Existing Annual Average Daily Traffic (AADT)
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Map 4: Existing Volume‐Capacity Ratios
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As shown in Map 4, most of the roadways within
the corridor are operating below capacity (v/c
1.0); however, there are a few roadway segments
that appear to have exceeded capacity or are
approaching capacity.
Figure 2 provides a graphical illustration of how
the v/c ratios along US 1 vary throughout the
corridor. The highest v/c ratio along the corridor
is found near where US 1 intersects Palm City
Road. Also notable are the more sustained
moderately high v/c ratios along US 1 between
Midway Road and Old Dixie Highway.

US 1 S of SR A1A
US 1 S of SR 68/Orange Ave
US 1 S of Delaware Ave
US 1 N of SR 70/Virginia Ave
US 1 S of SR 70/Virginia Ave
US 1 S of CR 611/Edwards Rd
US 1 N of CR 712/Midway Rd
US 1 S of CR 712/Midway Rd
US 1 S of Easy St
US 1 N of Prima Vista Blvd
US 1 N of Walton Rd
US 1 S of Tiffany Ave
US 1 S of Port St. Lucie Blvd
US 1 N of Jensen Beach Blvd
US 1 N of Wright Blvd
US 1 End of Roosevelt Bridge
US 1 SE of SR 76/Colorado Ave
US 1 SE of SR 5/A

1.20

US 1 N of Indian St
US 1 S of Indian St

1.00

US 1 N of CR 722/ Salerno Rd
US 1 S of CR 722/Salerno Rd

Old Dixie Hwy
Juanita Ave

Orange Ave

Virginia Ave

0

Midway Rd

Prima Vista Blvd

0.20

Palm City Rd

0.40

Cove Rd
Indian St

0.60

Britt Rd
County Line
Port St Lucie Blvd

0.80

0.00

Source: Martin MPO/St. Lucie TPO, 2012 AADT

Figure 2: Volume‐Capacity Ratios
Figure 3 shows 2011 AADT and directional traffic
volume splits (north‐south) for points along US 1.
As shown, the areas with the highest AADT are
the segments of US 1 north of the St. Lucie River
to the area around Port St. Lucie Boulevard. Also,
Figure 3 shows that, for the most part, the
directional traffic volume splits along the corridor
are fairly balanced.

10,000 20,000 30,000 40,000 50,000 60,000

Northbound

Southbound

Source: FDOT Florida Traffic Data Online

Figure 3: 2011 AADT Directional Volume Split
along US 1
Historical traffic volumes for 24 FDOT count
stations along the corridor were analyzed using
AADT data from the FDOT and are shown on Map
5. Figures 4 through 27 show the historic trend
(dating back to 1997) in traffic volumes for the 24
selected count stations along the corridor.
Generally, the traffic volumes have not
significantly changed along the corridor in the
past 15 years; some areas have experienced an
increase in traffic volume and other areas have
seen a decrease in volume. So, from a corridor
perspective, the traffic volumes have remained
relatively unchanged over the past 15 years.
In addition to the historical FDOT AADT counts,
historic (2008‐2012)traffic data from Martin
County was also evaluated and are show in
Figures 28 through 41.
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Map 5: US 1 FDOT Count Station Locations
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Figure 4: Historical Traffic Volumes – US 1 south of CR 722/Salerno Road (1)
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Figure 5: Historical Traffic Volumes – US 1 north of CR722/Salerno Road (2)
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Figure 6: Historical Traffic Volumes – US 1 south of Indian Street (3)
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Figure 7: Historical Traffic Volumes – US 1 north of Indian Street (4)
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Figure 8: Historical Traffic Volumes – US 1 southeast of SR 5A (5)
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Figure 9: Historical Traffic Volumes – US 1 southeast of SR 76 (6)
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Figure 10: Historical Traffic Volumes – US 1 at the end of the Roosevelt Bridge (7)
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Figure 11: Historical Traffic Volumes – US 1 north of Wright Boulevard (8)
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Figure 12: Historical Traffic Volumes – US 1 north of CR 732/Jensen Beach Boulevard (9)
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Figure 13: Historical Traffic Volumes – US 1 south of Port St. Lucie Boulevard (10)
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Figure 14: Historical Traffic Volumes – US 1 south of Tiffany Avenue (11)
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Figure 15: Historical Traffic Volumes – US 1 north of Walton Road (12)
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Figure 16: Historical Traffic Volumes – US 1 south of Prima Vista Boulevard (13)
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Figure 17: Historical Traffic Volumes – US 1 north of Prima Vista Boulevard (14)
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Figure 18: Historical Traffic Volumes – US 1 south of Easy Street (15)
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Figure 19: Historical Traffic Volumes – US 1 south of Midway Road (16)
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Figure 20: Historical Traffic Volumes – US 1 north of Midway Road (17)
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Figure 21: Historical Traffic Volumes – US 1 south of Edwards Rd (18)
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Figure 22: Historical Traffic Volumes – US 1 south of SR 70/Virginia Avenue (19)
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Figure 23: Historical Traffic Volumes – US 1 north of SR 70/Virginia Avenue (20)
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Figure 24: Historical Traffic Volumes – US 1 south of Delaware Avenue (21)
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Figure 25: Historical Traffic Volumes – US 1 south of SR 68/Orange Avenue (22)
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Figure 26: Historical Traffic Volumes – US 1 south of SR A1A (23)
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Figure 27: Historical Traffic Volumes – US 1 at the end of Taylor Creek Bridge (24)
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Figure 28: Martin County Historical Traffic Volumes – US 1 from Cove Road to Salerno Road
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Figure 29: Martin County Historical Traffic Volumes – US 1 from Salerno Road to Monroe Street
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Figure 30: Martin County Historical Traffic Volumes – US 1 from Monroe Street to Indian Street
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Figure 31: Martin County Historical Traffic Volumes – US 1 from Indian Street to SR 714
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Figure 32: Martin County Historical Traffic Volumes – US 1 from SR 714 to SR 5A
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Figure 33: Martin County Historical Traffic Volumes – US 1 from SR 5A to SR 76
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Figure 34: Martin County Historical Traffic Volumes – US 1 from SR 76 to Palm City Road
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Figure 35: Martin County Historical Traffic Volumes – US 1 from Palm City Road to Joan Jefferson Way
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Figure 36: Martin County Historical Traffic Volumes – US 1 from Joan Jefferson Way to Wright
Boulevard
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Figure 37: Martin County Historical Traffic Volumes – US 1 from Wright Boulevard to Baker Road
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Figure 38: Martin County Historical Traffic Volumes – US 1 from Baker Road to Britt Road
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Figure 39: Martin County Historical Traffic Volumes – US 1 from Baker Road to SR 732
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Figure 40: Martin County Historical Traffic Volumes – US 1 from SR 732 to Westmoreland Boulevard
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Figure 41: Martin County Historical Traffic Volumes – US 1 from Westmoreland Boulevard to St. Lucie
County
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Existing Multimodal Facilities
Using recent aerial imagery, an inventory of
existing multimodal facilities (sidewalks and bike
lanes) was conducted. This inventory will be used
to help identify areas within the corridor that
currently have pedestrian and bicycle facilities,
and those areas within the corridor that may be
in need of multimodal enhancements.
Map 6 shows the existing sidewalks within the
corridor. As shown, most of US 1 has complete
sidewalks along both sides of the road; however,
there are some areas along US 1 that have either
no sidewalks or only partial sidewalk coverage
(sidewalk gaps). The most notable area along the
corridor with missing sidewalks is the area along
US 1 between Midway Road and Edwards Road.
Map 7 shows the existing bicycle facilities within
the corridor. As illustrated, most of US 1 has
either marked bicycle lanes or a wide paved
shoulder, but many of the other roadways within
the corridor do not have designated bicycle
facilities. So, while it may be possible to travel
along US 1 within a dedicated bicycle lane, it
appears that there is a lack of bicycle facilities
connecting to US 1.

Figure 42: Sidewalk along US 1 south of
Citrus Avenue

Figure 43: Treasure Coast Connector Vehicle

Existing Transit Service
Transit service in the US 1 corridor is provided by
the Treasure Coast Connector (TCC) in St. Lucie
County and by Martin County Transit Service
(MCPT). The main routes serving the US 1
corridor are TCC Route 1 in St. Lucie County and
MCPT’s Treasure Coast Route in Martin County.
Map 8 shows the alignment of the existing bus
transit routes along the corridor. TCC Route 1 is
currently the best‐performing route in terms of
ridership along the corridor, and on average,
serves about 300 riders per day.
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Map 6: Existing Sidewalks
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Map 7: Existing Bicycle Facilities
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Map 8: Existing Bus Transit Service
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Crash History
The Florida Department of Transportation (FDOT)
is committed to improving highway safety and
has made safety (reducing crashes) one of its
main objectives. A five‐year crash history within
the corridor was analyzed using on‐system (state
road) crash data obtained through the FDOT
Crash Analysis Reporting System (CARS). From
2008–2012, there were more than 3,200 crashes
within the corridor. Within the five‐year analysis
period, 2012 recorded the highest number of
crashes with 684; Figure 45 shows the annual
distribution of total crashes within the corridor.

few locations that stand out as having a higher
concentration of crashes; US 1 at SR 70, US 1
from Prima Vista Boulevard south to Walton
Road, US 1 between St. Lucie Boulevard and
Jensen Beach Road, and US 1 from Kanner
Highway south through Stuart.
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Figure 46: On‐System Total Crashes
by Crash Type
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Figure 45: On‐System Total Crashes by Year
As shown in Figure 46, rear‐end crashes made up
nearly half of all the crashes within the corridor,
followed by angle/left‐turn crashes and lane
departure crashes, which include run‐off‐road
crashes and sideswipes.
Map 9 is a cluster analysis showing the location
and concentration (frequency) of total crashes
along the corridor. The cluster analysis for total
crashes grouped crashes that occurred within 100
feet of each into the shown clusters. While there
are crashes along the entire corridor, there are a
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While it is important to focus on reducing all
crashes, it is also important to understand where
and what is causing the most severe crashes,
incapacitating injuries, and fatal crashes.
Understanding the cause and location of severe
injury crashes will help to identify and prioritize
safety concerns within the corridor. Map 10
shows the location and frequency of severe injury
crashes within the corridor. For the most part,
the severe injury crashes are fairly well
distributed along the corridor, but there are a
few locations with a higher concentration of
severe injury crashes. One of those locations is
the area near the intersection of US 1 and Prima
Vista Boulevard.
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Map 9: Total (On‐System) Crashes, 2008–2012
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Map 10: Severe Injury (On‐System) Crashes, 2008–2012
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Figure 47 shows the annual distribution of severe
injury crashes within the corridor. Between 2008
and 2012, there were more than 200 severe
injury crashes along the corridor; however, from
Figure 47, there appears to be a positive
(downward) trend in the number of severe injury
crashes that are occurring.
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Figure 47: On‐System Severe Injury Crashes
by Year
Figure 48 shows the distribution of severe injury
crashes by crash type. A few notable observations
from Figure 48 are that whereas rear‐end crashes
account for 42 percent of overall crashes, they
only account for 21 percent of severe injury
crashes, and pedestrian and bicycle crashes,
which are 4 percent of total crashes, account for
16 percent of severe injury crashes. This shows
that whereas pedestrian and bicycle crashes
make up only a small percentage of total crashes,
they are a larger portion of severe injury crashes.
If incapacitating crashes are removed from the
severe injury crash total and only fatal crashes
are evaluated (see Figure 49), pedestrian and
bicycle crashes make up 29 percent of the fatal
crashes within the corridor, which is the highest
crash group.
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Figure 49: On‐System Fatal Crashes
by Crash Type
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Figure 50 shows the annual distribution of
pedestrian and bicycle crashes within the
corridor. While the annual numbers are down
from 2009 and 2010, there still are nearly 30
pedestrian and bicycle crashes occurring each
year within the corridor.
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Figure 50: On‐System Pedestrian and
Bicycle Crashes by Year

Map 11 shows the locations of pedestrian and
bicycle crashes. US 1 at SR 70, US 1 south of
Prima Vista Boulevard, US 1 south of Downtown
Stuart, and US 1 between Indian Street and Cove
Road stand out as having higher concentrations
of pedestrian and bicycle crashes.
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Map 11: Pedestrian and Bicycle (On‐System) Crashes, 2008–2012
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Capital Improvements
State, county, and municipal plans and programs
were reviewed for ongoing, committed, and
planned transportation infrastructure projects
within the study area. Table 1 and Map 12
provide a summary of the identified
enhancements. For the purpose of evaluating
“existing” conditions, the available design plans
for committed (construction funded) projects
were reviewed and are considered the effective
existing condition for future roadway analyses
within the study area.
Potentially one of the most impactful roadway
project planned within the US 1 corridor is the

extension of the Crosstown Parkway from its
current terminus of Manth Lane to US 1 (Map ID
2 and Figure 51). The Crosstown Parkway
Extension, which will be approximately 2 miles
long, is expected to be built as a 6‐lane divided
highway with bicycle lanes and sidewalks (Figure
38). The preferred build alternative would have
the Crosstown Parkway Extension intersecting US
1 at Village Green Drive. According to the PD&E
study, the Crosstown Parkway Extension will have
significant impacts on the intersections of US 1
and Port St. Lucie Boulevard and US 1 and Prima
Vista Boulevard.

Source: Crosstown Parkway Extension PD&E Study and EIS

Figure 51: Crosstown Parkway Extension Preferred Alignment

Source: Crosstown Parkway Extension PD&E Study and EIS

Figure 52: Crosstown Parkway Extension Typical Section between East of River to US 1
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Table 1: Identified Transportation Projects
Project Type Map ID Project ID
1

419669 1

New road (extend) Willoughby Blvd from
Monterey Rd to US 1/SR 5 ‐ Right‐of‐way

2

410844 5

New bridge (6 lanes) on Crosstown Parkway from
Manth Ln to US 1/SR 5 ‐ Construction

3

231440 2

Add Lanes and reconstruct Midway Rd/CR 712
from 25th St/SR 615 to US 1/SR 5‐ Construction

4

Veteran's Memorial Bridge (Indian St) ‐ construct
Completed
230978 1 new bridge connecting Martin Hwy in Palm City to
2013
Indian St in Stuart

Sidewalk

Safety

2014‐2016
2015

N/A

Extend Martin Luther King Blvd/SW 7th St to US
1/SR 5

N/A

6

N/A

Extend Windemere Dr to Green River Parkway,
connection to US 1/SR 5

N/A

N/A

US 1 at Orange Avenue ‐ Reconfigure the
westbound approach to one exclusive left‐turn
lane and one shared through/right‐turn lane and
implement an “all‐pedestrian” signal phase with
associated pavement markings to accommodate
pedestrian diagonal crossing

2017

8

N/A

US 1 at Virginia Ave ‐ Construct southbound right‐
turn lane

2018

9

N/A

10

N/A

11

N/A

7

Project Source

2014

5

Road
Construction

Resurfacing

Project
Timeframe

Project Description

Avenue D, US 1 to Indian River Dr ‐ Reconstruct
roadway, drainage, sidewalk, lighting, and
l d
i
US 1 at Ohio Avenue ‐ Intersection re‐alignment,
re‐alignment of east leg of intersection
US 1 at Old Dixie Hwy ‐ Construct median to
close/prohibit the westbound to southbound left‐
turn movement on US 1

FDOT 5‐Year Work
Program (FY
2013/2014 ‐
2018/2019)

Stuart FY 2011 CIP

Ft. Pierce 2014 ‐
2018 CIP

2017
N/A

N/A

St Lucie TPO CMP
Priority Project
List (2012/2013)
FDOT 5‐Year Work
Program (FY
2013/2014 ‐
2018/2019)

12

Resurfacing of US 1/SR 5 from Midway Rd to
428728 1
Edwards Rd ‐ Construction

2018

13

Add sidewalks on US 1/SR 5 from N of
425773 1 Westmoreland Blvd to St. Lucie County Line ‐
Construction

2014

14

425774 1

Sidewalk improvements from Martin County Line
to Port St. Lucie Blvd ‐ Construction Support

2014

15

N/A

Sidewalk (0.5 miles) on Weatherbee Rd from US
1/SR 5 to Oleander

N/A

St. Lucie County
School District

2014

FDOT 5‐Year Work
Program (FY
2013/2014 ‐
2018/2019)

16
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Map 12: Identified Transportation Projects
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Windshield Survey
On November 14, 2013, the project team
conducted a “windshield” survey to gain a better
understanding of the environment along the
corridor. During this survey the following was
observed:


Land Use – Along the corridor, the primarily
land use is commercial/retail. An exception to
this is areas in Port St. Lucie where multi‐
family residential was observed.



Cross Sections – The roadway cross‐section
varies repeatedly along the corridor, not only
in the number of lanes, but also the roadway
type (rural vs. urban).



Bike Lane Treatment – The placement of bike
lanes (mainly at intersections) is not
consistent. In general, bike lanes are on the
outside (between the right‐turn lane and the
shoulder); however, at some specific
intersections (e.g., US 1 at Cove Road), the
bike lanes are located between the outside
through‐lane and the right‐turn lane. This is
probably a result of roadway improvements
performed at different points in time and,
therefore, were under the design criteria
prevailing at that point.



Pedestrian Friendliness – Along the corridor,
basic pedestrian accommodations (sidewalks)
are generally in place; however, these basic
accommodations do not appear to be enough
to incentivize walking or the use of
alternative modes of transportation. In
general, it appears that the corridor was not
designed or constructed to prioritize a
walkable environment.

In addition to the driving portion of the survey, a
limited walking field review was performed at
three key locations:
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US 1 at Cove Road
US 1 near Edwards Road
US 1 through Downtown Ft. Pierce

US 1 at Cove Road

Figure 53: US 1 at Cove Road
Driving along the corridor, the full magnitude
(size) of the intersections along US 1 is not
noticeable. However, from the pedestrian
perspective, the true size of the intersections can
feel “intimidating.” US 1 at Cove Road is one of
those intersections that, from the non‐motorized
user’s perspective, appears intimidating and
unfriendly, especially for those on foot (see
Figure 54).
The crosswalk along the north side of US 1 is
located approximately 75 feet north of the
intersection (Figure 55). Having the crosswalk this
far away from the intersection creates a potential
safety issue; when a vehicle turning right
(westbound to northbound) onto US 1
approaches the crosswalk, it already has reached
a speed that compromises the ability to react to a
pedestrian making a legal crossing within the
crosswalk (Figure 56). Also, this crosswalk is not
located in the ideal position for pedestrians, as it
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potentially forces them to travel out of direction
before making the desired crossing.

Figure 56: US 1 at Cove Road North Side
Crosswalk Location, Conflict Potential
Figure 54: US 1 at Cove Road
South Side Crosswalk

Figure 55: US 1 at Cove Road
North Side Crosswalk Location
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The bus stop located within the northeast
quadrant of the intersection (Figure 57) is located
close to the intersection. This stop location
causes the bus to stop within the crosswalk and
creates potential operational and safety issues
between the bus and through and right‐turning
vehicles. While generally it is a good practice to
locate bus stops as close as possible to a
signalized intersection (to increase probability of
pedestrians using the marked crosswalks), for far‐
side stops it is generally recommended that a bus
bay is provided for stops close to the intersection
or that the stop be located far enough from the
intersection (e.g., 100 feet) to avoid potential
operational and safety issues.
The placement of the stop bar for the gas station
driveway (northeast corner of the intersection) is
located beyond the crosswalk, causing vehicles to
stop on top of the crosswalk (see Figure 58).
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Figure 57: Bus Stop along US 1 North of Cove Road

Figure 58: Driveway Stop Bar Placement (US 1 at Cove Road)

DRAFT APRIL 2014

US 1 MULTIMODAL CORRIDOR STUDY | 37

Page82

BASELINE ASSESSMENT, ISSUES, AND OPPORTUNITIES

US 1 near Edwards Road

Figure 60: US 1, ¾ Mile South of Edwards Road,
looking north

Figure 59: US 1 near Edwards Road

This section of US 1 has a rural cross‐section (no
curb and gutter) and, for the most part, has
limited or no pedestrian accommodations (see
Figures 60 and 61).
In addition to lacking sidewalks, the signalized
intersections in this area are approximately 1
mile apart. Therefore, the pedestrian crossings in
this area are spaced 1 mile apart, which is
generally considered an excessive distance for
pedestrians to travel between controlled
crossings and can lead to pedestrians crossing at
uncontrolled locations between the signalized
intersections.
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Figure 61: US 1, ¾ Mile South of Edwards Road,
looking south
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US 1 through Downtown Ft. Pierce



At this location two closely‐spaced intersections
were observed:



US 1 at Delaware Avenue
US 1 at Citrus Avenue

Figure 62: US 1 near Delaware Avenue
and Citrus Avenue
At the intersection of US 1 and Delaware Avenue,
the following operational characteristics were
noticed:





The location of the pedestrian signal heads is
such that when crossing the northbound‐to‐
eastbound channelized right‐turn lane, the
signal head cannot be viewed (see Figure 63).
The bushes (landscaping) at the northeast
corner of US 1 and Citrus Avenue obstruct
the view of the roadway creating a sight
distance issue for pedestrians attempting to
cross the east leg of Citrus Avenue (north‐to‐
south along US 1) (see Figure 64).

Figure 63: US 1 at Citrus Avenue,
Northbound‐to‐Eastbound Channelized
Right‐Turn Lane Crosswalk

The pedestrian push‐button to cross US 1
(north side) appeared to not be functioning.
The
southbound‐to‐eastbound
left‐turn
phase appears to be set at a maximum recall,
meaning that the phase comes up during
every cycle for the same amount of time,
regardless of the presence of vehicles
“calling” the phase and/or number of cars
making the turn.
At the intersection of US 1 and Citrus Avenue
the following operational characteristics were
observed:
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Figure 64: US 1 at Citrus Avenue,
Citrus Avenue Crosswalk (Northeast Corner)
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Plans and Policy Review and
Land Use Analysis
Creating a successful multimodal transportation
environment requires the close integration of
transportation infrastructure investments and
transportation and land use policy. A plans and
policy review was conducted to identify land use
opportunities and barriers to support transit and
non‐motorized mobility options. The land use
analysis assessed existing and future land use
patterns,
property
characteristics,
and
socioeconomic and demographic information to
identify current and future areas along the
corridor that may potentially be supportive of
enhanced multimodal options. This section
provides an overview of the plans and policies
review along with a summary of the land use and
demographic analysis.

Plans and Policy Review
The plans and policy review provides a summary
of key aspects from regional, county, and
municipal plans that may promote or inhibit
multimodal development along the corridor. The
following pages contain a summary of the review
and seek to highlight some of the key
considerations and resources within each
document that could be used to support the
corridor study.

The following documents were reviewed as part
of this process:
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Martin‐St. Lucie 2035 Regional Long Range
Transportation Plan (RLRTP)
Regional Transit Development Plan for the
Port St. Lucie Urbanized Area (2010–2019)
Martin County MPO Transportation
Disadvantaged Service Plan
St. Lucie County TPO Transportation
Disadvantaged Service Plan
St. Lucie County TPO TDSP Minor Update
Martin County TIP FY 2011/12–2015/16
St. Lucie County TIP FY 2013/14–2017/18
FDOT – A Framework for Transit Oriented
Development (TOD) in Florida
Strategic Regional Policy Plan for the
Treasure Coast Regional Planning Council
Martin County Comprehensive Growth
Management Plan
Martin County Land Development
Regulations
St. Lucie County Comprehensive Plan
St. Lucie County Land Development Code
City of Stuart Comprehensive Plan
City of Stuart Land Development Code
City of Ft. Pierce Comprehensive Plan
City of Port St. Lucie EAR‐Based
Comprehensive Plan Amendments
City of Stuart CRA
City of Port St. Lucie Expansion CRA
City of Ft. Pierce CRA
Martin MPO Bicycle and Pedestrian Action
Plan
St. Lucie County Bicycle, Pedestrian,
Greenways and Trails Master Plan
St. Lucie TPO US 1 Corridor Intersections
Pedestrian Safety Study
St. Lucie TPO Premium Transit Corridor Study
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Martin‐St. Lucie 2035 Regional Long Range Transportation Plan (RLRTP)
Purpose of Study/Program
 Comprehensive, long range plan
that outlines all of the major
needed or desired
transportation projects through
the 2035 long‐term planning
horizon in Martin and St. Lucie
counties.
 Goal is to improve general
mobility and quality of life for
residents in these two counties.
 Identify long‐range cost needs
and affordable networks for
roads, transit, bicycle, and
pedestrian modes.
 Promote the safe, secure, and
efficient movement of people
and goods.
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Available Data/Resources and Key Consideration to
Support the Corridor Plan
Establishes goals to achieving an efficient multimodal transportation
system to serve regional and local needs, foster economic prosperity
and ensure transportation choices as well as to improve land use and
transportation decision‐making and intergovernmental cooperation.
Objectives and implementing policies of RLRTP places emphasis on:
o Regional system efficiency across the modes
o Accessible, safe, and interconnected bicycle, pedestrian,
greenways, and trails networks accommodated/ integrated in all
phases of transportation planning, roadway design and
construction, transit projects, and other capital projects or
retrofitted as appropriate or when possible
o regular passenger rail service and intermodal connections
o increased land use densities/ intensities and a health mix of uses
around designated transit corridors, stations, hubs and other
strategic locations
o promotion of improved community planning and urban form
through context‐sensitive design solutions that support infill
activities and maximize existing public and multimodal
transportation infrastructure
Establishes vision for US 1 Corridor Retrofit project to include the
following elements:
o Transit‐supportive redevelopment
o Bus rapid transit (BRT) along US 1
o Branded buses and stations, bus priority treatments, queue‐
jumping at key intersection bottlenecks, signal coordination
improvements
o Context‐sensitive design solutions to encourage accessibility and
walkability as well as sustainable redevelopment following the
Livable Communities Initiative principles
Establishes 22 benchmarks (indicators) for measuring the success of
the RLRTP, covering all modes
Seeks to reduce vehicle miles traveled per capita (in terms of
greenhouse gas emissions and fuel consumption) by providing
multiple modes of travel; creating diverse, mixed‐use, safe pedestrian‐
oriented built environments around rail/transit hubs; creating
bike/pedestrian/transit‐friendly street grid network; addressing
parking in ways that encourage biking, walking, transit, car‐sharing,
etc.
Creates of these hubs and opportunities for alternative infill to help
stimulate the economies of the communities they impact
Projects within the LRTP that affect US 1 include extending Crosstown
Parkway from Manth Lane to US 1 and resurfacing and filling in
sidewalk gaps on US 1/SR 5 from the pavement seam to Edwards
Road.
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Regional Transit Development Plan for Port St. Lucie Urbanized Area (2010–2019)
Purpose of Study/Program
 Update FY 2009–18 Regional TDP
 Strategically evaluate and plan
for continuing development,
improvement, or expansion of
public transit systems serving
Martin and St. Lucie counties.
 Develop 10‐year implementation
and financial plan to strategically
guide public transportation to
serve these counties.

Available Data/Resources and Key Consideration to
Support the Corridor Plan
 10‐Year Transit Implementation Plan that outlines steps required to
implement policy direction needed to achieve the community’s vision
 Goal is to develop and expand on availability of an effective, viable,
and stable regional public transportation system to move people
throughout the region.

Martin County MPO Transportation Disadvantaged Service Plan (TDSP)
Purpose of Study/Program
 Comprehensive operational plan
defining framework that governs
services for transportation
disadvantaged (TD) population in
Martin County.
 Includes a needs assessment and
demand estimates for
transportation services.






Available Data/Resources and Key Consideration to
Support the Corridor Plan
Goal is to deliver reliable and efficient TD services to Martin County
residents in a safe and secure manner.
Operational strategies include increase awareness of all available
transportation services to increase mobility, expand existing fixed‐
route services, increase hours of operation, increased trip frequencies.
Non‐operational strategies include collaborating with local agencies to
locate possible connections between public transit, bicycle, and
pedestrian facilities with TD services.
Also contains a Service Plan/Operations Element that establishes
protocols for operators, passengers, and administration.
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St. Lucie County TPO Transportation Disadvantaged Service Plan (TDSP)
Purpose of Study/Program
 Tactical plan (jointly developed
by Local Planning Agency and
Community Transportation
Coordinator (CTC)) that includes
development plan, service plan,
and quality assurance
components for purpose of
ensuring provision of
transportation services to TD
population groups.






Available Data/Resources and Key Consideration to
Support the Corridor Plan
Ensure that appropriate components are in place for necessary
expansion of a coordinated transportation system to meet demands
of TD population.
Expand review procedures to require consideration of multimodal
transportation systems in land use planning.
Maximize accessibility of service by providing information in Braille
and auditory enhanced and alternative languages to promote use of
public transportation services TD groups
Ongoing systems improvements and action strategies that support
multimodal transportation include:
o Coordination with Martin and Indian River counties for inter‐
county transportation services.
o Identification of park‐and‐ride lots within St. Lucie County.
o Continue to seek funding for Avenue D transfer facility.

St. Lucie County TPO TDSP Minor Update
Available Data/Resources and Key Consideration to
Support the Corridor Plan
 Decline in property values in county has negatively impacted revenues
generated from Municipal Services Taxing Unit (MSTU), resulting in
declines in funding for public transportation.
 Implementation Plan calls for a continued commitment to improving
and expanding provision of public transit service to TD population
(including capital improvements and system enhancements).

Purpose of Study/Program
 Maintain and/or improve
transportation services for TD
population and serve as
framework for performance
evaluation.

Martin County TIP FY 2011/12–2015/16
Purpose of Study/Program
 Provide comprehensive and
prioritized listing of
transportation projects for fiscal
year (FY) 2011/12–2015/16 that
is consistent with 2035 RLRTP.
 Projects are federally‐funded and
regionally significant.
 TIP prioritizes funding for
highest‐ranking projects from
RLRTP Cost Feasible Plan and is
based on funding data from
FDOT Tentative Work Program.
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Available Data/Resources and Key Consideration to
Support the Corridor Plan
 Projects relevant to US 1 Corridor include:
o Widening and resurfacing of existing lanes at intersection of US
1/SR 5 and SR 76/Kanner Highway.
o Extension of Martin Luther King Boulevard/SW 7th Street to US
1/SR 5.
o Extension of Windermere Drive to Green River Parkway for
connection to US 1/SR 5.
o Additional sidewalks on US 1/SR 5 from north of Westermoreland
to St. Lucie County line.
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St. Lucie County TIP FY 2013/14–2017/18
Purpose of Study/Program
 Identify and prioritize regionally‐
significant transportation
projects within Metropolitan
Planning Area over next five
years that are receiving State
and federal funding.

Available Data/Resources and Key Consideration to
Support the Corridor Plan
 Projects relevant to US 1 Corridor include are primarily road
construction projects, including:
o Reconfiguring westbound approach to one exclusive left‐turn lane
and one shared through/right‐turn lane and implement an “all
pedestrian” signal phase with associated pavement markings to
accommodate pedestrian diagonal crossing at US 1/SR 5 and
Orange Avenue.
o Constructing southbound right‐turn lane at US 1/SR5 and Virginia
Avenue.
o Constructing median to close/prohibit westbound‐to‐southbound
left‐turn movement on US 1/SR 5 at Old Dixie Highway/CR 605.

FDOT – A Framework for Transit Oriented Development (TOD) in Florida
Purpose of Study/Program
 Address how TOD can be part of
transforming auto‐oriented,
largely suburban development
patterns into more compact,
livable patterns that support
walking, biking, transit, and
shorter‐length auto trips.
 Developed to provide planners,
developers, elected officials, and
general public with a Florida‐
specific resource for TOD and
transit planning.
 Not a “how‐to” guide; instead,
illustrates key considerations and
questions to be addressed.

Available Data/Resources and Key Consideration to
Support the Corridor Plan
 Identifies goals, benefits, and development patterns of TODs,
including challenges and opportunities.
 Identifies examples and questions that should be considered for
integration of transit and land use planning at various levels:
o System Level: Regional connectivity between activity centers and
central business districts via transit corridors; consideration of
existing land uses, transit types, right‐of‐way constraints, and
opportunities to improve transit accessibility and connectivity to
other modes of transportation. System level measures include
population density in persons per square mile (> 15,000 = high; <
3,333 = low) and employees per square mile (> 250K = high; < 75K
= Low)
o Corridor Level: Once transit plan is in place, consideration should
be given to development potential, travel behaviors, appropriate
transit types, station spacing, and evaluation of opportunities for
intermodal connectivity along the corridor (e.g. connections to
bike, pedestrian, and trail networks, local bus routes, and other
premium transit).
o Station Level: Emphasis on preferred transit alignments, station
areas, station transfer areas, and future alignments. Station level
planning should consider land use, transit accommodations,
accessibility, connectivity (including park‐and‐ride lots and feeder
bus components), physical design, and the transit‐dependent
populations. Other considerations include major physical barriers,
mixed and affordability of housing, etc.
o TOD Planning and Design: Levels of activity and accessibility for all
modes, targets for density/intensity mixes, urban form/community
context, street networks/complete streets, parking, walkable
blocks/environments, transit‐ridership.
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Strategic Regional Policy Plan for Treasure Coast Regional Planning Council
Purpose of Study/Program
 Designed to provide holistic,
comprehensive approach to
building a region from
identification and organization of
largest physical environmental
features to arrangement of
block, street, and buildings of
smallest increment of built
environment.
 Well‐illustrated guidebook for
how local governments can
respond to and plan for
challenges and opportunities.
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Available Data/Resources and Key Consideration to
Support the Corridor Plan
In addition to the other components of the built environment,
contains Future Vision Statement and Elements with goals, objectives,
and policies, likened to elements within a local government
comprehensive plan.
Regional Transportation Element identifies US 1 as a regionally
significant facility, contains goal to achieve a balanced, complete, and
integrated regional transportation system that includes, at a
minimum, commuter rail service with stations linking coastal
communities in the region and a regional mass transit system
(including urban bus and shuttle service linking rail to stations and
stations to destinations and complementary pedestrian and bicycle
connections as well as parking).
Strategies include evaluation of land use (types, mix, and
densities/intensities) around the transit stations, and urban
form/development patterns. To improve feasibility of public
transportation, residential densities should be no less than 8 units per
acre, and complementary land uses should be interconnected
(particularly in terms of walkability and proximity to employment,
housing, and other needs for transportation disadvantaged
populations).
Economic Development Element identifies transportation
infrastructure (including regional mass transit and railway systems) as
regionally significant facilities, calls for beautification and landscaping
of major transportation corridors to promote and attract tourists and
promotes development patterns that are proportionately less costly
to provide public facilities (e.g., compact, mixed‐use development and
redevelopment projects). Goal 3.5 seeks to improve multimodal
transportation opportunities throughout region to provide better
access to education and employment and to provide commuter and
long‐distance passenger service.
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Martin County Comprehensive Growth Management Plan (CGMP)
Purpose of Study/Program
 Primary policy document
concerning land use,
transportation, and other
planning matters for Martin
County
 Required by Florida law; must be
consistent with State and
regional plans









Available Data/Resources and Key Consideration to
Support the Corridor Plan
Guides land use and development patterns and ensures provision of
key public services (transportation).
Goals, objectives, and policies contained within each Element of
CGMP
Transportation Element Goal 5.4 guides development of safe and
accessible bicycle and pedestrian transportation system (including off‐
roadway travel) connected to public and private facilities as well as
major travel destinations.
Objective 5.5B directs County to collaborate with High Speed Rail
Authority and service provider to develop coordinated plan for public
transportation (implementing policies speak to transit‐friendly
neighborhoods, commuter and inter‐city rail options, transit
corridors).
Future Land Use Element contains policies guiding designation,
development, and programming of public facilities within areas
designated as Community Redevelopment Areas or traditional
neighborhood developments, which have priority funding for
infrastructure improvements, and should be designed to be
pedestrian‐friendly at higher densities/intensities. Seven CRAs are
within Martin County, but only City of Stuart CRA is traversed by US 1;
three are along periphery of US 1 (Port Salerno, Rio, Golden Gate).
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Martin County Land Development Regulations
Purpose of Study/Program


 The LDR is the implementing
agent of the goals, policies, and
objectives identified in the
Martin County Comprehensive
Growth Management Plan and
are used to insure that the use
and development of land in the
unincorporated areas of Martin
County is consistent with the
Comprehensive Plan.
 The Roadway Design section of
the LDR is intended to assure a






safe, efficient, maintainable,
and balanced transportation
system that preserves
community character and
provides for all modes of
transportation.




Available Data/Resources and Key Consideration to Support the
Corridor Plan
Addresses importance of enhanced mobility and connectivity with the
intention of improving the safety and convenience of walking and
bicycling, reducing vehicle miles traveled, and reducing the need for
continued road widening.
States that sidewalks are required on both sides of all roadways,
except that sidewalks are required on only one side of roadways
classified as local or residential streets and except on only the fronting
side of a new development where the new development abuts an
existing roadway where no sidewalks exist.
States that five‐foot bike lanes should be provided on the outer side of
roadways classified as either a parkway, major arterial, minor arterial,
or major collector.
Provides provisions for interconnectedness between existing, planned,
and future developments to reduce impacts on local roadways while
maintaining/improving the overall connectivity of the existing
roadway network.
Encourages opportunities to enhance bicycle and pedestrian mobility
through site design strategies and opportunities to increase
accessibility by shortening walking distances.
Provides guidelines for traditional neighborhood street designs and
encourages the incorporation of TND street design into
redevelopment and new development projects to enhance
connectivity, mobility, and safety for vehicular, pedestrian, and bicycle
use.

St. Lucie County Comprehensive Plan
Purpose of Study/Program
 Primary policy document
concerning land use,
transportation, and other
planning matters for St. Lucie
County
 Required by Florida law; must be
consistent with State and
regional plans
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Available Data/Resources and Key Consideration to
Support the Corridor Plan
Provides policy framework for future direction of key public service
areas, including land use and transportation.
Goals, objectives, and policies contained in each Element of
Comprehensive Plan.
Future Land Use Element contains objectives for achieving smart
growth, energy‐efficient land use patterns, and mixed TODs in dense,
urbanized areas of county.
Transportation Element contains objectives for achieving multimodal
transportation systems that include bicycle, pedestrian, trail, bus
transit, and passenger rail facilities.
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St. Lucie County Land Development Code
Purpose of Study/Program

 Provides development design



and improvement standards
applicable to development
activity in the unincorporated
area of the County.








Available Data/Resources and Key Consideration to Support the
Corridor Plan
Establishes that all new construction of any arterial or collector street
or roadway within the Urban Service Area shall be provided with
sidewalks and bicycle paths along one (1) or both sides, as determined
by the County Engineer.
All residential developments required to obtain a site plan approval
and non‐residential developments above 6,000 square feet that are
located within the Urban Service Boundary are required to design and
construct sidewalks within the right‐of‐way of all streets and
roadways that abut or lie within the perimeter of the property.
All new developments within unincorporated St. Lucie County or
within municipalities that access County maintained roads and are
constructing or reconstructing roads as part of the development shall
be required to design and construct bike lanes.
Bike lanes shall be provided on all internal project streets and roads
that are classified as arterials or collectors.
States that the construction of a multi‐use path adjacent to an arterial
or collector roadway internal or external to a development project
does not relieve or otherwise release the requirement for the
provision of bike lanes along said streets or roads.
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City of Stuart Comprehensive Plan
Purpose of Study/Program
 Policy document that establishes
goals, objectives and policies to
guide land use, transportation,
and other planning matters for
city.
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Available Data/Resources and Key Consideration to
Support the Corridor Plan
City of Stuart goals within Future Land Use Element to revitalize Urban
Redevelopment Area (URA), including Community Redevelopment
Area (CRA). Revitalization efforts include encouraging mixed uses,
higher densities and intensities, and compact urban form and
promoting pedestrian mobility throughout CRA. Policy C3.12 requires
City to promote land use patterns that complement multiple modes of
transportation, including transit, pedestrian, and bicycle amenities, as
well as marine transit. Objective 16 requires City to prepare a master
parking plan.
First goal of Transportation Element is to provide a safe and efficient
traffic network, optimum access to major activity centers, and, as
resources permit, citywide mobility through alternative modes of
transportation, committing City to seek out ways to promote compact
development, maximize internal trips within a development, and
promote TODs in urban areas.
Transportation Element Objective 7 speaks to bicycle paths,
pedestrian pathways, and multimodal transportation that are
enhanced by mixed use development patterns. Implementing policies
require City to prepare bicycle master plan, encourage private
developments to plan for bike and pedestrian circulation to existing
public bike/pedestrian networks and facilities where possible. Another
strategy option is to use fees to promote multimodal transportation,
e.g., sidewalk beautification, park‐and‐ride lots, bicycle amenities,
trolley stops, and common parking areas. Where existing right‐of‐way
(ROW) exists, City requires bicycle and pedestrian amenities along all
new and reconstructed roadways. All commercial developments to be
be designed to provide safe opportunities for alternative modes of
transportation connected to existing and future pedestrian/bike
pathways within city and county, to include safe passage from public
ROW to building/project, between projects, and between alternative
modes of transportation (Policy 7.15).
Transportation needs to be coordinated with needs and impacts
associated with FLUM as well as with plans of other transportation
agencies (Objectives 9, 10 and 12).
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City of Stuart Land Development Code
Purpose of Study/Program

 The Transportation Systems
section within Chapter VI On‐Site
and Off‐Site Development
Standards establishes minimum
requirements applicable to the
development of transportation
systems, including public and
private streets, bikeways,
pedestrian ways, parking and
loading areas, and access control
to and from public streets.






Available Data/Resources and Key Consideration to Support the
Corridor Plan
Establishes that all sidewalks and bikeways shall not be less than six
feet in width.
Requires the provision of pedestrian pathways from building entries
to existing and future facilities on surrounding streets for all large
commercial developments.
Permits the use and application of shared parking and joint use of
facilities if specific requirements are satisfied.
Requires that developments that require more than 200 parking
spaces provide a transit stop in a location which is proximate to the
roadway network. The developer shall provide benches or other
seated facilities, trash receptacles, lighting and a covered structure for
the transit stop.
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City of Ft. Pierce Comprehensive Plan
Purpose of Study/Program
 Policy document that establishes
goals, objectives and policies to
guide land use, transportation,
and other planning matters for
city.
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Available Data/Resources and Key Consideration to
Support the Corridor Plan
Future Land Use Element (FLUE) contains objectives and policies that
support mixed use land development patterns if development is
located within ¼ mile of transit, rail station, or other public
transportation service. Objective 1.2 requires City to amend its Land
Development Regulations (LDRs) to TOD standards to support transit
service once the plans and location of AMTRAK rail services are in
place. Such standards are to be flexible to support compact, mixed
uses that are compatible with local context and character, including
density bonuses, transfer of development rights, planned unit
developments, clustering, etc., and all new development will provide a
pedestrian network with intense pedestrian connectivity and
interconnections to existing/planned infrastructure on adjacent
properties.
Ft. Pierce is a designated Transportation Concurrency Exception Area
(TCEA) pursuant to s.163.3180, F.S. The rescission of those provisions
in the Statutes notwithstanding, City has committed to implementing
land use and transportation strategies to encourage complete streets
and parking strategies and improve transit/bike/ pedestrian facilities
(Objective 2.1). At present, City continues to maintain adopted level of
service (LOS) standards on roads and to implement concurrency;
however, in support of mobility, City commits to improving
connectivity of roadways to reduce vehicle miles traveled, provide
more route choices and disperse traffic to maintain adopted LOS.
City’s Transportation Element Objective 2.3 commits City to
integrating FLUM with its transportation system to both maintain LOS
and support multimodal transportation services (including walking
and bicycling).
City’s Comprehensive Plan also contains provisions guiding and
requiring coordination between City’s Plan and those of St. Lucie
County, St. Lucie County TPO, Treasure Coast Regional Planning
Council, and FDOT, with intent of maintaining regional mobility for
area, including water transportation.
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City of Port St. Lucie EAR‐Based Comprehensive Plan Amendments
Purpose of Study/Program
 Evaluation of City’s
Comprehensive Plan to
determine appropriateness of
goals to City’s long‐term vision
and effectiveness of objectives
and policies in achieving that
vision.
 Policy document that establishes
new or updated goals,
objectives, and policies to guide
land use, transportation, and
other planning matters for city.
 Required by Florida law; must be
consistent with State and
regional plans.






Available Data/Resources and Key Consideration to
Support the Corridor Plan
Provides policy framework for future direction of key public service
areas, including land use and transportation.
Goals, objectives, and policies contained in each Element of
Comprehensive Plan.
Future Land Use Element contains goals of creating a sense of place
and large‐scale, sustainable new communities with mixed uses,
pedestrian‐oriented development scale, and reduced reliance on cars.
Transportation Element includes goals for managing street system
safely and efficiently for all mode users by:
o contemplating establishment of multimodal quality of service
standards for bicycle, pedestrian, and transit modes
o encouraging all new roadways and reconfigure existing streets as
complete streets
o establishing new transit facilities and amenities (e.g., stops,
benches, shelters) and routes that meet demand of residents and
Future Land Use Map
o providing safe, efficient multimodal transportation system for
Western Annexation Areas

City of Stuart CRA
Purpose of Study/Program
 To guide City in identifying
priorities and opportunities
available within CRA in terms of
growth and reinvestment/
redevelopment while protecting
existing built and natural
environment.

Available Data/Resources and Key Consideration to Support the
Corridor Plan
 CRA comprises five planning areas. For each, CRA Plan includes
discussion on opportunities and clear redevelopment strategies for
the blocks within area.
o Planning Area 1: Downtown – Waterside Village/Potsdam:
Revitalization of downtown, major project includes parking garage
o Planning Area 2: Government Center/Courthouse/Martin Luther
King Community Corridor
o Planning Area 3: Colorado Avenue/Seacoast National Bank
o Planning Area 4: US 1/Frazier Creek
o Planning Area 5: North Stuart/Ecological Center
 Redevelopment strategy for Planning Area 4 is to capitalize on high
volume of traffic along US 1 to provide market for retail/commercial
development by improving ROW and access improvements on SW 6th
Street
 Other redevelopment strategies within CRA include round‐abouts,
façade improvements, parking, pedestrian‐scale public and private
spaces, Main Street Program (Stuart and East Stuart Main), street‐
scaping/infrastructure improvements, parking management plan, and
downtown circulation system.
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City of Port St. Lucie Expansion CRA
Purpose of Study/Program
 Covers approximately 1,700‐acre
area straddling US 1 between
Village Green Drive and southern
limits of city.
 Comprehensive long‐term
master planning process for
redevelopment and revitalization
of area.

Available Data/Resources and Key Consideration to
Support the Corridor Plan
 Existing street system consists of mostly interior streets forming
central network, with Port. St. Lucie Boulevard providing spine of CRA.
Most streets that are or within the CRA are minor arterial or collector
streets (only a few streets are local streets).
 Includes recommendations and goals for each of three character
districts: Port St. Lucie Boulevard Gateway, Riverwalk North, and
Riverwalk South.
o Port St. Lucie Boulevard: Serves as gateway to Riverwalk North and
South, enhanced with bicycle facilities, well‐defined pedestrian
crosswalks, widened sidewalks with pedestrian elements (i.e.,
lighting, seating, informational signage, shade trees, and improved
shuttle service) along corridor.
o Riverwalk South: Mixed use with residential, commercial, office
and recreation uses – serving as identifiable entertainment and
recreation district Port St. Lucie.
o Riverwalk North: Mixed use with residential, commercial, office,
and recreation uses – serves as low‐medium density extension of
Riverwalk South’s entertainment and recreation district.

City of Ft. Pierce CRA
Purpose of Study/Program
 To guide the City’s
redevelopment efforts by
revitalizing both physical and
economic environments of CRA.
 Original Plan has undergone
several updates and
modifications since its inception.
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Available Data/Resources and Key Consideration to
Support the Corridor Plan
 CRA is divided into four geographic subareas: 1) Downtown, 2) Ports,
3) Neighborhoods, 4) Beach.
 Downtown includes areas along US 1 corridor. Recommendations for
grid and main Streets were primarily for redesign of key streets
(including intersection of Orange Avenue and US 1, intersection of
Avenue A and US 1, and redesign of 2nd Street as “Main Street” for
city) as well as for creation of a downtown civic plaza and cultural
square that impact US 1.
 Since 2001, Redevelopment Agency has documented its progress in
accomplishing these recommendations through annual reports, which
track progress on specific projects and programs – focused on
rehabilitating and revitalizing lands and properties within CRA.
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Martin County Bicycle and Pedestrian Action Plan
Purpose of Study/Program

 Provides a vision for Martin
County that embraces bicycling
and walking as safe, enjoyable,
and viable modes of
transportation.
 An action plan to guide the
integration of bicycle and
pedestrian facilities into the
roadway system and to expand
efforts to make Martin County a
more sustainable community.

Available Data/Resources and Key Consideration to Support the
Corridor Plan
 Identification and prioritization of bicycle and pedestrian projects
throughout the county.
 Identifies strategies and measures to address improving the bicycle
and pedestrian environment.

St. Lucie County Bicycle, Pedestrian, Greenways and Trails Master Plan
Purpose of Study/Program
 Primarily to connect vast public
lands, but also to enhance
county’s transportation system
through bicycle and pedestrian
infrastructure and develop a
master plan for these facilities.
 To provide a network of routes
for non‐motorized travel
throughout St. Lucie County and
improve quality of life for
residents and visitors while
respecting area’s unique natural
features.

Available Data/Resources and Key Consideration to Support the
Corridor Plan
 To develop an interconnected network of greenways, off‐street multi‐
use trails, bicycle lanes (on‐street bike lanes in urban areas are also
connected to trails network), and sidewalks (on both sides of the
street) to enhance non‐motorized travel options within the county
(for both on‐road and off‐road systems).
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St. Lucie County US 1 Corridor Intersection Pedestrian Safety Study
Purpose of Study/Program

 Evaluate the condition of each
intersection with respect to
pedestrian safety and identify
opportunities for
implementation of pedestrian
safety improvements which
integrate walking and bicycling.

Available Data/Resources and Key Consideration to Support the
Corridor Plan
 Identified remedial intersection improvements for the following
locations:
 US 1 at Port St. Lucie Boulevard
 US 1 at Tiffany Avenue
 US 1 at Prima Vista Boulevard
 US 1 at Virginia Avenue

St. Lucie TPO Premium Transit Corridor Study (2010)
Purpose of Study/Program

 Evaluate and assess the
feasibility of rail and other
premium transit services on US
1, I‐95, and the Florida East Coast
Railway (FEC) in St. Lucie County
and develop an action plan to
guide future premium transit
services in St. Lucie County.
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Available Data/Resources and Key Consideration to Support the
Corridor Plan
Identified the US 1 corridor as the most feasible transit corridor in that
it presents the best potential for building transit demand over time.
Identified the timeline and feasibility of premium transit alternatives
along US 1:
 Enhanced express bus service within 3‐5 years,
 Mixed‐traffic BRT within 6‐10 years,
 Exclusive‐lane BRT within 11‐20 years
Identified key action steps to implement premium transit services.
 Establish a Regional Transit Organization and Regional
Transportation Authority
 Implement transit‐supportive policies and plans
 Secure dedicated funding
 Establish a transit advisory group
 Implement alternatives
Developed performance thresholds to help determine the appropriate
timing for premium transit implementation within the corridor:
 Population density threshold of 5‐7 dwelling units per acre
 Employment density threshold of 4‐5 employees per acre
 Average daily transit ridership of 3,000 riders
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Land Use Analysis
A land use analysis is an evaluation of the existing
and future land use conditions and the
identification of areas along the corridor that
potentially could be supportive of enhanced
multimodal options. The land use analysis was
divided into three parts:






Land Use Patterns Analysis – provides a
summary of existing and future land uses
within the corridor along with identifying the
location of redevelopment and major
development areas within the corridor.
Land Economic Characteristics Analysis –
looks at key property characteristics such as
market values, building age, building quality,
and recent sales.
Socioeconomic/Demographic Analysis –
provides a summary of existing and projected
population and employment figures along
with a few key demographic data findings.

Land Use Patterns Analysis
As shown in Figure 65 and Map 13, the existing
land use make‐up of the corridor is fairly diverse,
with residential uses being the largest land use
category within the corridor representing a
quarter of the corridor’s acreage. Commercial
land use (20%) and vacant land (17%) are the
next most prevalent uses within the corridor.
Figure 66 and Map 14 show that the future land
use make‐up of the corridor based on modified
versions of the future land use maps for the cities
of Stuart, Port St. Lucie, and Ft. Pierce and
unincorporated Martin and St. Lucie counties.
These are similar to the existing land‐use make‐
up, with residential uses as the dominate
category (44%) and commercial uses following at
22 percent of the corridor’s acreage.

Also included in the land use patterns analysis
was
the
identification
of
Community
Redevelopment Areas (CRAs) within the corridor
(Map 15), where much of the redevelopment has
occurred or is expected to occur.
Agricultural
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Figure 65: Existing Land Use Distribution
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Figure 66: Future Land Use Distribution
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Map 13 – Existing Land Use
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Map 14 – Future Land Use
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Map 15 – Community Redevelopment Areas (CRAs)
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Land Economic Characteristics Analysis
An analysis of land economic characteristics
within the corridor was conducted to gain a
better understanding of the cost factors that may
promote or inhibit development/redevelopment.
Factors including market value per acre, land‐to‐
building value ratios, building age, building
quality, and recent sales were evaluated at the
parcel‐level to identify areas where there may be
market support to spur investment.
Property Values
Overall value, or market value, per acre serves as
a gauge to understanding the basic economic
market within an area. Using 2013 parcel data
from the Florida Department of Revenue (FDOR),
an analysis of existing property value
characteristics was completed for the corridor.
Map 16 shows the existing market value per acre
for properties within the corridor. There are
some clusters of higher‐value properties located
along the corridor, but a good part of the corridor
is modestly valued, with nearly 75 percent of the
properties within the corridor have a market
value per acre of under $500,000.
In addition to looking at market value per acre for
properties along the corridor, the ratio of land‐‐
to‐building values for properties within the
corridor was conducted. Land‐to‐building value
ratios are generally a good indicator for
identifying
underperforming
properties;
properties with a land‐to‐building value ratio
greater than 1.0 signifies that the value of the
structure on the property is less than the value of
the land and, therefore, may be in need of
rehabilitation or reinvestment of some kind.
However, it is important to note that the land‐to‐
building value ratio is less sensitive to higher land
values that are based on geographic location (i.e.,
waterfront properties and downtown property)
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and may not provide the true relationship
between land and building values for some
properties. As a general rule, it is best to use
land‐to‐building value ratios to identify larger
land use patterns or larger areas with
undervalued structures. Map 17 shows the land‐
to‐building value ratios along the corridor. As
shown, there are a few areas along the corridor
that have higher land‐to‐building value ratios,
some of which are located within the downtown
areas, which may be partly due to higher land
values within the downtowns. However, there
are also areas, such as the portion of the corridor
between Easy Street and Edwards Road and the
area near Cove Road at the southern end of the
corridor that may be indicative of undervalued
structures and a need for reinvestment or
rehabilitation within these areas.
Building Age
Along with the values and ratio of values of
properties, building age and building quality are
additional measures that may be used to identify
areas that may have redevelopment or
reinvestment potential. Map 18 shows the
building age for all properties within the corridor.
As shown, most of the older structures within the
corridor are located at the northern and southern
ends of the corridor, within the cities of Ft. Pierce
and Stuart, with newer structures located within
the middle/Port St. Lucie area of the corridor.
Generally, commercial/non‐residential structures
can expect to have about a 30‐year service span
before requiring some form of rehabilitation or
redevelopment. Map 19 shows the location of
non‐residential (commercial and industrial)
properties within the corridor that have buildings
that are at least 30 years old. Again, notice that
most of these properties are located within either
Ft. Pierce or Stuart.
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Map 16 – Market Value per Acre
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Map 17 – Land‐to‐Building Value Ratio

62 | DISTRICT 4 OFFICE OF MODAL DEVELOPMENT

DRAFT APRIL 2014

Page107

BASELINE ASSESSMENT, ISSUES, AND OPPORTUNITIES

Map 18 – Building Age
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Map 19 – Older Non‐Residential Buildings
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Building Quality
Also included in the parcel data from the FDOR is
a field that denotes the overall quality of the
predominate structure(s) on a property. The
building quality field in the FDOR data is
determined from data provided by various
valuation services and sources. Map 20 shows the
building quality for the properties within the
corridor. Many of the structures within the
corridor are coded as having a building quality of
average or above average, but a few areas that
stand out as having lower‐rated building qualities
are the southern portions of the corridor within
Stuart and also near the Port Salerno area of the
corridor.
Recent Sales
Property values, value ratios, building age, and
building quality can be used to help identify
patterns for increased market potential for
redevelopment/reinvestment.
However,
a
market must exist for that development. Map 21
shows recent sales (2012 through September
2013) along the corridor. The exercise of mapping
recent sales is used to evaluate any geographic
patterns in real estate activity along the corridor.
As seen in Map 21, there appears to be a good
market range along the corridor; however, no
strong patterns in real estate transactions within
the corridor appear to be present.

Population and employment densities often are
used as a measure to how successful and well‐
used transit service will be in an area. Using
socioeconomic data from the adopted Martin–St.
Lucie 2035 RLRTP, existing (2006) and future
(2035) population and employment densities
were calculated. The existing and future
population densities along the corridor are shown
in Maps 22 and 23. Maps 24 and 25 show the
existing and future employment densities along
the corridor.
Between 2006 and 2035, population along the US
1 corridor is projected to increase by nearly
63,000 people, with an average annual growth
rate of 1.9 percent. During this same time period,
employment within the corridor is projected to
increase by almost 32,000 employees, with an
average annual growth rate of 1.3 percent. Figure
67 shows the projected population and
employment growth within the corridor between
2006 and 2035.
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In addition to the land use pattern and property
analysis, a socioeconomic and demographic
analysis was conducted. The socioeconomic and
demographic analysis includes a look at existing
and projected population and employment
densities along with some additional data related
to multimodal activity.
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Figure 67: Projected Population and
Employment Growth along US 1 Corridor,
2006–2035
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Map 20 – Building Quality
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Map 21 – Recent (2012‐September 2013) Real Estate Transactions (Sales)
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Map 22 – Existing (2006) Population Density
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Map 23 – Projected (2035) Population Density
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Map 24 – Existing (2006) Employment Density
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Map 25 – Projected (2035) Employment Density
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Jobs‐to‐household ratios can be used to show
where there is a balance of housing and
employment. Balancing jobs and housing is
associated with not only reduced congestion, but
with other benefits, including increased walking,
bicycling, and transit usage; expanded housing
choice; enhanced economic and social vitality;
and an overall higher quality of life. Map 26
shows the current jobs‐to‐household ratio along
the US 1 corridor. The existing ratio of jobs‐to‐
households along the corridor is 4.4:1.
Map 27 shows the projected jobs‐to‐household
ratio along the corridor. The projected future
jobs‐to‐household ratio is 4.7:1, an increase that
indicates a higher imbalance of jobs‐to‐
households within the corridor. Some of this
imbalance is predicated on the fact the
downtown Ft. Pierce and downtown Stuart are
two of the larger employment areas within
Martin and St. Lucie counties, accounting for a
little more than 20 percent of the existing total
employment for the two counties.
Another measure that can be used to gauge
multimodal potential is urban intensity, which is
population plus employment per acre. Research
has shown that there is a fundamental urban
intensity threshold (around 14 persons per acre)
where automobile dependence is significantly
reduced.1 The 14‐persons‐per‐acre figure is
equivalent to about 7 dwelling units per acre,
which is also noted as being a critical threshold
for basic transit supportiveness. It is suggested
that at this level of urban intensity an area starts
to become less automobile‐dependent and
walking and transit become more viable options;
below this threshold, the physical constraints of
distance and time dictate automobile use as the

norm. The existing and future urban intensity
along the US 1 corridor are shown in Maps 28
and 29. As seen in Map 28, there are only a few
locations along the corridor that are currently
above the 14‐persons‐per‐acre threshold—
Downtown Stuart, Downtown Ft. Pierce, and the
Port St. Lucie CRA area. The future urban
intensity map (Map 29) shows that more areas
along the corridor meet or are approaching the
14‐persons‐per‐acre threshold; one area that
stands out is the south Ft. Pierce area between
SR 70 and Easy Street.
Also completed was an evaluation of
socioeconomic conditions, such as median
household income and median age, which are
frequently associated with areas more reliant
upon alternative transportation modes. To
further examine this information, an evaluation
of data related to transportation mode choice for
work was completed.
Using U.S. Census Bureau data from the 2008–
2012 Five‐Year American Community Survey
(ACS), median household income and median age
along the US 1 corridor were evaluated. Map 30
shows the median household income for census
block groups along the US 1 corridor, which is
about $35,600; in comparison, the combined
average median household income in Martin and
St. Lucie counties is approximately $47,700.
Map 31 shows the median age along the US 1
corridor, which is 47.2. This is on par with the
combined county average median age of 48.9.

1

Newman and Kenworthy (2006), “Urban Design to
Reduce Automobile Dependence.”
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Map 26 – Existing (2006) Jobs‐to‐Household Ratio
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Map 27 – Projected (2035) Jobs‐to‐Household Ratio
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Map 28 – Existing (2006) Urban Intensity
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Map 29 – Projected (2035) Urban Intensity
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Map 30 – Median Household Income
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Map 31 – Median Age
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Using the 2012 Five‐Year ACS, data reflecting the
existing means of transportation to work for the
block groups along the corridor were evaluated.
Figure 68 shows the break‐down of means of
transportation for workers along the corridor. As
shown, a large majority of the workers along the
corridor either drive alone (78.1%) or carpool
(13.4%) to work.

Walk/Bike
Public
2.6%
Transportation
0.7%

Map 33 shows the percent of workers by census
block group who carpool to work; as shown,
there are a few areas within the corridor that
appear to be more open to the idea of carpooling
than other areas within the corridor.
Map 34 shows the percent of worker using public
transportation (bus) to travel to work. While the
overall percentage of workers using public
transportation to get to work is low, less than 1
percent, there are a few areas within the corridor
with higher levels of public transportation usage,
the most notable being the area south of
Edwards Road.

Other
5.2%

Carpooled
13.4%

Drove Alone
78.1%

Figure 68: US 1 Corridor Means of
Transportation to Work
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Map 32 shows the percent of workers who drove
alone (car, truck, or van) to work by census block
group. Nearly 80 percent of the workers within
the corridor drive alone to work.

Finally, Map 35 shows the percent of workers
who either walk or bike to work. While this
number is low, 2.6 percent, there are some areas
along the corridor with relatively higher
percentages of workers walking and biking to
work. Some of the notable areas are the
downtown Stuart area, the area south of Edwards
Road, and the area within Port St. Lucie between
Jensen Beach Boulevard and Savanna Club
Boulevard.
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Map 32 – Percent of Workers Who Drive Alone to Work
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Map 33 – Percent of Workers Who Carpool to Work
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Map 34 – Percent of Workers Who Use Public Transportation (excluding Taxicab) to Work
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Map 35 – Percent of Workers Who Walk or Bike to Work

DRAFT APRIL 2014

US 1 MULTIMODAL CORRIDOR STUDY | 83

Page128

BASELINE ASSESSMENT, ISSUES, AND OPPORTUNITIES

Identification of Corridor Focus Areas
and Field Data Collection Needs
Based on the findings of the previous sections,
corridor focus areas and potential additional data
collections needs have been identified. This
section identifies and explores the selected focus
areas and discusses some of the potential
additional field data collection needs that may be
necessary to fully develop the study
recommendations.

areas; both of these districts are within existing
CRAs that have identified the need and desire for
enhancements that address enhanced pedestrian
and bicycle facilities and improved traffic flow.
A brief overview and summary of the corridor
focus areas is provided on the following pages.

Corridor Focus Areas
Using the quantitative and qualitative data from
the baseline assessment, five corridor focus areas
were identified on which specific transportation
and urban form policy recommendations are
focused based on existing need and future
multimodal potential. The remainder of the
corridor will not be excluded from study
recommendations, but recommendations outside
the corridor focus areas are expected to be more
general in nature. The five identified corridor
focus areas are listed below and shown on Map
36:






Stuart/Port Salerno
Jensen Beach
Port St. Lucie
Prima Vista
South Ft. Pierce

As previously stated, the corridor focus areas
were chosen based on the data from the baseline
assessment, however, the primary data
considered in identifying the corridor focus areas
were bicycle/pedestrian crash history, severe
injury crash history, existing and projected urban
intensities, future land uses, and data on existing
travel modes for workers within the corridor.
Downtown Stuart and Ft. Pierce were not
intentionally omitted from the corridor focus
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Map 36: US 1 Corridor Focus Areas
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Stuart/Port Salerno
The Stuart/Port Salerno focus area encompasses
the portion of US 1 from south of Cove Road to
Palm City Road in Stuart. This portion of US 1 is a
6‐lane divided highway and carries, on average,
38,500 vehicles a day. The land use along this
portion of the corridor is mostly commercial‐
frontage with a mix of uses behind the
commercial properties that includes single‐
family, mobile home, multi‐family and light
industrial/warehouse uses. There are also some
larger tracts of vacant land along US 1 within the
southern portion of this focus area.

Figure 69: Stuart/Port Salerno Focus Area
US 1, through the Stuart/Port Salerno focus area,
transitions from a suburban cross‐section to an
urban (curb and gutter) cross‐section as the
corridor approaches downtown Stuart to the
north. There are sidewalks along both sides of US
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1 and a combination of marked and un‐marked
(paved shoulder) bicycle lanes south of Central
Parkway. Between 2008 and 2012, there were a
total of 680 crashes along this 5.5‐mile stretch of
US 1. Of those, 56 crashes resulted in a severe
injury and 39 involved either a pedestrian or a
bicyclist. The Indiantown, Treasure Coast, and
Stuart routes provided by MCPT serve this
portion of US 1 with local bus service.
Jensen Beach
The Jensen Beach focus area includes the
portions of US 1 from south of Britt Road to north
of Jensen Beach Boulevard/SR 732. US 1 is a 7‐
lane (4 northbound lanes, 3 southbound lanes)
divided highway through this area. North of
Jensen Beach Boulevard, US 1 is an 8‐lane
highway and south of Britt Road US 1 is a 6‐lane
highway. The land use in this area is
predominately commercial‐retail and includes the
Treasure Coast Mall and multiple commercial
shopping centers.
On average, 55,000 vehicles per day travel along
US 1 between Britt Road and Jensen Beach
Boulevard, making this one of the most heavily
traveled segments of US 1 throughout the
corridor study area. US 1, through this focus area,
has an urban (curb and gutter) cross‐section,
there are sidewalks along both sides of US 1 and
along both sides of the approaches to US 1 along
Jensen Beach Boulevard and Britt Road. US 1
does not have a marked bicycle lane, but there is
a paved shoulder along both sides of the road
throughout much of the focus area. Between
2008 and 2012 there were a total of 182 crashes
along this approximately 1‐mile stretch of US 1.
Of those, 15 crashes resulted in a severe injury
and 2 involved either a pedestrian or bicyclist.
Local bus service is provided by the MCPT
Treasure Coast Route and by the TCC Route 1.
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section is suburban. Between 2008 and 2012,
there were 440 crashes along US 1 within the
focus area, 39 of which resulted in a severe injury
and 15 involved either a pedestrian or bicyclist.
This portion of US 1 is also served by TCC routes 1
and 4 (Port St. Lucie Trolley).
A key future aspect of this focus area is that the
future Crosstown Parkway Extension is expected
to connect to US 1 at its current intersection with
Village Green Drive. The addition of this new 6‐
lane east‐west road will provide additional
opportunities and challenges in terms of
enhanced multimodal travel that will be reviewed
in more detail as this study progress.

Figure 70: Jensen Beach Focus Area
Port St. Lucie
The Port St. Lucie focus area includes the portion
of US 1 between Lennard Road and Savanna Club
Boulevard. US 1 is an 8‐lane divided highway
between Lennard Road and Port St. Lucie
Boulevard/Cane Slough Road and a 6‐lane divided
highway throughout the rest of this focus area. A
wide variety of land uses are found along this
section of US 1, including commercial, residential
(single‐family and multi‐family), light industrial,
vacant, and civic land uses. This section of US 1
runs through the Port St. Lucie CRA; Goal 3 of the
CRA Master Plan expresses the desire to connect
land uses such as parks, commercial, and
residential via pedestrian, bicycle, and transit
access, which fits into the scope of this study.
On average, US 1 carries approximately 39,500
vehicles per day through the 3.5‐mile corridor.
There are marked bicycle lanes and sidewalks
along both sides of US 1, and the roadway cross‐
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Prima Vista

South Ft. Pierce

The Prima Vista focus area is about a half‐mile
long, and includes the area along US 1 between
Spanish Lakes Boulevard and Prima Vista
Boulevard. US 1 is a 6‐lane divided highway with
an AADT of approximately 52,800. Land use
within this area is a mixture of commercial,
single‐family, and mobile home. The roadway
cross‐section is suburban and includes marked
bicycle lanes and sidewalks along both sides of US
1.

The 4.5‐mile‐long South Ft. Pierce focus area
encompasses the section of US 1 from south of
Midway Road to Georgia Avenue/Sunrise
Boulevard. This section of US 1 is a 4‐lane divided
highway with a mix of urban, suburban, and rural
cross‐sections. Similar to the Stuart/Port Salerno
focus area, it also experiences a transition from
south to north as the roadway and land use
become more “urban” as US 1 approaches
downtown Ft. Pierce. On average, this section of
US 1 carries approximately 31,200 vehicles per
day. Local bus service is provided by Route 1 of
the TCC.

Between 2008 and 2012, there were 148 total
crashes, 16 severe injury crashes, and 7
pedestrian and bicycle crashes along this stretch
of US 1. Local bus service is provided by the TCC
Route 1 and Route 6.

Figure 72: Prima Vista Focus Area
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There is a mix of land uses along this stretch of
US 1, including residential (single‐family, multi‐
family, and mobile home), commercial, and
industrial uses (especially to the south). Many of
the structures, especially the commercial and
industrial structures, within this area are older
structures, and the land‐to‐building value ratios
within this area indicate that there are a number
of properties that may be in need of
rehabilitation and/or reinvestment.
US 1 through the South Ft. Pierce area has either
marked bicycle lanes or a wide paved shoulder
(unmarked bicycle lane) throughout the entire
area. Pedestrian features, however, are not as
widely prevalent through this area. North of
Virginia Avenue (SR 70), in the more urban area,
there are sidewalks along both sides of US 1.
South of Virginia Avenue, the sidewalk coverage
begins to break down; between Virginia Avenue
and Edwards Road, there is generally good
sidewalk coverage along one‐side (east side) of
the roadway, but not along both sides. South of
Edwards Road are large sections of US 1 without
sidewalks on either side of the roadway.
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There were 455 total crashes, 31 severe injury
crashes, and 26 pedestrian and bicycle crashes
along this section of US 1 between 2008 and
2012.
This stretch of US 1 was identified in previous
sections of this document as having the potential
for increased multimodal activity. The area is
projected to experience both population and
employment growth, and, subsequently, an
urban intensity that is supportive of multimodal
travel. According to the Census ACS data (Maps
32‐35), this area already experiences a higher
level of commuters choosing to walk, bike, or use
transit as their means to work.

Additional Field Data Collection Needs
Additional field data collection and technical
analysis will be performed as needed to fill gaps
in the available transportation data and to
expand upon the analysis completed in this
baseline assessment. Additional field data
collection will also assist in evaluating the need
for and/or refine the preliminary multimodal
project recommendations. It is anticipated that
the additional field data collection and analysis
activities may include some combination of the
following:








Intersection turning movement counts and
operational analysis
Bicycle/pedestrian counts/observations
Select zone/select link analysis
Bus stop and pedestrian facility ADA/
accessibility assessments
Transit “ride‐check” data collection
Transit “on‐board” surveys
Travel time/delay studies

Summary of Corridor Challenges and
Opportunities Related to
Multimodal Options/Potential
This section provides a summary of identified
challenges and opportunities that relate to the
current and potential ability of the corridor to
support increased multimodal options. These
issues and opportunities will be explored in more
detail in subsequent sections of the multimodal
corridor study.

Corridor Challenges

Figure 73: South Ft. Pierce Focus Area
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The baseline assessment has identified some
potential challenges/issues that relate to the
current and potential multimodal options within
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multiple owners. These types of ownership
patterns can be barrier to redevelopment as
a result of needing to potentially negotiate
with multiple property owners, which can
result in higher costs.

the US 1 corridor. The following is an overview of
some of these challenges that will be examined
and considered as the corridor study progresses.




Constrained corridor – future widening of the
US 1 corridor has been determined to be cost
infeasible. Future capacity needs of the
corridor will need to be addressed through
means other than traditional roadway
widening.
Continued growth – Martin and St. Lucie
counties are expected to see continued
growth (residential and employment) and
redevelopment along the US 1 corridor. Most
of the expected new growth is anticipated to
occur in St. Lucie County, but redevelopment
potential exists throughout the corridor. An
understanding of how this growth relates to
increases in travel demand and congestion
will need to be considered.



Balancing needs – the US 1 corridor will
continue to serve a dual role as a regional
transportation corridor and as a local/
community roadway serving the daily needs
of many of the residents and employees
along the corridor. Balancing regional needs
with local/community needs will continue to
be a central component of the corridor study.



Disconnected land uses – existing land use
patterns along the US 1 corridor do not
provide the connections that are essential to
multimodal transportation. Discovering ways
to better connect uses and people to those
uses will aid in the multimodal development
of the corridor



Property ownership – in recent years, many
of the strip commercial properties along US 1
have been subdivided and sold as commercial
condos; this has resulted in larger
commercial‐retail center properties with
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Distance between uses – for the most part,
the US 1 corridor is currently a vehicle‐
oriented roadway. The distance between
uses and the scale of the roadway discourage
multimodal options.



US 1 as a mobility barrier – the US 1 corridor
today is a barrier to many multimodal
options. Traffic volumes, speed, and roadway
width of the existing US 1 corridor are not,
for the most part, conducive to multimodal
travel options. Redefining the US 1 corridor
as a gateway to multimodal options will
continue to be a challenge.

Corridor Opportunities
Along with the identified challenges, there are
also many opportunities to provide an enhanced
multimodal environment along the corridor.
Again, similar to the challenges, these
opportunities will be explored and discussed in
more detail as the corridor study progresses. The
following provides an overview of some of the
identified opportunities that will be explored
through the study.


Roadway operational enhancements –
opportunities
to
enhance
roadway
operations will be evaluated. Strategies to
relieve congestion at locations identified as
having acute congestion issues will be
explored; these strategies may include
modifications to signal timing/phasing;
modification to intersection lane alignments,
which could entail additional turn lanes or
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specific safety concerns within the corridor.
Most of the safety‐related recommendations
will be focused on low‐cost countermeasures
that could be implemented through regular
maintenance or 3R type projects. More
complex safety issues or potential solutions
will be documented and passed along to the
FDOT District Traffic Operations office with a
recommendation to conduct a formal safety
study.

turn‐lane modifications; access management
strategies; and ATMS strategies.


Pedestrian and bicycle enhancements –
opportunities to complete the pedestrian and
bicycle network along and across the US 1
corridor will be evaluated. Sidewalks, bicycle
lanes, shared‐use paths along the road,
shared‐lane arrows, and mid‐block crossing
opportunities will be considered and
incorporated where possible into any
previously‐identified project concepts. For
the most part, pedestrian and bicycle
enhancements will focus on the arterial and
collector road system within the corridor, but
local street and off‐road facilities also may be
considered when a network connection
cannot be completed using the right‐of‐way
along one of the corridor’s arterials or
collectors.



Transit system enhancements – opportunities
to reconfigure existing transit service or
provide additional service along the corridor
may be warranted based on either existing or
future demand.



Land use/urban design strategies –
recommendations related to land use,
zoning, and land development code may be
suggested for consideration. Opportunities to
use land use and design strategies to improve
street grid connectivity, building placement,
parking requirements, streetscape/public
realm treatments, and allowable densities
and intensities will be explored.



Spot/site‐specific safety enhancements –
opportunities to address spot/site‐specific
safety issues will be explored. Enhancements
may address issues such as intersection or
median opening crash issues, lane departure
crashes, night‐time crash patterns, or other
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Best practice safety enhancements –
opportunities to update roadway design and
operational features to incorporate best
practices for bicycle and pedestrian
safety/mobility and access to transit will be
explored. It is anticipated that these best
practice
enhancements
may
include
modifications to intersection geometry/
crosswalk orientation, pedestrian signal
operations,
signal
phasing/timing,
intersection
and
roadway
lighting
enhancements, introduction of complete
streets concepts, bike lane treatments, and
bus stop sitting/relocation opportunities.



Complete street/premium transit concepts –
opportunities to develop longer‐term, more
transformative strategies to better balance
regional and local travel and economic
development needs will be examined.
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INTRODUCTION
The
Baseline
Assessment,
Issues,
and
Opportunities Technical Appendix (Technical
Appendix #1) provides a general assessment of
the existing and projected future conditions along
the US 1 Corridor. A product of Technical
Appendix #1 was the identification of five
corridor focus areas (Map 1). The majority of the
multimodal recommendations for the US 1
Corridor are located within these focus areas.
Locations outside of the focus areas were not
excluded from consideration, but for the most
part, the recommendations for these areas are
more general.
The
Preliminary
Multimodal
Project
Recommendations and Corridor‐Wide Strategies
Technical Appendix (Technical Appendix #2)
identifies potential multimodal infrastructure
projects and strategies designed to support the
overall goal of increasing mobility options along
the US 1 Corridor.

Phase II of the US 1 Corridor Study is intended to
provide for prioritization of the recommended
improvement candidates as well as preliminary
engineering review and cost estimation for high‐
priority projects. This Technical Appendix does
not have detailed engineering or cost
information; however, each recommendation is
classified in terms of implementation timeframe
and general cost range as follows:
Timeframe:




Technical Appendix #2 is divided into two
sections:



Corridor‐Wide Strategies
Site‐Specific Recommendations

Corridor‐Wide Strategies include descriptions of
best practices that may be applied to locations
through the US 1 Corridor.
Site‐Specific
Recommendations include recommendations for
further consideration for 44 separate locations,
20 within Martin County. Most of these locations
are signalized intersections within the five focus
areas (two are within Martin County: Stuart/Port
Salerno
and
Jensen
Beach);
however,
recommendations are also included for several
intersection locations outside of the focus areas
as well as linear projects along the corridor.
DRAFT OCTOBER 2014



Short‐term: Requires no right‐of‐way, no
environmental review, minimal design work,
and does not impact utilities, signal, or
drainage structures.
Generally may be
implemented through push‐button or
maintenance contracts. Examples include
sign and pavement marking projects with
little or no resurfacing or impacts to curbs.
Mid‐term: Minor design required. May
require limited right‐of‐way (e.g. corner
clips), minimal environmental review. May
include impacts to utilities, signals, or
drainage structures.
Examples include
construction of sidewalk segments within the
right‐of‐way or reconstruction of curb radii to
improve geometry for pedestrians.
Long‐term: Requires design, environmental
review (PD&E), and potential right‐of‐way.
Examples include construction of a shared‐
use trail along US 1.

Cost Range:




Low: Less than $50,000
Medium: Less than $250,000
High: Greater than $250,000
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Map 1: US 1 Multimodal Corridor Focus Areas
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CORRIDOR‐WIDE STRATEGIES
This section identifies and highlights some of the
best‐practice recommendations for the US 1
Corridor. Many of these recommendations focus
on systemic improvements to signalized
intersections. Recommended systemic/best‐
practice improvements include:

Currently FDOT Central Office is working to
develop standards for crosswalk illuminance and
as these are finalized, they can be used to design
lighting enhancements where needed.
An
inventory of existing roadway lighting
infrastructure is provided as Attachment 1.







High‐Emphasis Crosswalk Markings

Intersection/crosswalk area lighting
Enhanced crosswalk markings
Turning vehicle yield to pedestrian signs
Countdown pedestrian signals
Right‐Turn Islands

Intersection/Crosswalk Area Lighting
Roadway lighting is critical component of
roadway safety and should be designed to
provide the adequate illumination for all roadway
users. There are many factors that affect roadway
lighting (location, orientation, intensity, color,
ambient light, etc.) and its effectiveness in
increasing safety. New research on the placement
of lighting in relationship to crosswalks is
summarized in FHWA’s Informational Report on
Lighting Design for Midblock Crosswalks; Figure 1
provides an example of the preferred lighting
locations.

Crosswalks are a vital part of the pedestrian
network; they define a designated crossing area
for pedestrians and alert drivers to the likelihood
of pedestrians. There are many different types of
acceptable crosswalk markings/treatments, but
the ladder crosswalk marking (Figure 2) is often
considered the preferred treatment. The
longitudinal markings, in addition to the parallel
edge‐line markings, of the ladder crosswalk,
provide more surface area to be seen by drivers
and are more visible from further distances.

Ladder

Continental

Standard

Figure 2: Common Crosswalk Markings
Although crosswalk visibility is not as critical at
signalized intersections, providing high‐emphasis
markings helps to discourage drivers from
encroaching on the crosswalk area and may help
pedestrians assert their right‐of‐way when
dealing with left and right‐turning traffic.
Figure 1: Intersection Lighting Layout Design
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Turning Vehicle Yield to Pedestrians Signage
Signs can be used to warn drivers and other
roadway users of threats and can also serve as
visual reminders on how drivers are required to
act in specific circumstances. Signs like the
MUTCD R10‐15 sign (Figure 3) remind right‐
turning drivers of their responsibility to yield to
pedestrians. However, the placement of signs
should be done with care; too many or the
overuse of signs could result in drivers becoming
desensitized and could lead to noncompliance.

Figure 4: Countdown Pedestrian Signal

Modern Right‐Turn Channelization Island

Figure 3: R10‐15 Turning Vehicle Yield to
Pedestrian Sign

At intersections where wide curb radius is
necessary to accommodate heavy vehicles,
consideration should be given to installing right‐
turn islands to separate vehicle/pedestrian
conflicts and reduce exposure. Islands should be
designed as shown below to discourage higher‐
speed right turns and properly align the
approaching drivers’ field of view with the
crosswalk area.

R10‐15 signs should be considered in locations
where high‐speed/high volume right turns are
likely.
Examples include locations where
intersection skew allows for higher‐speed
movements or where dual right‐turn lanes are
provided.

Countdown Pedestrian Signals
Countdown pedestrian signals provide more
definitive feedback to pedestrians than standard
flashing “Don’t Walk” indications and have
become standard in many jurisdictions
throughout Florida. If installed, they should be
timed such that the maximum “Walk” phase is
provided and the countdown will reach zero
concurrent with the thru phase going to amber.
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SITE SPECIFIC RECOMMENDATIONS
Focusing on the two identified focus areas within
Martin County, site specific recommendations
were developed for the signalized intersections
and other locations within each focus area. The
recommendations mainly focus on identifying
potential safety and operational improvements
with pedestrian/ bicycle safety/mobility at the
forefront. For the most part the timeframe for
these recommendations vary from longer‐term
(10+ years) to shorter‐term projects, some of
which
may
be
implementable
almost
immediately. One important note about the
recommendations/suggestions in this section is
that while work in the field was conducted, it was
primarily done in order to collect data and
identify potential “fatal” flaws that would
prohibit the type of improvements that are being
recommended. It is suggested that necessary
engineering, survey, and/or design work be
completed
prior
to
commencing
the
recommended improvements identified within
this technical appendix.
The graphics and tables on the following pages
are provided to help in the visualization of the
recommendations. All graphics are for illustrative
purpose only and are not intended to be actual
representations of the recommendations.
However, the recommendations within the
corresponding tables are site‐specific and should
be considered as described. The site specific
recommendations have been organized by focus
area moving south to north along the corridor.
Map 2 provides an illustrative overview of the
site specific recommendations in Martin County.

6 | FDOT DISTRICT 4

DRAFT OCTOBER 2014

Page144

PRELIMINARY MULTIMODAL PROJECT RECOMMENDATIONS
CORRIDOR‐WIDE STRATEGIES

AND

Map 2: Martin County Site Specific Recommendations
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Stuart/Port Salerno Focus Area
1. US 1 at Cove Road
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US 1 at Cove Road Suggestions for Consideration
ID

1

2

Location
Gas station driveway in
the northwest
quadrant of the
intersection.
Northeast and
southwest intersection
quadrants

3

Intersection north leg

4

Cove Rd, US 1 to SR
A1A

5

US 1 at Cove Rd,
northwest quadrant

6

US 1 at Cove Rd,
southeast quadrant
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Description

Timeframe

Cost Range

Realign/provide driveway stop‐bar so
it is in advance of the
sidewalk/marked crosswalk.

Short‐term

Low

Mid‐term

Medium

Mid‐term

Low

Mid‐term

High

Mid‐term

Medium

Mid‐term

Medium

Evaluate sidewalk connections to the
intersection and consider modifying
to reduce out‐of‐direction travel.
Consider realigning the crosswalk
closer to the intersection within the
northeast quadrant to improve the
visibility of pedestrians to drivers
making westbound right turns. This
will also reduce potential out‐of‐
direction travel for pedestrians.
Consider providing a complete
sidewalk connection along the north
side of Cove Rd.
Evaluate intersection geometry and
consider constructing a right‐turn
island; realign crosswalks and stop
bars as needed.
Evaluate intersection geometry and
consider constructing a right‐turn
island; realign crosswalks and stop
bars as needed.
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2. US 1 at Salerno Road

4
5
1

7

2

6
5

3
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US 1 at Salerno Road Suggestions for Consideration
ID

Location

Description

Timeframe

Cost Range

1

Driveway along the
north side of Salerno Rd,
west of US 1

Realign stop‐bars in advance of the
sidewalk/marked crosswalks.

Short‐term

Low

Salerno Rd at Jack Ave

The crosswalk crosses Salerno Rd.
diagonally. Realign the crosswalk
across Salerno Rd. to cross the west
leg of the intersection.

Short‐term

Low

Evaluate completing the sidewalk
along the north side of Salerno Rd.

Mid‐term

Medium

Mid‐term

Medium

Short‐term

Low

Mid‐term

Medium

Mid‐term

Medium

2

3
4
5

Salerno Rd, Martin
Meadows to Fairlane
Ave
Salerno Rd, Pierson Dr to
Ebbtide Ave
US 1,
northbound/southbound
stop bars

6

US 1 at Salerno Rd,
northwest and southeast
quadrant

7

US 1 at Salerno Rd,
southwest and northeast
quadrant

DRAFT OCTOBER 2014

Evaluate completing the sidewalk
along the north side of Salerno Rd.
Consider realigning the stop bars
and staggering the right‐turn lane
stop bars to improve visibility.
Evaluate intersection geometry and
consider constructing a right‐turn
island; realign the crosswalks and
stop bars as needed.
Evaluate intersection geometry and
consider reducing the curb radius
(allow for large trucks to turn into
the inside lanes of US‐1); realign
the crosswalks and stop bars as
needed.
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3. US 1 at Monroe Street

2
1
3
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US 1 at Monroe Street Suggestions for Consideration
ID

Location
Westbound
intersection approach

1

2
3

Northeast and
southwest intersection
quadrants
Monroe St, US 1 to
Waaler St

DRAFT OCTOBER 2014

Description
Consider pulling the westbound left‐
turn stop‐bar back from the
intersection to improve visibility for
right‐turning vehicles.
Evaluate sidewalk connections to the
intersection and consider modifying
to reduce out‐of‐direction travel.
Consider completing the sidewalk
along the south side of Monroe St.

Timeframe

Cost Range

Short‐term

Low

Mid‐term

Low

Mid‐term

Medium
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4. US 1 at Pomeroy Street

7
2

4
3

5
6
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US 1 at Pomeroy Street Suggestions for Consideration
ID

Location

Description

Timeframe

Cost
Estimate

1

Northbound right‐turn
lane transition

Consider shifting the northbound
right‐turn lane to provide a key‐hole
between the through lanes and the
right‐turn lane.

Short‐term

Low

2

Walmart driveway
along US 1, north of
Pomeroy St

Evaluate the potential for a
northbound right‐turn lane.

Short‐term

Medium

3

Southbound right‐turn
movement

Mid‐term

Medium

Mid‐term

Medium

Mid‐term

High

Consider completing the sidewalk
along the north side of Pomeroy St.

Longer‐term

High

If property develops consider
coordination to formalize/align a
street grid with the Walmart
property.

Longer‐term

High

4
5
6

7

Pomeroy St, US 1 to
Commerce Ave
Pomeroy St, Oxford Pl
to US 1
Pomeroy St,
Willoughby Blvd to
Oxford Pl
Property along the east
side of US 1, north of
Walmart
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Evaluate the potential for a
southbound right‐turn lane onto
Pomeroy St.
Consider completing the sidewalk
along the south side of Pomeroy St.
Consider completing the sidewalk
along the north side of Pomeroy St.
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5. US 1 at Fischer Street

2
1
1
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US 1 at Fischer Street Suggestions for Consideration
ID
1
2

Location

Description

Northeast and
southeast intersection
quadrants
Fischer St, US 1 to
Commerce Ave

Evaluate sidewalk connections to the
intersection and consider modifying
to reduce out‐of‐direction travel.
Consider completing the sidewalk
along the south side of Fischer St.
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Timeframe

Cost Range

Mid‐term

Medium

Mid‐term

Medium
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6. US 1 at Indian Street

3
6
1
2
4 5
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US 1 at Indian Street Suggestions for Consideration
ID

Location

1

Driveway along the
north side of Indian St,
west of US 1

2

Indian St at Aster Ln

3

Northeast intersection
quadrant

4
5
6

Indian St, Aster Ln to
US 1
Indian St, Willoughby
Blvd to Aster Ln
US 1 at Indian St,
northwest quadrant
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Description
There are two stop bars, one before
the marked crosswalk, and another
past the crosswalk; consider
eliminating the stop bar located past
the crosswalk.
There is a non‐compliant crosswalk
across the east leg of the
intersection; consider modifying the
median nose to provide curb‐cuts.
Evaluate sidewalk connections to the
intersection and consider modifying
to reduce out‐of‐direction travel.
Consider completing the sidewalk
along the south side of Indian St.
Consider completing the sidewalk
along the south side of Indian St.
Evaluate extending the curb along
Indian St (existing painted area) and
reducing the corner radius.

Timeframe

Cost Range

Short‐term

Low

Short‐term

Low

Mid‐term

Low

Mid‐term

Medium

Longer‐term

Medium

Longer‐term

Medium
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7. US 1 at Luckhardt Street

2
3
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CORRIDOR‐WIDE STRATEGIES

AND

US 1 at Luckhardt Street Suggestions for Consideration
ID

Location

1

Northbound and
southbound stop bars

2

Northwest quadrant

3

Luckhardt St, Martin
Square Corporate Pkwy
to US 1

DRAFT OCTOBER 2014

Description
Consider bringing the northbound
and southbound stop bars back to
the median nose; stagger the right‐
turn lane stop bar.
If within the public right‐of‐way,
consider extending the sidewalk in
the northwest quadrant around the
radius and realigning/shortening the
crosswalks
Consider constructing a sidewalk
along the north side of Luckhardt St.

Timeframe

Cost Range

Mid‐term

Low

Mid‐term

Low

Mid‐term

Medium

US 1 MULTIMODAL CORRIDOR STUDY | 21

Page159

PRELIMINARY MULTIMODAL PROJECT RECOMMENDATIONS AND
CORRIDOR‐WIDE STRATEGIES
8. US 1 at Monterey Rd/Grumman Boulevard

5

4 1

2
6
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PRELIMINARY MULTIMODAL PROJECT RECOMMENDATIONS
CORRIDOR‐WIDE STRATEGIES

AND

US 1 at Monterey Rd/Grumman Boulevard Suggestions for Consideration
ID

Location

Description

1

Southbound right‐turn
lane

2

Crosswalk, north leg of
the intersection

3

Northbound right‐turn
lane

4

Northwest quadrant

5

Monterey Rd, Elder Dr
to US 1

6

Southwest quadrant

7

Crosswalk, south side
of the intersection

Consider removing the stop bar in
the southbound right‐turn lane.
Consider realigning the crosswalk
across the north leg of the
intersection so that it is parallel to
Monterey Road to improve
pedestrian visibility to drivers making
westbound right turns or eastbound
permissive left turns.
Consider removing the stop bar in
the northbound right‐turn lane; it
conflicts with the Yield sign.
Consider extending sidewalk in the
northwest quadrant and realigning
the crosswalk to the channelized
island.
Consider constructing a sidewalk
along the north side of Monterey Rd.
Evaluate extending the curb along
the west side of US 1 south of the
intersection (currently the painted
area).
Consider realigning the crosswalk
across the south leg of the
intersection so that it is parallel to
Monterey Road to improve
pedestrian visibility to drivers making
eastbound right turns or westbound
permissive left turns.

DRAFT OCTOBER 2014

Timeframe

Cost Range

Short‐term

Low

Short‐term

Low

Short‐term

Low

Mid‐term

Low

Mid‐term

Medium

Mid‐term

Medium

Mid‐term

Low
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9. US 1 at SR 714/Monterey Road

5

6

1
3 7
8 4

2

9
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PRELIMINARY MULTIMODAL PROJECT RECOMMENDATIONS
CORRIDOR‐WIDE STRATEGIES

AND

US 1 at SR 714/Monterey Road Suggestions for Consideration
ID

Location

1

Northeast quadrant,
right turn lane

2

Monterey Rd, west of
US 1

3

Northbound right‐turn
movement

4

Northbound stop bar
placement

5

Monterey Rd, Palm City
Rd to SR A1A

6

Northeast quadrant

7

Southeast quadrant

8

Intersection south leg

9

Monterey Rd/SR 714 at
Monterey Rd

DRAFT OCTOBER 2014

Description
Remove the stop bar in the right turn
lane; it conflicts with the existing
Yield sign, consider application of
yield pavement markings.
Complete sidewalk gap along the
south side of Monterey Rd.
The northbound right turn
movement allows for high‐speed
right turns. Consider providing a
leading pedestrian interval for the
northbound right‐turn movement.
Consider pulling the northbound stop
bar back to the median nose and
staggering the right‐turn stop bar.
Consider conducting an access
management study to evaluate the
potential to provide limited raised
medians to facilitate pedestrian
crossing.
Evaluate modifying the geometry of
the right turn island in northeast
corner so that the right turn channel
meets US 1 at 90 degrees.
Evaluate the geometry and right‐
turning movements for the
northbound right‐turn lane. Consider
building‐out the curb to reduce the
turning radius.
Consider realigning the crosswalk;
pull the crosswalk back (south)
within the southeast quadrant; this is
similar to prior crosswalk alignment.
This recommendation should not be
executed separate from
Recommendation #4 at this location.
Currently pedestrians cannot cross
from the south side of Monterey
Road at this intersection. Evaluate
converting the right turn slip lane to
a conventional right turn lane to
allow for pedestrian movements and
improve alignment with signalized
commercial driveway.

Timeframe

Cost Range

Short‐term

Low

Short‐term

Medium

Short‐term

Low

Short‐term

Low

Short‐term

Low

Mid‐term

Low

Mid‐term

Low

Mid‐term

Low

Mid‐term

High
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10. US 1 at Central Parkway

3
1

2
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CORRIDOR‐WIDE STRATEGIES

AND

US 1 at Central Parkway Suggestions for Consideration
ID
1
2

3

Location
Central Pkwy, Ray's
Way to US 1
Central Pkwy, ~0.25
miles west of Ray's
Way to US 1

Central Pkwy, Kanner
Hwy to US 1

Description

Timeframe

Cost Range

Consider completing the sidewalk
along the north side of Central Pkwy.

Mid‐term

Medium

Consider constructing a sidewalk
along the south side of Central Pkwy.

Mid‐term

Medium

Mid‐term

Medium

Consider conducting a traffic study
along Central Pkwy to evaluate the
possibility of converting it from a 4‐
lane divided road to a 2‐lane divided
road with buffered bike lanes.
Alternately, provide shared lane
arrows

DRAFT OCTOBER 2014
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11. US 1 at SR 5A
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CORRIDOR‐WIDE STRATEGIES

AND

US 1 at SR 5A Suggestions for Consideration
ID

Location

1

Northbound right‐turn
lane

2

US 1 at SR 5A

3

Northeast quadrant

4

Description
Consider extending the sidewalk
along the east side of the US 1 right‐
turn lane and relocating the
crosswalk north of the existing
driveway; install signage and
evaluate lighting levels.
Evaluate the southbound left‐turn
volume and crash history to
determine if a traffic signal may be
warranted or if westbound left turns
should be prohibited through median
revision.
Evaluate right‐of‐way and consider
providing a sidewalk connection
between the intersection and the
sidewalk along the west side of SR
5A.

Note: this may be accomplished
without right‐of‐way as part of
Recommendation
#4
if
the
westbound lanes are shifted to the
south.
Evaluate
reconstructing
the
geometry and alignment of the
Northbound right‐turn northbound right‐turn lane; consider
lane
reducing the turning radius by
building‐out the curb and reducing
the size of the right‐turn island.

DRAFT OCTOBER 2014

Timeframe

Cost
Estimate

Mid‐term

Medium

Mid‐term

Medium

Mid‐term

Medium

Longer‐term

Medium
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12. US 1 at Johnson Avenue

3

1

2
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PRELIMINARY MULTIMODAL PROJECT RECOMMENDATIONS
CORRIDOR‐WIDE STRATEGIES

AND

US 1 at Johnson Avenue Suggestions for Consideration
ID

Location

1

US 1 at Johnson Ave,
east* intersection leg

2

Casa Ave, Lonita St to
US 1

3

Johnson St, US 1 to
Kindred St

Description
Consider installing a crosswalk across
the east leg of the intersection (US
1); may require pulling the
northbound US 1 stop bars back to
the median nose.
Consider constructing a sidewalk
along the east side of Casa Ave.
Monitor the City of Stuart’s complete
street/retrofit project scheduled for
funding via FDOT Transportation
Alternatives Program (TAP), in fiscal
year 2017/18. The proposed project
includes mobility enhancements
aimed at reducing vehicular speeds,
increasing visibility of local
businesses, and making the area
more accessible and safer for
pedestrians and bicyclists.

Timeframe

Cost Range

Short‐term

Low

Short‐term

Medium

Short‐term

NA

*Because US‐1 changes orientation through this part of Martin County to become an east‐west street
the east and west intersection legs refer to US 1 and the north and south legs refer to Johnson Street.

DRAFT OCTOBER 2014
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13. US 1 at SR 76/Kanner Highway/Colorado Avenue

1

3
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AND

US 1 at SR 76/Kanner Highway/Colorado Avenue Suggestions for Consideration
ID

Location

1

Colorado Ave at
Kindred St

2

Kindred St, Colorado
Ave to Johnson Ave

3

Northbound and
southbound right‐turn
lane stop bars

DRAFT OCTOBER 2014

Description
Consider installing crosswalks across
Colorado Ave.
Monitor the City of Stuart’s complete
street/retrofit project scheduled for
funding via FDOT Transportation
Alternatives Program (TAP), in fiscal
year 2017/18. The proposed project
includes mobility enhancements
aimed at reducing vehicular speeds,
increasing visibility of local
businesses, and making the area
more accessible and safer for
pedestrians and bicyclists.
Consider staggering (moving toward
the intersection) the right‐turn lane
stop bars to improve visibility for
right‐turning drivers.

Timeframe

Cost Range

Short‐term

Low

Short‐term

NA

Short‐term

Low
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14. US 1 at Palm City Road

2
1
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PRELIMINARY MULTIMODAL PROJECT RECOMMENDATIONS
CORRIDOR‐WIDE STRATEGIES

AND

US 1 at Palm City Road Suggestions for Consideration
ID

Location

1

Intersection south leg

2

US 1 at Palm City Road

DRAFT OCTOBER 2014

Description
Consider installing a crosswalk across
the southern leg of US 1; would
require pulling the northbound US 1
stop bars back to the median nose.
Consider exploring alternative
intersection design options that
could address the utilization of SW
Palm City Road as a cut‐through
route from southbound US 1 to
westbound SR 714 (SE Monterey
Road), and other observed traffic
operational safety concerns at the
intersection, specifically the
interactions between southbound
right‐turning traffic from US 1 and
westbound/southbound left‐turning
traffic from northbound US 1.

Timeframe

Cost Range

Short‐term

Low

Longer‐term

Medium
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Jensen Beach
15. US 1 at Britt Road

1

Source: Martin County Property Appraiser’s Office
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US 1 at Britt Road Suggestions for Consideration
ID

1

Location

North leg crosswalk

DRAFT OCTOBER 2014

Description

Timeframe

Cost Range

Consider realigning the crosswalk
across the north‐leg of the
intersection in order to increase
pedestrian visibility to traffic making
westbound right turns. This is a
walking route to/from a school
located east of US 1 along Goldenrod
Road.

Short‐term

Low

US 1 MULTIMODAL CORRIDOR STUDY | 37

Page175

PRELIMINARY MULTIMODAL PROJECT RECOMMENDATIONS AND
CORRIDOR‐WIDE STRATEGIES
16. US 1 at Mall Entry South

1
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US 1 at Mall Entry South Suggestions for Consideration
ID

1

Location

Mall Entry S.

DRAFT OCTOBER 2014

Description

Timeframe

Cost Range

Consider completing/constructing
sidewalks along both sides of Mall
Entry S. and coordinating pedestrian
access to the mall.

Mid‐term

Medium
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17. US 1 at Jensen Beach Boulevard

3
4
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2

1
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US 1 at Jensen Beach Boulevard Suggestions for Consideration
ID

Location

1

Southeast quadrant

2

Intersection south leg

3

Intersection north leg

4

Treasure Coast Dr

DRAFT OCTOBER 2014

Description
Evaluate intersection geometry and
consider installing a channelized
right‐turn with a raised pedestrian
island; realign the crosswalk across
the east leg of the intersection.
Consider realigning the crosswalk
across the south leg of the
intersection in order to improve
pedestrian visibility for drivers
making eastbound right turns.
Consider realigning the crosswalk
across the north leg of the
intersection to improve pedestrian
visibility for drivers making
westbound right turns.
Consider completing/constructing
sidewalks along both sides of
Treasure Coast Dr and coordinating
pedestrian access to the mall.

Timeframe

Cost Range

Short‐term

Medium

Short‐term

Low

Short‐term

Low

Mid‐term

Low
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18. US 1 at Sunset Boulevard

2
1
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AND

US 1 at Sunset Boulevard Suggestions for Consideration
ID

Location

1

South side Sunset Blvd,
west of US 1

2

North side of Sunset
Blvd, west of US 1

DRAFT OCTOBER 2014

Description
Consider continuing the sidewalk
along the south side of Sunset Blvd
to the edge of Treasure Coast Drive
and provide a marked crosswalk
across the east leg of the intersection
of Treasure Coast Drive and Sunset
Blvd.
Consider enhancing the crosswalk
markings across Treasure Coast
Drive.

Timeframe

Cost Range

Mid‐Term

Medium

Short‐term

Low
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Site Specific Locations Outside of Focus Areas
41. US 1 St. Lucie River Bridge
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US 1 St. Lucie River Bridge Suggestions for Consideration
ID

1

2

3

Location

Southbound left turn
storage

US 1 St. Lucie River
Bridge

US 1 St. Lucie River
Bridge south of Wright
Boulevard

DRAFT OCTOBER 2014

Description
Southbound traffic travelling over
the bridge approaches downtown
Stuart at a high rate of speed and
was observed to overflow the
southbound left turn lane onto Joan
Jefferson Way creating a potential
safety and operational issue on the
bridge. Consider conducting a
queuing and crash analysis and verify
whether, and to what extent, the
median on the bridge should be
reconstructed to allow for a longer
left turn storage area.
Consider strategies to
buffer/separate bicycle traffic from
motor vehicles including:
1) Reduce the width of the travel
lanes to 11 feet and provide a 3‐
foot striped buffer between the
existing bike lane and the outside
motor‐vehicle travel lanes. Note
that there is sufficient cross
section in the 7‐foot shoulder
now to provide a buffered bike
lane without narrowing the
travel lanes, but drainage grates
between the bike lane and
barrier wall would need to be
moved.
2) Reduce the width of the travel
lanes to 11 feet and shift the
concrete barrier wall 3‐feet
toward the center of the bridge
to provide for a wide
(approximately 8‐foot) sidewalk
for use by less experienced
cyclists while still maintaining a
buffered bike lane for use by
more experienced cyclists.
Provide bike lane keyhole across
southbound right turn lane from US
1 onto Dixie Highway

Timeframe

Cost Range

Short‐term

Medium

Short‐term

Low

Mid‐Term

Medium

Short‐term

Low
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Corridor Project Concepts
43. US 1 from Banyan Drive/Dyer Road to Dixie Highway/St. Lucie River Bridge
Prima Vista Blvd

NW Wright Blvd

NW Fork Rd

Port St Lucie Blvd
US 1

Jensen Beach Blvd

Baker Rd

46 | FDOT DISTRICT 4
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US 1 from Banyan Drive/Dyer Road to Dixie Highway/St. Lucie River Bridge Suggestions for Consideration
ID

Location

1

US 1 from Banyan
Drive/Dyer Road to
NW Dixie Highway/St.
Lucie River Bridge

DRAFT OCTOBER 2014

Description
Timeframe
This segment of US 1 includes six‐ and
eight‐lane divided typical sections with
sidewalks and bike lanes. Although
standard bike lanes are provided, many
cyclists are uncomfortable riding with
traffic on higher‐speed, multi‐lane
arterials. Non‐motorized mobility can be
enhanced along this approximately 8.5
mile segment of US 1 by converting (or
replacing) the existing sidewalk along the
west side of US 1 with a shared‐use path.
 From Banyan Drive/Dyer Road to the
Martin County line, the existing
sidewalk is separated from the
roadway by a buffer/ drainage swale
that varies in width from 30–60 feet.
Driveways are well‐defined
throughout and spacing is generally
greater than 300–500 feet with some
exceptions.
 From the Martin County line to 800
feet north of Westmoreland Blvd,
Long‐term
there is a sidewalk gap, however
there appears to be adequate space
between the utility poles and curb to
provide a shared‐use path.
 From north of Westmoreland Blvd to
Britt Rd there is a sidewalk at the back
of curb or in back of a narrow utility
strip. It appears this sidewalk can be
widened to provide a shared‐use path
varying between 8–12 feet in width.
 From Britt Rd to NW 13th Terr the
existing sidewalk is setback from the
curb and can be readily widened.
 From NW 13th Terr to Wright Blvd the
sidewalk is in back of a utility strip of
varying width. Widen where possible.
 From Wright Blvd to Dixie Hwy
continue the wide sidewalk/path
along NW Fork Road and provide a
marked crosswalk at NW North River
Dr. Provide sharrows to Dixie Hwy.

Cost Range

High
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US 1 Multimodal Corridor Study Preliminary Multimodal Project Recommendations
ID

Intersection

1.01

US 1 at Cove Road

1.02

US 1 at Cove Road

1.03

US 1 at Cove Road

1.04

US 1 at Cove Road

1.05

US 1 at Cove Road

1.06

US 1 at Cove Road

2.01

US 1 at Salerno Road

2.02

US 1 at Salerno Road

2.03

US 1 at Salerno Road

2.04

US 1 at Salerno Road

2.05

US 1 at Salerno Road

2.06

US 1 at Salerno Road

2.07

US 1 at Salerno Road

3.01

US 1 at Monroe Street

3.02

US 1 at Monroe Street

3.03

US 1 at Monroe Street

4.01

US 1 at Pomeroy Street

4.02

US 1 at Pomeroy Street

4.03

US 1 at Pomeroy Street

DRAFT OCTOBER 2014

Location
Gas Station driveway in the
northwest quadrant of the
intersection
Northeast and southwest
intersection quadrants

Description
Realign/provide driveway stop‐bars so they are in advance of the
sidewalk/marked crosswalks.

Evaluate sidewalk connections to the intersection and consider modifying to
reduce out‐of‐direction travel.
Consider realigning the crosswalk closer to the intersection within the
northeast quadrant to improve the visibility of pedestrians to drivers
Intersection north leg
making westbound right turns. This will also reduce potential out‐of‐
direction travel for pedestrians.
Consider providing a complete sidewalk connection along the north side of
Cove Rd, US 1 to SR A1A
Cove Rd.
Evaluate intersection geometry and consider constructing a right‐turn
US 1 at Cove Rd, northwest quadrant
island; realign crosswalks and stop bars as needed.
Evaluate intersection geometry and consider constructing a right‐turn
US 1 at Cove Rd, southeast quadrant
island; realign crosswalks and stop bars as needed.
Driveways along the north side of
Realign stop‐bars in advance of the sidewalk/marked crosswalks.
Salerno Rd, west of US 1
The crosswalk crosses Salerno Rd. diagonally. Realign the crosswalk across
Salerno Rd at Jack Ave
Salerno Rd. to cross the west leg of the intersection.
Salerno Rd, Martin Meadows to
Evaluate completing the sidewalk along the north side of Salerno Rd.
Fairlane Ave
Salerno Rd, Pierson Dr to Ebbtide
Evaluate completing the sidewalk along the north side of Salerno Rd.
Ave
US 1, northbound/southbound stop Consider realigning the stop bars and staggering the right‐turn lane stop
bars
bars to improve visibility.
US 1 at Salerno Rd, northwest and
Evaluate intersection geometry and consider constructing a right‐turn
southeast quadrant
island; realign the crosswalks and stop bars as needed.
Evaluate intersection geometry and consider reducing the curb radius
US 1 at Salerno Rd, southwest and
(allow for large trucks to turn into the inside lanes of US‐1); realign the
northeast quadrant
crosswalks and stop bars as needed.
Consider pulling the westbound left‐turn stop‐bar back from the
Westbound intersection approach
intersection to improve visibility for right‐turning vehicles.
Northeast and southwest
Evaluate sidewalk connections to the intersection and consider modifying to
intersection quadrants
reduce out‐of‐direction travel.
Monroe St, US 1 to Waaler St
Consider completing the sidewalk along the south side of Monroe St.
Northbound right‐turn lane
Consider shifting the northbound right‐turn lane to provide a key‐hole
transition
between the through lanes and the right‐turn lane.
Walmart driveway along US 1, north
Evaluate the potential for a northbound right‐turn lane.
of Pomeroy St
Southbound right‐turn movement

Evaluate the potential for a southbound right‐turn lane onto Pomeroy St.

Timeframe

Cost Range

Short‐term

Low

Mid‐term

Medium

Mid‐term

Low

Mid‐term

High

Mid‐term

Medium

Mid‐term

Medium

Short‐term

Low

Short‐term

Low

Mid‐term

Medium

Mid‐term

Medium

Short‐term

Low

Mid‐term

Medium

Mid‐term

Medium

Short‐term

Low

Mid‐term

Low

Mid‐term

Medium

Short‐term

Low

Short‐term

Medium

Mid‐term

Medium
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US 1 Multimodal Corridor Study Preliminary Multimodal Project Recommendations
ID

Intersection

Location

Description

Timeframe

Cost Range

4.04

US 1 at Pomeroy Street

Pomeroy St, US 1 to Commerce Ave Consider completing the sidewalk along the south side of Pomeroy St.

Mid‐term

Medium

4.05

US 1 at Pomeroy Street

Consider completing the sidewalk along the north side of Pomeroy St.

Mid‐term

High

4.06

US 1 at Pomeroy Street

Consider completing the sidewalk along the north side of Pomeroy St.

Longer‐term

High

4.07

US 1 at Pomeroy Street

5.01

US 1 at Fischer Street

5.02

US 1 at Fischer Street

Pomeroy St, Oxford Pl to US 1
Pomeroy St, Willoughby Blvd to
Oxford Pl
Property along the east side of US 1,
north of Walmart
Northeast and southeast
intersection quadrants
Fischer St, US 1 to Commerce Ave

6.01

US 1 at Indian Street

Driveway along the north side of
Indian St, west of US 1

6.02

US 1 at Indian Street

Indian St at Aster Ln

6.03

US 1 at Indian Street

Northeast intersection quadrant

6.04

US 1 at Indian Street

6.05

US 1 at Indian Street

6.06

US 1 at Indian Street

7.01

US 1 at Luckhardt Street

Indian St, Aster Ln to US 1
Indian St, Willoughby Blvd to Aster
Ln
US 1 at Indian St, northwest
quadrant
Northbound and southbound stop
bars

7.02

US 1 at Luckhardt Street

Northwest quadrant

7.03

US 1 at Luckhardt Street

Luckhardt St, Martin Square
Corporate Pkwy to US 1

8.01

US 1 at Monterey Road/Grumman
Boulevard

8.02

US 1 at Monterey Road/Grumman
Boulevard

8.03
8.04
8.05

US 1 at Monterey Road/Grumman
Boulevard
US 1 at Monterey Road/Grumman
Boulevard
US 1 at Monterey Road/Grumman
Boulevard

DRAFT OCTOBER 2014

If property develops consider coordination to formalize/align a street grid
Longer‐term
with the Walmart property.
Evaluate sidewalk connections to the intersection and consider modifying to
Mid‐term
reduce out‐of‐direction travel.
Consider completing the sidewalk along the south side of Fischer St.
Mid‐term
There are two stop bars, one before the marked crosswalk, and another
past the crosswalk; consider eliminating the stop bar located past the
Short‐term
crosswalk.
There is a non‐compliant crosswalk across the east leg of the intersection;
Short‐term
consider modifying the median nose to provide curb‐cuts.
Evaluate sidewalk connections to the intersection and consider modifying to
Mid‐term
reduce out‐of‐direction travel.
Consider completing the sidewalk along the south side of Indian St.
Mid‐term

Medium

Consider completing the sidewalk along the south side of Indian St.

Longer‐term

Medium

Longer‐term

Medium

Mid‐term

Low

Mid‐term

Low

Consider constructing a sidewalk along the north side of Luckhardt St.

Mid‐term

Medium

Southbound right‐turn lane

Consider removing the stop bar in the southbound right‐turn lane.

Short‐term

Low

Crosswalk, north leg of the
intersection

Consider realigning the crosswalk across the north leg of the intersection so
that it is parallel to Monterey Road to improve pedestrian visibility to
drivers making westbound right turns or eastbound permissive left turns.

Short‐term

Low

Short‐term

Low

Mid‐term

Low

Mid‐term

Medium

Northbound right‐turn lane
Northwest quadrant
Monterey Rd, Elder Dr to US 1

Evaluate extending the curb along Indian St (existing painted area) and
reducing the corner radius.
Consider bringing the northbound and southbound stop bars back to the
median nose; stagger the right‐turn lane stop bar.
If within the public right‐of‐way, consider extending the sidewalk in the
northwest quadrant around the radius and realigning/shortening the
crosswalks

Consider removing the stop bar in the northbound right‐turn lane; it
conflicts with the Yield sign.
Consider extending sidewalk in the northwest quadrant and realigning the
crosswalk to the channelized island.
Consider constructing a sidewalk along the north side of Monterey Rd.

High
Medium
Medium
Low
Low
Low
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US 1 Multimodal Corridor Study Preliminary Multimodal Project Recommendations
ID

Intersection

Location

Description

Timeframe

Cost Range

8.06

US 1 at Monterey Road/Grumman
Boulevard

Southwest quadrant

Evaluate extending the curb along the west side of US 1 south of the
intersection (currently the painted area).

Mid‐term

Medium

8.07

US 1 at Monterey Road/Grumman
Boulevard

Crosswalk, south side of the
intersection

Consider realigning the crosswalk across the south leg of the intersection so
that it is parallel to Monterey Road to improve pedestrian visibility to
drivers making eastbound right turns or westbound permissive left turns.

Mid‐term

Low

9.01

US 1 at SR 714/Monterey Road

Northeast quadrant, right turn lane

Short‐term

Low

9.02

US 1 at SR 714/Monterey Road

Monterey Rd, west of US 1

Short‐term

Medium

9.03

US 1 at SR 714/Monterey Road

Northbound right‐turn movement

Short‐term

Low

9.04

US 1 at SR 714/Monterey Road

Northbound stop bar placement

Short‐term

Low

9.05

US 1 at SR 714/Monterey Road

Monterey Rd, Palm City Rd to SR
A1A

Consider conducting an access management study to evaluate the potential
to provide limited raised medians to facilitate pedestrian crossing.

Short‐term

Low

9.06

US 1 at SR 714/Monterey Road

Northeast quadrant

Evaluate modifying the geometry of the right turn island in northeast corner
so that the right turn channel meets US 1 at 90 degrees.

Mid‐term

Low

9.07

US 1 at SR 714/Monterey Road

Southeast quadrant

Evaluate the geometry and right‐turning movements for the northbound
right‐turn lane. Consider building‐out the curb to reduce the turning radius.

Mid‐term

Low

Mid‐term

Low

Mid‐term

High

Mid‐term

Medium

Mid‐term

Medium

Mid‐term

Medium

Mid‐term

Medium

9.08

US 1 at SR 714/Monterey Road

Intersection south leg

9.09

US 1 at SR 714/Monterey Road

Monterey Rd/SR 714 at Monterey
Rd

10.01

US 1 at Central Parkway

10.02

US 1 at Central Parkway

Central Pkwy, Ray's Way to US 1
Central Pkwy, ~0.25 miles west of
Ray's Way to US 1

10.03

US 1 at Central Parkway

Central Pkwy, Kanner Hwy to US 1

11.01

US 1 at SR 5A

Northbound right‐turn lane

DRAFT OCTOBER 2014

Remove the stop bar in the right turn lane; it conflicts with the existing Yield
sign, consider application of yield pavement markings.
Complete sidewalk gap along the south side of Monterey Rd.
The northbound right turn movement allows for high‐speed right turns.
Consider providing a leading pedestrian interval for the northbound right‐
turn movement.
Consider pulling the northbound stop bar back to the median nose and
staggering the right‐turn stop bar.

Consider realigning the crosswalk; pull the crosswalk back (south) within the
southeast quadrant; this is similar to prior crosswalk alignment. This
recommendation should not be executed separate from Recommendation
#4 at this location.
Currently pedestrians cannot cross from the south side of Monterey Road at
this intersection. Evaluate converting the right turn slip lane to a
conventional right turn lane to allow for pedestrian movements and
improve alignment with signalized commercial driveway.
Consider completing the sidewalk along the north side of Central Pkwy.
Consider constructing a sidewalk along the south side of Central Pkwy.
Consider conducting a traffic study along Central Pkwy to evaluate the
possibility of converting it from a 4‐lane divided road to a 2‐lane divided
road with buffered bike lanes.
Alternately, provide shared lane arrows
Consider extending the sidewalk along the east side of the US 1 right‐turn
lane and relocating the crosswalk north of the existing driveway; install
signage and evaluate lighting levels.
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US 1 Multimodal Corridor Study Preliminary Multimodal Project Recommendations
ID
11.02

Intersection
US 1 at SR 5A

Location

Description

Timeframe

Cost Range

US 1 at SR 5A

Evaluate the southbound left‐turn volume and crash history to determine if
a traffic signal may be warranted or if westbound left turns should be
prohibited through median revision.

Mid‐term

Medium

Evaluate right‐of‐way and consider providing a sidewalk connection
between the intersection and the sidewalk along the west side of SR 5A.
Note: this may be accomplished without right‐of‐way as part of
Recommendation #4 if the westbound lanes are shifted to the south.

Mid‐term

Medium

Longer‐term

Medium

Short‐term

Low

Short‐term

Medium

Short‐term

NA

Short‐term

Low

Short‐term

NA

Short‐term

Low

Short‐term

Low

Longer‐term

Medium

11.03

US 1 at SR 5A

Northeast quadrant

11.04

US 1 at SR 5A

Northbound right‐turn lane

12.01

US 1 at Johnson Ave

12.02

US 1 at Johnson Ave

US 1 at Johnson Ave, east
(northbound US 1 approach)
intersection leg
Casa Ave, Lonita St to US 1

Evaluate reconstructing the geometry and alignment of the northbound
right‐turn lane, consider reducing the turning radius by building‐out the
curb and reducing the size of the right‐turn island.
Consider installing a crosswalk across the east leg of the intersection (US 1);
may require pulling the northbound US 1 stop bars back to the median
nose.
Consider constructing a sidewalk along the east side of Casa Ave.

12.03

US 1 at Johnson Ave

Johnson St, US 1 to Kindred St

Monitor the City of Stuart’s complete street/retrofit project scheduled for
funding via FDOT Transportation Alternatives Program (TAP), in fiscal year
2017/18. The proposed project includes mobility enhancements aimed at
reducing vehicular speeds, increasing visibility of local businesses, and
making the area more accessible and safer for pedestrians and bicyclists.

13.01

US 1 at SR 76/Kanner
Highway/Colorado Avenue

Colorado Ave at Kindred St

Consider installing crosswalks across Colorado Ave.

13.02

US 1 at SR 76/Kanner
Highway/Colorado Avenue

Monitor the City of Stuart’s complete street/retrofit project scheduled for
funding via FDOT Transportation Alternatives Program (TAP), in fiscal year
Kindred St, Colorado Ave to Johnson
2017/18. The proposed project includes mobility enhancements aimed at
Ave
reducing vehicular speeds, increasing visibility of local businesses, and
making the area more accessible and safer for pedestrians and bicyclists.

13.03

US 1 at SR 76/Kanner
Highway/Colorado Avenue

14.01

US 1 at Palm City Road

14.02

US 1 at Palm City Road

DRAFT OCTOBER 2014

Northbound and southbound right‐ Consider staggering (moving toward the intersection) the right‐turn lane
stop bars to improve visibility for right‐turning drivers.
turn lane stop bars
Consider installing a crosswalk across the southern leg of US 1; would
Intersection south leg
require pulling the northbound US 1 stop bars back to the median nose.

US 1 at Palm City Road

Consider exploring alternative intersection design options that could
address the utilization of SW Palm City Road as a cut‐through route from
southbound US 1 to westbound SR 714 (SE Monterey Road), and other
observed traffic operational safety concerns at the intersection, specifically
the interactions between southbound right‐turning traffic from US 1 and
westbound/southbound left‐turning traffic from northbound US 1.
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US 1 Multimodal Corridor Study Preliminary Multimodal Project Recommendations
ID

Intersection

Location

Description
Consider realigning the crosswalk across the north‐leg of the intersection in
order to increase pedestrian visibility to traffic making westbound right
turns. This is a walking route to/from a school located east of US 1 along
Goldenrod Road.
Consider completing/constructing sidewalks along both sides of Mall Entry
S. and coordinating pedestrian access to the mall.
Evaluate intersection geometry and consider installing a channelized right‐
turn with a raised pedestrian island; realign the crosswalk across the east
leg of the intersection.
Consider realigning the crosswalk across the south leg of the intersection in
order to improve pedestrian visibility for drivers making eastbound right
turns.

Timeframe

Cost Range

Short‐term

Low

Mid‐term

Medium

Short‐term

Medium

Short‐term

Low

15.01

US 1 at Brit Road

North leg crosswalk

16.01

US 1 at Mall Entry South

Mall Entry S.

17.01

US 1 at Jensen Beach Boulevard

Southeast quadrant

17.02

US 1 at Jensen Beach Boulevard

Intersection south leg

17.03

US 1 at Jensen Beach Boulevard

Intersection north leg

Consider realigning the crosswalk across the north leg of the intersection to
improve pedestrian visibility for drivers making westbound right turns.

Short‐term

Low

17.04

US 1 at Jensen Beach Boulevard

Treasure Coast Dr

Consider completing/constructing sidewalks along both sides of Treasure
Coast Dr and coordinating pedestrian access to the mall.

Mid‐term

Low

18.01

US 1 at Sunset Boulevard

Consider continuing the sidewalk along the south side of Sunset Blvd to the
South side Sunset Blvd, west of US 1 edge of Treasure Coast Drive and provide a marked crosswalk across the
east leg of the intersection of Treasure Coast Drive and Sunset Blvd.

Mid‐term

Medium

18.02

US 1 at Sunset Boulevard

North side of Sunset Blvd, west of US
Consider enhancing the crosswalk markings across Treasure Coast Drive.
1

Short‐term

Low

Southbound left turn storage

Southbound traffic travelling over the bridge approaches downtown Stuart
at a high rate of speed and was observed to overflow the southbound left
turn lane onto Joan Jefferson Way creating a potential safety and
operational issue on the bridge. Consider conducting a queuing and crash
analysis and verify whether, and to what extent, the median on the bridge
should be reconstructed to allow for a longer left turn storage area.

Short‐term

Medium

US 1 St. Lucie River Bridge

Consider strategies to buffer/separate bicycle traffic from motor vehicles
including: Reduce the width of the travel lanes to 11 feet and provide a 3‐
foot striped buffer between the existing bike lane and the outside motor‐
vehicle travel lanes. Note that there is sufficient cross section in the 7‐foot
shoulder now to provide a buffered bike lane without narrowing the travel
lanes, but drainage grates between the bike lane and barrier wall would
need to be moved.

Short‐term

Low

41.01

41.02.1

US 1 at south end of the St. Lucie
River Bridge

US 1 at south end of the St. Lucie
River Bridge

DRAFT OCTOBER 2014
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US 1 Multimodal Corridor Study Preliminary Multimodal Project Recommendations
ID

Intersection

Location

41.02.2

US 1 at south end of the St. Lucie
River Bridge

US 1 St. Lucie River Bridge

41.03

US 1 at south end of the St. Lucie
River Bridge

US 1 St. Lucie River Bridge south of
Wright Boulevard

43.01

US 1 from Banyan Drive/Dyer Road
to Dixie Highway/St. Lucie River
Bridge

DRAFT OCTOBER 2014

Description
Consider strategies to buffer/separate bicycle traffic from motor vehicles
including: 2) Reduce the width of the travel lanes to 11 feet and shift the
concrete barrier wall 3‐feet toward the center of the bridge to provide for a
wide (approximately 8‐foot) sidewalk for use by less experienced cyclists
while still maintaining a buffered bike lane for use by more experienced
cyclists.
Provide bike lane keyhole across southbound right turn lane from US 1 onto
Dixie Highway
This segment of US 1 includes a six‐ and eight‐lane divided typical sections
with sidewalks and bike lanes. Although standard bike lanes are provided,
many cyclists are uncomfortable riding with traffic on higher‐speed, multi‐
lane arterials. Non‐motorized mobility can be enhanced along this
approximately 8.5 mile segment on US 1 by converting (or replacing) the
existing sidewalk along the west side of US 1 with at shared‐use path.
• From Banyan Drive/Dyer Road to the Martin County line, the existing
sidewalk is separated from the roadway by a buffer/drainage swale that
varies in width from 30‐60 feet. Driveways are well‐defined throughout and
spacing is generally greater than 300‐500 feet with some exceptions.
• From the Martin County line to 800 feet north of Westmoreland Blvd,
there is a sidewalk gap, however there appears to be adequate space
between the utility poles and curb to provide a shrared‐use path.
• From north of Westmoreland Blvd to Britt Rd there is a sidewalk at the
back of curb on in back of a narrow utility strip. It appears this sidewalk can
be widened to provide a shared‐use path varying between 8 and 12 feet in
width.
• From Britt Rd to NW 13th Terr the existing sidewalk is setback from the
curb and can be readily widened.
• From NW 13th Terr to Wright Blvd the sidewalk is in back of a utility
strip of varying width. Widen as possible.
• From Wright Blvd to Dixie Hwy continue the wide sidewalk/path along
NW Fork Rd and provide a marked crosswalk at NW North River Dr. Provide
sharrows to Dixie Hwy.

Timeframe

Cost Range

Mid‐term

Medium

Short‐term

Low

Longer‐term

High
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PRELIMINARY MULTIMODAL PROJECT RECOMMENDATIONS
CORRIDOR‐WIDE STRATEGIES

AND

Attachment B: Existing Intersection Street Lighting Inventory Review
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US 1 at Co
ove Rd

FDOT Disttrict 4 US 1 Multimodal
M
Co
orridor Study – Existing Strreet Lighting Review

1

Page194

US 1 at Sa
alerno Rd

FDOT Disttrict 4 US 1 Multimodal
M
Co
orridor Study – Existing Strreet Lighting Review

2

Page195

US 1 at Monroe
M
St

FDOT Disttrict 4 US 1 Multimodal
M
Co
orridor Study – Existing Strreet Lighting Review

3

Page196

US 1 at Po
omeroy St

FDOT Disttrict 4 US 1 Multimodal
M
Co
orridor Study – Existing Strreet Lighting Review

4

Page197

US 1 at Fischer St

FDOT Disttrict 4 US 1 Multimodal
M
Co
orridor Study – Existing Strreet Lighting Review

5

Page198

US 1 at In
ndian St

FDOT Disttrict 4 US 1 Multimodal
M
Co
orridor Study – Existing Strreet Lighting Review

6

Page199

US 1 at Lu
uckhardt St

FDOT Disttrict 4 US 1 Multimodal
M
Co
orridor Study – Existing Strreet Lighting Review

7

Page200

US 1 at Monterey
M
Rd/Grumman Blvd

FDOT Disttrict 4 US 1 Multimodal
M
Co
orridor Study – Existing Strreet Lighting Review

8

Page201

US 1 at SR
R 714/Monte
erey Rd

FDOT Disttrict 4 US 1 Multimodal
M
Co
orridor Study – Existing Strreet Lighting Review

9

Page202

US 1 at Ce
entral Pkwy

FDOT Disttrict 4 US 1 Multimodal
M
Co
orridor Study – Existing Strreet Lighting Review

10

Page203

US 1 at Jo
ohnson Ave

FDOT Disttrict 4 US 1 Multimodal
M
Co
orridor Study – Existing Strreet Lighting Review

11

Page204

US 1 at Ka
anner Hwy/C
Colorado Ave

FDOT Disttrict 4 US 1 Multimodal
M
Co
orridor Study – Existing Strreet Lighting Review

12

Page205

US 1 at Pa
alm City Rd

FDOT Disttrict 4 US 1 Multimodal
M
Co
orridor Study – Existing Strreet Lighting Review

13

Page206

US 1 at Brritt Rd

FDOT Disttrict 4 US 1 Multimodal
M
Co
orridor Study – Existing Strreet Lighting Review

14

Page207

US 1 at S. Mall Entry

FDOT Disttrict 4 US 1 Multimodal
M
Co
orridor Study – Existing Strreet Lighting Review

15

Page208

US 1 at Je
ensen Beach Blvd
B

FDOT Disttrict 4 US 1 Multimodal
M
Co
orridor Study – Existing Strreet Lighting Review

16

Page209

US 1 at Su
unset Blvd

FDOT Disttrict 4 US 1 Multimodal
M
Co
orridor Study – Existing Strreet Lighting Review

17
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PRELIMINARY MULTIMODAL PROJECT RECOMMENDATIONS
CORRIDOR‐WIDE STRATEGIES

AND

Attachment C: Pedestrian and Bicycle Crash Summary and Collision Diagram
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Location: US 1
Study Period:

From: Cove Rd
From: 2008

No.

Date

Day

Time

1
2
3
4
5
6
7
8
9
10
11
12
13
14
15
16
17
18
19
20
21
22
23
24
25
26
27
28
29
30
31
32
33
34
35
36
37
38
39
40
41
42
43

2/11/2012
11/13/2012
8/19/2010
7/6/2009
10/5/2010
9/12/2009
2/22/2011
9/7/2008
4/2/2012
12/30/2011
2/28/2012
6/26/2008
5/22/2008
6/2/2009
10/18/2009
12/5/2008
11/23/2010
1/18/2011
1/14/2010
10/28/2011
9/15/2009
12/2/2010
11/16/2011
12/20/2008
10/24/2010
2/1/2008
1/26/2010
6/7/2012
9/14/2010
5/14/2010
8/4/2012
10/30/2009
2/3/2012
11/8/2011
5/30/2009
4/4/2009
4/24/2009
5/1/2009
6/6/2008
11/5/2010
12/22/2012
11/10/2009
11/29/2011

S
T
TH
M
T
S
T
SU
M
F
W
TH
TH
T
SU
F
T
T
TH
F
T
TH
W
S
SU
F
T
TH
T
F
S
F
T
T
S
S
F
F
F
F
S
T
T

12:56
6:53
9:50
13:05
19:47
21:22
8:23
19:40
15:30
8:19
14:33
13:09
23:17
18:21
23:00
21:15
14:43
14:21
10:47
15:37
7:52
15:27
15:17
PM
13:21
8:07
12:02
21:29
18:06
14:35
21:26
12:15
17:49
9:45
11:27
17:46
AM
9:26
14:19
12:07
1:37
14:49
11:10

Pedestrian and Bicycle Crash Summary
To: Martin/St. Lucie County Line
To: 2012
Property Day/ Wet/
Type Fatal Injury
Contributing Cause
Damage Night Dry
BIKE
0
1
$50
D
D
FTY ROW, 5 MPH
BIKE
0
1
$0
N
D
FTY ROW, 45 MPH
BIKE
0
1
$0
D
D
FTY ROW, 2 MPH
BIKE
0
1
$800
D
D
FTY ROW, 10 MPH
PED
0
1
$1,000
N
D
PED, FTY ROW
BIKE
0
1
$1,300
N
W
FTY ROW, 35 MPH
BIKE
0
1
$100
D
D
FTY ROW
BIKE
0
1
$20
N
D
FTY ROW
BIKE
0
1
$25
D
D
FTY ROW, 5 MPH
BIKE
0
1
$125
D
D
FTY ROW, 5 MPH
BIKE
0
1
$50
D
D
FTY ROW, 10 MPH
BIKE
0
1
$0
D
D
FTY ROW, 5 MPH
PED
1
0
$4,000
N
D
PED, FTY ROW
BIKE
0
1
$300
N
D
FTY ROW, 5 MPH
PED
0
1
$0
N
D
HIT & RUN
PED
1
0
$750
N
D
PED, FTY ROW
BIKE
0
1
$0
D
D
FTY ROW
BIKE
0
1
$3,100
D
D
BIKE, FTY ROW
BIKE
0
1
$1,500
D
D
FTY ROW, 15 MPH
BIKE
0
1
$50
D
D
FTY ROW, 2 MPH
BIKE
0
1
$220
D
D
FTY ROW, 5 MPH
BIKE
0
1
$100
D
D
FTY ROW, 10 MPH
BIKE
0
1
$0
D
D
FTY ROW
BIKE
0
1
$200
N
D
HIT & RUN
BIKE
0
1
$0
D
D
FTY ROW, 8 MPH
BIKE
0
1
$600
D
D
FTY ROW, 50 MPH
BIKE
0
1
$1,550
D
D
FTY ROW, 40 MPH
PED
0
1
$0
N
D
PED UNDER THE INFLUENCE
BIKE
0
1
$75
N
D
FTY ROW, 5 MPH
BIKE
0
1
$0
D
D
FTY ROW, 2 MPH
BIKE
0
1
$0
N
D
PED, FTY ROW
BIKE
0
1
$2,100
D
D
PED, FTY ROW
BIKE
0
1
$550
N
D
FTY ROW, 5 MPH
PED
0
1
$0
D
D
FTY ROW
BIKE
0
1
$0
D
D
FTY ROW, 5 MPH
PED
0
1
$0
N
D
FTY ROW
BIKE
0
1
$250
D
D
FTY ROW, 5 MPH
BIKE
0
1
$350
D
D
FTY ROW, 5 MPH
BIKE
0
1
$35
D
D
FTY ROW, 5 MPH
BIKE
0
1
$100
D
D
FTY ROW, 10 MPH
PED
0
1
$0
N
D
PED UNDER THE INFLUENCE
BIKE
0
1
$50
D
D
FTY ROW, 3 MPH
PED
0
1
$0
D
D
PED, FTY ROW
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Location: US 1
Study Period:

From: Cove Rd
From: 2008

No.

Date

Day

Time

44
45
46
47
48
49
50
51
52
53
54
55
56
57
58
59
60
61
62
63
64
65
66
67

12/18/2009
9/19/2012
8/8/2012
2/25/2009
9/30/2008
8/27/2010
11/8/2011
5/30/2009
4/24/2009
4/4/2009
4/11/2008
11/26/2010
11/5/2011
10/15/2009
9/18/2008
11/11/2011
12/31/2012
10/12/2011
4/20/2012
3/29/2011
2/24/2010
12/31/2008
8/15/2009
2/12/2009

F
W
W
W
T
F
W
T
SAT
F
F
F
S
TH
TH
F
M
W
F
T
W
W
S
TH

17:57
17:23
16:40
13:16
17:28
16:47
9:45
11:27
AM
17:46
9:09
10:51
20:25
19:15
16:20
15:04
11:35
19:45
16:58
17:45
16:20
15:17
20:47
13:15

Pedestrian and Bicycle Crash Summary
To: Martin/St. Lucie County Line
To: 2012
Property Day/ Wet/
Type Fatal Injury
Damage Night Dry
PED
1
0
$8,000
N
W
PED
0
1
$500
D
D
PED
0
2
$250
D
D
BIKE
0
1
$0
D
D
BIKE
0
1
$200
D
W
BIKE
0
1
$150
D
D
PED
0
1
$0
D
D
BIKE
0
1
$0
D
D
BIKE
0
1
$250
D
D
BIKE
0
1
$250
D
D
BIKE
0
1
$5,000
D
D
PED
0
2
$0
D
D
PED
0
1
$1,000
N
W
PED
1
0
$5,000
N
D
PED
0
1
$400
D
D
BIKE
0
1
$1,150
D
D
BIKE
0
1
$700
D
D
PED
1
0
$1,000
N
W
BIKE
0
1
$350
D
D
PED
0
1
$100
D
D
BIKE
0
1
$1,600
D
W
PED
0
0
$0
D
D
PED
0
1
$100
N
W
BIKE
0
1
$375
D
D

Contributing Cause
PED, FTY ROW
PED, FTY ROW
CARLESS DRIVING
HIT & RUN
FTY ROW
FTY ROW, 10 MPH
FTY ROW
FTY ROW, 5 MPH
FTY ROW, 5 MPH
HIT & RUN
BIKE, FTY ROW
FTY ROW, 10 MPH
PED, FTY ROW
FTY ROW
FTY ROW, 35 MPH
FTY ROW
BIKE, FTY ROW
PED, FTY ROW
BIKE, FTY ROW
FTY ROW, 15 MPH
FTY ROW, 30 MPH
HIT & RUN
PED, FTY ROW
FTY ROW, 10 MPH
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US 1 MULTIMODAL CORRIDOR STUDY
Project Overview
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CORRIDOR STUDY AREA
Juanita Ave
Orange Ave
Virginia Ave
Edwards Rd
Midway Rd

ST. LUCIE

Prima Vista Blvd
Walton Rd

Port St Lucie Blvd

MARTIN
Jensen Beach Blvd
Baker Rd

Kanner Hwy

Monterey Rd
Indian St
Pomeroy St
Cove Rd
Salerno Rd
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PURPOSE
Support increased mobility options by
providing multimodal transportation
facilities.
Critical Component
Balance local/community multimodal needs with the need to
support longer-distance trip-making.
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OBJECTIVES
• Identify viable transportation options and enhanced
efficiency through alternatives to roadway widening.
• Identify opportunities to increase connectivity.
• Identify opportunities to further develop the
multimodal network.
• Identify opportunities to enhance safety.
• Identify strategies to promote and enhance land use
design and alternative travel modes.
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PROJECT OVERVIEW
• Baseline Assessment
• Stakeholder Engagement
• Preliminary Recommendations
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BASELINE ASSESSMENT
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BASELINE ASSESSMENT
•
•
•
•

Transportation Review and Analysis
Plans and Policy Review and Land Use Analysis
Corridor Focus Areas
Corridor Challenges and Opportunities
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TRANSPORTATION REVIEW AND ANALYSIS
•
•
•
•

Existing Traffic Conditions
Existing Multimodal Facilities
Existing Transit Service
Crash History
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VOLUME/CAPACITY RATIOS
AADT Growth Rates (1997-2011/12)

Orange Ave

Indicator

Prima Vista Blvd

Port St Lucie Blvd

Martin Co.

St. Lucie Co.

Corridor

Minimum

-0.71%

-1.27%

-1.27%

Maximum

1.45%

0.62%

1.45%

Average

0.81%

-0.38%

-0.07%

Jensen Beach Blvd

Monterey Rd

Salerno Rd
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SEVERE INJURY CRASHES
On-System Fatal Crashes by Crash Type

Orange Ave

Prima Vista Blvd

Port St Lucie Blvd

Jensen Beach Blvd

Monterey Rd

Salerno Rd

Source: FDOT CARS Extract (2008-2012 Crashes)
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PEDESTRIAN & BICYCLE CRASHES
Orange Ave

Prima Vista Blvd

Port St Lucie Blvd

Jensen Beach Blvd

Monterey Rd

Salerno Rd

Source: FDOT CARS Extract (2008-2012 Crashes)
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PLANS AND POLICY REVIEW
• Capital Improvements
• Document Review
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CAPITAL IMPROVEMENTS
• Veteran’s Memorial Bridge
(Martin County
• Crosstown Parkway Extension
(St. Lucie County)
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DOCUMENT REVIEW
•
•
•
•
•
•
•
•
•
•
•

•
Martin-St. Lucie 2035 Regional Long Range
Transportation Plan (RLRTP)
•
Regional Transit Development Plan for the Port St. •
Lucie Urbanized Area (2010–2019)
•
Martin County MPO Transportation Disadvantaged •
Service Plan
•
St. Lucie County TPO Transportation Disadvantaged
Service Plan
•
St. Lucie County TPO TDSP Minor Update
•
Martin County TIP FY 2011/12–2015/16
•
St. Lucie County TIP FY 2013/14–2017/18
•
FDOT – A Framework for Transit Oriented
•
Development (TOD) in Florida
Strategic Regional Policy Plan for the Treasure Coast
•
Regional Planning Council
Martin County Comprehensive Growth
•
Management Plan
Martin County Land Development Regulations
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St. Lucie County Comprehensive Plan
St. Lucie County Land Development Code
City of Stuart Comprehensive Plan
City of Stuart Land Development Code
City of Ft. Pierce Comprehensive Plan
City of Port St. Lucie EAR-Based Comprehensive
Plan Amendments
City of Stuart CRA
City of Port St. Lucie Expansion CRA
City of Ft. Pierce CRA
Martin MPO Bicycle and Pedestrian Action Plan
St. Lucie County Bicycle, Pedestrian, Greenways and
Trails Master Plan
St. Lucie TPO US 1 Corridor Intersections Pedestrian
Safety Study
St. Lucie TPO Premium Transit Corridor Study
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LAND USE ANALYSIS
•
•
•
•

Existing and Future Land Use Patterns
Redevelopment Areas
Land Economic Characteristics
Socioeconomic/Demographic
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FUTURE LAND USE
Orange Ave

Prima Vista Blvd

Port St Lucie Blvd

Jensen Beach Blvd

Monterey Rd

Salerno Rd
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REDEVELOPMENT AREAS
Orange Ave

Community Redevelopment
Areas

Prima Vista Blvd

Port St Lucie Blvd

Jensen Beach Blvd

Monterey Rd

Salerno Rd
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LAND ECONOMICS
Orange Ave

Ratio of Land Value
to Building Value

Prima Vista Blvd

Port St Lucie Blvd

Jensen Beach Blvd

Monterey Rd

Salerno Rd
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PROJECTED GROWTH
Urban Intensity
(Population + Employment)

Orange Ave

Population and Employment Growth along US
1 Corridor
Population: 1.9%

Employment: 1.3%

Prima Vista Blvd

Port St Lucie Blvd

Jensen Beach Blvd

Monterey Rd

Salerno Rd

Source: TCRPM Ver. 3.3
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COMMUTE MODES
Orange Ave

Workers Who Walk or Bike to Work

Edwards Rd
Midway Rd

Prima Vista Blvd

Port St Lucie Blvd

Jensen Beach Blvd

Kanner Hwy

Monterey Rd

Salerno Rd
Source: U.S. Census Bureau 2012 5-Year ACS
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CORRIDOR FOCUS AREA
• Identification Criteria:
– Pedestrian/Bicycle Crash History
– Severe Injury Crash History
– Existing/Projected Urban Intensities
– Future Land Uses
– Existing Travel Mode Data
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FOCUS AREAS
South Ft. Pierce

Orange Ave

Prima Vista
Prima Vista Blvd

Jensen Beach
Port St. Lucie

Port St Lucie Blvd

Jensen Beach Blvd

Stuart/Port Salerno
Monterey Rd

Salerno Rd
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OPPORTUNITIES AND CHALLENGES
Opportunities

Challenges

• Roadway Operational Enhancements

• Constrained Corridor

• Pedestrian and Bicycle Enhancements

• Continued Growth

• Spot/Site-Specific Safety Enhancements

• Balancing Needs

• Best Practice Safety Enhancements

• Disconnected Land Uses

• Complete Streets/Premium Transit
Concepts

• Distance between Uses

• Transit System Enhancements

• Property Ownership

• Land Use/Urban Design Strategies

• US 1 as a Mobility Barrier
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STAKEHOLDER ENGAGEMENT
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STAKEHOLDER ENGAGEMENT
• Representatives From:
–
–
–
–
–
–
–
–
–
–
–
–

Treasure Coast Square Mall
Martin County Sheriff
St. Lucie County Sheriff
St. Lucie Medical Center
North River Shores Property Owner Association
St. Lucie County School District
Pineapple Cove Apartments
Coastal Orthopedic and Sports Medicine Center
Port St. Lucie Civic Center
St. Lucie County Parks and Special Facilities
Martin County School District
Heathcote Botanical Gardens
US 1 MULTIMODAL CORRIDOR STUDY
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STAKEHOLDER INTERVIEWS
Sample Questions:
•
•
•
•
•

How does US 1 function today? In the future?
What are the biggest issues facing US 1?
Do you walk/bike along US 1?
Do you use transit?
What are the best opportunities for improving
US 1?
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STAKEHOLDER RESPONSES
access

more pedestrian facilities
service

Traffic
synchronize

Drive

options

neighborhoods

more (land) uses

lack of facilities difficult

transit

Safety

pedestrian accidents
no more lanes
Travel

improve traffic flow

lighting

bicycle facilities traffic lights turns
retail
congestion
speed
trees
live
growth
Open Space
Cars
ONLY ROAD
office
landscaping

right turn lanes
kids

Seasonal

schools

could be worse
Lack

NOT SAFE
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more

work

lack of bus service

SIDEWALKS

Improvement Needed

bike

intersections
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PRELIMINARY
RECOMMENDATIONS
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PRELIMINARY RECOMMENDATIONS
• Corridor-Wide Strategies
• Site Specific Strategies
• Corridor Project Concepts
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CORRIDOR-WIDE STRATEGIES
•
•
•
•
•

Intersection/Crosswalk Lighting
Enhanced Crosswalk Markings
Signage
Pedestrian Signals
Right-Turn Channelization
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SITE SPECIFIC STRATEGIES
Jensen Beach Blvd

Kanner Hwy

Baker Rd

Recommendation Locations
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SITE SPECIFIC STRATEGIES
• Examples:
– US 1 at Cove Rd
– US 1 at Monterey Rd/Grumman Blvd
– US 1 at SR 5A
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US 1 AT COVE ROAD
Realign sidewalk and
crosswalk to reduce out-ofdirection travel and increase
pedestrian visibility

Complete sidewalk
connection

Realign driveway stop
bar in advance of the
crosswalk

Evaluate geometry and
consider right-turn
island; realign
crosswalks
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US 1 AT MONTEREY RD/GRUMMAN BLVD
Extend sidewalk and
realign crosswalk to the
channelized island

Remove right-turn lane
stop bar (northbound
conflicts with YIELD sign)

Complete sidewalk

Extend curb into the
painted area to provide a
“bulb-out”
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Realign crosswalks to
improve pedestrian
visibility and reduce out-ofdirection travel
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US 1 AT SR 5A
Complete sidewalk gap
Extend sidewalk and
relocate crosswalk; install
signage and evaluate
lighting

Evaluate signalization
potential

Evaluate reconstructing
geometry and alignment of
northbound right-turn lane
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PROJECT RECAP
• Baseline Assessment
– Transportation Review and Analysis
– Plans and Policy Review and Land Use Analysis
– Corridor Focus Areas
– Corridor Challenges and Opportunities

• Stakeholder Engagement
• Preliminary Recommendations
– Corridor-Wide Strategies
– Site-Specific Recommendations
US 1 MULTIMODAL CORRIDOR STUDY
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Thank You!
Questions?
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ITEM NUMBER:

8D

MARTIN METROPOLITAN PLANNING ORGANIZATION
POLICY BOARD
AGENDA ITEM SUMMARY
MEETING DATE:
DUE DATE:
UPWP#:
February 23, 2015
February 16, 2015
5.5
WORDING:
KANNER HIGHWAY/COUNTY ROAD 711 (PRATT WHITNEY RD) INTERSECTION
REQUESTED BY:
PREPARED BY:
DOCUMENT(S) REQUIRING
MPO
Murriah Dekle
ACTION:
N/A
BACKGROUND
Florida Department of
Transportation (FDOT) will provide a summary of planned
improvements to Kanner Highway [State Road (SR) 76] which includes the widening and
reconstruction of the roadway from south of County Road (CR) 711 to north of Locks
Road. The proposed typical includes four 12 foot wide travel lanes, 7 foot wide buffered bicycle
lanes, 22 foot wide raised median, 6 foot wide sidewalk on the north side of the road and 12 foot
wide shared-used path on the south side of the road. Options being considered include the
addition of a roundabout at the intersection of Kanner Highway and CR 711.
ISSUES
At the February 23, 2015 Martin MPO Policy Board meeting, FDOT will provide a presentation
on the design options for the intersection of Kanner Highway and CR 711. The proposed, typical
sections were presented via the MPO process including, the Citizens Advisory Committee
(CAC), Technical Advisory Committee (TAC), and the Bicycle and Pedestrian Advisory
Committee (BPAC). Predominant comments generated from these meetings are as follows:
1. Safety implications that accommodate slower travel speeds associated with the
roundabout design.
2. Cost analysis comparisons, traffic flow level of service assessments of both proposed
design options.
3. Accommodation of bicycle and pedestrian facilities within the roundabout design.
_________________________________________________________________________
RECOMMENDED ACTION
Provide input.
APPROVAL
MPO
ATTACHMENTS
Preliminary design alternatives for Kanner Highway/CR 711 intersection
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0
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Feet

DATE
----

DESCRIPTION
----

DATE

DESCRIPTION

PROFESSIONAL OF RECORD:
NAME ,P.E.# LICENSENUMBER
DISTRICT DISTRICT #
ADDRESS
CITY, STATE ZIP

STATE OF FLORIDA
DEPARTMENT OF TRANSPORTATION
ROAD NO.

COUNTY

FINANCIAL PROJECT ID

SR 76

MARTIN

422641-2-52-01

Salisbury, Brad

1/13/2015 4:30:25 PM

SHEET
NO.

1
I:\42264125201\roadway\DSGNRD01_Roundabout.dwg
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SR 76/KANNER HIGHWAY

CR

LEGEND

P
1/
71
TT

RA

SHOULDER PAVEMENT

WH
N
IT

DETECTABLE WARNING

EY
.

RD

DATE
----

DESCRIPTION
----

DATE

DESCRIPTION

PROFESSIONAL OF RECORD:
BETSY JEFFERS ,P.E.# 50745
DISTRICT 4
3400 WEST COMMERCIAL BLVD.
FORT LAUDERDALE , FL 33309

STATE OF FLORIDA
DEPARTMENT OF TRANSPORTATION
ROAD NO.

COUNTY

FINANCIAL PROJECT ID

76

MARTIN

422641-2-52-01

Salisbury, Brad

1/15/2015 1:45:09 PM

SHEET
NO.

13
I:\42264125201\roadway\eng_data\PLANRD01_PlainLayout.dwg
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FDOT Project Manager: Betsy Jeffers
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FDOT Project Engineer: Brad Salisbury
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Kanner Hwy
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ITEM
NUMBER:

8E
MARTIN METROPOLITAN PLANNING ORGANIZATION
POLICY BOARD
AGENDA ITEM SUMMARY
MEETING DATE: DUE DATE:
February 23, 2015
February 16, 2015
WORDING:
MPO LEGISLATIVE PRIORITIES
REQUESTED BY: PREPARED BY:
MPO
Beth Beltran/Bonnie
Landry

UPWP#:
5.5

DOCUMENT(S) REQUIRING ACTION:
2015 MPOAC Legislative Priorities

BACKGROUND
Historically, the Martin MPO Policy Board has supported the Legislative Priorities of the Metropolitan
Planning Organization Advisory Council (MPOAC). The Florida MPOAC is an organization created by
the Florida Legislature that provides information and a forum for discussing issues of concern to MPOs in
Florida, and some of these issues are formulated into proposed legislation.
ISSUES
At the February 23, 2015 Martin MPO Policy Board meeting, staff will provide an overview of the 2015
MPOAC Legislative priorities.
_____________________________________________________________________________________
RECOMMENDED ACTION
a) Staff recommends that the Board support the 2015 Legislative Priorities of the MPOAC.
b) Provide input.
FISCAL IMPACT
N/A
APPROVAL
MPO
ATTACHMENTS
a) MPOAC’s 2015 Legislative Priorities
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Notes
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Martin MPO
2015 Meeting Dates
Martin County Administration Building
Commission Chambers, 1st Floor
2401 SE Monterey Road
Stuart, FL 34996
All meetings begin at 9:00 AM
February 23, 2015
April 20, 2015
May 18, 2015
June 15, 2015
September 21, 2015
October 19, 2015 *
December 14, 2015
January 25, 2016 *
*Please note that due to the 2016 Legislative Session and
the 2040 Long Range Transportation Plan (LRTP) there
will be additional meetings scheduled in October, 2015
and January, 2016.
MPO/Administration/MPO meeting dates 2014-15
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