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Assistance for disabled persons may be arranged by calling 1-866-836-7034.  Non-English speaking, deaf, or visually impaired persons needing an 
interpreter should contact the Martin County Administrator’s office at 772-288-5420 or 772-288-5940 (TDD).  An agenda of items to be considered will 
be available to the public in the Administrator’s Office, 2401 SE Monterey Road, Stuart, Florida.  Items not included on the agenda may also be heard 
in consideration of the best interests of the public health, safety, welfare, and as necessary to protect every person’s right of access.     

 
 

MARTIN METROPOLITAN PLANNING ORGANIZATION 
JOINT CITIZENS’ and TECHNICAL ADVISORY COMMITTEE MEETING 

Martin County Airport Maintenance Building Conference Room 
2351 SE Monterey Road 

Stuart, FL  34997 
www.martinmpo.com 

(772) 221-1498 
 

Wednesday, April 4, 2012 @ 1:30pm 
 
 

AGENDA 
 
 

       ITEM               ACTION 
 

1. CALL TO ORDER – 1:30pm 
 

2. ROLL CALL 
 

3. APPROVE AGENDA 
 

4. APPROVE MINUTES              APPROVE 
• TAC Meeting – February 1, 2012 
• CAC Meeting – February 1, 2012 

 
5. AGENDA ITEMS 

 
A. REVISION OF MPO BYLAWS          APPROVE 

MEMO:  temp12C/TACa02.01 
 

B. PROJECT UPDATE:  SR 710 BRIDGE LIGHTING AND 
INDIAN STREET WIDENING/#3 PRIORITY        APPROVE 
MEMO:  temp12C/TACa02.02 
 

C. FY2012/13 TRANSPORTATION ENHANCEMENT  
APPLICATIONS FOR FY2015/16 FUNDING        APPROVE 
MEMO:  temp12C/TACa02.03 

 
D. DRAFT UNIFIED PLANNING WORK PROGRAM (UPWP)      APPROVE 

MEMO:  temp12C/TACa02.04 
 

E. CONGESTION MANAGEMENT PROCESS (CMP) 
DRAFT LIST OF PROJECT PRIORITIES         APPROVE 
MEMO:  temp12C/TACa02.05 
 

   
 

http://www.martinmpo.com/
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6. COMMENTS FROM COMMITTEE MEMBERS 
 
 

7. COMMENTS FROM THE PUBLIC 
 
 

8. COMMENTS FROM FDOT 
 
 

9. NOTES 
• Directions to the Martin County Airport Maintenance Building 

 
 

10. NEXT MEETING 
• CAC – May 2, 2012 @ 9:00am – Growth Management Conference Room, 1st Floor 

of Martin County Administrative Building 
• TAC – May 2, 2012 @ 1:30pm – Martin County Airport Maintenance Building 

Conference Room 
 
 

11. ADJOURN 
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MARTIN METROPOLITAN PLANNING ORGANIZATION (MPO) 

TECHNICAL ADVISORY COMMITTEE (TAC) 

Wednesday, February 1, 2012 - 1:30 P.M. 
Martin County Airport-Witham Field 

Maintenance Building Conference Room 

1895 Flying Fortress Way, Stuart, FL 

www.martinmpo.com 

(772) 221-1498 

 

MINUTES 

 

1. CALL TO ORDER  

Sam Amerson called the meeting to order 1:33 P.M. 

 

2. ROLL CALL  

Members in Attendance: 

Sam Amerson, Chair 

Samantha Horowitz, Vice-Chair 

Bob Kellogg 

Stuart Trent  

Arlene Tanis, FDOT  

Paul Nicoletti (arrived 1:35 PM) 

Terry Rauth 

Lee Hoefert 

Chon Wong, FDOT 

Kim DeLaney  

George Stokus 

 

Members Excused: 

Mark Cocco 

Rogelio Gonzalez 

 

Members Absent: 

Todd Cox 

 

Staff in Attendance: 

Beth Beltran, MPO Administrator 

Gavin Jones, Senior Planner 

Michael Malham, Planner II 

Margaret H. Brassard, Administrative Specialist II 

 

Others in Attendance: 

Joe Capra (Arrived 1:38 PM) 

 

A quorum was present for this committee. 

 

http://www.martinmpo.com/
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3. APPROVE AGENDA 

Mr. Amerson stated that he would like to add an item to the Agenda prior to approval.  It will be 

Agenda Item 6B regarding the Big John Monahan Bridge.    

 

Mr. George Stokus made a motion to approve the agenda with the addition of the new 

Agenda Item 6B regarding the Big John Monahan Bridge.  There was a second by Mr. Lee 

Hoefert.  There was no additional discussion.  The motion passed unanimously. 

 

4. APPROVE MINUTES 

A motion was made to approve the minutes from the Joint CAC/TAC/BPAC meeting dated 

November 16, 2011 by Ms. Samantha Horowitz.  The motion was seconded by Mr. Bob 

Kellogg.  There was no additional discussion.  The motion passed unanimously. 

 

5. COMMENTS FROM COMMITTEE MEMBERS 

None. 

 

6. AGENDA ITEMS 

 

A. ANNUAL ELECTION OF OFFICERS 

MEMO:  temp12TACa01.01 

 

Ms. Beltran briefed the committee that the Bylaws require an annual election of officers 

at the first meeting of the calendar year.  The floor was opened for nominations for 

Chairman.   

 

Mr. Sam Amerson was nominated by Ms. Samantha Horowitz. Mr. Amerson 

accepted the nomination. The nomination was seconded by Mr. Paul Nicoletti. No 

further discussion was held.  The nomination passed unanimously. 

 

Ms. Beltran added that the position of Vice-Chair needs to be filled.  The floor was 

opened for nominations for Vice-Chair. 

 

Ms. Terry Rauth nominated Ms. Samantha Horowitz to continue as Vice-Chair.  

Ms. Horowitz accepted the nomination.  Mr. George Stokus gave a second to the 

nomination.  There was no opposition to this nomination.  The nomination passed 

unanimously. 

 

1.   Big John Monahan Bridge  

MEMO:  XXXXX 

 

Ms. Beltran noted on January 24, 2012 the Board of County Commissioners voted to 

send a letter to FDOT requesting lights on the SR 710/Big John Monahan Bridge in 

Indiantown and requested that this item go through the MPO Process.  This bridge is 

on the State’s Strategic Intermodal System (SIS) and crosses over the Okeechobee 

Waterway and SR 76.  The MPO addressed this project in September, 2011, when 
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they approved a TIP amendment in the amount of $350,000 for additional right-of-

way (ROW).  The design builder (DB) stated that if additional ROW were purchased 

they could reduce the length of the span of the bridge to approximately 950 feet for a 

cost savings to FDOT of between $8 to $10 million.  The DB firm would be 

responsible for the cost of this ROW acquisition and FDOT would actually acquire 

the ROW.  This is something that the Department has not done before.  In January, 

the Indiantown NAC adopted a resolution requesting that lighting be provided and 

installed by FDOT as part of the construction of this bridge.  FDOT currently 

maintains lighting of other SIS roadways in Martin County and on several bridges in 

Martin that are part of the State Highway System.  The County received 

correspondence from FDOT dated January 30, 2012, stating the Lighting 

Justification Report conducted in August indicates that no safety concerns apply to 

this section of the roadway and lighting is not warranted. Staff recommends that this 

committee recommends to the MPO Board to send a letter requesting that lights be 

provided, installed and maintained by FDOT as part of the SR 710 Bridge Project.  

Ms. Tanis stated that she invited Carolyn Gish, the Treasure Coast Operations 

Engineer, to this meeting.  Ms. Beltran stated that the CAC committee inquired if 

there was other lighting on the bridge and is it decorative or a specific kind of 

lighting.  Ms. Rauth clarified that what is currently on the plans is pedestrian lighting 

in the barrier wall, so it’s specifically for lighting the sidewalk.  Mr. Rauth was not 

sure what form of lighting Indiantown wanted, whether decorative or overhead.  Ms. 

Tanis stated that she will take this back to FDOT to seek answers.  Ms. Beltran 

stated that the CAC committee noted in the third paragraph of FDOT’s letter, FDOT 

did indicate that lighting pedestals would be included on the bridge to allow for 

future lighting, so it is being considered in the design.  Ms. Beltran added that the 

DB did mention that the ROW cost savings on the bridge was fairly substantial and 

perhaps those funds could be used toward the lighting.  Ms. Rauth stated when they 

were putting the RFP together they asked about including lighting in the plan and if 

the County would maintain them.  The County indicated that they did not want to 

maintain the lights as it was an SIS facility and FDOT included the conduits.  They 

were originally going to include lights, if the County would agree to maintain them.  

Ms. Rauth stated she’s not sure at what point FDOT decided that the lights were not 

necessary.  Mr. Amerson inquired as to the value of the ROW acquisition.  Ms. 

Beltran stated that it was the DB who would pay for the ROW acquisition $350,000, 

and the other Federal funds, [they] would give the money to FDOT and FDOT 

actually acquires the ROW.  Ms. Beltran noted in a teleconference yesterday, that the 

project manager wasn’t aware that the State maintained the lights on the State’s 

Highway System on other bridges in Martin.  Ms. Rauth stated that in some other 

Counties, the local agencies maintain the lights.  It was noted that Martin does 

maintain the lights on the Evans-Crary bridge and that is an SIS Facility.   Ms. 

Carolyn Gish, from FDOT, stated that the reason why some bridges in Martin are 

maintained by the State is because there was a change in the State Statute.  There is 

criteria that the State had to maintain any high level bridge over one-half of a mile 

long including the lighting on the bridge.  FDOT had to write some agreements in 

the transition period, when the Statute was coming into effect.  FDOT does not 

maintain the Crary bridge because the County signed a maintenance agreement with 
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them.  FDOT is trying to adhere to that criteria now.  The Big John Monahan Bridge 

is only 1,000 feet long, not one half of a mile long, which is why it would not have 

been included.  Since that time, FDOT has prepared to install the pedestals for future 

lighting, if it is justified.  They have done a Lighting Justification Report and it 

indicates that the lighting is not justified for the bridge, which is why the State will 

not pay for it.  She added if the County or the NAC would want lighting, FDOT 

would require a maintenance agreement for that because it is not necessary lighting 

from a safety perspective and it is not warranted.  It appears that lights are desired; 

the County does not want to pay for the maintenance and will not enter into an 

agreement.  Mr. Nicoletti inquired if the pedestals will be there for future lighting.    

Ms. Gish confirmed yes, they would be there. Mr. Nicoletti stated that with the 

pedestals there, possibly in the future, additional funding could be found and the 

capability would be there for lights.  Maybe cost to install and maintain lights could 

be determined at a later date so the value could be determined.  Ms. Rauth stated that 

the County does not maintain any lights in Indiantown currently.  Ms. Gish stated 

after FDOT received the letter requesting lights that FDOT looked again at the 

project from a different perspective as the request was to just light the bridge.   This 

was determined to not be acceptable as it would create a safety concern by producing 

a “tunneling effect”.   Not only would lighting the 1,000 foot bridge have to be 

considered, but 1.2 miles of lighting before the bridge would have to be installed 

approximately at the cut-off location of SR 76.  There would need to be 40 light 

fixtures as opposed to just 12 on the bridge.   Mr. Kellogg stated that they requested 

FDOT to install lights not as part of the bridge project, but between the bridges in 

Sewall’s Point.  FDOT objected initially because of the 3R funding so they requested 

Enhancement Funding but it cannot be used for lighting.  If the MPO does write a 

letter, Mr. Kellogg requested that the Town of Sewall’s Point request to install lights 

also be considered as part of this matter.  Ms. Beltran stated that this morning the 

CAC also mentioned that there is a high bicycle and pedestrian community in 

Indiantown and they were concerned for safety reasons of the need for lights.  Ms. 

Gish did state that there will be lights in the barrier wall and those lights will shine 

into the bike lane area. Those lights will only be on the bridge.  It was clarified that 

having the lights on the barrier wall doesn’t create a concern, only the overflow 

creates the tunneling effect.   

 

Mr. Amerson inquired if the SR 710 Bridge Project and the Town of Sewall’s Point 

request were two separate items, and Ms. Beltran concurred.   Ms. Beltran stated that 

staff is recommending for Board approval that a letter be sent to FDOT and the 

Martin delegation requesting that lights be provided and installed as part of the SR 

710/Big John Monahan Bridge Project and the lights be maintained by FDOT.   

 

Ms. Rauth made a motion to recommend that the MPO Board send a letter to 

FDOT and the Martin delegation requesting that FDOT provide, install and 

maintain lights on the Big John Monahan Bridge as it is an SIS facility.  The 

motion was seconded by Ms. Horowitz.  Mr. Nicoletti inquired if the half mile rule 

was statutory.  Ms. Gish advised that it was statutory, however, it was removed from 

the Statutes.  Ms. Gish advised that statutorily the Department would be able to 
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provide the lighting at this time, whereas previously they were not and they had to 

get maintenance agreements with areas.   Mr. Amerson asked Ms. Gish if the letter 

would need to be specific and request lights on the bridge as well as the approach 

lights.  Ms. Gish stated to be specific as to what they desire as FDOT is not required 

to maintain lighting on the roadway, only the 12 or so lights on the bridge, the 

County would still have to maintain the fixtures on the roadway approach.  Ms. 

Rauth stated the motion should contain language saying “to the extent of the project, 

or project limits”.  If the request is not successful, then the counter offer could be 

that the County would maintain the approach areas. The motion was amended by 

Ms. Rauth that the letter request of FDOT to provide, install and maintain 

lights on the Big John Monahan Bridge,  approaches and to the extent of the 

project limits, as this is an SIS facility.  The second was confirmed by Ms. 

Horowitz.  The motion passed unanimously. 

 

Mr. Kellogg stated that the Town of Sewall’s Point had requested of FDOT that 

lights be installed between the bridges as part of the landscaping improvement but 

they declined stating that it was a 3R Project.  This was brought to the MPO where 

the Town requested Enhancement Funds for the landscaping and lighting and a 

portion of the funding was declined because Enhancement Funds cannot be used for 

street lights.  Since this subject has been raised the Town would request that FDOT 

include lights between the bridges in addition to the landscaping improvements as 

the Town has already agreed to maintain the lights.  Ms. Rauth stated that she 

doesn’t believe that FDOT can pay for those lights.  Ms. Gish stated that FDOT 

cannot pay for it under the Local Area Plan (LAP), it’s not included in a typical 3R 

project and they are not statutorily required to provide lights.  Mr. Amerson asked 

Ms. Gish in order for the Town to be successful in obtaining a positive response to 

this request is there a funding source which they could identify?  Ms. Gish is not 

aware of any funding sources for this situation. Mr. Kellogg stated that the Town is 

seeking approximately $144,000 for 18 decorative lights.  Mr. Capra suggested that 

the Town should see if they could get the funds for Cobra head lights which are 

normally provided by FDOT, and they could pay the difference between the Cobra 

head lights and the decorative lights that the Town desires.  During discussions of 

ways to address this issue it was suggested that the lights on the approach are 

necessary to meet FDOT’S standards to prevent the tunneling effect, but it was 

learned that due to the ambient lighting the tunneling effect would not be relevant in 

this instance.   Mr. Kellogg stated that this project is currently in the final design 

stage and is in process to go to Tallahassee for review.  The Town is also is in 

negotiations with property owners and Florida Power and Light to see if the 

transmission line between the bridges can be placed underground as part of this 

project.  It was noted that the roadway improvements that are being made are going 

to consist of a median, turning and bicycle lanes.  The ambient light provided by 

nearby businesses cannot be depended on, and does not satisfy the safety factor.  

With all the movement which will be happening in this area, ample lighting will be 

extremely important so vehicular traffic can transition safely. Mr. Amerson stated 

that he sees the need for the lights but feels the committee needs more to go on to 

make the recommendation.  Ms. Rauth had suggested that the Town should write a 
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letter to the MPO for the February 20, 2012 Agenda to see about getting the lights 

installed by FDOT.  Mr. Kellogg said that he could do that.  Mr. Kellogg stated that 

there are four lights on concrete poles between the bridges and it was noted that 

there is a power line there so providing for the lights would not be an obstacle. 

 

A motion was made by Mr. Kellogg requesting an agenda item for the February 

20, 2012 MPO meeting.  This agenda item should state that a letter be drafted 

to the MPO Board requesting the Board to write a letter to FDOT and Martin 

delegates stating that in the interest of public safety, lights should be installed 

between the bridges in the Town of Sewall’s Point. With the upcoming addition 

of turning lanes, a median and bicycle lanes, depending upon ambient lighting 

provided by local businesses is unacceptable. Sufficient lighting is imperative 

for pedestrian and vehicular safety and movement.  The Town of Sewall’s Point 

has agreed to cost share by paying the difference between Cobra head lighting 

in order to obtain the desired decretive lighting and the Town has agreed to 

maintain the lights.  This motion was seconded by Mr. Nicoletti.  There was no 

additional discussion and the motion passed unanimously. 

 

B. BICYCLE AND PEDESTRIAN ACTION PLAN 

MEMO:  temp12TACa01.02 

 

Ms. Beltran reminded the committee that the Draft Plan was presented to this 

committee on November 16, 2011, and has been approved by the MPO Board.  It was 

presented to, obtained input and approval from the CRA, Parks and Recreation, the 

School Board and various other organizations.  Mr. Malham is here to present the Final 

Action Plan.  Mr. Malham stated that he is looking to receive endorsement of this 

Action Plan from this committee.  (See presentation and handouts provided.)  Mr. 

Malham stated that he will give an overview of the Plan again but highlight any new 

changes.  He reviewed the vision and goals, project evaluation, and the methods used to 

rank projects.  He discussed the methodology used in performing the scoring of the 

project list, and advised which colors reflected what mode of transportation. Mr. 

Malham explained how they narrowed the original list down to the top 20.  He stated 

that he plans to present this to the MPO Board on February 20, 2012 for final approval.  

Ms. Arlene Tanis stated that she’s been on this committee for about five years and she 

stated that this is an excellent plan and she commended Mr. Malham and the BPAC in 

their efforts.  Ms. Horowitz concurred.    Mr. Capra stated that now is a key time to be 

getting these bike lanes, multi-modal pathways and sidewalks in place.  Connecting 

these locations so people can walk or bike from point to point will be an enormous 

boost to the community for the quality of life and economically.  Economically this can 

be sold to tourism, which is one of Florida’s biggest industries.  Mr. Capra stated that 

this Plan is very comprehensive and the TAC needs to endorse this Plan.  He stated that 

Sewall’s Point is getting a DEP Water Quality Grant to put in a sidewalk.    It will 

benefit both the river and the public.  There are ways to look for funding and the 

committee needs to embrace this opportunity.   
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Mr. Nicoletti stated that he would like to see this presentation brought to the City 

Commission.  It was noted that if the City of Stuart would send a letter of support for 

the Action Plan to the MPO Board that could be used for the PIP even if it is after the 

fact of the MPO approving the Action Plan on February 20, 2012.   

 

Ms. Rauth mentioned that the next step should be looking for funding sources.  The 

County would love to add bike lanes, but they are already behind on resurfacing.  The 

only funds available are the gas tax funds, which are needed for the resurfacing, and 

adding bike lanes widens the road 10 feet.  Ms. Rauth suggested that BPAC should start 

seeking out funding sources.  It was suggested that possibly asking the County for a 

penny tax, which would generate a considerable amount of money.  It was mentioned 

that if BPAC could put something together as the Inlet Dredging Committee did, it 

could be beneficial.  There will be some extra funds there, and it may behoove this 

committee to suggest to the MPO that more funds are needed in this area for bicycle 

paths, sidewalks, etc.  It would also help if the MPO Board advised the BOCC that this 

is supported for approval.  Ms. Rauth stated that the BPAC has a great plan and if the 

MPO accepts the plan, the next step is to find them a funding source.  It should be 

recommended to the MPO that a funding source should be found for Bike lanes and 

paths.  

 

Ms. Tanis stated that Mr. John-Mark Palacios, BPAC representative for FDOT, has 

gone through a list of grant funding sources and Mr. Malham advised her that it was his 

starting list. 

 

Ms. Rauth made a motion to approve the Bicycle and Pedestrian Action Plan and 

recommend to the MPO that the next step is to identify a dedicated funding 

source.  This motion was seconded by Ms. Horowitz.  There was no additional 

discussion.  The motion carried unanimously. 

 

C. CONGESTION MANAGEMENT PROCESS (CMP) 

UPDATE 2011 – FINAL REPORT 

MEMO:  temp12TACa01.03 

 

Ms. Beltran stated that this Draft Report was presented and approved at the MPO Board 

meeting in December.  The Final Report is to be presented today for recommendation 

of Board approval.    Mr. Jones stated that the only change from what was presented to 

the group in November is summarized in the Executive Summary.  It is the reworking 

of the monetary value of the existing congestion and of the congestion  related savings 

by the recommended improvements.  Ms. Tanis likes the report.  She did ask for 

clarification regarding the Tier 1 and Tier 2.  It was advised that the Tier 1 is the overall 

County process and the Tier 2 is the corridor analysis on SR 714, which was the project 

chosen from the original nine to be studied.  It was determined that this project would 

need modifications prior to the time it will be scheduled for improvements.  FDOT 

found the title page to be a bit confusing and they recommended that it be changed, 

because the CMP is for the whole County not just SR 714.  The title page should either 

not include the specific roadway or it should be small and less prominent.  
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A motion to approve the Congestion Management Process (CMP) Update 2011-

Final Report was made by Ms. Horowitz.  This motion was seconded by Mr. 

Rauth.  There was no additional discussion.  The motion carried unanimously.  

 

D. PUBLIC INVOLVEMENT PLAN ANNUAL REPORT 

MEMO:  temp12TACa01.04 

 

Ms. Beltran introduced Mr. Malham to give the Public Involvement Plan (PIP) Annual 

Report.  Mr. Malham stated that this report update was completed in September and 

was displayed in the six public libraries as well as the Administrative Center for a 45 

day public review period.  This report consists of activities which the MPO staff has 

been involved in since January, 2011.   He stated that he will review some of the 

objectives in this Plan showing how public involvement is included in the overall 

transportation planning projects.  Mr. Malham advised that 80% of the positions on the 

advisory committees are filled.  Staff attends regional meetings in Palm Beach and St. 

Lucie Counties; the TIP, PIP, and regional transportation documents are advertised in 

the newspaper as well as by public display in the libraries and the Administrative 

Center; the Build-A-Bike; staff was involved in the Indiantown Charrette which was an 

attempt to assist the area in acquiring a TIGER 3 grant; staff has made many public 

speaking opportunities advising CRA’s, and other agencies of projects the MPO is 

planning; the Jensen Beach High School students made a PSA which runs on MCTV 

advertising the Martin County Public Transit; the agendas and minutes placed on the 

new website are in searchable format allowing for the vision impaired to also access 

them; and there is a place for suggestions or projects desired on the website. 

 

 A motion was made by Mr. Kellogg to recommend the Public Involvement Plan 

Annual Report to the MPO Board for approval.  The second was offered by Mr. 

Hoefert.  There were no objections.  The motion carried unanimously. 

 

E. TREASURE COAST REGIONAL PLANNING MODEL (TCRPM) 4.0 

MEMORANDUM OF UNDERSTANDING (MOU)      

MEMO:  temp12TACa01.05 

 

Mr. Gavin Jones advised that the last Long Range Plan forecasts out to 2035 and the 

next will forecast to 2040.  Prior to the reports coming out there is a substantial amount 

of work calibrating and validating the model.  FDOT estimates that the cost for this 

work is approximately $450,000 and they are seeking financial participation from the 

three M/TPOs, St. Lucie, Indian River and Martin Counties, which will be utilizing the 

models.  The M/TPO’s will assist in awarding the consultant contract with FDOT 

through the validation of the model to 2010 conditions.  This gives staff the opportunity 

to select the consultant who will perform the work and to review the produced results as 

the work is completed.  The estimate to complete the job is $450,000 and they are 

requesting $50,000 from each of the three M/TPO’s over the next two fiscal years. All 

of the contract price will be borne by FDOT, as well as any unforeseen issues which 

would increase the price.  The maximum investment for the M/TPO’s would be the 
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$50,000.  The costs for the past three updates have been borne solely by FDOT and the 

validated models were given to the M/TPOs for forecasting work.  The last plan update 

was prepared by the Treasure Coast Regional Planning Council (TCRPC).  It is 

worthwhile to be able to participate in this process and the elected officials have agreed 

in principal to contribute the $50,000.  There are two data collection method choices 

available this year.  The Four Step Model which Martin has used in the past and the 

Activity Base Model (ABM) which has not been locally tested.  The ABM is better able 

to answer questions that mainly will not be concerning to Martin County for another 

five years or so.  One of the M/TPOs in our region has requested to use this newer 

model.  FDOT circulated a Memorandum of Understanding (MOU) after the last TAC 

meeting in December.  The MPO Board responded to the MOU by stating that they 

would participate financially in providing the $50,000 however the caveat was that the 

Four Step Model would be the structure chosen for the upcoming plan.  Ms. Beltran 

stated that the Board had a few concerns from the 2035 planning process.  There were a 

lot of issues with the previous model which provided for a lot of missed trips.  The 

Director of Engineering supported the request of the MPO Board to use the Four Step 

Model, as this model has been proven and costs to forecast can be estimated for the 

2040 Plan. Whereas the ABM model has not been thoroughly tested and though the 

costs for the validation process is fixed at $50,000 per M/TPO, the cost to use the 

model for the forecasting for the LRTP is undetermined as is the amount of time which 

will be necessary in order to use the new model.   

 

Mr. Jones clarified that the ABM is more detailed and richer simulation of the travel 

activities of the household.  The model currently in use generates trips that are 

segregated by purpose, home to work, home to shop etc… the number shows how 

many trips are made like this in a day and the model produces a volume of how many 

daily trips show up on each of the major roads. This model is good to see if there is a 

nearby road that can relieve some of the traffic from a currently congested road.  The 

ABM produces tours from the household level.  This model begins at home, drives to 

the cleaners, then work; after work it shows a couple of stops on the way home from 

work, which is more of the behavioral standard people actually use.  The ABM is a 

better tool in determining what is happening hourly, and the effects of certain 

transportation improvements on certain segments on the population, i.e. transit voucher 

programs-who benefits from this, and where are they located.   Whereas the Four Step 

Model would not be able to answer these questions.  The Four Step Model would be 

able to answer the questions Martin has for now, but maybe in five years it may be time 

to consider  the ABM.  The three counties to Martin’s south, Palm Beach, Broward and 

Dade will be experimenting with the ABM as they have already built out as far as they 

can and will need more sophisticated solutions to transit issues.  In five years when this 

is done again, Martin can check with the neighbors to the south to get their opinion of 

how the ABM worked for them and if it would be right for Martin.  It was noted that 

using the ABM takes more effort to develop the model to validate it, and that is what is 

covered under the MOU.  When FDOT was asked if this model was used for the plan 

update, what extra level of effort would be involved in forecasting once the model is 

turned over to the respective M/TPO’s.  No answer has been obtained from FDOT to 

date.  Very few consultants know how to operate the ABM and less than ten MPOs are 



 

TAC Minutes Page 10 of 11  February 1, 2012 
 

using the ABM for their next model LRTP. A representative from FDOT stated that in 

Florida there is a trend moving toward using the ABM.  Mr. Amerson stated that Martin 

can consider this move toward that path in the future, but not at this time.  There was a 

lot of discussion regarding the previous LRTP, the tweaking, the time delays but people 

are more familiar with it at this stage.  Ms. Tanis stated that in the scope of the services 

for the First Model Structure Workshop, the M/TPO’s can back out of using the ABM 

at that time and go to the Four Step Model, whereas it can be very limiting to totally 

exclude the ABM use.  Ms. Tanis stated that the country in general is moving to the 

ABM.  There will be training on the ABM March 21 and 22, 2012 if anyone wanted to 

go.  She asked the committee if they could wait prior to making this decision.  Ms. 

Beltran advised that the Board made the decision to use the Four Step Model back in 

December because of what happened during the last LRTP.  The State MPO 

Certification noted the delays in the adoption of the 2035 RLRTP and staff does not 

want to take the chance that there could be problems by using the new model.    She 

added that the Brevard County MPO Administrator stated that they do not have the 

resources to use the ABM due to the amount of data that it generates.    Mr. Amerson 

asked if the three Treasure Coast M/TPOs need to select the same model.  Ms. Beltran 

stated that it is a regional model and St. Lucie is the TPO which wishes to use the 

ABM.  She also stated that Martin is a small MPO and does not have the resources to 

pay for the extra costs that may be associated with using the ABM for the forecasting 

for the 2040 LRTP.  Mr. Amerson is aware of the effort involved in corrections of the 

last model and it may be wise to continue to use that model a bit more as people are 

familiar with it now.  Ms. Horowitz inquired as to the options since the MPO has 

already stated their decision.  Ms. Beltran clarified that Indian River MPO is leaning 

toward the Four Step Model as they too, are small, and the likelihood that in five years 

they will need to have the ABM to make a policy decision is doubtful.    Ms. Horowitz 

asked if the M/TPOs vote on which model to use?   Ms. Tanis stated that the scope 

states that this decision would be made at the workshop she mentioned earlier with 

everyone’s input.  Mr. Jones stated that Ms. Tanis is referring to a document in the 

Agenda which states that this is a work in progress and the scope of services for the 

consultant hired by the Department to do the validation, and the first task is to discuss 

the form of the model.  The consultant will take input from the M/TPOs as to what they 

expect of the model and then make a recommendation of the model to use.  Ms. Beltran 

noted that a consultant who could make more money recommending one model over 

the other, would probably recommend the more costly model.  Ms. Tanis stated that it 

would be FDOT on the hook for the consultant’s funds. Ms. Beltran stated FDOT 

would pay for the validation, but not the forecasting for the 2040 LRTP, the M/TPOs 

would have to do that.  It was clarified that the MPO Board has stated that if it comes to 

a vote, they have made their decision to go with the Four Step Model. 

 

7. COMMENTS FROM THE PUBLIC 

None. 

 

8. COMMENTS FROM FDOT 

None. 
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9. NOTES 

None. 

 

10. NEXT MEETING 

April 04, 2012 – Martin County Airport Maintenance Building Conference Room, 1895 Flying 

Fortress Way, Stuart, FL  

 

11. ADJOURN 

 

There was a motion to adjourn by Mr. Kellogg and a second by George Stokus.  

There was no discussion.  The motion was adjourned at 3:27 PM. 

 

Recorded and Prepared by: 

 
 

________________________________________   ________________________ 

Margaret H. Brassard, Administrative Specialist II   Date 
 

Approved by: 
 

 

________________________________________   _________________________ 

Sam Amerson, Acting TAC Chairman    Date 
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MARTIN METROPOLITAN PLANNING ORGANIZATION 

CITIZENS’ ADVISORY COMMITTEE MEETING 

Martin County Administration Building 

County Commission Chambers 

2401 SE Monterey Road 

Stuart, FL  34996 

(772) 221-1498 

www.martinmpo.com 

 

Wednesday, February 1, 2012 - 9:00 a.m. 
 

MINUTES 

1. CALL TO ORDER 

Sheila Kurtz, Chairman, called the meeting to order at 9:04 a.m. 

 

2. ROLL CALL  

Members in Attendance: 

Sheila Kurtz 

Amy Eason 

John Patteson 

Michael Houston (arrived at 9:10 A.M.) 

Trent Steele (arrived at 9:06 A.M.) 

Albert Zilg 

Kevin Trepanier, Ex-officio 

 

Members Excused: 

Joseph DeFronzo, Vice-Chair  

Alex Trovato 

 

Members Absent 

None 

 

Staff in Attendance: 

Beth Beltran, MPO Administrator 

Gavin Jones, Senior Planner 

Michael Malham, Planner II 

Margaret H. Brassard, Administrative Specialist II 

 

Others in Attendance: 

Patrick LaConte 

 

A quorum was present for this committee. 

 

 

 

 

 

http://www.martinmpo.com/
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3. APROVE AGENDA 

A motion to approve the agenda was made by Ms. Amy Eason.  The motion 

was seconded by Mr. John Patteson.  There were no objections.  The agenda 

was approved unanimously. 

 

Ms. Beltran stated that there is an extra agenda item which was requested by the 

Board of County Commissioners at the January 24, 2012, meeting.  She requested 

that this item be included as “Agenda Item B” after the Election of Officers and 

that the Agenda approval be amended to reflect same.  Mr. Patteson inquired if the 

elections could be tabled until a later date in hopes of a larger attendance, but he 

was advised that only two members were excused and three were vacant.  It was 

left to the pleasure of the committee how they wished to proceed with the 

elections, to which the committee chose to proceed with elections. 

 

The motion to approve the agenda was amended by the motioner to reflect the 

addition of Agenda Item B, SR 710 Big John Monahan Bridge, as requested 

by Ms. Beth Beltran.  Mr. Patteson amended his second to concur with the 

addition.  There were no additional discussions.  The amended motion was 

approved unanimously. 

 

4. APPROVE MINUTES 

A motion to approve the minutes was made by Ms. John Patteson, and 

seconded by Ms. Amy Eason.  There were no objections to the motion.  The 

Minutes were approved unanimously. 

 

5. COMMENTS FROM COMMITTEE MEMBERS 

 None. 

 

6. AGENDA ITEMS 

A. ANNUAL ELECTION OF OFFICERS 

MEMO:  temp12CACa01.01 

 

Ms. Beltran stated that the MPO Bylaws require that the election of officers shall 

take place at the first meeting of the calendar year.  The positions of Chair and 

Vice Chair, whose terms are for the period of one year, are up for election.   Ms. 

Shelia Kurtz volunteered to remain as the Chair, and Ms. Amy Eason volunteered 

as Vice Chair. 

 

Mr. Patteson made a motion to nominate the Chair to be Ms. Kurtz and Ms. 

Eason as Vice Chair.  The motion was seconded by Mr. Al Zilg.  The motion 

passed unanimously.  
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B. SR710 (Big John Monahan) Bridge 

MEMO:  XXXX 

 

Ms. Beltran stated that this item was requested by the Board of County 

Commissioners at the January 24, 2012, Board meeting.  It is concerning the SR 

710 Bridge in Indiantown, which is on the State’s Strategic Intermodal System 

(SIS).  This bridge is a high level replacement bridge over the St. Lucie C-44 

Canal (Okeechobee Waterway) and SR 76.  FDOT requested that this bridge 

widening project come before the MPO Board in September, 2011, for a 

Transportation Improvement Program (TIP) amendment requesting allocation of 

an additional $350,000 for right-of-way (ROW) acquisition.  The Senior Project 

Engineer of the design build (DB) firm advised the Board that this ROW 

acquisition would reduce the length of the bridge span for a project savings for 

FDOT of between $8 and $10 million.  In January, 2012 the Indiantown 

Neighborhood Advisory Committee (NAC) requested of FDOT that lighting on the 

bridge should be part of this project.  FDOT maintains the lighting on the SIS 

facilities in Martin County (I-95 the Florida Turnpike) and four bridges on the 

State Highway System (Ernest Lyons Bridge, Roosevelt Bridge, Palm City Bridge 

and Jensen Beach Causeway).   The BOCC sent a letter to FDOT requesting that 

lights be included as part of the SR 710 Bridge Project and they requested that this 

item proceed through the MPO Process.  FDOT responded to the Indiantown NAC 

stating that they were not going to provide lights on the bridge as there were no 

safety concerns according to the lighting justification study conducted.  FDOT did 

state that they were providing pedestrian lighting and pedestals on the bridge to 

allow for future lighting.  Staff recommends the committee's recommendation to 

the MPO Board to send a letter to the legislative delegation requesting FDOT 

provide, install and maintain lights on the SR 710 Bridge as part of the widening 

project.  Mr. John Patteson asked for clarification of the lights in the barrier walls 

and what are the plans for the current illumination.  Ms. Beltran stated that 

currently, only pedestrian lights are planned for the barrier wall, which is the wall 

between the traffic and the pedestrian walkway, there are no overhead lights 

planned.  The NAC would like overhead lights to illuminate the roadway over the 

bridge.  Ms. Beltran stated that there is high pedestrian and cycling traffic in the 

Indiantown area.   Mr. Patteson stated that he resides in the Indiantown area and is 

aware of the high volume of bicycle traffic. He stated that if bicyclers didn’t have 

room or were not allowed to use the pedestrian walkway on the bridge that would 

put them on the roadway.  He asked if there will be bike lanes, and if so, lighting 

would be needed.   Mr. Patteson stated that if the bridge was poorly illuminated, a 

car crossing in the dark could have difficulty seeing a disabled vehicle with no 

lights, creating a safety hazard. He stated that he was in accord with the NAC’s 

desire to have FDOT install lights on the bridge plus he would like to see a layout 

of the surface of the bridge to see if there will be bike lanes.  Mr. Malham stated 

that State regulation mandates that bike lanes be installed as it is an SIS facility.  

Mr. Patteson stated that if there are bike lanes, that some form of roadway lighting 
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would be imperative.  He stated that FDOT should revisit this project and the 

safety report, to justify why they deem that lights are not necessary on the bridge.   

Ms. Eason added that the point here is that FDOT is designing the bridge for future 

lighting, so it sounds like it is more of a “money” issue.  Mr. Houston added that if 

FDOT is already saving $8 to $10 million from the ROW acquisition, that those 

funds should be used to eliminate this safety hazard and install lighting.  Ms. 

Eason suggested that the reason the committee is getting this now is that FDOT is 

trying to push this into the funding cycle for the Legislature. 

 

Mr. Houston stated that if the NAC were requesting ornamental lighting on the 

bridge that could be an issue, as it could be costly.  Mr. Patteson stated that there is 

nothing showing what type of lighting the NAC is requesting.  He said that this 

committee needs additional information and more discussion as to the proposed 

and future uses of the lighting. 

 

Mr. John Patteson made a motion to recommend that the Metropolitan Policy 

Organization (MPO) Board send a letter of concurrence to the Florida 

Department of Transportation (FDOT), with a copy to the Florida Legislative 

Delegation, agreeing with the requests of the Indiantown Neighborhood 

Advisory Committee (NAC) and the Martin County Board of County 

Commissioners (BOCC), requesting roadway lighting on the John 

Monahan/Highway 710 Bridge.  This motion was amended to include that this 

committee and the MPO Board should receive a copy of FDOT’s Safety 

Survey Report at the next scheduled meeting.  This report should indicate 

FDOT’s justification that roadway lights are not needed on the bridge at this 

time; the design of the roadway surface to see if bike lanes are included; what 

type of lighting is currently designed for the bridge, the type of lighting being 

requested by the NAC and what are the proposed future designs for lighting 

of the bridge, as adequate lighting is imperative to the safety of cyclists or a 

disabled vehicle on the bridge.   This motion was seconded by Mr. Michael 

Houston.  There were no objections to this motion.  The motion passed 

unanimously.   

 

Ms. Beltran stated that she would find out the desired lighting selection requested. 

 

C. BICYCLE AND PEDESTRIAN ACTION PLAN 

MEMO:  temp12CACa01.02 

 

Ms. Beltran introduced  Mr. Malham, Planner II with the MPO, who presented the 

draft Action Plan at the Joint Advisory Committee meeting in November, the MPO 

Board in December, to the CRA, and the Parks and Recreation Advisory Board.  

Mr. Malham stated that he has made some changes in the Action Plan to 

incorporate the input gleaned from these organizations.  He stated that he is 

requesting an endorsement from this committee for the Plan.  Mr. Malham 

addressed the highlights of the Action Plan, the positive impacts of cycling and 

walking, the conceptual projects, the implementation strategies and the next steps 
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to be taken.  Mr. Malham discussed the top 20 projects and many connectivity 

gaps which the Plan hopes to fill.  He advised that he plans to present the Final 

Draft to the MPO Board on February 20, 2012.   

 

Ms. Eason requested clarification on Appendix A which addressed the fatalities by 

age from 2006-2010.  Mr. Malham advised that those are five year totals using the 

same population figure, showing bicycle fatalities/injuries or pedestrian 

fatalities/injuries and the percentage.  Mr. Patteson asked if there was a connection 

between where the most accidents occurred and the priority to build a bicycle path.  

Mr. Malham advised that criteria of that nature were factored in during the Project 

Feasibility Scoring.  Mr. Patteson advised that there are different types of bicyclist 

in this community, those who use the on-road facilities and those who will only 

use the sidewalks and multimodal paths.  Mr. Malham advised that more 

information is available now, but this information was obtained using the 2010 

Census as it is the most comprehensive in terms of solid numbers which have 

already been tallied up in demographics and various categories.  Safety was 

factored in also when scoring the projects. 

 

Mr. Trent Steele asked if the County has considered sponsorship of bicycle paths 

in an attempt to raise funds for the projects.  Mr. Malham advised that an Adopt a 

Path Program is one of the strategies.  BPAC has discussed having some of the 

local bicycle clubs take an active role in that form of funding, which is included in 

the Goals, Objectives and Strategies.  Mr. Steele asked if there could be a more 

intensive fund raiser, such as paying to permanently have the path named after you 

and you provide any repairs or improvements to the path.  Someone else could be 

the sponsor to keep it clean and clear for an annual fee.   A family may want to 

sponsor a path as a memorial to a rider.  Mr. Malham agreed that it would be a 

good idea and he will bring this to the BPAC.  Mr. Steele inquired if there were 

any abandoned railroad tracks.  Mr. Patteson advised that there are some in 

Allapattah.  Mr. Malham noted the Rails to Trails Project.  Mr. Patteson suggested 

that Mr. Malham contact the Head Ranger, Mark Nelson, from Jonathan 

Dickenson State Park, to get information about mountain bike trails in Oleta State 

Park in North Miami.  That could be a huge draw for people with a lot less 

infrastructure required.  Mr. Houston stated that the State is preparing to do 

management plans on Allapattah and Seabranch Parks.  They have discussed soft 

trails in those areas.  Mr. Malham stated that they will look into it, as he is 

supposed to be on the mailing lists of the Park Management Plans.  There is a 

project in the planning stages in Seabranch.  Mr. Malham advised that the Treasure 

Coast Regional Planning Council is working with Palm Beach to get a regional 

bike/ped/greenways started which they hope will run in all of South Florida.  

   

A motion to recommend this Final Draft Bicycle and Pedestrian Action Plan 

to the MPO for approval was made by Mr. Steele.  The motion was seconded 

by Mr. Zilg.   
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Mr. Patteson asked what the impact would be on approving this Action Plan.  Mr. 

Malham clarified that the approval would be to the Vision, the Strategies, the 

Goals and Objections, and the Conceptual Projects.  Mr. Patteson asked Mr. 

Malham if this information was based on office research or if he has field 

observations to look at existing facilities and markets where they have made these 

on road projects as in Dade County, Key Biscayne, and Cocoanut Grove to name a 

few.  Mr. Malham stated that this is based on office research.  Mr. Patteson 

suggested that he should go to some of these areas as he may learn of ways to and 

how to proceed, as these communities have already been where Martin is now.  

Martin could benefit greatly from their mistakes and successes.    

    

Mr. Houston wanted to see if there were any measureable standards which could 

be brought to the committee to show increase of bicycling.  Mr. Malham stated 

that the information being used is the American Community Survey which is from 

the 2010 Census, this information is compiled every three to five years.  Short of 

the  National Transit Survey which is completed every ten years, which has the 

best information, but we haven’t been able to get it.  We are putting together a 

travel survey to learn where people want to go in an effort to better serve them and 

establish targets for future infrastructure planning. 

 

Ms. Eason asked if they could get a bicyclist study the same way they obtain 

traffic studies.  Mr. Malham stated that a bicycle study is being performed in 

Indiantown by FDOT.  Ms. Eason asked if this could be incorporated by the 

County to count bicycles and pedestrians when they perform the traffic counts.  

Mr. Patteson wants to have better details of the bicycle injuries, time of day, was 

intoxication a factor, the location, was the cyclists doing something they shouldn’t 

have been doing?  Mr. Malham stated that the Sheriffs’ Department does have an 

accident report that lists all traffic collisions involving bicycles and pedestrians.  It 

is in the strategies to review that report every two years.  

 

Ms. Kurtz asked if the motion which was on the floor to recommend this Final 

Draft Bicycle and Pedestrian Action Plan to the MPO for approval was sufficient 

or if the additional information (further expansion of staff research for other 

communities solving similar bicycle and pedestrian issues for the next update, to 

investigate the possibility of having a bicycle and pedestrian traffic count and to 

investigate reasons for accidents for both fatalities and injuries) was needed.  After 

discussion, Ms. Kurtz stated that the motion was being approved and amended to 

include the additional items aforementioned and should be presented to the 

committee at the next update. 

 

The motion on the floor to recommend this Final Draft Bicycle and Pedestrian 

Action Plan to the MPO for approval was made and amended to include the 

following additional information at the next update: encourage expansion of 

staff’s research of other communities solving similar bicycle and pedestrian 

issues, to investigate the possibility of having a bicycle and pedestrian traffic 

count, and to investigate reasons for accidents involving both fatalities and 
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injuries, by Mr. Steele.  The motion with the amendment was seconded by Mr. 

Zilg.    The motion passed unanimously. 

 

D. CONGESTION MANAGEMENT PROCESS (CMP) 

UPDATE 2011 – FINAL REPORT 

MEMO:  temp12CACa01.03  

 

Ms. Beltran stated that this is the Congestion Management Process (CMP) Final 

Report.  The draft was presented to this committee at the November Joint Advisory 

Committee Meeting.  Mr. Gavin Jones, Senior Planner of the MPO, is here to 

present Tier One of the Final Report and advise of any changes which were made 

from the Draft version.  AECOM is here to also address updates since the 

presentation of the Draft Report.  Mr. Jones presented handouts which contained 

the pages that were amended but the summary of all changes are in the Executive 

Summary. (See Handout)  Mr. Zilg asked why the congestion is based East to 

West, why not North and South.  Mr. Jones stated that the road segment in the 

study is an East to West roadway, and it becomes congested one way in the 

morning and the other way in the afternoon.  Mr. Zilg asked about the congestion 

on U. S. 1, Mr. Jones advised that U. S. 1 was not the subject of this study.  The 

introduction in the report depicts the process used in selecting this segment for the 

study.  U. S. 1 will be a part of a corridor study at a later date to investigate what 

can be done as it has reached maximum expansion and traffic management 

systems are already in place.  This segment was chosen because it is congested and 

it is not scheduled for any form of major improvement until approximately 2030 in 

the Long Range Transportation Plan (LRTP). 

 

Ms. Kurtz inquired, with districts being divided differently and with St. Lucie 

pulling Palm City in their direction and Stuart being pulled in another area, with 

Martin Downs being the dividing line, how will that effect something like this, 

when you are looking for input.  Aren’t you going to have to include those other 

areas that are pulling Martin apart?   Ms. Beltran advised that the re-districting 

regards a political standpoint for the Legislature which is different from the CMP 

of the Martin County Planning Area.  Ms. Kurtz stated that money is political and 

funding is political and which road or bridge gets done first will need to be taken 

into consideration.  Mr. Jones stated that the funds have been programmed through 

the MPO because it is based on the urbanized area boundary and funds are based 

on the population in the urbanized area.  Mr. Patrick LeConte stated that it also 

will not affect the traveling public trends.  Ms. Kurtz stated when the MSA 

[Urbanized Area – UZA] changed a few years ago, Martin was pulled into a 

formula and in order to get Federal funds, the communities had to have a 

population of 200,000 and above, and without that, the funds would not be issued.  

Ms. Kurtz said that she is concerned that this could affect funding this project.    

Ms. Kurtz stated that she reviewed the MSA [UZA] and the people who write 

reports like this are hired from outside of the area and they don’t understand Stuart 

or Palm City.  They look at the numbers from the University of Florida Census 

Report and other reports claiming that Port St. Lucie is just like Stuart, while it is 
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not.  People involved in development of these feasibly studies, do not have a real 

picture of the area. Ms. Beltran stated that this project could have been affected by 

the Transportation Bill filed by the State DOT, requesting only one List of Project 

Priorities (LOPP) per UZA.  Since Martin is in the St. Lucie UZA, there would 

only be one LOPP.  However, at the MPOAC meeting last week in Tallahassee, 

the FDOT representative stated that language regarding only one LOPP per UZA 

was going to be pulled from the Transportation Bill, which would address Ms. 

Kurtz’s concerns. 

 

Mr. Patteson addressed turning lanes or lack thereof, on SR 714 which causes 

congestion.  Mr. Jones stated that turning lanes are among some of the 

recommendations for congestion relief in the corridor, but it will be up to the 

Board of County Commissioners (BOCC) as to whether or not funds will be used 

to implement them or not.  Some recommendations are purely improved 

signalization, and already being implemented.  The additional lanes recommended 

will cost money and a study was performed to quantify the cost of congestion 

delay and not making the improvements, that is the basis of this report.  Mr. 

Patteson asked when widening of SR 714 was planned.  Mr. Jones stated that it 

was not going to be financially feasible to widening this corridor until 2030 which 

was why SR 714 was selected for this study.  Mr. Jones stated that he is seeking 

endorsement of this Final Draft which will be reviewed by the TAC this afternoon 

and presented to the MPO Board on February 20
th

. 

 

Ms. Eason advised the committee that she would have to abstain from this vote. 

 

The motion to approve the CMP Final Report and to be presented to the 

MPO Policy Board at the February 20, 2012 meeting was made by Mr. John 

Patteson.  Mr. Trent Steele provided a second to the motion.  The vote was 

called.  The motion passed unanimously, with one abstention.  

 

Mr. Trent Steele left at 10:33 am. 

Mr. Michael Houston left at 10:34 am. 

 

E. PUBLIC INVOLVEMENT PLAN ANNUAL REPORT 

MEMO:  temp12CACa01.04 

 

Ms. Beltran advised that the Public Involvement Plan (PIP) was approved by the 

MPO Board in 2009. There have been two annual reports since that time, and Mr. 

Michael Malham will present the 2011 update.  Mr. Malham advised that this is 

the MPO staff’s annual report to measurably review and document the public 

involvement with the transportation planning process.   Staff’s efforts have 

exceeded the metrics originally scheduled for this project.  The goal of the PIP is 

to measure the amount of information disseminated, presented or received, to or 

from other organizations, agencies and the public.  The committees to the MPO 

have approximately 82% position retention.  The Bicycle, Pedestrian Advisory 

Committee (BPAC) is one member shy of capacity, the Citizen’s Advisory 
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Committee (CAC) currently has three vacancies due to recent resignations, and 

staff has been actively soliciting new members.  Martin County has a lot of people 

who wish to participate in these roles.  The advisory committees receive their 

agendas seven days prior to meetings which is timely, and staff coordinates with 

Palm Beach and St. Lucie County’s staff on a regular basis.  Recommendations 

offered by the committees are taken to the MPO for final decisions; Objective two 

analyzes the outreach portion which covers surveys and events, one of which is the 

Build-A-Bike event; staff worked with the CRA on the Indiantown charette which 

was an unsuccessful attempt for a TIGER 3 Grant; staff advertises all meetings on 

the website, in the newspaper and online, all meetings are public, and held in 

locations of public access, all documents are searchable so that the vision impaired 

can also access them.  Major documents [i.e. Transportation Improvement Program 

(TIP) and PIP] are displayed for 45 days of public review in six libraries 

throughout the county.  The final section on engaging the public is the new and 

enhanced website, which is updated regularly with meetings and hearings, there 

are website surveys, calendars and under the Projects tab you can submit ideas to 

the MPO.  Advertising in the local newspaper is done monthly, and Public Service 

Announcements (PSAs) are also being used by BPAC. 

 

Mr. Zilg inquired about media involvement, publishing the meeting notices in the 

newspaper.  Mr. Malham stated that the meeting notices are published monthly but 

the MPO will be creating more television PSAs to discuss bicycle safety 

information, gathering and creating ideas for the call for projects.   

 

A motion to approve the Public Involvement Plan Annual Report as presented 

was made by Ms. Eason.  The motion was seconded by Mr. Patteson.  There 

was no additional discussion.  The motion passed unanimously. 

 

F. TREASURE COAST REGIONAL PLANNING MODEL (TCRPM) 4.0  

MEMORANDUM OF UNDERSTANDING (MOU) 

MEMO:  temp12CACa01.05 

 

Ms. Beltran stated that this will be the model that will be used for the upcoming 

2040 Regional Long Range Transportation Plan (RLRTP) update which will be 

presented by Mr. Jones.  Mr. Jones stated that Martin’s RLRTP Model includes 

three counties and is a representation of land use networks and trips which are 

generated by a representation of land use patterns, both residential and 

commercial.  The LRTP was only adopted a year ago and FDOT has initiated the 

process of developing the next model to be used for the next update forecasting to 

2040.  That model will need validation to the 2010 conditions, involving building a 

representation of the road as it existed in 2010, providing a simulation of the land 

use for that time period, for both residential and commercial properties to compare 

simulated volumes which come from that model with the actual traffic counts 

taken in 2010.  FDOT has said that it will take approximately $450,000 to perform 

this task.  The last three validations and updates have been fully funded by FDOT 

as they use the models for their own forecasting, project development and 
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environmental studies.  After which they provide the validated models to the 

Treasure Coast M/TPOs.  FDOT is soliciting financial participation of $50,000 

from the three M/TPOs which will be making use of the model upon their 

completion.  These funds will be spread over the fiscal years 2012-13/14.  In return 

for the financial participation they are offering a partnership for the M/TPO staff, 

both in the selection of the consultant and in reviewing the data accuracy provided 

for the model.  FDOT has to issue a Note to Receive by June, 2012, and to have 

the validation work completed by the end of 2013, providing the M/TPOs 24 

months of forecast work through the 2040 LRTP Update.  The Memorandum of 

Understanding (MOU) delineates the participation by the three M/TPO staff in this 

process.  The commitment of the $50,000 is the first part of the adoption of the 

Unified Planning Work Program (UPWP) later this spring.  However, the DOT 

wanted this preliminary notice to the M/TPOs to insure the MOU language was 

universally agreeable.  One issue is what the Model form should be, and the MPO 

Board has previously directed staff to use the existing Four Step Model.   The 

Martin MPO Policy Board stated that they do not chose to use the Activity Based 

Model (ABM) as it is new, untested, and though you may be able to answer 

questions not available using the Four Step Model, the extra amount of effort and 

cost of usage is still unknown.  The financial investment of the M/TPOs is limited 

to the $50,000 regardless of the Model used, so any addition costs in the validation 

process will be absorbed by FDOT.  There is no estimate as to the cost for the 

contract to date, issues occurred during the implementation of the contract are 

complex, but the uncertainty, the risk and cost to complete the validation will be 

solely absorbed by FDOT.  The MPO Board signaled their financial participation 

with the caveat of using the existing Four Step Model.  Ms. Kurtz stated that since 

there will be four partners in the contract what will be the trigger involving 

funding, concurrence or permitting which the parties will be looking into. Mr. 

Jones assured the committee that funding issues are solid, the M/TPOs are limited 

to $50,000 through the completion of the validation, as stated in the MOU.  Mr. 

Patteson asked if the model is a computer program, and what types of parameters 

can be used.  Can information from a Development of Regional Impact (DRI) 

developer be plugged in producing an unbiased open relation as to the impact of 

the roadways.  Mr. Jones stated that it is a computerized simulation of the major 

road network, and yes, the applicants of the DRI process pay for the simulation as 

they use the model in determining the proposed location, connect it to the road 

network and roughly the way the driveways will feed traffic to and from the 

development, and the model simulates the total traffic volume or focus strictly on 

the traffic going in or out of that particular project.   This demonstrates how much 

of their project’s traffic will be on which roads.  Mr. Patteson inquired how often 

this service can be used by staff.  Mr. Jones stated that there is no use limitation. 

He stated that the consultants to FDOT and with Martin’s participation will 

validate the 2010 model and turned over to the M/TPOs for the forecasting work.  

At that point, a decision will have to be made, as what’s on the ground today is 

known, but a prediction as to what will be on the ground in 2040 will be needed.  

Mr. Jones said that you would need to start with the countywide population 

forecasts, and then determine where the populous will be residing and work from 
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that respect.  Mr. Patteson noted if developers have to pay for time, is that for staff 

time?   Mr. Jones stated that an applicant who wants to develop a DRI will pay a 

consultant to develop the traffic analysis, and they will be using the same as 

Martin’s model so everyone is using the same information.  He stated that Martin 

will receive the model from the State DOT, and the distribution of project trips is 

subject to negotiation early on in the process, so the consultants don’t move 

forward with their projects until the distribution is nailed down. Mr. Jones stated 

that all reviewing agencies have to sign off on it, because of intersection analysis 

and the distribution list is not revisited once approved.  Mr. Jones said you would 

need to know where in an area in the county, people would be going and coming 

from, and the model is the best way to determine it.  He stated that there also is 

oversight as to what gets plugged in. Mr. Jones clarified that the cost of using this 

model is born by the agencies, the applicant pays the consultant to produce the 

work and the agencies spend staff time to review the work.   Mr. Jones stated that 

Martin will be using a simulation program which is  produced by Citilabs, the 

software operational shell is “Cube” and the simulation engine is called voyager.  

Ms. Eason stated that there were a lot of issues after the 2035 plan and she has 

asked that everyone review the prior minutes as there were a lot of discussions on 

the model.  Ms. Beltran stated that was the reason why Martin wants to be a part of 

the validation process this time and why the Board and County Engineering staff 

has been concerned about the new ABM.  She advised that so many staff members 

remember the work on the 2035 Plan and that they wanted to stick with a program 

that has been tested.  Mr. Jones advised that Palm Beach, Broward and Dade are 

going to be using the ABM, we can observe how well they like it, and maybe 

review it prior to the next RLRTP in five years.  The ABM answers questions that 

are really not pressing in Martin. It’s more about seeking results to congestion with 

maximum capacity build out, with signalization already applied.  The ABM 

facilitates beginning to investigate introduction of congestion pricing, promoting 

telecommuting, changing parking laws in different areas, and whatever can be 

done next.  Martin does not have those issues and the Four Step Model is an 

appropriate tool for making the decisions for the 2040 Plan.  Ms. Eason stated that 

they utilized the information from the 2010 Plan and it was good assistance in their 

planning.  Mr. Jones stated that a Census year is always a good time to use that 

information as it’s more current, the in-between years are the least reliable as you 

are validating to a year for which you don’t have an accurate count.   Mr. Patteson 

asked if this model took into consideration the economic conditions.   Are different 

perimeters used and when the economy changes drastically as it has in the recent 

past?  Mr. Jones stated that the consultant performing the validation should be 

mindful when simulating 2010 conditions that they look at the things that would be 

affected during a recession.  Buried in the model is how many work trips come out 

of this household daily, if you were using pre-recession figures you’d wind up with 

more work trips than were around in 2010, then you can use that for forecasting.   

By sticking with the industry averages, you can get base information, but there are 

too many factors that could affect the outcome so remaining middle of the road is 

best.  If you miss the land use by 50,000 homes, that could be a bigger impact than 

the amount of traffic. Mr. Jones stated that this will be a work in progress.   
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7. COMMENTS FROM THE PUBLIC 

 None. 

 

8. COMMENTS FROM FDOT 

 None. 

 

9. NOTES 

 None. 

  

10. NEXT MEETING 

 April 04, 2012  

 

11. ADJOURN 

A motion to adjourn was made by Mr. Patteson and Seconded by Ms. 

Eason.  The meeting was adjourned at 10:58 AM   

 

Recorded and Prepared by: 
 

 

 

______________________________________________  ________________________ 

Margaret H. Brassard, Administrative Specialist II   Date 

 

 

Approved by: 
 

 

 

_______________________________________________  _________________________ 

Shelia Kurtz, Chair       Date  
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 85 
 86 
Creation of the MPO is for the purpose of implementing Title 23, United States Code, Section 134, and 87 
Title 49, United States Code, Sections 1602, 1603, and 1604, and Title 23, Code of Federal Regulations, 88 
part 450, and Chapter 339.175, Florida Statutes.  The MPO is created to work in cooperation with the 89 
Florida Department of Transportation (FDOT), the Federal Highway Administration (FHWA), the 90 
Federal Transit Administration (FTA), and local participating governments. 91 
 92 
1 DESCRIPTION OF ORGANIZATION  93 
 94 
1.01 THE AGENCY 95 
 96 
The Martin Metropolitan Planning Organization, hereinafter referred to as MPO, is created pursuant to 97 
Florida Statute 339.175, and will operate under an Interlocal Agreement, dated July 18, 2006, authorized 98 
under Chapter 163, Florida Statutes.  The parties to the Interlocal Agreement are the Martin County 99 
Board of County Commissioners, City of Stuart, Town of Sewall’s Point, the St. Lucie MPO and Florida 100 
Department of Transportation. 101 
 102 
1.02 COMPOSITION OF THE  MPO 103 
 104 
A. Composition  105 
 106 
 (1)     The Martin MPO is the primary agency responsible for transportation planning in of 107 
Martin County.  The MPO consists of seven elected officials who are voting members representing 108 
three local governments and four Ex-Officio (non-voting) members representing the FDOT (1), St. 109 
Lucie MPO (2), and Indiantown (1).  The representative from Indiantown must reside and own property 110 
within that area designated by Martin County as the Indiantown Community Redevelopment Area 111 
(CRA).  The MPO is a planning and policy-making body with the power to develop and adopt plans and 112 
to program improvements to the transportation system for facilities receiving state or federal funds.  113 
The MPO voting membership is as shown below. 114 

 115 
   Martin County Commission   (4) 116 
   City of Stuart    (2) 117 
   Town of Sewall’s Point  (1) 118 
 119 
 (2) Officers – A Chairman and Vice Chairman shall be elected at the first meeting of the 120 
calendar year.  The Chairman and Vice Chairman shall serve for a period of one year or until a successor 121 
is elected and shall be voting members. 122 
 123 
 (3) Chairman – The Chairman shall call and preside at all meetings.  The Vice Chairman 124 
shall serve as Chairman in the absence of the Chairman.  In the absence of both the Chairman and Vice-125 
Chairman, the voting members of the MPO that are present, if comprising a quorum, shall elect a voting 126 
member to serve as Chairman for the meeting or until the Chairman or Vice-Chairman are present. 127 
 128 
  129 
 (4) Minutes – The staff of the MPO shall maintain the minutes and other records.  The 130 
minutes shall accurately reflect the proceedings. 131 
 132 
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 (5) Quorum – At least four of the voting members of the MPO must be present for the MPO 133 
to conduct business. 134 
 135 
B. Alternate Membership 136 
 137 
 (1) If desired, an MPO member governmental entity may appoint, by action taken at an 138 
official meeting of the governmental entity, an alternate for one or more of its appointed MPO 139 
members. 140 
 141 
  (a) The alternate member must be an elected official and serve the same 142 
governmental entity or area that the regular member serves as defined in 339.175(3)(a), Florida 143 
Statutes. 144 
 145 
  (b) An alternate voting member’s term shall be for not longer than the term of the 146 
voting member he or she represents as defined in 339.175(3)(b), Florida Statutes. 147 

 148 
(2)        The member governmental entity shall notify the MPO Chairman in writing that the 149 

appointed individual may act as an alternate member in accordance with 339.175(3)(a), Florida Statutes, 150 
if the regular member cannot attend a meeting.  A copy of the governmental entity’s minutes of the 151 
meeting when the alternate member was appointed shall accompany this written notification. 152 
 153 
C. Conduct of Business  154 

 155 
(1)        Robert’s Rules of Order most recent edition shall govern all MPO meetings and 156 

hearings. 157 
 158 

D. Treasure Coast Transportation Council  159 
 160 
 (1) The Chairman and Vice Chairman of the MPO shall represent the Martin MPO on the 161 
Treasure Coast Transportation Council (TCTC). 162 
 163 
 (2) The TCTC shall meet for the purposes stated in its governing agreement, as amended, as 164 
frequently as needed to approve regional project funding and associated planning activities but no less 165 
than twice per year. 166 
 167 

(3) Meetings of the TCTC shall be hosted by the Martin, St. Lucie and Indian River MPOs 168 
on a rotation basis. 169 

 170 
 171 
 172 
 173 
 174 

175 
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1.03 COMMITTEES   176 
  177 
A. Standing Committees  178 
 179 
 (1) There are hereby created three standing committees, which shall be advisory committees 180 
to the governing board of the MPO.  These advisory committees are the Technical Advisory Committee 181 
(TAC), Bicycle and Pedestrian Advisory Committee (BPAC), the Citizens Advisory Committee (CAC), 182 
and the Regional Advisory Committee (RAC).    183 
 184 
B. Operation  185 
 186 
 (1) Committee Members having three consecutive absences in succession or four absences in 187 
the previous 12 months, unexcused by the Chair, will require a replacement or reappointment by the 188 
MPO, except as noted below.  The active roster shall be comprised of committee members who have not 189 
had three consecutive absences in succession or four absences in the previous 12 months. 190 
  (a) For the Citizens Advisory Committee and the Bicycle and Pedestrian Advisory 191 
Committee, seasonal residents may serve any resident appointment.  Seasonal residents, if so declared 192 
upon their appointment, shall be required to attend at least five meetings per year between September 193 
and May. 194 
 195 
 (2) Officers – A Chairman and Vice Chairman shall be elected at the first meeting of the 196 
Calendar year.  The Chairman and Vice Chairman shall serve for a period of one year or until a 197 
successor is elected and shall be voting members. 198 
 199 
 (3) Chairman – The Chairman shall call and preside at all meetings.  The Vice Chairman 200 
shall serve as Chairman in the absence of the Chairman. 201 
 202 
 (4) Minutes – The staff of the MPO shall maintain the minutes and other records.  The 203 
minutes shall accurately reflect the proceedings. 204 
 205 
 (5) Quorum – A majority of the TAC voting members on the active roster must be present 206 
for the Technical Advisory Committee to conduct business.  A majority of the CAC or BPAC members 207 
on the active roster at the time of the respective meeting must be present for the CAC or BPAC to 208 
conduct business. 209 
 210 
C. Composition and Duties:  211 
 212 
 (1) The Technical Advisory Committee – The responsibility of the Technical Advisory 213 
Committee, hereinafter referred to as the TAC, shall be to serve the MPO in an advisory capacity on 214 
technical matters, including promoting communication among members, promoting coordination of 215 
transportation planning and programming, reviewing technical sufficiency, accuracy, and completeness 216 
of appropriate studies, making priority recommendations for transportation plans and program 217 
implementation, and providing technical responses on other transportation planning issues. 218 
 219 
The TAC shall be composed of 14 voting members and an undesignated number of non-voting 220 
members.  The voting member sponsoring agencies are as listed below. 221 
 222 
1. Martin County  Engineering 223 
2. Martin County Growth Management 224 
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3. City of Stuart Planning 225 
4. City of Stuart Public Works 226 
5. Town of Sewall’s Point 227 
6. Town of Ocean Breeze Park 228 
7. Town of Jupiter Island 229 
8. Witham Airport Management 230 
9. Council on Aging of Martin CountyPublic Transit Provider 231 
10. Florida Department of Environmental Protection 232 
11.  Treasure Coast Regional Planning Council 233 
12. Florida Department of Transportation District IV Planning and Environmental Manager 234 
13. Florida Department of Transportation District IV Office of Modal Development Manager  235 
14. Transportation Director – Martin County School Board 236 
 237 
Each TAC voting member may designate in writing an alternate or alternates from the same sponsoring 238 
agency to serve as a replacement in his/her absence.  The TAC shall meet monthly or as needed to 239 
provide review of all technical matters prior to MPO action. 240 
 241 
 (2) The Citizens Advisory Committee (CAC) – The function of the Citizens Advisory 242 
Committee is to provide public involvement and input to the MPO.  It is referred to as the CAC and 243 
advises the MPO by reviewing, reacting to, and providing comment on transportation planning issues 244 
and needs.  The CAC shall consist of 11 voting members appointed by the MPO. 245 
 246 
Membership shall be eight citizens residing in the following areas. 247 
 248 
∗   5 – Unincorporated Martin County – appointed one by each Martin County Commissioner 249 
∗   1 – City of Stuart – appointed by the City of Stuart Commission 250 
∗   1 – Town of Sewall’s Point – appointed by the Town of Sewall’s Point Commission 251 
∗   1 – Town of Jupiter Island – appointed by the Jupiter Island Commission 252 
∗   3 – Citizens at large, including a minimum of one disabled citizen and one racial minority  253 
            citizen appointed by the MPO. 254 
 255 
All CAC members must reside within Martin County jurisdictional boundaries. 256 
 257 
The CAC shall meet every other monthly or as needed to provide public input on all matters prior to 258 
MPO action. 259 
 260 
 (3) The Bicycle and Pedestrian Advisory Committee (BPAC) – The function of the 261 
Bicycle and Pedestrian Advisory Committee is to provide public involvement and input to the MPO on 262 
all bicycle and pedestrian issues and advise the MPO by reviewing, reacting to, and providing comment 263 
on transportation planning issues and needs related to bicycle and pedestrian issues.  The BPAC shall 264 
consist of 15 voting members appointed as follows. 265 
Each member of the MPO Policy Board shall appoint one citizen. 266 
 267 
The MPO Staff Director or his/her designee, shall appoint eight citizens representing bicycle and 268 
pedestrian interests and selected from representative groups such as those listed below. 269 
 270 
 271 
5     Representatives – Appointed by their district commissioners 272 
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2     Representatives – Appointed by the City of Stuart Commission 273 
1     Representative – Appointed by the Town of Sewall’s Point 274 
7     Representatives – Appointed by the MPO Administrator with the intent of representing individuals       275 

with disabilities, merchants, the county parks and recreation department, the bicycling community, 276 
the elderly, neighborhood and homeowner associations, and a parent of a school child. 277 

3     Non-voting members representing the Martin County Sheriff’s Office, the City of Stuart Police 278 
Department, the Town of Sewall’s Point Police Department, or FDOT 279 

 280 
BPAC members must reside within the Martin County Metropolitan Planning Area boundaries. 281 
 282 
The BPAC shall meet every other month or as needed to provide public input on all pedestrian and 283 
bicycle matters prior to MPO action. 284 
 285 
 (4) The Regional Advisory Committee (RAC) – The function of the Regional Advisory 286 
Committee is to provide technical and citizen input on regional transportation planning activities related 287 
to regional plan amendment activities and regional project prioritization and funding activities.   288 
 289 
Four members from the Martin MPO Advisory Committees shall be appointed by the MPO Policy 290 
Board as follows: 291 
 292 
 2 Representatives – Martin Technical Advisory Committee 293 
 1 Representative – Martin Citizens’ Advisory Committee 294 
 1 Representative – Martin Local Coordinating Board for the Transportation    295 
         Disadvantaged 296 
 297 
Similar representation from the St. Lucie and Indian River MPO advisory committees shall be each 298 
represented on the RAC.  In addition, the Florida Department of Transportation shall have two 299 
representatives; the Treasure Coast Regional Planning Council shall have one representative.  The RAC 300 
consists of a total of 15 members. 301 
 302 
The RAC would be scheduled to meet prior to any Treasure Coast Transportation Council Meetings.  303 
These meetings shall be hosted by the three MPOs on a rotation basis. 304 
 305 
D. Temporary Ad Hoc Subcommittees 306 
 307 
 (1) Temporary ad hoc committees may be appointed by the MPO or standing committee 308 
chairpersons as required by MPO planning activities. 309 
 310 
 311 
1.04 PUBLIC INFORMATION ON THE MPO 312 
 313 
All public records of the MPO are open for inspection and examination at the office of the MPO, Martin 314 
County Administration Building, 2nd Floor, 2401 SE Monterey Road, Stuart, Florida, 34996, between 315 
the hours of 8:30 A.M. to 5:00 P.M. during regular business hours.  316 
 317 
1.05 PUBLIC ACCESS TO MEETINGS AND WORKSHOPS 318 
 319 
All meetings, workshops and proceedings shall be open to the public. 320 
 321 
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Persons with a disability who need any accommodation to participate in any MPO proceeding are 322 
entitled, at no cost, to the provision of certain assistance.  Assistance for disabled persons may be 323 
arranged by contacting the County Administrator’s Office at (772) 288-5420 , or in writing to 2401 S.E. 324 
Monterey Road, Stuart, FL 34996, no later than three days before the applicable MPO proceeding.  325 
Hearing impaired persons may call (772) 288-5940 to request assistance. 326 
 327 
1.06 RIGHTS OF REVIEW 328 
 329 
The FDOT, FHWA, and the FTA shall have the rights of technical review and comment on MPO 330 
projects. 331 
 332 
If any person decides to appeal any decision made with respect to any matter considered at the meetings 333 
or hearings of any board, committee, agency, council or advisory group, that person will need a record 334 
of proceedings and, for such purpose, may need to insure that a verbatim record of the proceedings is 335 
made, which record should include testimony and evidence upon which the appeal is to be based. 336 
 337 
2 AGENDA AND SCHEDULING – Meetings and Workshops  338 
 339 
2.01 NOTICE OF MEETINGS AND WORKSHOPS 340 
 341 
 A. Except in the case of emergency meetings or workshops, the MPO shall give at least five 342 
(5) days public notice by publication in a newspaper of general circulation in the Martin County area of 343 
any meeting or workshop at which policy-making decisions will be made. 344 
 345 
 B. The notice of such meeting or workshop shall provide the following information. 346 
 347 
  (1) The date, time and place of the event. 348 
  (2) A brief description of the purpose of the event. 349 
  (3) The address where interested persons may obtain a copy of the agenda. 350 
 351 
2.02 AGENDA 352 
 353 
 A. At least ten days prior to a meeting or workshop, the MPO staff shall prepare and make 354 
available an agenda for distribution to members and, on request, to any interested person. 355 
 356 
 B. The agenda shall list the items in the order they are to considered; provided, however, 357 
that for good cause stated in the record by the Chair, items may be considered out of their listed order. 358 
 359 
 C. The agenda shall be specific as to items to be considered.  All matters involving the 360 
exercise of agency discretion and policy shall be listed on the agenda. 361 
 362 
 D. Any person desiring to have an item placed on the agenda of a meeting of the MPO shall 363 
request in writing that the item be considered at the next scheduled meeting of the MPO, providing, 364 
however, that such a request must be received 28 days in advance of the scheduled meeting.  Written 365 
requests for placing an item on the agenda must describe and summarize the item and shall be mailed or 366 
delivered to the MPO Staff Director, at Martin County Administration Building, 2401 SE Monterey 367 
Road, Stuart, Florida, 34996. 368 
 369 
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 E. Additional items not included on the meeting agenda may be considered at a meeting if 370 
the Chairman or his/her designee feels that the item requires immediate action by the MPO.  Such items 371 
will be considered as an addition to the agenda and shall be heard in the order adopted by the MPO. 372 
 373 
 F. An agenda of items to be considered will be available to the public in the Administrator’s 374 
Office, 2401 SE Monterey Road, Stuart, Florida; the MPO Office at 2401 SE Monterey Road, Stuart, 375 
Florida; or through the MPO’s website at www.martinmpo.com. 376 
 377 
2.03 EMERGENCY MEETINGS AND WORKSHOPS 378 
 379 
 A. The MPO may hold an emergency meeting or workshop notwithstanding the provisions 380 
of Rules 2.01 and 2.02, for the purpose of acting upon matters affecting the public health, safety, and 381 
welfare. 382 
 383 
 B. Whenever an emergency meeting or workshop is scheduled to be held, the MPO shall 384 
notify, as soon as possible prior to the meeting, at least one major newspaper of major circulation in the 385 
Martin County area stating time, date, place and purpose of the meeting or workshop. 386 
 387 
 388 
 389 
ADOPTED BY THE MARTIN METROPOLITAN PLANNING ORGANIZATION 390 
 391 
 392 
This  21st 16th day of AprilSeptember 200912. 393 
 394 
 395 
 396 

____________________________________ ____________________________ 397 
 Michael MortellDoug Smith, Chairman     Date 398 
 Martin Metropolitan Planning Organization 399 

 400 
 401 
 402 
Attest: ____________________________________ ____________________________ 403 

Lisandra BonetMargaret  Brassard, Administrative Specialist II   Date 404 
 405 
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METROPOLITAN PLANNING ORGANIZATION 

DOUG SMITH 
Chainnan 

Martin County Commissioner 

TOM BAUSCH 
Vice-Chainnan 

Commissioner For 
The Town OfSewall's Point 

EDWARD CIAMPI 
Martin County Commissioner 

PATRICK HAYES 
Martin County Commissioner 

SARAH HEARD 
Martin County Commissioner 

EULA R. CLARKE 
Commissioner For 
The City Of Stuart 

KELLI GLASS 
Commissioner For 
The City Of Stuart 

TELEPHONE: 
(772) 221-1498 

FAX: 
(772) 221-2389 

February 20, 2012 

Secretary Ananth Prasad, P.E. 
Florida Department of Transportation 
605 Suwannee Street 
Tallahassee, FL 32399-0450 
Fax 850 414 5201 

RE: Financial Project ID #419250-2-52-01 
Martin County - SR 710 
Big John Monahan Bridge Replacement Project-Lighting 

Dear Secretary Prasad: 

On February 20, 2012, the Martin MPO Board unanimously approved a motion to support the 
attached letters from the Indiantown Neighborhood Advisory Committee (NAC) and the Martin 
County Board of County Commissioners requesting that the Florida Department of 
Transportation (FOOT) install streetlights for motorists along the bridge and transition areas of 
the Big John Monahan Bridge Replacement Project on SR 710. 

The Martin MPO Board recognizes that SR 710 is on the State's Strategic Intermodal System 
(SIS), and understands that the SIS is Florida's highest statewide priority for transportation 
capacity improvements. FOOT has so much as established a policy that 75% of transportation 
capacity funds will be allocated to the SIS. Florida's SIS Plan, adopted January 29, 2010, 
states, "The SIS comprises the state's largest and most strategic transportation facilities ... [and] 
are the primary means for moving people and freight between Florida's diverse regions." Yet, 
to date FOOT's reason for not including streetlights as part of this project seems to rest solely 
on a lighting justification report, as indicated in the attached correspondence dated February I 0, 
2012, from James Wolfe, FOOT-District IV Secretary. Given the local support for streetlights 
on the bridge and the concern for safety, as well as the significance of SIS facilities, the MPO 
Board has deemed Secretary Wolfe's response as unacceptable. 

The Big John Monahan Bridge Replacement Project was discussed by the MPO Board on 
September 19, 2011, when the Board approved a Transportation Improvement Plan (TIP) 
amendment for additional right-of-way (ROW). The design-build firm proposed an 
innovative approach that required the acquisition of additional ROW that would reduce 
the span length of the bridge resulting in a substantial cost savings for FOOT. Perhaps 
FDOT could take such an innovative approach with streetlights for the motorists using 
this SIS facility. 



Secretary Ananth Prasad, P.E. 
February 21,2012 
Pagel 

I appreciate your cooperation regarding this matter and look forward to discussing it with you. 

Doug Smith, MPO Chairman 
Commissioner 
Martin County Board of County Commissioners 

cc: Martin MPO Board Members 
Taryn Kryzda, County Administrator, Martin County 
Don G. Donaldson, P.E., Martin Engineering Director/County Engineer 
Senator Joe Negron, District 28 
Representative Steven M. Perman, District 78 
Representative Gayle Harrell, District 81 
Representative William Snyder, District 82 
Secretary James A. Wolfe, P.E., FOOT-District IV 
Art Matson, Indiantown NAC 
Kevin Powers, Indiantown Realty 

Attachments 



( 
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INDIANTOWN WESTERN MARTIN COUNTY 
CHAMBER Of COMMERCE. 
P.O. Box 601. 
Indiantown! Florida 34956 

"Moving l'l'ldidntown Towards The Ftau1•e" 

January 301 2012 

Mr. Ananth Prasad, P.E. 
$ec~~t~;~ry:, 
F'forlda Department of Transportation 
605 Suwannee Street 
Tallahassee, Fl 32399 .. 0450 
Fax 850.414.520.1 

Phone 772-597-2184 
Fax 77'}.-597-f,Oqj 

wWW..india'!ltoWilflo'rg 
itowncc@onearrow.net 

Re: SR 710 ~ig-!.(dm Monap~n Bridge RepiEi·cernent- FPIO NQ •. 4192S.P-2-5-2-01 
Federal Aid Proj~ct No. 1'·~1-0.36-P 
Contract/Procurement No. E4l72 

Dea.t Honorable Secretary Prasad, 

On January· 3-., 2012, the Indiantown. NAO· adopted a resolution requesting lighting 
oe pro.vided: and installed in oonneotiQn with. construction of the-John Mon~hsn l' 
HighWay 710 Bridge. The purpose. of this letter is. to CfOnvey Whole-hearted 
support of th~ir r,es-c>tutioh. our community has major concerm;· over tn~ omis.s.ion 
of. lights on thw pro1ect fO.t th$. fOlloWing: rt;jasons-: 

•: S~fety·- Hig,hway 710 and this bridge are a key p.art c;>f Florida's Strategic 
fntetmocf~l $ystein· (SIS} series of roadways. The bridg~ as th~JJ&teway to 
the ·f\lral comm\Jnity of lndiantq'J'In., A brldge of thfs size on an SIS road 
bis:acting a small rurai community c.n~afe~ obvious safety concerns. 

• Ec.onomlc Developmerat-The creation of an Enterprise Zone foF 
Indiantown was a KeY element of the 2011 legislature anet was signed into 
law by. Governor Scott. Appropriate tr~nsportation infrastructure is a key 
ete·ment of all economic development ioitJativc:t~. 

• Community. Plannfng-The award winning Community Redevelopment 
Plan for IndiantOwn places a large f'ocu$ Qn tt111hsportatfon connections~ 
specifically multimodal. A safe lighted bridge. constan~ .With communities. 
tf.l.ro~gtro~t Ffori:'fa! ar:ad the United States for that matter, is very lm:portant 
for the. CQii)tn\'nilty,'s vjs{bO pJai'i to b~ fulfy realized. 

We appreciate the cooperation you have provided to the· needs of our colnn1LJnity 
in the· past and hope you will seize the opportunity to complete this bridge ptoje~ 
with appropr:laj~· ligh:ting. 

The Voice of Business for Western. Martin Coum, 



( 

evili Powers· 
Volunteer ·Gov~.rnment affairs coordinator 
Indiantown We.s.terh Martin Coi.u1ty Ch~rnber of Commerce 
p 772 260 6898 
Email: kpowers@onearrow.net 

Att~cfl~d: l:ndian.tQWrt Neig,hborhood Advisory Committee 710 Resolution 

CC; 
Honorable Governor. Rick Scott 
H~norabl~ Cqng~sstnan T6m Ro·oney 
Honorable Senator·.Joe. Negron 
Honorable Representative Gayle Harrell· 
Honorable Representative William Snyder 
Honorable Doug Darling Executive Director., Florida Department of EconQmic 
Oeveiopment 
Honorable. FDOT District 4 Secretary Jim Wolf 
Martin County Board of .Commi.ssione..rs 
M~rtifl County Administrator. 
FOOT District 4 Proj~cf Mana{Jer Fausto Gomez 



( 

( 

DOUG SMITH 
Commissioner, District 1 

SUSAN L VALLIERE 
Commissioner, District 2 

PATRICK HAYES 
Commissioner, District 3 

SARAH HEARD 
Commissioner, District 4 

EDWARD CIAMPI 
Commissioner, District 5 

TARYN KRYZDA 
Actlng County Administrator 

STEPHEN FRY 
County Attorney 

TELEPHONE 
772-288-5434 

WEB ADDRESS 
http:/lwww.martln.ll.us 

MARTIN COUNTY 
BOARD OF COUNTY COMMISSIONERS 

2401 S.E. MONTEREY ROAD • STUART, Fl 34996 

February 6, 2012 

Secretary James A. Wolfe, P.E. 
Florida Department of Transportation 
District IV 
3400 West Commercial Boulevard 
Fort Lauderdale, Florida 33309 

RE: FPID# 419250-2-52-01 
SR-710 Big John Monahan Bridge #890016 
Spanning the St. Lucie Canal I Okeechobee Waterway 
Lighting 

Secretary Wolfe: 

As you are aware, the Florida Department of Transportation has executed a design-build 
contract (E4L72) with the team of Cone & Graham, Inc. and Wantman Group, Inc. to replace 
and add lanes to the SR-710 Big John Monahan Bridge across the Okeechobee Waterway in 
Martin County. The contract includes the installation of pedestrian lighting on the bridge; 
although it does not include the installation of street! ights for the motorists, it does provide for 
future streetlights on the bridge and its approaches. The Board of County Commissioners is of 
the opinion that the inclusion of streetlights during the bridge construction is imperative. 

On behalf of the Martin County Board of County Commissioners, I am requesting that the 
Florida Department of Transportation include the streetlights on the SR-71 0 Big John Monahan 
Bridge and its approaches as part of the design-build contract E4L72. In addition, Martin 
County needs one extra 2-inch diameter conduit on the bridge and its approaches for future 
Countyus. · 

... . 

V. Ciamp~:::o--
copy: The Honorable Board of County Commissioners 

Doug Smith, Martin MPO Chairman 
Don G. Donaldson, P.E., Martin Engineering Director/County Engineer 
Representative Steven M. Perman, District 78 
Representative Gayle Harrell, District 81 
Representative William Snyder, District 82 
Beth Beltran, MPOffransit Manager 
Art Matson, Indiantown NAC 
Kevin Powers, Indiantown Realty 
Fausto Gomez, FOOT Project Manager 
Robert Bostian, FOOT Consultant Management 

RECEIVED 
FEB 0 ~~ 20!2 

MARTIN MPO 

eng2012Ll85 



Flo1Aida Depart111ent of Transportation 
RJCKSCOTI 
GOVERNOR 

605 Suwnrmee Street 
Tallahassee, FL 32399-0450 

February 10, 2012 

Mr. Kevin Powers, Volunteer Government Affairs Coordinator 
Indiantown Western Martin County Chamber of Commerce 
P.O. Box 602 
Indiantown, FL 34956 

Dear Mr. Powers: 

Subject: Big John Monahan Bridge Replacement Project 
Martin County: SR 71 0 
Financial Project ID: 419250-2-52-01 

ANANTH PRASAD, P.E. 
SECRETARY 

The Secretary's Office has forwarded your January 30, 2012 letter to the Florida Department of 
Transportation (Department) - District Four Office for response. Your letter states your support for the 
Indiantown Neighborhood Advisory Committee's (INAC) request, to add lighting to the above mentioned 
project. The Department understands the community's concerns regarding safety, economic 
development and community planning and offers the following. 

The Department prepared a lighting justification report and it indicates there is no safety concern that will 
require this section of the road to be lighted. The Department cannot fund lighting improvements unless 
warranted by a study. Under the current project we will provide lights on the barrier walls for illumination 
of the sidewalk and lighting pedestals on the bridge which will allow for future lighting. 

In order to provide bridge lighting an alternate source of funding will be needed to construct and maintain 
the bridge lighting. If an alternate source is found, the Department will assist with the proposed lighting 
plans process and develop the agreement to maintain the lights. 

The Department will continue to work in partnership with the communities we serve. We appreciate your 
concerns on behalf of the community you represent. Please contact the Department's project manager, 
Mr. Fausto Gomez at (954) 777-4466, toll free at (1) 866-336-8435 (ext: 4466) or by email at 
fausto.qomez@dot.state.fl.us , if you should have questions or require additional information. 

JAW:fgj 

FOOT Tracker No: 12-01403 

Sincerely, 

James A. W fe, P.E. 
District Seer tary 
District Four 

\VW\V .dot.state. fl . US 
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ADD LANES & RECONSTRUCTWork Mix:

230978.3 CR-714/INDIAN ST FROM E. OF KANNER HIGHWAY TO E. OF WILLOUGHBY BLVD

Extra Description: EAST SIDE OF BRIDGE ROADWAY- ADD LANES & RECONSTUCT PD& E, & PE UNDER SEG#1 11 MPO PRIORITY #03

PM: Betsy Jeffers

Cont. Class: TO BE LET

EB SA SUFund Codes:

STUARTCity:

Construction $ $ $ SU $2,705,183 $ $ $ $2,705,183 $2,705,183

Construction $ $ $ EB $3,126,099 $ $ $ $3,126,099 $3,126,099

Construction $ $ $ SA $8,904,206 $ $ $ $8,904,206 $8,904,206

Construction $ $ $ CM $1,526,958 $ $ $ $1,526,958 $1,526,958

CEI $ $ $ SA $2,849,742 $ $ $ $2,849,742 $2,849,742

CEI $ $ $ SU $162,001 $ $ $ $162,001 $162,001

Total for Project 
230978.2

$ $ $19,274,189 $ $ $19,274,189 $19,274,189

Phase Prior to 2013 FY 2013 FY 2014 FY 2015 FY 2016 FY 2017 Unfunded 5-Yr Program Total

ADD LANES & RECONSTRUCTWork Mix:

230978.2 CR-714/INDIAN ST FROM TPK/MARTIN DOWNS BV TO W. OF MAPP ROAD

Extra Description: WEST SIDE OF BRIDGE ROADWAY-ADD LANES & RECONSTRUCT PD& E, & PE UNDER SEG#1 11 MPO PRIORITY #1

PM: Betsy Jeffers

Cont. Class: RIGHT OF WAY ONLY

CM EB SA SUFund Codes:

NEW ROAD CONSTRUCTIONWork Mix:

419669.1 WILLOUGHBY BLVD FROM SR-714/MONTEREY RD TO SR-5/US-1 FEDERAL HWY

Extra Description: CIGP/CIGR COUNTY INCENTIVE GRANT PROGRAM/GROWTH MANAGEMENT PROJECT TO BE ADMINISTERED BY THE COUNTY, NEW CONSTRUCTION 
50/50 SPLIT OFF SYSTEM PROJECT JPA W/ MARTIN COUNTY PROJ LIMITED TO 371,148 DUE TO LACK OF CIGP/CIGR FUNDS 11 MPO PRIORITY #04 
7/08 PH48/58 DROPPED COUNTY CANNOT COMMIT

PM: Ellen  Daniel

Cont. Class: MISCELLANEOUS

CIGP LFPFund Codes:

STUARTCity:

RW Support $ LFP $500,000 $ $ $ $ $ $500,000 $500,000

RW Support $ CIGP $500,000 $ $ $ $ $ $500,000 $500,000

Total for Project 
419669.1

$1,000,000 $ $ $ $ $1,000,000 $1,000,000

Phase Prior to 2013 FY 2013 FY 2014 FY 2015 FY 2016 FY 2017 Unfunded 5-Yr Program Total

RW Support $ SA $493,250 $ $ $ $ $ $493,250 $493,250

RW Land $ SA $1,675,581 $ $ $ $ $ $1,675,581 $1,675,581

Construction $ $ $ $ EB $1,510,923 $ $ $1,510,923 $1,510,923

Construction $ $ $ $ SU $3,274,825 $ $ $3,274,825 $3,274,825

CEI $ $ $ $ EB $1,347,547 $ $ $1,347,547 $1,347,547

Total for Project 
230978.3

$2,168,831 $ $ $6,133,295 $ $8,302,126 $8,302,126

Phase Prior to 2013 FY 2013 FY 2014 FY 2015 FY 2016 FY 2017 Unfunded 5-Yr Program Total

HIGHWAY SYSTEM: 06 NON-INTRASTATE OFF STATE HIWAY



Citizens Report

All Amounts in Millions

FN Project Limits Description Phase FY 13 FY 14 FY 15 FY 16 FY 17 Total
Subtractions

230978.3
CR714/ Indian 

Street
E. of Kanner Hwy. to E. of 

Willoughby Blvd.
Add Lanes and 
Reconstruct

ROW  $     2.23   $    2.23 

CST 6.13$       $    6.13 

Total 2.23$     6.13$     8.36$   

Additions

419250.2
SR710/ Warfield 

Blvd.
New Bridge

CST/ 
Lighting

 $     0.35   $    0.35 

422641.3 SR76/Kanner Hwy.
West of I‐95 to Monterey 

Rd.
Add Lanes and 
Reconstruct

ROW  $     1.88   $    1.88 

427999.1 SR76/Kanner Hwy. Reserve CST  $     6.13   $    6.13 

Total 1.88$     0.35$     6.13$     8.36$   
Existing Citizens 

Report

419250.2
SR710/ Warfield 

Blvd.
New Bridge

CST/ 
Lighting

422641.3 SR76/Kanner Hwy.
West of I‐95 to Monterey 

Rd.
Add Lanes and 
Reconstruct

ROW  $     3.63   $    3.63 

427999.1 SR76/Kanner Hwy. Reserve CST  $   11.19   $  11.19 

Total 3.63$     ‐$       11.19$   14.82$ 

Amended

419250.2
SR710/ Warfield 

Blvd.
New Bridge

CST/ 
Lighting

 $     0.35   $    0.35 

422641.3 SR76/Kanner Hwy.
West of I‐95 to Monterey 

Rd.
Add Lanes and 
Reconstruct

ROW  $     5.51   $    5.51 

427999.1 SR76/Kanner Hwy. Reserve CST  $   17.32   $  17.32 

Total 5.51$     0.35$     17.32$   23.18$ 

Bridge lighting funding proposal.xlsx 3/26/2012 3:56 PM







Transportation Enhancement Program  
2012 Application for FY 15/16 Projects 

 
 
General Information: 
 

Project Title:  Baker Road Sidewalk Extension and Landscape beautification                                    

Project Sponsor (municipal, county, state, or federal agency, or tribal council): County of Martin  

Contact Person: Terry Rauth   Title: Assistant County Engineer  

Email: trauth@martin.fl.us  

Sponsor Address: 2401 SE Monterey Road 

City: Stuart FL,  Zip: 34996 

Priority (relative to other applications submitted by the Project Sponsor): #1 

Name of Applicant (If other than Project Sponsor): City of Stuart  

The applicant    

 seeks project-specific LAP Certification  is currently LAP Certified 

 has never been LAP Certified   has been LAP certified in the last 5 years 
 

1   Qualifying Enhancement Activities: 
Check the enhancement activity that the proposed project will address.  At least one activity 
must be selected.  (NOTE: Checking all activities possible does not ensure or increase 
eligibility.  Each activity checked must meet all criteria listed for that activity in Appendix A of 
FDOT Procedure #525-030-300-j, Transportation Enhancement Projects). 

 Provision of facilities for pedestrians and bicycles 
 The provision of safety and educational activities for pedestrian and bicyclists 
 Acquisition of scenic easements and scenic or historic sites 
 Scenic or historic highway programs, (including the provision of tourist and welcome 

center facilities) 
 Landscaping and other scenic beautification 
 Historic preservation 
 Rehabilitation of historic transportation buildings, structures or facilities (including historic 

railroad facilities and canals) 
 Preservation of abandoned railway corridors (including the conversion and use of the 

corridors for pedestrian or bicycle trails) 
 Inventory, control and removal of outdoor advertising 
 Archaeological planning and research 
 Environmental mitigation to address water pollution due to highway runoff or reduce 

vehicle caused wildlife mortality while maintaining habitat connectivity 
 Establishment of transportation museums 

http://www.dot.state.fl.us/�
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2   Project Description: (all items are required, applications without this information will not be 
reviewed) 
 

Road Name:  Baker Road / Cardinal Av 
  
Road number:  Click here to enter text.   Local Road     State Road 
Project Begins: Green River Parkway  Ends:  Braille Place 
Begin Project Mile Post (MP): Click here to enter text. End Project MP: Click here to enter text. 

  A location map with an aerial view is attached (required)  
 
(a) Describe how the proposed project is related to the intermodal transportation system by 
function, proximity or impact.  (One or more may apply) 

Proposed project interconnects gaps in existing sidewalks.  Improves connection to 
Publix at Baker Road bus stop along the Treasure Coast (TC) Connector.  This stop is 
currently used by over 30 people a month and serves two large population centers, 
including the Rio Community Redevelopment Area.  This route provides transit 
service along US 1 through Stuart, Port St. Lucie, and Fort Pierce.  Proposed scope 
connects east area along Savannah Road to the TC Connector.  Scope also provides 
connection to existing sidewalks along NW Baker Road and NW Green River Parkway.  
Green River Parkway has been designated as a part of the national East Coast 
Greenway. 

 
(b) What is the scope of work for the project and where is the project located (what are the 
termini)?   

  A more detailed scope of work is attached. 
 This is a transit project and a letter of commitment from the FTA designated recipient 

(transit agency) that will perform the construction is attached.  (note: all transit related 
projects shall be constructed by a FTA designated recipient)  

  This is not a transit project 
 

 (c) Summarize any special characteristics of project.  (Typical Section drawings must be 
provided for all projects. Include right of way lines on the typical section drawings.) 

   Typical section is attached.  Typical section includes 8’ sidewalk with landscape 
buffer containing drought tolerant landscaping including palm trees, pine trees, 
ground cover and mulch beds. Stamped asphalt crosswalks also included. 

 
(d) Describe the project's existing right of way ownerships.  This description shall identify 
when the right of way was acquired and how ownership is documented (i.e. plats, deeds, 
prescriptions, certified surveys, easements).  

Project will be utilizing a combination of City and County right-of-ways.  Baker 
Road and Cardinal Avenue are part of an Interlocal Agreement dated September 
30, 2008 (attached) and were conveyed to City of Stuart by Martin County on 
August 11, 2009 per attached corrective County Deed (INSTR 2165037 or BK 02409 
PG 0369).   

 



Page 3 of 6 
 

(e) Describe any proposed right of way acquisition, including expected matching fund 
source, limitations on fund use or availability, and who will acquire and retain ownership of 
proposed right of way. Obtaining any property interest, i.e., fee title, a perpetual/permanent 
easement or a temporary construction easement, is considered to be right of way acquisition, 
even if such acquisition is from a governmental entity or via donation.  Additionally, using a 
license agreement instead of acquiring an appropriate property interest to avoid such acquisition 
would not be an acceptable alternative. 

   No Right-of-Way acquisition is proposed 
(Please type your description here) 

 
(f) Describe any related project work phases that are already complete or currently 
underway. 
    This is not a phased project 

   Previous phases of this project were constructed as LAP projects or JPA using FM 
numbers:  (Please type your description here) 

(g) Provide detailed project cost estimate.  Estimate shall be broken down to FDOT typical 
pay items to allow for verification of eligible project costs.  Use the following links to access the 
basis of estimates manual as well as historical cost information for your area: 

Basis of Estimates Manual  
Historical Cost Information 
 

   A detailed cost estimate is attached (Cost_Estimate.xlsx) (required) 
  

(h) Other specific project information that should be considered. 
(Please type your description here) 

 
3  Project Implementation Information: 

Attach documentation as exhibits to this application. 

(a) Describe the proposed method of performing (i.e. contract or in-house) and 
administering (i.e. local or state) each work phase of the project.  If it is proposed that the 
project be administered by a governmental entity other than the Department of Transportation, 
the agency must be certified to administer Federal Aid projects in accordance with the 
department’s Local Agency Program Manual (topic no. 525-010-300).  Web site: 
www.dot.state.fl.us/projectmanagementoffice/lap/default.htm 

  Design to be conducted by in-house staff 
  Design to be conducted by FDOT pre-qualified consultant (1) (2) 
  Design to be conducted by non-FDOT pre-qualified consultant (2) 
  Right-of-Way acquisition to be conducted by in-house staff 
  Right-of-Way acquisition to be conducted by FDOT staff 
  CEI to be conducted by in-house staff 
  CEI to be conducted by FDOT pre-qualified consultant (1) (2) 
  CEI to be conducted by non-FDOT pre-qualified consultant (2) 

(1)  FDOT pre-qualified consultants must be used on all design and CEI work for critical 
projects (a project is considered critical when it features a structure, has a budget 
greater than $10 million and/or is on the State Highway System (SHS)) 

(2) Design consultant and CEI consultant shall not be the same. 

http://www.dot.state.fl.us/Specificationsoffice/Estimates/BasisofEstimates/BOEManual/BOEOnline.shtm
http://www.dot.state.fl.us/specificationsoffice/Estimates/HistoricalCostInformation/HistoricalCost.shtm
http://www.dot.state.fl.us/projectmanagementoffice/lap/default.htm
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(b) Describe any public (and private, if applicable) support of the proposed project.  
(Examples include: written endorsement, formal declaration, resolution, financial donations or 
other appropriate means). The City of Stuart Commission will support the project via a 
Resolution.   

1) These two projects were initially proposed by a local resident and endorsed by 
members of the CRA and the MPO Bicycle & Pedestrian Advisory Committee 
during the development of the Bicycle & Pedestrian Action Plan.   

2) These projects were ranked highly and placed on the Top 10 Pedestrian 
Projects in the Action Plan.  

3) This plan has gained the endorsement of the Martin County CRA (Jan. 18, 
2012), Parks and Recreation Advisory Board (Feb. 16, 2012), the MPO Advisory 
Committees (CAC and TAC: Feb. 1, 2012; BPAC: Feb. 13, 2012), MPO Board 
(Feb. 20, 2012), and City of Stuart (Feb. 27, 2012). 

 

(c) Describe the proposed ownership and maintenance responsibilities for the project when 
it is completed. The completed project will be maintained by the City of Stuart 
 

(d) Describe source of matching funds and any restrictions on availability. 
 

(e) Other specific implementation information that should be considered. 
 

 
 
 

(Blank section, refer to the following page for 4. Cost Estimate)
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4   Cost Estimate:  

The total amount of Enhancement funds (SE) requested per project must be in excess of 
$250,000 with a maximum of $1,000,000.  FDOT Enhancement Funds will be used to fund 
Construction, Construction Engineering and Inspection Activities (CEI) and FDOT In-House 
Support Activities.  Local Funds (LF) will be used for all non-participating items, contingency 
activities and any costs in excess of the awarded enhancement (SE) allocation. 

Total Construction Cost Estimate: This is the total project construction cost estimate including all 
enhancement related items and any additional scope of work being identified. 
 

Item Description Cost $ 
*(A) Total Construction Cost Estimate (1) $453,008.49 
*(B) Cost Estimate of Eligible (participating) items (2) $386,887.82 
      

Funding Breakdown Fund 
Source Cost $ 

*(C) FDOT In-House Design Support (phase 31) (3) SE $5,000.00 
*(D) (Critical projects only) FDOT In-House Design Support (phase 31) (3) SE $0,00 
*(E) FDOT In-House Construction Support (phase 61) (3) SE $5,000.00 
*(F) (Critical projects only) FDOT In-House Construction Support (phase 61) (3) SE $0.00 
*(G) Enhancement funds requested for Construction  (phase 58) SE $330,603.35 
*(H) Local Funds for Construction and Contingency (phase 58) LF $0.00 
*(I) Local Funds for Contingency (phase 58) LF $66,120.67 
*(J) Construction Engineering & Inspection Activities (CEI) (phase 68) (4) SE $39,672.40 
*(K) Construction Engineering & Inspection Activities (CEI) (phase 68) (4) LF $0.00 
*(L) Transit Related projects FTA 10% administrative fees (5) LF $0.00 
*(M) FDOT Oversight CEI (2% of Construction Cost Estimate) (phase 62) (6) SE $6,612.07 
      

Funding Summary 
*(N) Total SE funds $386,887.82 
*(O) Total LF funds $66,120.67 
*(P) Total Funds $453,008.49 

 
*Letters before the descriptions in the cost estimate above relate to the detailed cost estimate 
spreadsheet (Cost_Estimate.xlsx) and should match the corresponding figures exactly. 

 
Notes: 

(1) The Total Construction Cost Estimate in this field must be equal to the Total Construction Cost Estimate from the attached 
detailed project cost estimate. 

(2) Cost Estimate of Eligible (participating) items must be equal to the Subtotal FHWA Participating from the attached detailed 
project cost estimate.  

(3) FDOT In-House Design and Construction Support must be included in SE funds for an amount no less than $5,000, an 
additional $2,000 is required for critical projects. This is a required item. 

(4) It is strongly recommended that the applicant allocates a nominal amount for CEI.  In the event that the project is 
programmed without any request for Phase 68 funding, there is no opportunity to allocate CEI funds based on bid 
savings. 

(5) Any required Federal Transit Authority (FTA) administrative fees must be included in LF. 
(6) FDOT Oversight CEI must be included in SE funds and be equal to 2% of the Total Construction Cost Estimate. 
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5   Certification of Project Sponsor 

I hereby certify that the proposed project herein described is supported by                
(municipal, county, state or federal agency, or tribal council) and that said entity will:  (1) provide 
any required funding match;  (2) enter into a maintenance agreement with the Florida 
Department of Transportation; (3) comply with the Federal Uniform Relocation Assistance and 
Acquisition Policies Act for any Right of Way actions required for the project, (4) comply with 
NEPA process prior to construction, this may involve coordination with the State Historic and 
Preservation Office (SHPO) prior to construction. (Not at time of application) and (5) support 
other actions necessary to fully implement the proposed project.  I further certify that the 
estimated costs and/or failure to follow through on the project once programmed in the Florida 
Department of Transportation’s Work program included herein are reasonable. I understand that 
significant increases in these costs could cause the project to be removed from the Work 
Program. 
 
               

Signature 
 
 
              

Name (please type or print) 
 
              

Title 
 
                

Date 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 

OR FDOT USE ONLY 
 
Application Complete    Yes   No 

Project Eligible    Yes   No 

Implementation Feasible   Yes   No 

Include in Work Program   Yes   No 



City of Stuart 
 

Baker Road Sidewalk Extension and Beautification 
 

                                Narrative 
 
The Baker Road enhancement project includes eight foot wide sidewalks and 
landscape beautification and buffering. The project will provide for pedestrian 
connectivity along Baker Road, Cardinal Avenue and SR 707/Savannah Road. 
 
The project consist of 3450 LF of eight foot wide sidewalks, and 2570 LF of 
landscape buffer. 
 
The landscape buffer will include trees, ground cover and mulch beds.  All plant 
material will be native and drought tolerant. 
 
Pedestrian road crossings connecting the various sections of sidewalks will consist 
of decorative stamped asphalt. 
 
This project will significantly enhance Baker Road corridor.  It shall provide for a 
connection to the existing incomplete sections of sidewalk and offer a safer 
means of pedestrian transportation that will improve connection to the Treasure 
Coast Connector bus stop at the Baker Road Publix and the Green River Parkway 
that has been designated as part of the national East Coast Greenway.  
 
The project will be within City and/or county right-of-ways, mostly within right-of-
ways that are part of an Interlocal Agreement and have been conveyed to the city 
of Stuart from Martin County.   
 
The total estimated project cost is $453,008.49. 



NE BAKER ROAD
SIDEWALK & LANDSCAPING PROJECT

FY15/16 
Transportation Enhancement Program

LOCATION MAP

City of Stuart

N
E

 C
A

R
D

IN
A

L
 A

V
E

NE BAKER RD NE BAKER RD

N
E S

AVAN
N
AH

 R
D

N
E

 B
R

A
IL

L
E

 P
L

NW BAKER RD

NE DIXIE HWY

NE SAVANNAH RD

NE SENECA AVE N
E

 C
A

R
D

IN
A

L
 A

V
E

NE VANDA TERRADO

NE MARANTA TERRADO

NE 16 TH ST

NE VINE ST

NE 15 TH TER

NE LIMA VIAS

NE 18 TH ST

N
E

 L
IM

A
 C

A
L
L

E

N
E

 D
O

V
E

 A
V

E

NE BERNARD ST

N
E

 R
IO

 A
V

E

N
E

 W
R

E
N

 A
V

E

NE 15 TH ST

N
E

 S
U

M
N

E
R

 A
V

E

N
E

 O
R

IO
L
E

 A
V

E

NE 17 TH ST

N
E

 S
T

E
V

E
N

 A
V

E

N

E CRABT R EE LN

Segment #1
Project Begin

NW Green River Parkway 
@ NE Baker Road

Segment #2
Project End

NE Baker Road

Segment #1
Project End

Approx. 167' west of 
NE Braille Place

Segment #2
Project Begin

NE Savannah Road



 
 

SCOPE OF WORK 
 
 
 

 
Project Description: 
 
Financial Project Id: 

 
   

Road Number:    Local Road   State Road 
Local Road Name:    
Project Begins:      Western Limit       Southern Limit 
Project Ends:      Eastern Limit        Northern Limit 
  
Agency Name: 
Contract Coordinator:    
Agency Project Manager:      

  Design-in-house        Design by Consultant       Consultant Firm:    
 
Type of Project and Project Funding Program: 

  Safety   Safe Routes to School      Local Funds (LF)   LAP 
  JPA    Transportation Enhancement (SE)   CIGP/TRIP/SCOP 

 
Work Mix: (note, this item represents the greatest amount of the construction cost) 

  Landscape   Bike Walk    Intersection Work   Sidewalk 
 Turn lane   Multi-use Path   Pedestrian Lighting    ITS/Traffic Management 
  Roadway Lighting   Other   

 
Initial Scope of Work:                                            Date: 
(Please type the proposed scope of work here; for example: 
 
Construction of 5’ concrete sidewalk on the east side of the road, construction of a 12’ northbound turn lane 
onto Maple Street, median and roadside landscaping. 
 

 
 
 

 
 
Proposed Typical Section:  
  
Right-of-Way:  

  All work proposed within existing Right-of-Way   Existing Right-of-Way width (ft): 
  Additional Right-of-Way required   Additional Right-of-Way width needed (ft): 

  
Median:  

  No existing median    Existing median width: 
 Proposed median width:  

http://www.dot.state.fl.us/�


 
 

SCOPE OF WORK 
 
 
 

Sidewalk     
Existing sidewalk:   yes     no    one side     both sides 
Proposed sidewalk:   one side     both sides   No sidewalk work proposed 
   Widen existing sidewalk   Replace existing sidewalk 
 Proposed sidewalk width:  
 Proposed sidewalk material:   concrete   paver 
Roadway:    

 Existing curb and gutter to remain     yes   no 
 Widen for bike-lane  Re-stripe for bike lane 

 
ADA: 

 Check all crosswalks, sidewalks, ramps for compliance with ADA standards 
 No modifications proposed   

 
 
 
 
Access Management: 

 No access management revisions 
 
 
 
 
Lighting: 

 Pedestrian lighting proposed    No lighting proposed  
 Roadway lighting proposed  

  
  
  
  
Landscaping:  

 Median landscape   No landscape proposal 
 Non-median landscape  

  
  
  
  
Signalization:  

 Existing lighting to replaced with upgraded lighting  Add roadway lighting 
 Add pedestrian lighting  No lighting proposed 

  
  
  
  
Transit:  

 Jump queue might be possible  Upgrade existing bus bay area 
 Contact Transit providers to determine any new desired bus bay locations 
 No new bus bay proposals  
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SCOPE OF WORK 
 
 
 

 
 
School Zone: 

 

 Existing flashing school zone signal on state road, check if necessary or proper 
 High emphasis cross walk at un-signalized crossing, determine if signal warranted 
  No school zone within the project limits  

 
  
  
  
Utilities:  

 Sub-surface relocation is required  
 Utility Coordination  No utility relocation required 

  
  
  
  
Drainage/Permit:  

  Existing closed drainage system to remain   No new drainage proposal 
  
  
  
  
Railroad:  

 Rail crossing within limits  
 Replace all railroad signal equipment and gates  There is no railroad within the project limits 

  
  
  
  
Bridges:  

  Retrofit existing rails on bridges  
  There is no bridge within the project limits   No work to existing bridge is proposed 

  
  
  
  
Noisewalls:  

  Will determine need during study   No noise barrier proposal 
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Pay Item 
Number* Pay Item Description* Quantity Unit

Engineer's Unit 
Cost Engineer's Subtotal Cost Quantity Unit

Engineer's Unit 
Cost Engineer's Subtotal Cost Total Quantity Total Engineer's Cost

1 8' Concrete Sidewalk 3450 LF 43.00$                  148,350.00$                      ‐$                                     3450  $                     148,350.00 

2 Clear and Grub 1 LS 4,500.00$             4,500.00$                          ‐$                                     1  $                         4,500.00 

3 MOT 4 Month 1,500.00$             6,000.00$                          ‐$                                     4  $                         6,000.00 

4 Prep subgrade 3067 Allow SY 1.50$                     4,600.50$                          ‐$                                     3067  $                         4,600.50 

5 Sod (2' both sides for length of sidewalk) 13800 SF 0.25$                     3,450.00$                          ‐$                                     13800  $                         3,450.00 

6 Silt fence each side of work area 6900 LF 2.00$                     13,800.00$                        ‐$                                     6900  $                       13,800.00 

7 Inlet protection  8 Each 150.00$                1,200.00$                          ‐$                                     8  $                         1,200.00 

8 Mobilize  1 LS 15,000.00$          15,000.00$                        ‐$                                     1  $                       15,000.00 

9 Road Crossing ‐ 10' wide STS 1463 SF 9.45$                     13,825.35$                        ‐$                                     1463  $                       13,825.35 

10 3 gallon Fakahatchee Grass or other 405 Each 10.50$                  4,252.50$                          ‐$                                     405  $                         4,252.50 

11 #3 Saw Palmettos 375 Each 30.00$                  11,250.00$                        ‐$                                     375  $                       11,250.00 

12 8’ – 12’ Pine trees staggered 75 Each 165.00$                12,375.00$                        ‐$                                     75  $                       12,375.00 

13 12’ – 18’ c.t. Sabal Palms 75 Each 185.00$                13,875.00$                        ‐$                                     75  $                       13,875.00 

14 Bales of Pine straw 1920 Each 6.25$                     12,000.00$                        ‐$                                     1920  $                       12,000.00 

15 Landscape Management 1 Each 7,500.00$             7,500.00$                          ‐$                                     1  $                         7,500.00 

16 Water establishment days with truck 25 Day 800.00$                20,000.00$                        ‐$                                     25  $                       20,000.00 

17 Staking Palms 75 Each 35.00$                  2,625.00$                          ‐$                                     75  $                         2,625.00 

18 Guying Pines  75 Each 20.00$                  1,500.00$                          ‐$                                     75  $                         1,500.00 

19 1 year maintenance/establishment   1 LS 32,500.00$          32,500.00$                        ‐$                                     1  $                       32,500.00 

20 Site restoration 1 LS 2,000.00$             2,000.00$                          ‐$                                     1  $                         2,000.00 

330,603.35$                      ‐$                                    Subtotal $                     330,603.35 

FDOT IN‐HOUSE DESIGN SUPPORT 1 LS $5,000 5,000.00$                         
ADDITONAL FDOT IN‐HOUSE DESIGN 
SUPPORT FOR CRITICAL PROJECTS 0 LS ‐$                                    

FDOT IN‐HOUSE CONSTRUCTION SUPPORT 1 LS $5,000 5,000.00$                         
ADDITONAL FDOT IN‐HOUSE 
CONSTRUCTION SUPPORT FOR CRITICAL 
PROJECTS 0 LS ‐$                                    
CONTINGENCY 1 LS 20% 66,120.67$                      
TRANSIT RELATED PROJECTS (10% FTA 
ADMINISTRATIVE FEE) 0 LS 10% ‐$                                    
CONSTRUCTION ENGINEERING & 
INSPECTION ACTIVITIES (CEI) NO MORE 
THAN 12% OF PARTICIPATING ITEMS 1 LS 12% 39,672.40$                        1 LS 12% ‐$                                    

FDOT OVERSIGHT CEI (2% OF 
CONSTRUCTION COST ESTIMATE) 1 LS 2% 6,612.07$                         

386,887.82$                      66,120.67$                        453,008.49$                     

*Projects on the State Highway System and Critical Projects SHALL utilize FDOT pay items numbers and descriptions.

Non‐participating items:
Mowing & Litter removal
**Engineering work; Optional services; Survey; Video Inspection; MOT plans preparation; As‐builts/record drawings
**Utility work‐‐this includes, but is not limited to:  valve adjustments, utility relocations, FPL power pole relocations, AT&T directional bore, etc…

Other elements are non‐participating; the ones listed above are the commonly used pay items that are non‐participating. 
If you have any questions regarding a participating or non‐participating item, please contact us.  

Contingency is not a FHWA Participating Item

 Total Construction Cost 
Estimate 

 FDOT In‐House Support must be included as an FHWA Participating Item 

 FDOT In‐House Support must be included as an FHWA Participating Item 

ENGINEERS COST ESTIMATE
Project Description:  INSERT PROJECT TITLE

FHWA Participating FHWA non‐participating (Local funds)

Local Funds for ConstructionEnhancement Funds for Construction

 Subtotal FHWA 
Participating 

 Subtotal FHWA Non‐
Participating 

Administrative Fee is not a FHWA Participating Item
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Transportation Enhancement Program  
2012 Application for FY 15/16 Projects 

 
 
General Information: 
 

Project Title:  Hutchinson Island Gateway 

Project Sponsor (municipal, county, state, or federal agency, or tribal council): Martin County 
Board of County Commissioners 
Contact Person: Krysti L. Brotherton Title: Associate Project Manager 
Email: kbrother@martin.fl.us 

Sponsor Address:2401 SE Monterey Road 

City: Stuart FL,  Zip: 34996 

Priority (relative to other applications submitted by the Project Sponsor): #1 

Name of Applicant (If other than Project Sponsor): Martin County 

The applicant    

 seeks project-specific LAP Certification  is currently LAP Certified 

 has never been LAP Certified   has been LAP certified in the last 5 years 
 

1   Qualifying Enhancement Activities: 
Check the enhancement activity that the proposed project will address.  At least one activity 
must be selected.  (NOTE: Checking all activities possible does not ensure or increase 
eligibility.  Each activity checked must meet all criteria listed for that activity in Appendix A of 
FDOT Procedure #525-030-300-j, Transportation Enhancement Projects). 

 Provision of facilities for pedestrians and bicycles 
 The provision of safety and educational activities for pedestrian and bicyclists 
 Acquisition of scenic easements and scenic or historic sites 
 Scenic or historic highway programs, (including the provision of tourist and welcome 

center facilities) 
 Landscaping and other scenic beautification  
 Historic preservation 
 Rehabilitation of historic transportation buildings, structures or facilities (including historic 

railroad facilities and canals) 
 Preservation of abandoned railway corridors (including the conversion and use of the 

corridors for pedestrian or bicycle trails) 
 Inventory, control and removal of outdoor advertising 
 Archaeological planning and research 
 Environmental mitigation to address water pollution due to highway runoff or reduce 

vehicle caused wildlife mortality while maintaining habitat connectivity 
 Establishment of transportation museums 

  

http://www.dot.state.fl.us/
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2   Project Description: (all items are required, applications without this information will not be 
reviewed) 
 

Road Name:  SR A1A / NE Ocean Boulevard & SR-732 / NE Causeway Boulevard  
Road number:  89030000 (SR-732) & 89040000 (SR-A1A/Ocean Blvd)  

 Local Road     State Road 
Project Begins: Various Ends:  Various 
Begin Project Mile Post (MP): Various  End Project MP: Various 

  A location map with an aerial view is attached (required)  
 
 See attached location map. 
 
(a) Describe how the proposed project is related to the intermodal transportation system by 
function, proximity or impact.  (One or more may apply) 
 

• Increases pedestrian mobility on SR-A1A, which is the main thoroughfare on 
Hutchinson Island.  It is heavily used by pedestrians and cyclists throughout the 
year, especially those traveling south on SR-A1A designated as the Indian River 
Lagoon - Treasure Coast Scenic Highway. 

 
(b) What is the scope of work for the project and where is the project located (what are the 
termini)?   

  A more detailed scope of work is attached. 

• Lucido & Associates, Inc. a local landscape planner, landscape architectural firm 
is working with the Hutchinson Island Coalition, and Martin County in developing 
a Master Plan for a number of different types of projects on Hutchinson Island.  
The overall Master Plan limits extend for approximate 4.25 miles of SR-A1A / NE 
Ocean Boulevard from the Stuart Beach Causeway north on Hutchinson Island, to 
the Martin / St. Lucie County line and also that portion of SR-732 / NE Causeway 
Boulevard (Jensen Beach Causeway) on Hutchinson Island that is  approximately 
0.83 miles. 

• Lucido has identified three distinct zones of the island and projects within these 
zones.  The projects consists of three (3) components: landscape beautification 
along the roadways and medians within the Gateway Zones , “Welcome to 
Hutchinson Island” signs with landscaping within the gateway Zones, and 
crosswalks with safe haven medians and landscaping within the Urban Zones, 
and a proposed sidewalk within the Natural Zone.   

• This grant application is specifically for the following within the Gateway Zones: 
o roadside landscaping and landscape islands, 
o irrigation, 
o decorative hardscaping, 
o enhancing existing cross walks with stamped asphalt. 

• There are two Gateway Zones identified: 
o The south Gateway Zone is that portion of SR-A1A that extends from the 

Stuart Causeway north to Old MacArthur Boulevard (Stuart Beach Entry 
Road) and is approximately 3,600 feet long. 
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o The north Gateway Zone is that portion of SR-A1A that extends from the 
Martin / St. Lucie County Line south approximately 3,400 feet  to the 
Jensen Beach roundabout. 

• The project is specifically for the installation of Coconut Palms, small leaf Clussia, 
Oleanders, and miscellaneous ground cover and sod along the roadway and 
existing sidewalks.  Additionally, some existing roadway gore areas are proposed 
to be converted to landscaped islands with low shrubs, groundcover, decorative 
hardscape, such as pavers, with curbs within both the Gateway and Urban Zones.  
Existing cross walks at the intersections of SR-A1A and MacArthur Boulevard, 
SR-A1A and Old MacArthur Boulevard (Stuart Beach Entry Road) and at the 
Jensen Beach Roundabout are proposed to be replaced with stamped asphalt 
crosswalks.   Please see the Typical Plan Views and Cross Section. 

 This is a transit project and a letter of commitment from the FTA designated recipient 
(transit agency) that will perform the construction is attached.  (note: all transit related 
projects shall be constructed by a FTA designated recipient)  

  This is not a transit project 
 
(c) Summarize any special characteristics of project.  (Typical Section drawings must be 
provided for all projects. Include right of way lines on the typical section drawings.) 

   Typical section is attached 

• Attached are conceptual Landscape Plans and typical Cross Sections for the 
proposed roadway and median landscaping.  Please see attached Hutchinson 
Island SR-A1A Corridor Gateway Zone, Typical Landscape Plan and Typical 
Landscape Section. 

• A consistent landscape theme will be developed and incorporated into “pods” 
that will be planted along the length of the project site at determined intervals to 
enhance the beauty of the roadway. 

• Existing median gore areas have been identified for conversion into landscaped 
medians.  The landscaped medians are proposed to be curbed with low shrubs 
and ground cover, decorative hardscaping, such as pavers or stamped concrete.  
At existing crosswalk locations, stamped asphalt with curbing and additional 
landscaping are proposed.  Please see attached Hutchinson Island SR-A1A 
Corridor Urban Zone, Typical Landscape Plan and Typical Landscape Section. 

(d) Describe the project's existing right of way ownerships.  This description shall identify 
when the right of way was acquired and how ownership is documented (i.e. plats, deeds, 
prescriptions, certified surveys, easements).  

• The existing right-of-way is owned by the State of Florida, Department of 
Transportation and the ownership is documented by deeds, plats and right-of-way 
maps.  The ROW varies in width from 100’ to 260’ wide. 

(e) Describe any proposed right of way acquisition, including expected matching fund 
source, limitations on fund use or availability, and who will acquire and retain ownership of 
proposed right of way. Obtaining any property interest, i.e., fee title, a perpetual/permanent 
easement or a temporary construction easement, is considered to be right of way acquisition, 
even if such acquisition is from a governmental entity or via donation.  Additionally, using a 
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license agreement instead of acquiring an appropriate property interest to avoid such acquisition 
would not be an acceptable alternative. 

   No Right-of-Way acquisition is proposed 
• No right-of-way acquisition is proposed.  Martin County owned property adjacent 

to the SR-A1A right-of-way may be used for portions of the proposed landscaping 
and signage if need be.  
 

(f) Describe any related project work phases that are already complete or currently 
underway. 
    This is not a phased project 

   Previous phases of this project were constructed as LAP projects or JPA using FM 
numbers:   

• Master Planning for this project is currently underway by Lucido & Associates, to 
develop the landscaping theme and plan, potential sites for landscape medians, 
the welcome signs and crosswalk medians. 

• The projects will be funded through a local MSTU tax over a minimum of the next 
five (5) years. 

• Projects will be constructed as funding becomes available. 
 
(g) Provide detailed project cost estimate.  Estimate shall be broken down to FDOT typical 
pay items to allow for verification of eligible project costs.  Use the following links to access the 
basis of estimates manual as well as historical cost information for your area: 

Basis of Estimates Manual  
Historical Cost Information 
 

   A detailed cost estimate is attached (Cost_Estimate.xlsx) (required) 
 
 See attached cost estimate. 
  
(h) Other specific project information that should be considered. 

(Please type your description here) 
• FDOT is currently installing a traffic signal at the intersection of SR-A1A and Old 

MacArthur Boulevard (Stuart Beach Entry Road).  The project includes typical 
crosswalks striping across SR-A1A.   This location is identified as one of the 
cross walks to be converted to a stamped asphalt crosswalk.  During peak times 
of the year, the Publix’s and Florida Oceanographic Society parking lots are 
commonly used by beach goers.  Crossing SR-A1A at this location is difficult. 

 
3  Project Implementation Information: 
Attach documentation as exhibits to this application. 
(a) Describe the proposed method of performing (i.e. contract or in-house) and 
administering (i.e. local or state) each work phase of the project.  If it is proposed that the 
project be administered by a governmental entity other than the Department of Transportation, 
the agency must be certified to administer Federal Aid projects in accordance with the 
department’s Local Agency Program Manual (topic no. 525-010-300).  Web site: 
www.dot.state.fl.us/projectmanagementoffice/lap/default.htm 

http://www.dot.state.fl.us/Specificationsoffice/Estimates/BasisofEstimates/BOEManual/BOEOnline.shtm
http://www.dot.state.fl.us/specificationsoffice/Estimates/HistoricalCostInformation/HistoricalCost.shtm
http://www.dot.state.fl.us/projectmanagementoffice/lap/default.htm
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  Design to be conducted by in-house staff 
  Design to be conducted by FDOT pre-qualified consultant (1) (2) 
  Design to be conducted by non-FDOT pre-qualified consultant (2) 
  Right-of-Way acquisition to be conducted by in-house staff 
  Right-of-Way acquisition to be conducted by FDOT staff 
  CEI to be conducted by in-house staff 
  CEI to be conducted by FDOT pre-qualified consultant (1) (2) 
  CEI to be conducted by non-FDOT pre-qualified consultant (2) 

(1)  FDOT pre-qualified consultants must be used on all design and CEI work for critical 
projects (a project is considered critical when it features a structure, has a budget 
greater than $10 million and/or is on the State Highway System (SHS)) 

(2) Design consultant and CEI consultant shall not be the same. 

(b) Describe any public (and private, if applicable) support of the proposed project.  
(Examples include: written endorsement, formal declaration, resolution, financial donations or 
other appropriate means). 

• The Hutchinson Island Coalition is a group of representatives that represent 
approximately 2,700 residents, and local businesses and corporations on the 
island that have identified the need for these projects.  They have voluntarily 
agreed to increase their MSTU taxes for the next five years to generate funds for 
these projects.  The estimated increase is $106,650 annually.  Please see attached 
a letter of endorsement from the Hutchinson Island Coalition.  

(c) Describe the proposed ownership and maintenance responsibilities for the project when 
it is completed. 

• Martin County is aware of and understands that as part of the FDOT permitting 
process a Maintenance Agreement will need to be negotiated and entered into. 

(d) Describe source of matching funds and any restrictions on availability. 

• The Hutchinson Island Coalition has voluntarily agreed to increase their MSTU 
taxes for the next five years to generate funds for these projects.  The estimated 
increase is $106,650 annually and the funds are meant to be used for the planning, 
surveying, design and engineering, permitting and construction of the projects.   

(e) Other specific implementation information that should be considered. 
Other specific implementation information that should be considered. 

• The proposed project will NOT cause significant adverse impacts to local traffic 
patterns, property access, or community cohesiveness, or planned community 
growth or land use patterns. 

• The proposed project will NOT cause significant adverse impacts to air, noise and 
water. 

• The proposed project will NOT cause significant adverse impacts to wetlands. 
• The proposed project will NOT cause significant adverse impacts to navigation.   
• The proposed project will NOT cause significant impacts to floodplains.   
• The proposed project will NOT cause significant impacts to endangered and 

threatened species or their critical habitats.   
• The proposed project will NOT require acquisition of right-of-way. 
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• The proposed project will NOT require relocation of a significant number of 
residents or businesses.   

• The proposed project does NOT affect any properties protected under Section 4(f) 
of the U.S. Department of Transportation Act that will require a Section 4(f) 
Evaluation. 

• The proposed project does NOT affect any properties protected under Section 106 
of the National Historic Preservation Act. 

• The proposed project will NOT have a significant involvement with contamination.   
• The proposed project will NOT require a public hearing or an opportunity for a 

public hearing.   
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4   Cost Estimate:  

The total amount of Enhancement funds (SE) requested per project must be in excess of 
$250,000 with a maximum of $1,000,000.  FDOT Enhancement Funds will be used to fund 
Construction, Construction Engineering and Inspection Activities (CEI) and FDOT In-House 
Support Activities.  Local Funds (LF) will be used for all non-participating items, contingency 
activities and any costs in excess of the awarded enhancement (SE) allocation. 

Total Construction Cost Estimate: This is the total project construction cost estimate including all 
enhancement related items and any additional scope of work being identified. 
 

Item Description Cost $ 
*(A) Total Construction Cost Estimate (1) $460,240.00 
*(B) Cost Estimate of Eligible (participating) items (2) $393,040.00 
      

Funding Breakdown Fund 
Source Cost $ 

*(C) FDOT In-House Design Support (phase 31) (3) SE $5,000.00 
*(D) (Critical projects only) FDOT In-House Design Support (phase 31) (3) SE $0.00 
*(E) FDOT In-House Construction Support (phase 61) (3) SE $5,000.00 
*(F) (Critical projects only) FDOT In-House Construction Support (phase 61) (3) SE $0.00 
*(G) Enhancement funds requested for Construction  (phase 58) SE $336,000.00 
*(H) Local Funds for Construction and Contingency (phase 58) LF $0.00 
*(I) Local Funds for Contingency (phase 58) LF $67,200.00 
*(J) Construction Engineering & Inspection Activities (CEI) (phase 68) (4) SE $40,320.00 
*(K) Construction Engineering & Inspection Activities (CEI) (phase 68) (4) LF $0.00 
*(L) Transit Related projects FTA 10% administrative fees (5) LF $0.00 
*(M) FDOT Oversight CEI (2% of Construction Cost Estimate) (phase 62) (6) SE $6,720.00 
      

Funding Summary 
*(N) Total SE funds $393,040.00 
*(O) Total LF funds $67,200.00 
*(P) Total Funds $460,240.00 

 
*Letters before the descriptions in the cost estimate above relate to the detailed cost estimate 
spreadsheet (Cost_Estimate.xlsx) and should match the corresponding figures exactly. 

 
Notes: 

(1) The Total Construction Cost Estimate in this field must be equal to the Total Construction Cost Estimate from the attached 
detailed project cost estimate. 

(2) Cost Estimate of Eligible (participating) items must be equal to the Subtotal FHWA Participating from the attached detailed 
project cost estimate.  

(3) FDOT In-House Design and Construction Support must be included in SE funds for an amount no less than $5,000, an 
additional $2,000 is required for critical projects. This is a required item. 

(4) It is strongly recommended that the applicant allocates a nominal amount for CEI.  In the event that the project is 
programmed without any request for Phase 68 funding, there is no opportunity to allocate CEI funds based on bid 
savings. 

(5) Any required Federal Transit Authority (FTA) administrative fees must be included in LF. 
(6) FDOT Oversight CEI must be included in SE funds and be equal to 2% of the Total Construction Cost Estimate. 
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5   Certification of Project Sponsor 

I hereby certify that the proposed project herein described is supported by Martin County 
Board of County Commissioners (municipal, county, state or federal agency, or tribal council) 
and that said entity will:  (1) provide any required funding match;  (2) enter into a maintenance 
agreement with the Florida Department of Transportation; (3) comply with the Federal Uniform 
Relocation Assistance and Acquisition Policies Act for any Right of Way actions required for the 
project, (4) comply with NEPA process prior to construction, this may involve coordination with 
the State Historic and Preservation Office (SHPO) prior to construction. (Not at time of 
application) and (5) support other actions necessary to fully implement the proposed project.  I 
further certify that the estimated costs and/or failure to follow through on the project once 
programmed in the Florida Department of Transportation’s Work program included herein are 
reasonable. I understand that significant increases in these costs could cause the project to be 
removed from the Work Program. 
 
               

Signature 
 
 
       Don G. Donaldson, P.E.    

Name (please type or print) 
 
       County Engineer     

Title 
 
                

Date 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 

OR FDOT USE ONLY 
 
Application Complete    Yes   No 

Project Eligible    Yes   No 

Implementation Feasible   Yes   No 

Include in Work Program   Yes   No 



kbrother
Typewritten Text
HUTCHINSON ISLAND GATEWAYProject Limits (Shown In Orange)



 
 

SCOPE OF WORK 
 
 
 

 
Project Description: 
 
Financial Project Id: 

 
   

Road Number:    Local Road   State Road 
Local Road Name:    
Project Begins:      Western Limit       Southern Limit 
Project Ends:      Eastern Limit        Northern Limit 
  
Agency Name: 
Contract Coordinator:    
Agency Project Manager:      

  Design-in-house        Design by Consultant       Consultant Firm:    
 
Type of Project and Project Funding Program: 

  Safety   Safe Routes to School      Local Funds (LF)   LAP 
  JPA    Transportation Enhancement (SE)   CIGP/TRIP/SCOP 

 
Work Mix: (note, this item represents the greatest amount of the construction cost) 

  Landscape   Bike Walk    Intersection Work   Sidewalk 
 Turn lane   Multi-use Path   Pedestrian Lighting    ITS/Traffic Management 
  Roadway Lighting   Other   

 
Initial Scope of Work:                                            Date: 
(Please type the proposed scope of work here; for example: 
 
Construction of 5’ concrete sidewalk on the east side of the road, construction of a 12’ northbound turn lane 
onto Maple Street, median and roadside landscaping. 
 

 
 
 

 
 
Proposed Typical Section:  
  
Right-of-Way:  

  All work proposed within existing Right-of-Way   Existing Right-of-Way width (ft): 
  Additional Right-of-Way required   Additional Right-of-Way width needed (ft): 

  
Median:  

  No existing median    Existing median width: 
 Proposed median width:  

http://www.dot.state.fl.us/�


 
 

SCOPE OF WORK 
 
 
 

Sidewalk     
Existing sidewalk:   yes     no    one side     both sides 
Proposed sidewalk:   one side     both sides   No sidewalk work proposed 
   Widen existing sidewalk   Replace existing sidewalk 
 Proposed sidewalk width:  
 Proposed sidewalk material:   concrete   paver 
Roadway:    

 Existing curb and gutter to remain     yes   no 
 Widen for bike-lane  Re-stripe for bike lane 

 
ADA: 

 Check all crosswalks, sidewalks, ramps for compliance with ADA standards 
 No modifications proposed   

 
 
 
 
Access Management: 

 No access management revisions 
 
 
 
 
Lighting: 

 Pedestrian lighting proposed    No lighting proposed  
 Roadway lighting proposed  

  
  
  
  
Landscaping:  

 Median landscape   No landscape proposal 
 Non-median landscape  

  
  
  
  
Signalization:  

 Existing lighting to replaced with upgraded lighting  Add roadway lighting 
 Add pedestrian lighting  No lighting proposed 

  
  
  
  
Transit:  

 Jump queue might be possible  Upgrade existing bus bay area 
 Contact Transit providers to determine any new desired bus bay locations 
 No new bus bay proposals  
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SCOPE OF WORK 
 
 
 

 
 
School Zone: 

 

 Existing flashing school zone signal on state road, check if necessary or proper 
 High emphasis cross walk at un-signalized crossing, determine if signal warranted 
  No school zone within the project limits  

 
  
  
  
Utilities:  

 Sub-surface relocation is required  
 Utility Coordination  No utility relocation required 

  
  
  
  
Drainage/Permit:  

  Existing closed drainage system to remain   No new drainage proposal 
  
  
  
  
Railroad:  

 Rail crossing within limits  
 Replace all railroad signal equipment and gates  There is no railroad within the project limits 

  
  
  
  
Bridges:  

  Retrofit existing rails on bridges  
  There is no bridge within the project limits   No work to existing bridge is proposed 

  
  
  
  
Noisewalls:  

  Will determine need during study   No noise barrier proposal 
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Pay Item 
Number* Pay Item Description* Quantity Unit

Engineer's Unit 
Cost

Engineer's Subtotal 
Cost Quantity Unit

Engineer's 
Unit Cost

Engineer's Subtotal 
Cost

Total 
Quantity

Total Engineer's 
Cost

101-1 Mobilization 1 LS 27,000.00$         27,000.00$             -$                         1  $             27,000.00 
101-99 Surveying - Construction Staking & Record Drawings 1 LS 4,000.00$            4,000.00$                -$                         1  $               4,000.00 
102-1 Maintenance of Traffic 1 LS 2,000.00$            2,000.00$                -$                         1  $               2,000.00 

104-18 Prevention, Control & Abatement of Erosion & Water Pollution 1 LS 1,000.00$            1,000.00$                -$                         1  $               1,000.00 
110-1-1 Clearing & Grubbing (select) 1.40 AC 500.00$               700.00$                   -$                         1.4  $                   700.00 
110-3 Demolition & Removal (Includes Concrete) 1 LS 2,000.00$            2,000.00$                -$                         1  $               2,000.00 

520-2-4 Concrete Curb, Type D 2,500 LF 11.50$                 28,750.00$             -$                         2500  $             28,750.00 
523-1-1 Patterned / Textured Pavement / Asphalt 120 SY 75.00$                 9,000.00$                -$                         120  $               9,000.00 
526-1-1 Pavers, Architectural 100 SY 42.00$                 4,200.00$                -$                         100  $               4,200.00 
522-1 Concrete Sidewalk, 4" Thick 135 SY 35.00$                 4,725.00$                -$                         135  $               4,725.00 

570-1-2 Sod, Bahia 4,000 SY 1.50$                    6,000.00$                -$                         4000  $               6,000.00 
580-1-1 Landscape Complete - Small Plants 1 LS 130,000.00$       130,000.00$           -$                         1  $           130,000.00 
580-1-2 Landscape Complete - Large Plants 1 LS 65,000.00$         65,000.00$             -$                         1  $             65,000.00 
590-70 Irrigation system 1 LS 50,000.00$         50,000.00$             -$                         1  $             50,000.00 
706-3 Retro Reflective Pavement Marker (RPM) 50 EA 4.00$                    200.00$                   -$                         50  $                   200.00 

711-11-111 Thermoplastic Pavement Markings (6" Solid White) 750 LF 0.75$                    562.50$                   -$                         750  $                   562.50 
711-11-211 Thermoplastic Pavement Markings (6" Solid Yellow) 750 LF 0.75$                    562.50$                   -$                         750  $                   562.50 
711-11-160 Thermoplastic , Pavement Markings (12" Solid White) 150 EA 2.00$                    300.00$                   -$                         150  $                   300.00 

336,000.00$           -$                         Subtotal  $           336,000.00 

FDOT IN-HOUSE DESIGN SUPPORT 1 LS $5,000 5,000.00$                

ADDITONAL FDOT IN-HOUSE DESIGN SUPPORT FOR CRITICAL PROJECTS 0 LS $2,000 -$                         
FDOT IN-HOUSE CONSTRUCTION SUPPORT 1 LS $5,000 5,000.00$                
ADDITONAL FDOT IN-HOUSE CONSTRUCTION SUPPORT FOR CRITICAL 
PROJECTS 0 LS $2,000 -$                         
LOCAL FUNDS FOR DESIGN 1 LS -$                         
CONTINGENCY 1 LS 20% 67,200.00$             
TRANSIT RELATED PROJECTS (10% FTA ADMINISTRATIVE FEE) 0 LS 10% -$                         
CONSTRUCTION ENGINEERING & INSPECTION ACTIVITIES (CEI) NO MORE 
THAN 12% OF PARTICIPATING ITEMS 1 LS 12% 40,320.00$             1 LS 12% -$                         

FDOT OVERSIGHT CEI (2% OF CONSTRUCTION COST ESTIMATE) 1 LS 2% 6,720.00$                
393,040.00$           67,200.00$             460,240.00$           

*Projects on the State Highway System and Critical Projects SHALL utilize FDOT pay items numbers and descriptions.

Non-participating items:
Mowing & Litter removal
**Engineering work; Optional services; Survey; Video Inspection; MOT plans preparation; As-builts/record drawings
**Utility work--this includes, but is not limited to:  valve adjustments, utility relocations, FPL power pole relocations, AT&T directional bore, etc…

Other elements are non-participating; the ones listed above are the commonly used pay items that are non-participating.  
If you have any questions regarding a participating or non-participating item, please contact us.  

Contingency is not a FHWA Participating Item

 Total Construction 
Cost Estimate 

 FDOT In-House Support must be included as an FHWA 
Participating Item 

 FDOT In-House Support must be included as an FHWA 
Participating Item 

ENGINEERS COST ESTIMATE
HUTCHINSON ISLAND GATEWAY (ALONG SR-A1A/NE OCEAN BOULEVARD FROM STUART CAUSEWAY TO MARTIN/ST LUCIE COUNTY LINE)

FHWA Participating FHWA non-participating (Local funds)

Local Funds for ConstructionEnhancement Funds for Construction

 Subtotal FHWA 
Participating 

 Subtotal FHWA 
Non-Participating 

Administrative Fee is not a FHWA Participating Item

Local Agency Design Work is not a FHWA Participating Item
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UNIFIED PLANNING WORK PROGRAM FY 2012/13 – 2013/14 
 

SECTION 1 – INTRODUCTION 
 

1.1  Definition of the Unified Planning Work Program (UPWP) 
 
In January 2007, the Executive Board of the Metropolitan Planning Organization Advisory 
Council (MPOAC) voted unanimously to switch to a Two-Year UPWP, beginning with the 
development of the UPWP for Fiscal Years 2010/2011 and 2011/2012.  The UPWP will 
include tasks for two years and the MPO will adopt a new UPWP every other year. 
 
The UPWP outlines the transportation planning activities to be conducted during the next 
two fiscal years, i.e., July 1, 2012 through June 30, 2014.  The objective of the work 
program is to ensure that the Martin MPOs continuing, cooperative and comprehensive (3-
C) approach to planning for transportation needs is maintained and coordinated with other 
parties, as needed and appropriate.  The document is required for the MPO to receive 
Federal Highway Administration (FHWA), Federal Transit Administration (FTA), Florida 
Commission for the Transportation Disadvantaged (FCTD) and State Department of 
Transportation (FDOT) funds.  The major funding categories are FHWA PL (Planning) 
and FTA Section 5303.  Coordination with the St. Lucie TPO on regional transportation 
planning issues occurred throughout the past two fiscal years and will continue into the 
coming two fiscal years.  Coordination on planning and funding regional projects has also 
occurred with the Indian River MPO.  Two members each from the Martin, St. Lucie and 
Indian River MPO Policy Boards comprise the Treasure Coast Transportation Council 
(TCTC).  Coordination of planning and projects has also occurred with the Palm Beach 
MPO through subcommittees created by each MPO.  This document reflects Martin MPO 
transportation planning tasks and initiatives as well as on-going, regional coordination 
efforts.     
 
1.2  Overview of Current Activities 
 
Major program emphases during FY 11/12 and leading into FY 12/13 include: 

 Annual preparation of the five-year Transportation Improvement Program (TIP) 
which provides a projected schedule and funding estimates needed for 
transportation improvement projects selected in accordance with a project 
prioritization process. 

 Various bicycle, sidewalk and greenway activities including the update of the 
Martin County Bicycle Conditions Map. 

 Continued participation in expanding mass transit services within Martin County 
and between adjacent counties, including the formation of a Regional Transit 
Organization (RTO) and opportunities to extend passenger rail service along the 
FEC corridor. 

 Utilizing the newly updated Public Involvement Plan (PIP) and updated MPO 
website.  
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 Increasing the MPO’s technical capacity through creating interactive databases 
facilitating automation of data reports and program assessment and public 
information accessibility; and staff training. 

 
 
1.3  Planning Priorities  
 
The MPO’s transportation priorities to be addressed in FY 12/13-13/14 expand on and are 
similar to the activities listed above.  Specifically, they include: 

 Collaboration with FDOT, the St. Lucie TPO and the Indian River MPO in the 
selection of the consultant and participation on the Project Advisory Committee 
(PAC) for the validation effort of the Treasure Coast Regional Planning Model 
(TCRPM) 4.0 that will be used for the forecasting work associated with the 2040 
Regional Long Range Transportation Plan Update. 

 Implementing the MPO’s Congestion Management Process in compliance with 
SAFETEA-LU and new Authorization requirements.  

  Implement the Bicycle and Pedestrian Action Plan that was adopted during 
FY2012 to further connectivity and better accommodate bicycle riders and 
pedestrians throughout  Martin County and the region. 

 Participate in planning activities that further key road improvement projects that 
address capacity deficiencies throughout the area. 

 Collaborate with St. Lucie, FDOT, the Regional Transit Organization (RTO) Board 
and advisory committee members, and consultant to review and improve the 
regional public transportation service. 

 Pursue and support Transportation Demand Management (TDM) programs through 
policies to lessen trips on the roadway system. 

 Continue to serve the transportation disadvantaged. 
 Continue to improve public involvement processes in the development of plans and 

selection and design of projects to be funded. 
 

Priority for transportation system improvements in Martin County will be given to those 
facility improvements needed to address level of service deficiencies throughout the 
County.  The Martin Metropolitan Planning Area includes all land areas within the Martin 
County jurisdictional boundary.   Regional project priorities for regional funding will be 
identified through the regional prioritization process of the Treasure Coast Transportation 
Council (TCTC). 
 
1.4   Planning Tasks To Be Funded by Titles 23 and 49 of the Federal Transit Act 
 

 Transit Development Plan updates required by the State 
 Transportation Improvement Plan preparation 
 Support to MPO and MPO advisory committees 
 2035 Regional Long Range Transportation Plan implementation 
 Annual certification process 
 Staff support to develop and complete an Origin-Destination Study, a Waterway 

Study, and a U.S. 1 Corridor Retrofit study. 
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 Staff participation in the validation work effort of the TCRPM 4.0. 
 Various citizen participation and regional coordination activities 

 
1.5   Public Involvement in the Development of the UPWP  
 
The Martin MPO obtains public input on a regular, on-going basis through the involvement 
of its advisory committees, informational meetings, public hearings and the active 
involvement of its MPO Policy Board members.  The advisory committees are the: 
Citizens’ Advisory Committee (CAC, meets bi-monthly); Technical Advisory Committee 
(TAC, meets bi-monthly); Bicycle & Pedestrian Advisory Committee (BPAC, meets bi-
monthly); and the Local Coordinating Board for the Transportation Disadvantaged 
(LCBTD, meets quarterly).  These committees provide recommendations regarding 
projects, activities and priorities to the MPO Policy Board.  The culmination of this input is 
reflected in this UPWP and other planning documents to be developed through this UPWP.    
 
The MPO has used the principles of environmental justice in the preparation of this 
document.  This is responsive to Title VI of the Civil Rights Act of 1964 and the Safe, 
Accountable, Flexible Transportation Equity Act: A Legacy for Users (SAFETEA-LU).  
This includes the information contained in the Martin MPO Public Involvement Plan, 
material on the MPO website, circulation of informational newsletters or flyers, use of the 
Advisory Committees input from public meetings, communications with the Community 
Redevelopment Area Advisory Committees, coordination with other local and regional 
land and transportation planning agencies and the local government TV broadcast station 
(MCTV). 
 
All draft documents are made available to the public for comment in reference sections of 
the County’s libraries and are posted to the MPO’s website.  The locations of these 
documents are provided in the public hearing/review period announcement published in the 
local newspaper of widest circulation (Stuart News).  Comments received through the 
website, email or in writing are responded to and tracked electronically through a Request 
for Service (RFS) System.   
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SECTION 2 – ORGANIZATION 
 
The Martin MPO is a governmental entity that functions independently but under the 
umbrella of Martin County host support systems through a contract for services agreement 
and in close coordination with the Martin County Engineering Department.  The MPO is 
the primary agency for coordinating transportation planning activities effecting Martin 
County. A Policy Board composed of local elected officials directs activities of the MPO.  
Citizen and standing committee input is regularly solicited and obtained in the course of 
developing and carrying out MPO responsibilities.  The following is a membership profile 
of the Policy Board and standing committees active in Martin MPO planning activities 
implemented through this UPWP. 
 
2.1  Metropolitan Planning Organization Policy Board 
 
The Martin Metropolitan Planning Organization Policy Board (MPO Board) is a seven 
member board responsible for establishing policies to guide MPO planning activities and 
projects.  The following documents govern the characteristics of this Board: Title 23 USC 
134(b), 23 CFR 450.306 and 311 (Federal) and Sec.339.175(2) FS (State).  The make-up of 
the Board is as follows: 

 Martin County: four Commissioners 
 City of Stuart: two Commissioners 
 Town of Sewall’s Point: one Commissioner 

 
In addition, there are four ex-officio, non-voting members: 

 Florida Department of Transportation: one representative 
 St. Lucie TPO Policy Board: two representatives 
 Indiantown Area:  one representative 

 
2.2  Technical Advisory Committee (TAC) 
 
The TAC is comprised of representatives of those agencies responsible for the planning 
and implementation of the transportation system within the Metropolitan Planning Area 
(MPA).  This Committee provides a vital inter-governmental and regional coordination 
function in addition to providing technical input to the MPO Policy Board. The 15 
members are representatives of: 

 County Engineering Department 
 County Emergency Services Department 
 County Growth Management Department 
 City of Stuart Planning or Development Department 
 City of Stuart Public Works Department 
 Town of Sewall’s Point 
 Town of Ocean Breeze  
 Town of Jupiter Island 
 Martin County Airport (Witham Field) 
 Martin County Public Transit Provider 
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 Florida Department of Environmental Protection 
 Treasure Coast Regional Planning Council 
 Florida DOT District IV Planning and Environmental Management Office 
 Florida DOT District IV Office of Modal Development 
 Transportation Director - Martin County School Board 
 In addition, there are two ex-officios, non-voting members representing the St. 

Lucie TPO and the St. Lucie County Airport 
 
2.3  Citizens’ Advisory Committee (CAC) 
 
The purpose of this 11-person committee is to provide input to the MPO Policy Board and 
the planning process from a diverse geographic and demographic group of citizens.  The 
members represent the following entities:  

 Five appointed by each of the five Martin County Commissioners 
 One appointed by the Stuart City Commission  
 One appointed by the Sewall’s Point Town Commission 
 One appointed by the Jupiter Island Town Commission 
 Three at large members at least two of which represent either the disabled or a  

minority population 
 In addition, there is an ex-officio, non-voting member from St. Lucie TPO CAC 

 
2.4  Bicycle and Pedestrian Advisory Committee (BPAC) 
 
This group provides input to the MPO Policy Board on issues relating to bicycle routes, 
sidewalks and other non-motorized mobility facilities.  The 15 members, 3 are non-voting, 
are appointed as follows: 

 Martin County: five; one appointed by each County Commissioner 
 City of Stuart: two appointed by the City Commission 
 Sewall’s Point; one appointed by the Town Commission 
 Seven appointed by the MPO Administrator representing persons with disabilities, 

local merchants, the County Parks and Recreation Department, the bicycling 
community, Senior Citizens, neighborhood associations, homeowner associations 
and parents of a school age children.  

 Three non-voting members representing Martin County Sheriff’s Office, the City of 
Stuart and Town of Sewall’s Point Police Departments, or FDOT 

 
2.5  Local Coordinating Board for the Transportation Disadvantaged (LCB-TD) 
 
The mission of this Board is to guide mobility services through coordination of 
transportation services provided to the transportation disadvantaged through the Florida 
Commission for the Transportation Disadvantaged (FCTD) supported through the 
administration of Transportation Disadvantaged Trust Funds.  The LCB is comprised of 17 
members representing the following entities: 
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 MPO Policy Board (Chairperson) 
 FDOT District IV Office of Modal Development 
 Florida Department of Children and Families 
 Florida Division of Vocational Rehabilitation or the Division of Blind Services 

representing the Department of Education 
 The public education community (School Board of Martin County) 
 The Florida Department of Veterans Affairs 
 A representative for the economically disadvantaged  
 A person with a disability  
 Two (2) citizens advocates – users of the system 
 The elderly (a person over 60 years of age) 
 A representative for “children at risk” 
 Florida Department of Elder Affairs 
 Florida Agency for Health Care Administration 
 The private transportation industry  
 The Region 20 Work Force Development Board 
 The local medical community 

 
2.6 Joint Martin and St. Lucie MPO Policy Board 
 
Joint meetings of the Martin and St. Lucie M/TPO Policy Board began in FY 2004/05 to 
oversee and provide direction for the development of a Regional Long Range 
Transportation Plan.  Meetings are scheduled as needed.  The joint body will continue to 
meet on regional project funding and regional plan issues and amendments.  This Board is 
composed of the total membership of both boards.  Joint Board meetings are hosted by the 
individual MPOs on an alternating basis.  The staff of the host MPO provides the support 
for the business of the meeting held.   
 
2.7 Regional Advisory Committee 
 
Establishment of a Regional Advisory Committee was adopted by the Martin MPO Policy 
Board on May 14, 2007; by the St. Lucie TPO Policy Board on May 9, 2007; and by the 
Martin/St. Lucie Joint M/TPO Policy Board on June 27, 2007 through adoption into the 
2030 RLRTP.  This committee would provide technical and citizen input on regional 
transportation planning activities, most notably the Transportation Regional Incentive 
Program (TRIP) project prioritization process and regional plan amendment activities.  
Recommendations from RAC are forwarded to the Treasure Coast Transportation Council.  
The committee is currently comprised of fifteen (15) members from each of the 
participating Martin, St. Lucie and Indian River M/TPO advisory committees and 
representatives from the Treasure Coast Regional Planning Council and FDOT.   
 
2.8   The Treasure Coast Transportation Council   
 
The Treasure Coast Transportation Council (TCTC) is an entity created to address regional 
transportation funding and priorities to meet the growing, cross-county travel demands.  
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Officially established on April 10, 2006, membership is comprised of the Chairs and  a 
second member of the Martin, St. Lucie and Indian River county M/TPOs.  The TCTC 
comes together on an as-needed basis to address regional projects funded through TRIP.  
Their meetings are alternatively hosted by the three MPOs on a rotating basis.  The staff of 
the host M/TPO provides the support for the business of the meeting held.   
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SECTION 3 – MANAGEMENT 
 
 

3.1  Agreements 

The MPO has executed agreements with state and local governments and agencies to 
promote a comprehensive, continuing, and cooperative (3-C) transportation planning 
process.  The current agreements are: 

Treasure Coast Transportation Council Interlocal Agreement – April 10, 2006 

This agreement involves the MPOs serving three counties: Martin, St. Lucie and 
Indian River, establishing an entity responsible for regional transportation planning 
activities and goals in the tri-county region referred to as the “Treasure Coast.” 

Staff Services Agreement – Executed October 16, 2007 

This agreement between the Martin County MPO and Martin County for Staff 
Services provides professional services to carry out the terms of the Interlocal 
Agreement establishing the MPO and the Urbanized Area Transportation Planning 
Agreement between the MPO and the FDOT, and to provide personnel for the 
administration of the MPO. 

Standard Interlocal Agreement - Executed July 18, 2006 

This is an agreement involving Martin County, the City of Stuart, the Town of 
Sewall's Point, the St. Lucie MPO and the FDOT, establishing the MPO as the 
entity responsible for conducting transportation planning activities in the MPA.  It 
also sets authorities, responsibilities, membership, and other necessary features of 
the MPO. 

Standard Intergovernmental Coordination and Review Agreement –July 18, 2006 

This agreement between the MPO, Martin County, the Treasure Coast Regional 
Planning Council, the Council on Aging and the FDOT and sets forth mutually 
agreeable procedures for carrying out applicable federal and state laws. 

Joint Participation Agreement for FHWA Planning (PL) Funds – Executed   September 19, 
2006 

This agreement between the FDOT and the MPO provides for the "pass through" of 
PL funds to the MPO.  It also outlines requirements that must be met to receive the 
funds. 
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3.2 Operational Procedures and By-Laws 

The Martin MPO operates under a duly adopted set of By-Laws and in conformance with 
all applicable Federal, State and Local, laws, rules, regulations and procedures.  With 
recommendations from its Advisory Committees, the MPO Policy Board approves 
operating By-Laws and any revisions to them.  The By-Laws describe membership 
composition, voting status and procedures of the MPO Policy Board and its Advisory 
Committees.  These groups generally follow Roberts Rules of Order in the conduct of its 
meetings. 

Martin County provides support services (legal, financial, purchasing, and others).  The 
MPO staff positions consist of an MPO Administrator, a Senior Planner, a Planner II, a 
Transit Planner, a Programs Assistant, and a part-time employee to provide financial 
support.  Consultant services are purchased as needed and affordable within budget 
constraints. 

The Official Records of the MPO are maintained in the MPO Administrative Office 
located on the 2nd Floor of the Martin County Board of County Commissioners 
Administrative Center, 2401 S.E. Monterey Road, Stuart, Florida 34996. All of the MPO 
records are available for public inspection during normal business hours. 

The Martin MPO's operational procedures fully comply with the Public Records laws and 
the Sunshine Laws of the State of Florida.  The MPO operates under applicable rules and 
procedures set forth by Martin County, the State of Florida, and the Federal government. 

3.3 Forms, Certifications, and Assurances 

Annually, the State and the MPO are required to certify to the FHWA and FTA that the 
planning process is addressing the major issues facing the Metropolitan Planning Area and 
that it is being conducted in accordance with all applicable requirements of: 

 Section 134 of Title 23, United States Code (Metropolitan Planning), 

 Section 5303 of the Federal Transit Act, 

 Section 450.334 of Title 23, Code of Federal Regulations (Certification), 

 Sections 174 and 176 (c) & (d) of the Clean Air Act, 

 Title VI of the Civil Rights Act of 1964 and the Title VI assurance executed by 
the State, 

 SAFETEA-LU regarding the involvement of disadvantaged business enterprises 
in FHWA and FTA funded planning projects, and 

 Provisions of the American Disabilities Act of 1990 and the United States 
Department of Transportation (USDOT) regulations ("Transportation for 
Individuals with Disabilities"). 
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 All applicable provisions and corresponding regulations of the federal Safe, 
Accountable, Flexible, Efficient, Transportation Equity Act: A Legacy for 
Users (SAFETEA-LU), signed into law on August 10, 2005, by President Bush.                              

FHWA and FTA conduct Federal certification reviews of MPOs designated for census 
urbanized areas that are also TMAs (i.e., greater than 200,000 in population).  The most 
recent review for the Martin MPO as part of the Port St. Lucie TMA along with the St. 
Lucie TPO, was conducted in October of 2008. The Martin MPO received certification 
from FHWA in March 2009, but with a corrective action to complete an updated Public 
Involvement Plan (PIP) by February 2010. The updated 2010 PIP was completed and 
adopted by the MPO Board on December 21, 2009.  Comments from both the FHWA and 
FTA on the 2010 PIP were addressed to their satisfaction subsequent to the MPO Board 
approval in February 2010.  The 2011 state certification review was conducted in May 
2011 and the Martin MPO received state certification in July 2011.  The Federal and state 
certification statements for the Martin MPO are in the Appendix.  

Exhibits 1, 2, 3 and 4 on the following pages certify that the MPO will comply with the 
following applicable requirements related to: 

 1.  Federal Restrictions on Lobbying 

 2.  Federal Debarment and Suspension Certification 

 3.  Disadvantaged Business Enterprise Utilization 

 4.  Title VI/Nondiscrimination Policy Statement 
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Exhibit 1 – Federal Fiscal Year 2012/13 Certification of Restrictions on Lobbying 

I, Commisioner Doug Smith, Chairman, hereby certify on behalf of the Martin 
Metropolitan Planning Organization that: 

1. No Federal appropriated funds have been paid or will be paid, by or on behalf of the 
undersigned, to any person for influencing or attempting to influence an officer or 
employee of any agency, a Member of Congress, an officer or employee of Congress, 
or an employee of a Member of Congress in connection with the awarding of any 
Federal contract, the making of any Federal loan, the entering into of any cooperative 
agreement, and the extension, continuation, renewal, amendment, or modification of 
any Federal contract, grant, loan, or cooperative agreement. 

2. If any funds other than Federal appropriated funds have been paid or will be paid to 
any person for influencing or attempting to influence an officer or employee of any 
agency, a Member of Congress, an officer or employee of Congress, or an employee of 
a Member of Congress in connection with this Federal contract, grant, loan, or 
cooperative agreement, the undersigned shall complete and submit Standard Form-
LLL, “Disclosure Form to Report Lobbying,” in accordance with its instructions. 

3. The undersigned shall require that the language of this certification be included in the 
award documents for all subawards at all tiers (including subcontracts, subgrants, and 
contracts under grants, loans, and cooperative agreements) and that all subrecipients 
shall certify and disclose accordingly. 

This certification is a material representation of fact upon which reliance is placed when 
this transaction was made and entered into. Submission of this certification is a prerequisite 
for making or entering into this transaction imposed by section 1352, title 31, U.S. Code. 
Any person who fails to file the required certification shall be subject to a civil penalty of 
not less than $10,000 and not more than $100,000 for each such failure. 

Executed this   May 14, 2012  
 
 
 
 
BY:  ____________________________________________________ 

 Commissioner Doug Smith, Chairman, Martin MPO  
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Exhibit 2 – Federal Fiscal Year 2012/13 Debarment and Suspension Certification 

As required by the USDOT regulations on Government-wide Debarment and Suspension at 
49 CFR 29.510: 

(1) The Martin MPO hereby certifies to the best of its knowledge and belief, that it and its 
principles: 

a. Are not presently debarred, suspended, proposed for debarment, declared 
ineligible, or voluntarily excluded from covered transactions by any federal 
department or agency; 

b. Have not, within a three-year period preceding this proposal, been convicted of 
or had a civil judgment rendered against them for commission of fraud or a 
criminal offense in connection with obtaining, attempting to obtain, or 
performing a public (federal, state or local) transaction or contract under a public 
transaction; violation of Federal or state antitrust statutes; or commission of 
embezzlement, theft, forgery, bribery, falsification or destruction of records, 
making false statements, or receiving stolen property; 

c. Are not presently indicted for or otherwise criminally or civilly charged by a 
governmental entity (federal, state, or local) with the commission of any of the 
offenses listed in paragraph (b) of this certification; and 

d. Have not, within a three-year period preceding this certification, had one or more 
public transactions (federal, state or local) terminated for cause or default. 

(2) The Martin MPO also hereby certifies that if, later, it becomes aware of any 
information contradicting the statements of paragraphs (a) through (d) above, it will 
promptly provide that information to the U.S.D.O.T. 

 

Executed this    May 14, 2012 
 
 
 
 
BY:  ____________________________________________________ 
 Commissioner Doug Smith, Chairman, Martin MPO 
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Exhibit 3 – DISADVANTAGED BUSINESS ENTERPRISE UTILIZATION 

 
It is the policy of the Martin MPO that disadvantaged businesses, as defined by 49 Code of Federal 
Regulations, Part 26, shall have an opportunity to participate in the performance of MPO contracts in a 
nondiscriminatory environment.  The objectives of the Disadvantaged Business Enterprise Program are 
to ensure non-discrimination in the award and administration of contracts, ensure firms fully meet 
eligibility standards, help remove barriers to participation, create a level playing field, assist in 
development of a firm so it can compete successfully outside of the program, provide flexibility, and 
ensure narrow tailoring of the program. 
 
The Martin MPO, and its consultants shall take all necessary and reasonable steps to ensure that 
disadvantaged businesses have an opportunity to compete for and perform the contract work of the 
Martin MPO in a non-discriminatory environment. 
 
The Martin MPO shall require its consultants to not discriminate on the basis of race, color, national 
origin, sex, age, disability, religion, or familial status in the award and performance of its contracts.  
This policy covers in part the applicable federal regulations and the applicable statutory references 
contained therein for the Disadvantaged Business Enterprise Program Plan, Chapters 337 and 339, 
Florida Statutes, and Rule Chapter 14-78, Florida Administrative Code. 
 
 
 
         May 14, 2012 
Commissioner Doug Smith, Martin MPO Chairperson         Date 
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Exhibit 4 – TITLE VI / NONDISCRIMINATORY POLICY STATEMENT 

The Martin MPO assures the Florida Department of Transportation that no person shall on the basis of 
race, color, national origin, sex, age, disability, family or religious status, as provided by Title VI of the 
Civil Rights Act of 1964, the Civil Rights Restoration Act of 1987 and the Florida Civil Rights Act of 
1992 be excluded from participation in, be denied benefits of, or be otherwise subjected to 
discrimination or retaliation under any program or activity.  
 
The Martin MPO further agrees to the following responsibilities with respect to its programs and 
activities: 
 

1. Designate a Title VI Liaison that has a responsible position within the organization and access 
to the Recipient's Chief Executive Officer.  

2. Issue a policy statement signed by the Chief Executive Office, which expresses its commitment 
to the nondiscrimination provisions of Title VI.  The policy statement shall be circulated 
throughout the Recipient's organization and to the general public.  Such information shall be 
published where appropriate in languages other than English.  

3. Insert the clauses of Appendix A of this agreement in every contract subject to the Acts and the 
Regulations.  

4. Develop a complaint process and attempt to resolve complaints of discrimination against sub-
recipients.  Complaints against the Recipient shall immediately be forwarded to the FDOT 
District Title VI Coordinator.  

5. Participate in training offered on Title VI and other nondiscrimination requirements.  
6. If reviewed by FDOT or USDOT, take affirmative action to correct any deficiencies found 

within a reasonable time period, not to exceed ninety (90) calendar days.  
7. Have a process to collect racial and ethnic data on persons impacted by your agency's 

programs.  
 
THIS ASSURANCE is given in consideration of and for the purpose of obtaining any and all federal 
funds, grants, loans, contracts, properties, discounts or other federal financial assistance under all 
programs and activities and is binding.  The person whose signature appears below is authorized to 
sign this assurance on behalf of the Recipient. 
 
Dated: ___________________  
 
 
By: ___________________________________________ 
 Martin County Administrator, Chief Executive Officer  
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Title VI Nondiscrimination Policy Statement – Appendix A 
 

During the performance of this contract, the contractor, for itself, its assignees and successors in 
interest (hereinafter referred to as the “Contractor”) agrees as follows:  
 

(1.) Compliance with Regulations: The Contractor shall comply with the Regulations relative to 
nondiscrimination in Federally-assisted programs of the U.S. Department of Transportation 
(hereinafter, “USDOT”) Title 49, Code of Federal Regulations, Part 21, as they may be 
amended from time to time, (hereinafter referred to as the Regulations), which are herein 
incorporated by reference and made a part of this Agreement.  

 
(2.) Nondiscrimination: The Contractor, with regard to the work performed during the contract, 

shall not discriminate on the basis of race, color, national origin, sex, age, disability, religion or 
family status in the selection and retention of subcontractors, including procurements of 
materials and leases of equipment. The Contractor shall not participate either directly or 
indirectly in the discrimination prohibited by section 21.5 of the Regulations, including 
employment practices when the contract covers a program set forth in Appendix B of the 
Regulations.  

 
(3.) Solicitations for Subcontractors, including Procurements of Materials and Equipment: In 

all solicitations made by the Contractor, either by competitive bidding or negotiation for work 
to be performed under a subcontract, including procurements of materials or leases of 
equipment; each potential subcontractor or supplier shall be notified by the Contractor of the 
Contractor’s obligations under this contract and the Regulations relative to nondiscrimination 
on the basis of race, color, national origin, sex, age, disability, religion or family status.  

 
(4.) Information and Reports: The Contractor shall provide all information and reports required 

by the Regulations or directives issued pursuant thereto, and shall permit access to its books, 
records, accounts, other sources of information, and its facilities as may be determined by the 
Florida Department of Transportation, the Federal Highway Administration, Federal Transit 
Administration, Federal Aviation Administration, and/or the Federal Motor Carrier Safety 
Administration to be pertinent to ascertain compliance with such Regulations, orders and 
instructions. Where any information required of a Contractor is in the exclusive possession of 
another who fails or refuses to furnish this information the Contractor shall so certify to the 
Florida Department of Transportation, the Federal Highway Administration, Federal Transit 
Administration, Federal Aviation Administration, and/or the Federal Motor Carrier Safety 
Administration as appropriate, and shall set forth what efforts it has made to obtain the 
information.  

 
(5.) Sanctions for Noncompliance: In the event of the Contractor’s noncompliance with the 

nondiscrimination provisions of this contract, the Florida Department of Transportation shall 
impose such contract sanctions as it or the Federal Highway Administration, Federal Transit 
Administration, Federal Aviation Administration, and/or the Federal Motor Carrier Safety 
Administration may determine to be appropriate, including, but not limited to:  
a. withholding of payments to the Contractor under the contract until the Contractor complies, 

and/or  
 
b. cancellation, termination or suspension of the contract, in whole or in part.  
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(6.) Incorporation of Provisions: The Contractor shall include the provisions of paragraphs (1) 
through (6) in every subcontract, including procurements of materials and leases of equipment, 
unless exempt by the Regulations, or directives issued pursuant thereto. The Contractor shall 
take such action with respect to any subcontract or procurement as the Florida Department of 
Transportation, the Federal Highway Administration, Federal Transit Administration, Federal 
Aviation Administration, and/or the Federal Motor Carrier Safety Administration may direct as 
a means of enforcing such provisions including sanctions for noncompliance. In the event a 
Contractor becomes involved in, or is threatened with, litigation with a sub-contractor or 
supplier as a result of such direction, the Contractor may request the Florida Department of 
Transportation to enter into such litigation to protect the interests of the Florida Department of 
Transportation, and, in addition, the Contractor may request the United States to enter into 
such litigation to protect the interests of the United States.  
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SECTION 4 – PLANNING FACTORS 
 

4.1 Safe, Accountable, Flexible, Efficient Transportation Equity Act: A Legacy for Users  
(SAFETEA-LU) Planning Factors 
 
The SAFETEA-LU program requires an MPO to consider eight planning factors as transportation 
plans are developed: 
1. Support the economic vitality of the urbanized area, especially by enabling global competitiveness, 

productivity and efficiency; 
2. Increase the safety of the transportation system; 
3. Increase security of the transportation system; 
4. Increase the accessibility and mobility options available to people and freight 
5. Protect and enhance the environment, promote energy conservation, improve the quality of life, 

and promote consistency between transportation improvements and State and local planned growth 
and economic development patterns  

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

7. Promote efficient system management and operation, and; 
8. Emphasize preservation of the existing transportation system. 
 

SAFETEA-LU PLANNING FACTORS MATRIX 
 
Work Element Tasks SAFETEA-LU Planning Factors 
 

  1 2 3 4 5 6 7 8 
5.1 Administration X X X X X X X X 
5.2 Regional Coordination X X X X X X X X 
5.3 UPWP X X X X X X X X 
5.4 Data Collection X X    X X  
5.5 Transportation Improvement Program  X X X X X X X X 
5.6 Long Range Transportation Plan X X X X X X X X 
5.7 Public Involvement X X X X X X X X 
5.8 Public Transportation X X  X X X X X 
5.9 Transportation Disadvantaged  X  X   X  

5.10 Bicycle, Pedestrian, Greenways  X  X X X  X 
5.11 Congestion Management System X X  X X X X X 
5.12 Development Reviews  X    X X X X 
5.13 Airports  X X X  X    
5.14 State Matching Support X X X X X X X X 
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SECTION 5 – WORK ELEMENTS BY TASK 
 
 
 

TASK 5.1     ADMINISTRATION 
 
Purpose 
 
To support coordinate and administer, a continuing, comprehensive and cooperative transportation 
planning process for the Martin Metropolitan Planning Area (MPA), and coordinate with the planning, 
goals and processes of other transportation planning entities in the Treasure Coast Region to ensure 
adherence to all Federal, State and local, laws, rules, regulations, procedures and guidelines, as 
applicable. 
 
Previous Work 
 
The MPO provided technical and administrative support to local and regional planning and public 
transit efforts, MPO boards and advisory committees including attendance and minutes of meetings. 
Administrative activities also involve preparation and coordination of various assessments, creation of 
planning documents, and reviews and studies required to assure legal, regulatory and procedural 
compliance with local, State and Federal laws, rules, regulations, procedures and guidelines applicable 
to activities supported by transportation funding.  Intergovernmental liaison responsibilities fall under 
this area of responsibility.  These Administrative and Intergovernmental activities have been carried 
out.  Workshops and training sessions were attended to facilitate the above activities.  
 
 
Methodology 
 
The following activities will be performed: 

 Provide technical assistance to the MPO Policy Board and appropriate committees; 
 Scheduling and arrangements for facilities to conduct training, inter-agency meetings, CAC, 

TAC, BPAC, MPO Policy Board, Joint Martin and St. Lucie Policy Board and TCTC meetings 
and others;  

 Create and distribute materials (meeting minutes, notifications, agendas, packets, schedules, 
documents, etc.) for meetings; 

 Provide staff support to joint meetings with the St. Lucie, Indian River, and Palm Beach MPOs; 
 Coordinate with FDOT, TCRPC, St. Lucie TPO, Indian River County MPO, Palm Beach MPO; 

local governments, CRAs,  Chambers of Commerce and other entities, as appropriate and as 
needed; 

 Participate in the process to achieve annual State Certification of the MPO; 
 Prepare FDOT Quarterly Progress Reports and invoices; 
 Fiscal accounting and invoicing completed for MPO and transit functions; 
 Maintain financial records including an annual audit as required by 23 CFR 420.121(c); the 

audit will be performed in accordance with 49 CFR 18.26, 49 CFR Part 90, OMB Circular 
A133 and Section 215.97 FS; 

 MPO Administrator and Board member attendance quarterly meetings of the MPO Advisory 
Council and regional planning and transportation forums; 

 Attend workshops and training sessions to facilitate the planning process; 
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 Select (based on qualifications) and contract with one or more consulting firms (General 
Planning Consultants) to provide assistance to staff on a task order basis; 

 Develop programs to ensure efficiency in MPO activities, including the purchase of software to 
enable all five staff to create and manipulate PDF documents, and to provide image handling 
capabilities necessary for newsletter publication. Description and costs are as follows: 

o Adobe Creative Suite (1), $850, provides image handling capabilities not available with 
current software. 

o Adobe Acrobat Pro (2), $225 each, to create and manipulate PDF documents. 
 

 Purchase new computers for MPO staff. Maximum potential productivity by all MPO staff is 
currently unrealized given the computers currently in use. Desktop computers will be 
purchased for all five staff, and one laptop will be purchased for events requiring presentations 
or classroom exercises. The new equipment will be compatible with (complement) all county 
network requirements, and current peripheral equipment. Any training costs involved are 
included in the description in the Methodology section above, and the budget for training is 
shown below. The equipment will be used 100 percent of the time for transportation planning 
functions. The equipment purchased will be maintained by Martin County. Description, 
specifications and costs are as follows: 

o Desktop computers (5), $1,300 each: 
 Operating System: Windows 7 Professional, 64 bit 
 Processor: 3.3GHz, 3M cache 
 RAM: 8GB 
 Hard Drive: 250 GB 
 Media: 8X DVD R/W 
 Peripherals: keyboard, optical mouse, speakers, monitor 
 

o Laptop computer (1) $2,100: 
 Operating System: Windows 7 Professional, 64 bit 
 Processor: 2.5 GHz, 3M cache 
 RAM: 8GB 
 Hard Drive: 320 GB 
 Media: 8X DVD R/W 
 Screen: 15.6 inches 
 Wireless LAN: 802.11 a/b/g/n 
 Accessories: wireless mouse, A/C adapter, carrying case 
 Other: 4 year service support, 4 year accidental damage service 

 
 
Responsible Agencies:  Martin MPO 
 
Funding Sources        FY 12/13         FY 13/14 
Martin MPO                          FHWA (PL)   $65,100  $65,873 
 (Travel/Training/Meeting Rooms)  FHWA (PL)    $15,000 $15,000 
 Desktop computers (5 @ $1,300 ea.)  FHWA (PL)  $6,500 

Laptop computer (1 @ $2,100)  FHWA (PL)  $2,100 
Software     FHWA (PL)  $1,300 

 
 
Milestones and End Products 
Computer purchase      FY 2013 - Q1 



21 
UPWP 12/13 – 13/14 

Policy Board Meetings, Packets, Minutes, Agendas, etc. Bi-Monthly & As Needed  
Advisory Committee Meetings, Packets, Minutes,  

Agendas                 Bi-Monthly & As Needed                    
Arrangements for training & meeting rooms   As Needed 
Regional Coordination     As Needed 
Collaborative meetings            As Needed 
Annual State Certification review meeting        January 2013 & 2014 
State Regional Review                                                   January 2013 & 2014 
Annual Audit              November 2013 & 2014 
Financial and Other Record Keeping                                    Continuous 
Progress Reports and Invoices                                            Quarterly 
Workshops and Training                                                        As Needed 
MPOAC Meetings      Quarterly & As Needed 
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TASK 5.2     REGIONAL COORDINATION 
 
Purpose 
 
To pursue coordination and collaboration of regional transportation initiatives for potential efficiencies 
and improved information based decision-making impacting transportation and transit facilities of a 
multi-jurisdictional nature.   
 
Previous Work 
 
A closer working relationship with the St. Lucie TPO has been established over the past ten years 
stemming from the development of the 2030 and 2035 Regional Long Range Transportation Plans 
involving numerous public meetings and public workshops.  Joint Martin and St. Lucie Policy Board 
meetings are conducted as needed.  Two St. Lucie TPO Board members are ex-officio members of the 
Martin MPO and vice-versa.  Numerous exchanges of information related to work products, planning 
and policy occurred between the staff of the Martin, St. Lucie and Indian River County MPOs.   
Meetings of the Treasure Coast Transportation Council (TCTC) were held to identify Regional 
projects for transportation funds designated for regional projects.   
  
A Regional Transit Development Plan (RTDP) was created by Martin MPO and St. Lucie TPO.  This 
plan was adopted by Martin MPO on September 15, 2009 and the St. Lucie TPO.  FDOT approved the 
RTDP on December 18, 2009.  
  
Methodology 
Transit 
Coordination of efforts to continue regionally connective transit services will be underway through the 
RTO.  The Martin MPO and St. Lucie TPO staff, FDOT and consultant will work together to provide 
administrative support to the RTO Board and Transit Technical Advisory Committee (TTAC), 
including the preparation and distribution of meeting packets and announcements and the 
documentation of RTO activities.  The RTO Board will be a working group that will address 
operational, financial, planning, and organizational issues.   
 
New bus service is being considered to make transit connections to the Park-and-Ride at Halpatiokee 
Regional Park, where passengers will be able to transfer to Palm Tran’s I-95 Express service to Tri-
Rail and the Intermodal Center in Downtown West Palm Beach.       
 
Regional Long Range Transportation Plan (LRTP) 
The Martin MPO staff will work with the St. Lucie TPO staff, the Indian River MPO staff, and FDOT 
in the development of the Treasure Coast Regional Planning Model (TCRPM) 4.0, which will be used 
for the 2040 RLRTP Update. (Please see additional information regarding the 2040 RLRTP under 
Task 5.6.)     
 
Regional Public Involvement Plan (PIP) 
Participate in an annual meeting with the MPO’s in District IV and FDOT to discuss ways to improve 
public involvement and work together on related regional projects such as the Interactive 
Transportation Improvement Program (TIP) (see Task 5.5) and the MPO Public Awareness Survey. 
 
Regional Waterways Plan 
The Martin MPO will work with the St. Lucie TPO to conduct a study to explore strategies to leverage 
the economic benefit of the waterways in Martin and St. Lucie Counties. 
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U.S. 1 Corridor Retrofit Study 
The Martin MPO will work with the St. Lucie TPO to conduct a study to identify techniques to 
manage congestion in a section of U.S. 1 that extends from Martin County into St. Lucie County. 
 
Regional Vision Blueprint 
The Martin MPO will participate in the development of a Regional Vision and Blueprint, a multi-
agency effort by the Southeast Florida Regional Partnership to promote sustainable development in the 
coastal counties from Monroe County to Indian River County. 
 
Additional projects and programs that will require regional coordination include: 

 Passenger rail service on the FEC/Flagler Line; 
 Regional Greenways and the East Coast Greenway; and 
 SR 710 PD&E Studies. 

  
 
Responsible Agencies: Martin MPO 
 
Funding Sources    FY 12/13 FY 13/14 
 
Martin MPO  FHWA (PL)  $67,200 $67,000 
   FHWA (PL)  $25,000 $25,000  (Consultant – U.S. 1 Study) 
   FHWA (PL)  $50,000 $50,000  (Consultant – Waterway Study) 
 
 
 
 
Milestones and End Products 
 
Waterways Plan        June 30, 2014 
U.S. 1 Corridor Retrofit Plan       June 30, 2014 
RTO Board Meetings        Quarterly 
TTAC Meetings        As Needed 
Joint Staff Meetings with the St. Lucie TPO     As Needed 
Joint meetings of the Martin/St. Lucie Policy Board    As Needed 
Meetings of the TCTC       As Needed 
Meetings of the RAC        As Needed 
Meetings with Palm Beach MPO      As Needed 
Meetings for RVB effort       As Needed 
Joint TACs, CACs        As Needed  
Martin MPO-St. Lucie TPO Joint Work Program Meetings   As Needed 
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TASK 5.3     UPWP DEVELOPMENT  
 
Purpose 
 
To prepare and monitor, as needed, the Two-year, FY12/13-13/14 UPWP,  reflecting a program of 
planning activities and financial support for the activities to be undertaken during this period.  
 
Previous Work 
 
Preparation, adoption, development and revision of the FY10/11-11/12 UPWP and all previous fiscal 
years since 1994. 
 
Methodology 
 
Effectiveness of approaches to tasks to be implemented in the FY 2012/13 and FY 2013/14 UPWP will 
be recorded.   Should changes be necessary, amendments will be processed addressing work tasks, end 
products, funding amounts and sources and participating agencies.  Procedures in Chapter 3 of the 
MPO Program Management Handbook including review and approval by the CAC, TAC, BPAC, 
MPO Board, FDOT and FHWA, will be followed.  The FY2013 - 2014 UPWP will include an Open 
Comment period using the website and newspaper publicity, plus the normal official review and 
approval process.   
 
Coordination with other Treasure Coast MPOs to accommodate regional coordination must also be 
addressed in part, under this task.  Since this is a bi-annual UPWP, meetings will be held periodically 
with St. Lucie and Indian River MPOs to discuss regional initiatives.   
 
Responsible Agency: Martin MPO 
 
Funding Source       FY 12/13 FY 13/14 

 FHWA PL     $24,700 $24,600 
 
 
Milestones and End Products 
2nd Year Revisions/Updates to FY2012/13- 
 FY2013/14 UPWP       May 2013 
FY2014/15-2015/16 UPWP Kickoff Meeting    December 2013 
FY 2014/15-2015/16 Draft submitted to FDOT    March 15, 2014 
FY 2014/15-2015/16 Draft to Advisory  
Committees & MPO Board       April, 2014 
Meetings with St. Lucie and Indian River MPOs    As Needed  
Open Comment Period       March 15-Apr. 16, 2014 
Final Submittal to FDOT       May 15, 2014 
FY 2012/13-2013/14 Amendments/Modifications    As Needed  
Progress Review Meetings       As Needed 
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TASK 5.4     DATA COLLECTION 
 
Purpose 
 
To maintain traffic volume, turning movements and crash databases on the public roadway network 
impacting the MPA; and to support data collection efforts that address multimodal planning, including 
land use, roadway, rail, transit, and bicycle/pedestrian. 
 
Previous Work 
 
The County Engineering Department continued to gather traffic count data so that Average Annual 
Daily Traffic (AADT) counts could be calculated for the collector and arterial roadway system within 
the MPA.  Annual crash data and selected turning movement data were also assembled.  The data was 
used to help plan roadway improvements that further the safety and security of the system.  Data was 
also provided to the CMP and RLRTP planning processes. 
 
In preparation for the 2035 RLRTP update and partially to validate existing data bases, the MPO 
utilized an update of the Vacant Parcel Inventory developed by the County’s Growth Management 
Department.  This information was sorted by Traffic Analysis Zones (TAZ).  The TAZ files were 
updated in association with Greater Treasure Coast Regional Transportation Planning Model III 
(GTCRPM III) activities. Coordination continued with the Martin County Growth Management and 
Engineering Departments, FDOT and the St. Lucie and Indian River MPOs relative to developing the 
GTCRPM III. 
 
As part of the 2035 RLRTP work effort, specific activities related to data collection included collecting 
socioeconomic data for the validation year, reviewing long range population estimates, calibrating the 
Urban Land Use Allocation Model (ULAM), developing alternative growth scenarios and projecting 
socioeconomic data for those scenarios. 
 
 
Methodology 
 
The annual traffic count, turning movement and crash data inventory will continue partially funded by 
the MPO’s PL funds. The AADT calculations will continue.  
 
Maintain an up-to-date GIS database of transit routes and stops; and bicycle, pedestrian, greenways 
and multiuse paths.  The database should be reviewed and updated on a quarterly schedule to keep 
current with changes.  Additionally, consultant services will be retained to prepare an origin-
destination study to better understand travel patterns within the MPA and to effectively implement 
TDM strategies. 
 
The MPO will continue to rely on the Martin County Traffic Division to collect data and generate the 
crash report and the LOS report.  The MPO will use these reports to identify and prioritize projects 
through the planning and funding process. 
 
Household Travel Survey 
The MPO will conduct a countywide Household Travel Survey. This study will gather travel making 
behavior (origin-destination, trip purpose, trip length, time of day) and preference data for all modes of 
travel within Martin County. 
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Responsible Agencies:  Martin MPO and Martin County Engineering   
 
Funding Sources        FY 12/13 FY 13/14 
  FHWA (PL)     $10,200 $10,100 
  FHWA (PL)     $140,000 (Consultant – Travel Survey) 

 Martin County     $77,250 $77,250 
 
Milestones and End Products 
 
Household Travel Survey Final Report     June 30, 2014 
Traffic Counts         On-going 
Review Databases        Quarterly 
Crash Report         April 15, 2013/14 
LOS reports         September, 2012 & 20113
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TASK 5.5     TRANSPORTATION IMPROVEMENT PROGRAM (TIP) DEVELOPMENT 
 

Purpose 
 

To develop an annual list of project priorities, serving as the basis of this five-year capital 
improvement plan.  The project priorities will be coordinated and maintained in a single document 
reflecting Federal, State and local funding levels for the Martin County Area. 
 
Previous Work 
 
The MPO has prepared a TIP and a priority projects list each fiscal year since FY 1994.  The MPO has 
also annually reviewed FDOT’s draft tentative five-year work program and has coordinated with 
FDOT.  The MPO has also coordinated with local officials. The completed TIPs are submitted to 
FDOT. 

 
Methodology 

 
The draft TIP is developed after consultation with the local governments, St. Lucie County and FDOT.  
The TIPs will include all local, County and State transportation projects planned for the MPA during 
each period.  The CMP, Bicycle and Pedestrian Action Plan, Transit Development Plan, airport master 
plan, local comprehensive plans, Cost Feasible Plans, LOS Reports, RLRTP recommendations and 
other sources will be used.  Input will be received through the citizen participation process. 
Enhancement projects will be included in the review process as will transit and airport projects. The 
MPO will expand the variety and source of Enhancement project applications from neighborhood 
groups, CRA districts and municipalities in the County.  This will be accomplished through attending 
more community-based meetings to explain the Enhancement program and application process. 
  
After submittal of the project priorities to FDOT, the MPO Policy Board, with input from its advisory 
committees, will review the program for approval.   
 
The MPO staff will, as needed during the course of PD&E studies, conduct Socio-Cultural Effects 
(SCE) evaluations for input into the Efficient Transportation Decision Making (ETDM)’s 
Environmental Streamlining Tool (EST) for review by the Environmental Technical Advisory Team 
(ETAT), effectively linking the Federal and State environmental review and planning processes.  MPO 
staff will continue to attend training opportunities for ETDM sponsored by FDOT.  
 
MPO staff will utilize the cloud based Interactive TIP process to improve public access to the TIP 
information, and also the readability of the published TIP document.  
 
In conformance with Federal requirement, the TIP will display for each project, either directly or by 
reference to other documents, the funds spent prior to the start of the work program four year window, 
and also estimates of all future costs that will be programmed beyond the end of the four year window. 
 
 
Responsible Agencies: Martin MPO  
 
Funding Sources       FY 12/13 FY 13/14 
    FHWA (PL)     $37,700 $37,600 
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Milestones and End Products 
Development of Project Priorities      Summer 2012 & 2013 
Submittal of Project Priorities to FDOT      Sept. 2012& 2013 
Review and Endorsement of FDOT’s Five-Year Program   Dec. 2012 & 2013 
Meetings with CRA Planners       April 2013 & 2014 
Publish Public Hearing of DRAFT TIP     May & June 2013 & 2014 
Advisory Committee Reviews       May & June 2013 & 2014 
Annual Publication of the Federally Funded Project Listing   May & June 2013 & 2014 
MPO Approval        June 2013 & 2014 
ETDM Training and Study       On-going 
Transportation Improvement Program (TIP) amendments   As Needed 
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TASK 5.6     REGIONAL LONG RANGE TRANSPORTATION PLANNING 
 
Purpose 

 
Long Range Transportation Plans are created to cover a 20 year planning horizon and updated every five 
years, to ensure a continuous, cooperative and comprehensive transportation planning process is carried 
out consistent with all Federal, State and local, rules, regulations and planning factors applicable to the 
programs supported by FHWA PL funding.  MPO will also participate in long term planning activities in 
coordination with FDOT’s 2040 Multi-modal Unfunded SIS Needs List and 2060 Florida Transportation 
Plan. 

 
Previous Work 
 
The MPO coordinated with the St. Lucie TPO, FDOT, and the Treasure Coast Regional Planning 
Council to update the 2035 RLRTP, which was adopted in February, 2011.  This effort included 
conducting public workshops, developing alternative future land use scenarios, selecting a preferred 
land use scenario, developing future year socio-economic data sets, identifying future transportation 
deficiencies, preparing a needs plan, projecting financial revenues and expenditures, and developing a 
2035 cost feasible plan.  Other work included the preparation of graphic illustrations and GIS maps, 
reviewing the MPO’s and TPO’s priority project selection methodology, and developing goals, 
objectives, and policies.  Coordination with Indian River County MPO was ongoing during the update 
process as well, because the model used to simulate future traffic volumes contained Indian River 
County. 
 
Methodology 
 
2040 RLRTP 
The tri-county simulation model used to forecast 2040 conditions in the next Regional Long Range 
Transportation Plan Update will be validated to 2010 conditions. The validation work will be done by 
a consultant under contract to FDOT, with a tentative commencement date in July, 2012. The original 
estimate of the total cost of this work was $450,000. The Martin MPO will participate in this effort 
financially. The Martin MPO, St. Lucie TPO, and Indian River MPO will contribute $25,000 in each 
of the two years of this UPWP, for a total of $50,000 apiece. MPO staff will participate both in the 
selection of the consultant that does the project, and in the review of the work products produced as 
part of the study. 
 
Given the timetable for completion of model validation (FY 13/14 Q2) it is possible that a consultant 
contract for the Update work will be signed and first invoices received by the end of FY13/14. The 
budgeted amount shown below is for only the portion of total contract likely to be spent in FY13/14. 
The bulk of the project effort and expenditures on it will be reflected in the FY 14/15 -15/16 UPWP. 
 
MPO staff will attend meetings and participate in activities addressing topics related to FDOT’s 2040 
Multi-modal Unfunded SIS Needs List and 2060 Florida Transportation Plan. 
 
Responsible Agencies: Martin MPO, FDOT  
 
Funding Sources    FY 12/13 FY 13/14 

FHWA (PL)   $24,100 $24,000 
  FHWA (PL)    $25,000 $25,000 (TCRPM Validation MOU) 
  FHWA (PL)     $30,000 (Consultant – RLRTP Update) 
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Milestones and End Products 
Validated 2010 TCRPM 4,0       December 15, 2013 
2040 RLRTP Update commenced      FY 13/14 Q4 
Amendments to the 2035 Regional LRTP     As Needed 
2040 Multi-modal Unfunded SIS Needs List Meetings   Ongoing 
2060 Florida Transportation Plan Meetings     Ongoing  
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TASK 5.7     PUBLIC INVOLVEMENT 
 

Purpose 
To assure citizen participation in the transportation planning process.  This involves presenting 
information to the citizens and soliciting input and using it to continually revise and refine proposed 
programs, plans and projects.  These efforts include ensuring that population groups and geographic 
areas have access to transportation planning information related to MPO products and have access to 
the MPO decision-making process.   
 
Previous Work 
 
During FY 10/11-11/12, the MPO worked to improve its image through several avenues.  One of the 
major initiatives was the overhaul and enhancement of the website.  Although fully-functional, the 
previous MPO website was not very appealing.  With the assistance of a web design consultant, the 
MPO has overhauled its site to make it more user-friendly and eye-catching.  The site now includes an 
interactive calendar, opportunities for public suggestions, and regular links to MPO surveys.  In 
addition, Staff now has the ability to track site visits and then analyze the data for popular links 
through Google Analytics.   
 
Another major improvement was the development of the Interactive TIP web-application.  The 
Interactive TIP tool was developed through District 4 and customized for each MPO.  This tool allows 
users to download current and past TIP documents, search for projects on a map, and customize project 
reports.  Because it utilizes the FDOT Central Office project database, real-time information is readily-
available.   
 
Staff also worked to update the Public Involvement Plan to ensure it reflected the 2010 Census data, 
included a section for RLRTP and TIP Amendments and Administrative Modifications, and took into 
consideration current capabilities.  This plan as well as the TIP and RLRTP were advertised for public 
review and placed on our website.  In addition, comment sheets were made available at all local 
libraries and the County Administration building during the comment period.    
 
Methodology 
 
Technology 
MPO Staff will continue to maintain the website to reflect current announcements, planning 
documents, and meeting agendas.  All of these documents will be searchable to assist persons with 
disabilities to review them.  Additional website features will be utilized through FY 12/13-13/14 to 
better engage the public in the planning process.  One such feature is the project suggestion 
application.  Under the projects tab, individuals have the opportunity to send a suggestion, and these 
suggestions are emailed to staff.  A database will be created to document each response and resolution.   
 
Another feature includes the creation and addition of online surveys to the website.  By utilizing 
Survey Monkey, Staff is able to develop a survey template, send it out to targeted recipients, post 
online, and analyze the results.  These results will be used to evaluate the effectiveness of public 
outreach techniques and to obtain input on various plans and programs.  Staff will also work with the 
consultant to translate the website to Spanish.  This will provide an additional channel of 
communication for underserved populations throughout the County.     
 
The Martin County Government Television (MCTV) channel 20 is used to explain and promote the 
use of services in Martin County and to encourage public interaction.  The MPO televises all of its 
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Board meetings, some special planning events and Public Hearings, and regularly lists events and 
services on the televised bulletin board.  Meeting sign in sheets will include a column for how 
attendees heard about the meeting. 
 
Meetings/Committees 
In addition to regular Board, CAC, TAC, BPAC, and LCB-TD meetings, the MPO will continue to 
facilitate meetings focused on transit issues.  The MPO will coordinate with the St. Lucie TPO to 
advertise meetings in both counties for the RTO Board, as well as its TTAC committee. 
 
The MPO will continue to work with local agencies and public officials to fill vacancies on the 
Advisory Committees as they arise.  These advertisements will also continue to be posted on the 
MPO’s and County’s websites and other locations as appropriate.  The MPO will ensure each 
committee member receives notification of all appropriate meetings as well as the agenda packages at 
least seven days in advance of meetings.  Staff will also continue to advertise monthly meetings in the 
local newspapers.   
 
Public Involvement Plan (PIP) 
The 2012 PIP contains great outreach strategies and performance measures to help assess the 
effectiveness of the plan in subsequent years.  Staff will continue to review this plan annually and 
develop an annual report to analyze the effectiveness of MPO efforts.  It will be updated on a bi-annual 
basis and include specific 2010 Census demographic data and maps as they become available.   
 
Publications 
All documents will be published on the MPO website.  Specific documents, such as the TIP, RLRTP, 
and PIP, will be advertised for public review and placed in all local libraries and the County 
Administration Building.  The MPO has developed a template for a quarterly newsletter that will be 
used to increase recognition in the community, provide relevant project information, and highlight 
accomplishments.  Along with being posted on our website, it will be distributed to neighboring 
MPOs, planning partners, local civic groups, and residents that have asked to be included on the MPO 
mailing list.   
 
Ongoing Public Involvement 
The MPO will continue documenting the public involvement activities and incorporate them into the 
PIP annual report.  Staff also will continue to attend Neighborhood Advisory Committee meetings.  
Specific outreach activities outlined in the PIP will continue to be allocated among the MPO staff 
based on program specialization and available schedule.     
 
Responsible Agencies:  Martin MPO 
 
Funding Sources       FY 12/13 FY 13/14 
     FHWA (PL)   $95,500 $95,200 
         
Milestones and End Products 
 
Documentation of public involvement efforts    Ongoing 
Committee meetings        Ongoing 
Committee Vacancy Advertisements      Ongoing 
Website maintenance        Ongoing 
PIP Evaluation Annual Report      January 2013, 2014 
Bi-annual Update        January 2013 & 2014
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TASK 5.8     PUBLIC TRANSPORTATION 
 
Purpose 
To continue to plan and monitor public transportation services with an emphasis on quality of service 
and inter-modal connectivity.  
 
Previous Work Completed 
 
The MPO continued to use Federal Transit Administration (FTA) Section 5303 funds to provide 
planning support for Martin County’s purchased transit provider.  
   
Martin and St. Lucie completed its first Regional Transit Development Plan (RTDP) for the Port St. 
Lucie Urbanized Area for FY 2010-2019.  The Martin MPO, St. Lucie TPO, FDOT and the transit 
providers from both Martin and St. Lucie Counties worked together on establishing regional goals, 
performance measures, public involvement and a regional project prioritization process.   
 
The MPO assisted the County with pursuing additional transit grant funds that helped address 
improvements to the current transit system.  FTA’s Job Access and Reverse Commute (JARC) and 
New Freedom funds provided an additional $235,995 in transit funding.  The MPO continued to work 
with the CTC on transit trip planning data that assisted with route design and scheduling of public 
transportation and reduction of paratransit or door-to-door trips.   
 
A Transit Summit was held on January 8, 2010 by Martin and St. Lucie M/TPO to discuss the benefits 
of establishing an RTO.  On February 18, 2010, the Joint Martin MPO-St. Lucie TPO Policy Board 
approved the formation of a Regional Transit Organization (RTO) Board and signed an interlocal 
agreement on January 13, 2011.   
 
In September, 2010, the Martin MPO Board approved a Premium Transit/Rail Corridor Study that 
evaluates the feasibility of premium transit and passenger rail on Martin County’s three major north-
south corridors (US 1, I-95, and the Florida East Coast Rail Corridor). 
 
The MPO assisted the County with submittal of an application for a Park and Ride Grant.  This grant 
was awarded by FDOT for a Park and Ride facility near Halpatiokee Park for the new I-95 Express 
Bus from Stuart to West Palm Beach.   
 
MPO staff and the South Florida Commuter Services met with Martin School District staff to discuss 
school pool, carpool, and vanpool initiatives.  An email was sent to all School District employees 
introducing the program, followed by an employee survey.   
 
An application was submitted to FTA for American Recovery and Reinvestment Act of 2009 (ARRA) 
grant funding.  This grant was awarded in March 2010 to fund construction costs associated with a 
Transit Depot Facility.  
 
MPO staff assisted the County in working with South Florida Commuter Services to prepare brochures 
and posters that advertise the County’s newly modified fixed route bus system.  In addition, the MPO 
staff coordinated with a local high school’s TV production department in order for students to produce 
a commercial about the County’s fixed route bus system.  The commercial currently airs on the 
County’s local television station, MCTV.   
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Methodology 
 
Martin County Public Transit will continue to be planned and monitored.  This task includes ridership 
analysis, passenger boarding studies where appropriate, and weekly/monthly performance reports. 
Staff will work closely with the public transit provider on establishing a service plan with goals and 
objectives to increase annual ridership.  Staff will assist in identifying potential transit users that may 
be drawn into the system through service improvements. 
 
The I-95 Express Bus Service runs from Stuart to West Palm Beach and is funded by a State grant in 
the amount of $2.3 million for operating and capital costs. The MPO will continue to work with Palm 
Tran, FDOT and South Florida Commuter Services to market this new service.  In addition, the MPO 
will provide transit planning support to the County to integrate its new fixed route service with the I-95 
Express, in order to provide commuters with transit service from the new Transit Depot in Downtown 
Stuart to West Palm Beach.  The construction of the Transit Depot is funded with ARRA monies, and 
is located next to the Courthouse in Downtown Stuart in an area that includes proposed future 
government offices.  The Transit Depot Facility will serve as a transfer hub for intra-county bus 
service, administrative offices for transit, a park-and-ride facility, and a station for future passenger rail 
service along the Florida East Coast (FEC) rail corridor.  The MPO will continue to monitor and 
support the work effort of future passenger service along the FEC corridor.   
 
As mentioned in Task 5.2, the Martin MPO will work with the St. Lucie TPO to conduct a U.S. 1 
Corridor Retrofit Study to identify techniques to manage congestion in a section of U.S. 1 that extends 
from Martin County into St. Lucie County.  Coordination of transit services with other alternative 
modes such bicycle and pedestrian planning through involvement on the MPO’s Bicycle/Pedestrian 
Advisory Committee, and through coordination of planning documents from both disciplines (e.g., the 
TDP is presented to BPAC for comment) will continue.   
 
The MPO will continue to assist in identifying local funding sources for transit operations.  
Contributions and input from the Martin County Board of County Commissioners, the City of Stuart 
and the Town of Sewell’s Point will be coordinated.  
 
Staff will continue to plan and implement capital improvements to the transit system utilizing FTA 
5307 funds.  Among the capital projects anticipated for the upcoming year are bicycle racks on 
selected transit vehicles and transit amenities (bus stops, benches, and shelters).  Staff will also 
participate in the Regional Transit Steering Committee that will discuss alternative transportation 
strategies that could be implemented on a regional basis. 
 
The MPO staff will work with St. Lucie TPO, FDOT and consultants to address planning, 
administration and operating needs to support to the newly formed RTO Board, including the 
construction of new bus shelters along the US 1 Corridor.  Staff will also continue to attend the 
quarterly Treasure Coast Transit Meetings with staff from St. Lucie TPO, St. Lucie County, Indian 
River County, Community Transit, Senior Resource Center and FDOT. 

  
The MPO will use a consultant to prepare a major update of the Transit Development Plan. 
 
Responsible Agencies:  Martin MPO 
        
Funding Sources    FY 12/13 FY 13/14 
 FTA 5303    $64,242 $64,242 
 5303 State Match   $8,030  $8,030 
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 5303 Local Match   $8,030  $8,030 
 FHWA PL    $40,800 $40,700 
 FTA 5307      $100,000 (Consultant – TDP Update) 
 
 
Milestone and End Products 
Transit Development Plan (TDP)     June 2014 
Planning Support for Public Transit Provider    Ongoing 
Passenger Boarding and Other Data     Ongoing 
Regional Transit Steering Committee     Ongoing 
Treasure Coast Transit Committee     Ongoing 
Transit Planning       Ongoing 
RTO Coordination with St Lucie TPO    Ongoing 
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Task 5.9     TRANSPORTATION DISADVANTAGED PROGRAM 
 
Purpose 
 
To provide planning services as the Designated Official Planning Agency (DOPA) to the Florida 
Commission for Transportation Disadvantaged (FCTD) for the Transportation Disadvantaged (TD) 
Program in accordance with Chapter 427, Florida Statutes and Rule 41-2.   
 
Previous Work 
 
The MPO serves as the DOPA for Martin County.  The MPO provided staff support to the Community 
Transportation Coordinator (CTC), Medical Transportation Management (MTM), and to the advisory 
board [the Local Coordinating Board for the Transportation Disadvantaged (LCB-TD)].  MPO staff 
advertised and held a Public Hearing, following the LCB-TD meeting.  MPO staff submitted TD grant 
quarterly reports, as required by State Law, and worked with the CTC to provide quarterly progress 
reports to the LCB-TD and an annual report to the MPO Policy Board.  
 
The Center for Urban and Transportation Research (CUTR) was hired by the MPO to complete Martin 
County’s Transportation Disadvantaged Service Plan (TDSP) and Coordinated Public Transit–Human 
Services Transportation Plan (CPT-HSTP) for FY 2009-2013. 
 
Methodology 
 
As the DOPA for Martin County, the MPO will continue to conduct activities to carry out the intent of 
Chapter 427, F.S. and Rule 41-2 Florida Administrative Code (FAC) as related to TD issues.  The 
LCB-TD, with support from MPO staff, will continue to identify and serve the needs of Martin 
County's transportation disadvantaged population and coordinate those needs with the transit planning 
activities and services.  The MPO will continue to provide information, advice, and direction to the 
CTC in ongoing planning and technical support areas, including policy formulation, service delivery 
methods, and assessing individuals for eligibility, in accordance with Subsection 427.015 and 
Subsection 427.1057 Florida Statutes.  
 
Applicable documents, reports and plans will be submitted to the MPO for review and approval. These 
documents, including the TDSP/CPT-HSTP Major Update for FY 2014-2019, will be reviewed and 
approved by the LCB-TD.  The MPO will participate as a member of the Florida Public Transportation 
Association (FPTA) in regard to TD issues and attend regularly scheduled training and annual TD 
Conferences. 

The MPO will use a consultant to prepare a major update of the Transportation Disadvantaged Service 
Plan (TDSP) 

Responsible Agencies: Martin MPO  
 
Funding Sources      FY 12/13 FY 13/14 
    FCTD   $19,956   $19,956 
    FTA 5303    $32,000 (Consultant -TDSP) 
    5303 State Match   $4,000  
    5303 Local Match   $4,000  
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Milestones and End Products 
Technical Work as the DOPA      On-going 
Meetings of the LCB       Quarterly 
Annual Public Hearing      August 2013 & 2014 
FPTA Participation       Bi-annual 
TD Service Plan – CTC Support     November 2012 & 2013  
Annual CTC Evaluation      November 2012 & 2013 
TDSP Update        June 2014  
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TASK 5.10     BICYCLE, PEDESTRIAN AND GREENWAYS PLANNING 
 
Purpose 
 
To maintain a planning program that integrates bicycle, pedestrian and greenway facilities into the 
transportation system and increase the safety and usage of these facilities.  To build on the momentum 
gained during the development of the Martin County Bicycle and Pedestrian Action Plan, continuously 
provide public information and solicit public input. 
 
Previous Work 

 
The MPO accomplished several significant tasks during FY 10/11-11/12.  This included the 
collaborative planning effort with the County, School District, and CRA to create four infrastructure 
grant applications for the Safe Routes to School Program.  Of these applications, the proposal for 
Indiantown Middle and Warfield Elementary was selected for funding in FY 15/16.   
 
Staff completed the 2007-2009 Bicycle and Pedestrian Collision Report.  This report evaluated and 
interpreted existing collision data and identified trends.  The spatial data developed for this report were 
included as project evaluation criteria for the Bicycle and Pedestrian Action Plan.   
 
This Action Plan was designed and completed through many BPAC meetings held over the course of 
approximately two years.  It includes a vision for the community, goals and objectives, implementation 
strategies, and project recommendations.  This plan has been endorsed by the MPO Advisory 
Committees, the MPO Board, the County CRA, the County Parks & Recreation Advisory Board, and 
the City of Stuart.   
 
Methodology 
 
Bicycle & Pedestrian Advisory Committee 
The MPO will continue to provide Staff and logistical support to the Bicycle and Pedestrian Advisory 
Committee.  This committee is charged with providing public input to the MPO on all bicycle and 
pedestrian issues and advises the Board by reviewing, reacting to, and providing comment on 
transportation planning issues and needs.   
 
Project Development & Review 
Through the development of the Bicycle and Pedestrian Action Plan, over 80 projects were identified 
that would, when completed, make Martin County a more bicycle and pedestrian-friendly community.  
Staff will work with appropriate agencies and departments to evaluate the feasibility of these projects 
and identify mechanisms to complete them.   
 
Additional programmed projects that are required to go through the Electronic Review Comments 
(ERC) system will be evaluated based on bicycle and pedestrian-friendliness.  Staff will encourage the 
use of effective signage in these projects when appropriate.   
 
MPO Staff will also discuss the development review process with the appropriate County Departments 
to identify ways to evaluate proposed developments based on bicycle and pedestrian issues.  A process 
will then be established to evaluate these proposals as well as other County projects with regard to 
these issues.   
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Research & Data Collection  
Several strategies in the Action Plan include research and data collection.  To better advocate for and 
inform our MPO Board and Advisory Committees about the benefits of mixed-use development, 
complete streets, and biking and walking in general, Staff will research these issues and related 
policies.  Staff will then create fact sheets or other media to explain this information.   
 
Staff will also develop a toolbox of improvements based on existing best practices and successful 
projects implemented throughout the US.  Staff will research available funding sources and create a 
matrix that lists available funding sources and the viability of obtaining and administering these funds.  
In addition, Staff will collect collision data to be used in the 2007-2011 Bicycle and Pedestrian 
Collision Report, and will review deficiencies in the current network and identify possible 
improvements.   
 
Public Outreach & Coordination 
MPO Staff will develop public service announcements, flyers, brochures, Idea Cards for project 
suggestions, and other media to advocate for bicycle and pedestrian related improvements.  Staff will 
work to identify these partners and meet with them to better understand our collective short and long-
term objectives.  Staff will also coordinate with these partners, included neighboring MPOs and the 
TCRPC, to leverage our efforts and funds whenever possible.   
 
Plan Evaluation & Update 
MPO Staff will work with the BPAC to identify indicators of success to determine the impacts of the 
Action Plan.  Based on these indicators, performance measures will be created to focus future planning 
and programming.  An annual progress report will then be developed that highlights accomplishments 
and proposed initiatives.  This report will be widely distributed to local civic organizations and other 
agencies as appropriate.   
   
 
Responsible Agencies:  Martin MPO  
 
Funding Sources       FY 12/13 FY 13/14 
    FHWA (PL)    $53,400 $53,200 
         
Milestones and End Products 
 
BPAC meetings        Bi-Monthly 
BPAC Coordination & Support      Ongoing 
Project Development         Ongoing 
Project Review        Ongoing 
Coordinate Bicycle and Pedestrian Safety and 
 Data Analysis        Ongoing 
Project Toolbox        FY 2013 
Multimodal Level of Service Report      FY 2014 
Informational Flyers, Brochures, and Fact Sheets    Ongoing 
Database of partners and stakeholders     FY 2013 
Regional Coordination with neighboring MPOs, TCRPC, 
 County, and City Staff      Ongoing 
Annual Progress Report       June 2013, 2014 
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TASK 5.11     CONGESTION MANAGEMENT PROCESS (CMP) PLANNING 
 
Purpose 
 
To develop, implement and maintain the MPO’s Congestion Management Process (CMP) including 
implementation of CMP projects and transitioning to an Intelligent Transportation System to assist in 
data collection and monitoring of traffic flows for improving traffic flows. 
 
Previous Work 
 
Martin County implemented an Advanced Traffic Management System (ATMS) covering 25 
centerline miles of roads, and 88 intersections. 
 
In the 2011 CMP Update, the MPO updated the segment selection process, used it to select one 
roadway segment, and conducted a detailed operational analysis of the segment, SR 714 from Citrus 
Blvd. to Martin Downs Blvd. This study produced over three dozen recommendations. New in this 
effort was assigning a monetary value both to the existing congestion, and also to the congestion relief 
provided by the improvements, yielding benefit/cost ratios that showed clearly the merit of the 
recommended improvements. 
 
Methodology 
 
In FY2013/14, the MPO will work with the consultant to use the new selection process to identify a 
congested road segment for detailed analysis.  In addition, the congestion level on the segment studied 
in the 2011 update will be examined to measure the effectiveness of any improvements implemented 
there. 
 
 
Responsible Agency:  Martin MPO  
 
Funding Sources      FY 12/13 FY 13/14 
    FHWA (PL)  $29,000 $28,900 
    FHWA (PL)    $40,000  (Consultant Services) 
 
Milestones and End Products 
 
MPO staff related training        Ongoing 
CMP Update          December 2013 
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TASK 5.12     PLAN AND DEVELOPMENT REVIEWS 
 
Purpose 
 
To assess consistency between local government land use and development plans and MPO 
transportation plans and programs. 
 
Previous Work 
 
Reviews of documents such as comprehensive plan amendments, major development applications, 
regional and state plans have been and will continue to be conducted for consistency with the 
MPO’s Regional LRTP and TIP.  The MPO will participate in regional studies initiated by the 
Treasure Coast Regional Planning Council.  Transportation impacts of proposed amendments to 
the Martin County, City of Stuart and other local government comprehensive plans on referral from 
the Treasure Coast Regional Planning Council were reviewed.   
 
Methodology 
 
On-going review responsibilities described above related to comprehensive plan amendments will 
continue to be conducted. The MPO will continue to participate in comment and review 
opportunities provided it by the Treasure Coast Regional Planning Council. 
 
Responsible Agencies: Martin MPO  
 
Funding Source       FY 12/13 FY 13/14 
     FHWA (PL)   $17,400 $17,300 
 
Milestones and End Products   
Reviews and Meetings      As requests are received
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TASK 5.13     AIRPORTS 
 
Purpose 
 
To identify the airport improvements to be included in the TIP update. 
 
Previous Work 
 
The MPO worked with the airport staff to identify the Program of Projects (POPs) from the County 
Capital Improvement Program (CIP) and Airport Master Plan, to be included in the annual TIP 
update. 
 
Methodology 
 
The MPO will continue to assist in identifying airport improvement projects to be incorporated in 
the TIP.  As a major economic base contributor, the MPO will support the continued Airport 
viability, focusing on the movement of goods and freight. The Airport Manager is currently on the 
MPO’s TAC.  
 
Responsible Agencies: Martin MPO 
 
Funding Source        FY 12/13 FY 13/14 
     FHWA (PL)    $500  $500 
 
Milestones and End Products 
 

Identification of Airport projects    September 2012 & September 2013
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TASK 5.14     STATE MATCHING NON-FEDERAL SUPPORT 
 
 Purpose 
 
To provide regulatory guidance and technical assistance to MPO staff, the Advisory Committees   
and the Policy Board for the continuing, comprehensive and cooperative planning process. 
 
Previous Work 
 
The FDOT through District 4 has provided the MPO with on-going assistance as described above.  
State funding matches support their efforts to ensure a continuing comprehensive and cooperative 
planning process. 
 
Methodology 
 
The FDOT, primarily through District 4 assists the MPO with regulatory guidance and technical 
assistance as program tasks are undertaken. FDOT provides an 18.07% matching share of FHWA 
PL funds awarded to the Martin MPO.  The match involves the use of Florida toll revenue credits 
as “soft match” toward the non-federal matching share of all programs using PL funds.   
 
Responsible Agency 
FDOT 
 
Funding Source       FY 12/13 FY 13/14 
   FDOT Toll Revenue (Credit)    $161,115 $143,354 
 
Milestone and End Product 
 

Administrative/Technical Assistance      on-going & as needed
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Summary Budget Table
Funding Sources for FY 2012/2013

Task

No. Description Federal State Local State Local Federal State Local Total

5.1 Administration 90,000$            $             -    $                -    $               -    $                -    $                  -   $90,000

5.2
Regional 

Coordination
142,200$          $             -    $                -    $               -    $                -    $                  -   $142,200

5.3
UPWP 

Development
24,700$            $             -    $                -    $               -    $                -    $                  -   $24,700

5.4 Data Collection 150,200$          $             -    $                -    $               -    $                -    $          77,250 $227,450

5.5
TIP 

Development
37,700$            $             -    $                -    $               -    $                -    $                  -   $37,700

5.6 LRTP 49,100$            $             -    $                -    $               -    $                -    $          10,000 $59,100

5.7
Public 

Involvement
95,500$            $             -    $                -    $               -    $                -    $                  -   $95,500

5.8
Public 

Transportation
40,800$            $             -    $        64,242  $          8,030  $          8,030  $                  -   $121,103

5.9
Transportation 
Disadvantaged 

Program
-$                19,956$        $             -    $                -    $               -    $                -    $                  -   $19,956

5.10
Bicycle, 

Pedestrian, and 
Greenways

53,400$            $             -    $                -    $               -    $                -    $                  -   $53,400

5.11
Congestion 

Management 
Process

29,000$            $             -    $                -    $               -    $                -    $                  -   $29,000

5.12
Development 

Reviews
17,400$            $             -    $                -    $               -    $                -    $                  -   $17,400

5.13 Airports 500$                 $             -    $                -    $               -    $                -    $                  -   $500

5.14
State Matching 

Non-Federal 
Support

161,115$                        $161,115

$730,500 $161,115 $0 $19,956 $0 $64,242 $8,030 $8,030 $87,250 $1,079,124

FCTD Grant FTA Section 5303

FTA 
Section 

5307
Local Funds

FHWA PL Funds

 
  



45 
UPWP 12/13 – 13/14 

Summary Budget Table
Funding Sources for FY 2013/2014

Task

No. Description Federal State Local State Local Federal State Local Total

5.1 Administration 80,873$            $                  -  $                    -  $                    -  $                    -  $                    - $80,873

5.2
Regional 

Coordination
142,000$          $                  -  $                    -  $                    -  $                    -  $                    - $142,000

5.3
UPWP 

Development
24,600$            $                  -  $                    -  $                    -  $                    -  $                    - $24,600

5.4 Data Collection 10,100$            $                  -  $                    -  $                    -  $                    -  $          77,250 $87,350

5.5
TIP 

Development
37,600$            $                  -  $                    -  $                    -  $                    -  $                    - $37,600

5.6 LRTP 79,000$            $                  -  $                    -  $                    -  $                    -  $          10,000 $89,000

5.7
Public 

Involvement
95,200$            $                  -  $                    -  $                    -  $                    -  $                    - $95,200

5.8
Public 

Transportation
40,700$            $      100,000  $          64,242  $            8,030  $            8,030  $                    - $221,003

5.9
Transportation 
Disadvantaged 

Program
-$                19,956$      $                  -  $          32,000  $            4,000  $            4,000  $                    - $59,956

5.10
Bicycle, 

Pedestrian, and 
Greenways

53,200$            $                  -  $                    -  $                    -  $                    -  $                    - $53,200

5.11
Congestion 

Management 
Process

68,900$            $                  -  $                    -  $                    -  $                    -  $                    - $68,900

5.12
Development 

Reviews
17,300$            $                  -  $                    -  $                    -  $                    -  $                    - $17,300

5.13 Airports 500$                 $                  -  $                    -  $                    -  $                    -  $                    - $500

5.14
State Matching 

Non-Federal 
Support

143,354$                            $143,354

$649,973 $143,354 $0 $19,956 $100,000 $96,242 $12,030 $12,030 $87,250 $1,120,836

FHWA PL Funds FCTD Grant

FTA Section 
5307

FTA Section 5303

Local Funds
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Task

No. Description

5.1 Administration  $                    -  $                    -  $                    -  $           90,000  $                    -  $               90,000 

5.2 Regional Coordination  $                    -  $                    -  $                    -  $         142,200  $                    -  $             142,200 

5.3 UPWP Development  $                    -  $                    -  $                    -  $           24,700  $                    -  $               24,700 

5.4 Data Collection  $           77,250  $                    -  $                    -  $         150,200  $                    -  $             227,450 

5.5 TIP Development  $                    -  $                    -  $                    -  $           37,700  $                    -  $               37,700 

5.6 LRTP  $           10,000  $                    -  $                    -  $           49,100  $                    -  $               59,100 

5.7 Public Involvement  $                    -  $                    -  $                    -  $           95,500  $                    -  $               95,500 

5.8 Public Transportation  $             8,030  $             8,030  $                    -  $           40,800  $           64,242  $             121,103 

5.9
Trans. Disadvantaged 

Program
 $                    -  $                    -  $           19,956  $                    -  $                    -  $               19,956 

5.10
Bicycles, Pedestrian & 

Greenways
 $                    -  $                    -  $                    -  $           53,400  $                    -  $               53,400 

5.11 CMP  $                    -  $                    -  $                    -  $           29,000  $                    -  $               29,000 

5.12
Plan and Development 

Reviews
 $                    -  $                    -  $                    -  $           17,400  $                    -  $               17,400 

5.13 Airports  $                    -  $                    -  $                    -  $                500  $                    -  $                    500 

5.14
State Matching Non-

Federal Support
 $         161,115     $                    -  $             161,115 

TOTAL  $           95,280  $         169,145  $           19,956  $         730,500  $           64,242  $          1,079,124 

Agency Participation FY 2012/13

Local State Federal

TotalMartin 
County Other FDOT FCTD FHWA FTA



47 
UPWP 12/13 – 13/14 

  

Task

No. Description

5.1 Administration  $                  -    $                  -    $                  -    $             80,873  $                  -    $               80,873 

5.2 Regional Coordination  $                  -    $                  -    $                  -    $           142,000  $                  -    $             142,000 

5.3 UPWP Development  $                  -    $                  -    $                  -    $             24,600  $                  -    $               24,600 

5.4 Data Collection  $           77,250  $                  -    $                  -    $             10,100  $                  -    $               87,350 

5.5 TIP Development  $                  -    $                  -    $                  -    $             37,600  $                  -    $               37,600 

5.6 LRTP  $           10,000  $                  -    $                  -    $             79,000  $                  -    $               89,000 

5.7 Public Involvement  $                  -    $                  -    $                  -    $             95,200  $                  -    $               95,200 

5.8 Public Transportation  $             8,030  $             8,030  $                  -    $             40,700  $         164,242  $             221,003 

5.9
Trans. Disadvantaged 

Program
 $             4,000  $             4,000  $           19,956  $                     -    $           32,000  $               59,956 

5.10
Bicycles, Pedestrian & 

Greenways
 $                  -    $                  -    $                  -    $             53,200  $                  -    $               53,200 

5.11 CMP  $                  -    $                  -    $                  -    $             68,900  $                  -    $               68,900 

5.12
Plan and Development 

Reviews
 $                  -    $                  -    $                  -    $             17,300  $                  -    $               17,300 

5.13 Airports  $                  -    $                  -    $                  -    $                  500  $                  -    $                    500 

5.14
State Matching Non-

Federal Support
 $         143,354     $                     -    $             143,354 

TOTAL  $           99,280  $         155,385  $           19,956  $           649,973  $         196,242  $          1,120,836 

FHWA FTA

Agency Participation FY 2013/14

Local State Federal

TotalMartin 
County Other FDOT FCTD
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APPENDIX 

 
 
A. Joint Certification Statement on the Metropolitan Transportation Planning Process, 

signed July 11, 2011, and State Certification Review. 
 

B. Martin County Resolution No. 12-, Approving:  Application for Grant Under Urban 
Mass Transit Act (Section 5303) 

 
C. Application for Grant Under Mass Transit Act (Section 5303) 

 
D. Martin County Community Redevelopment Area (CRA) map 

 
E. MPO Planning Area Map 

 
F. FDOT District Four Planning Activities  
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A RESOLUTION OF THE 
MARTIN METROPOLITAN PLANNING ORGANIZATION 

NUMBER 12- 
 
 

A RESOLUTION AUTHORIZING THE FILING OF AN APPLICATION WITH THE FLORIDA DEPARTMENT 
OF TRANSPORTATION (FDOT) AND THE DEPARTMENT OF TRANSPORTATION, UNITED STATES OF 
AMERICA (USDOT), FOR A GRANT UNDER THE URBAN MASS TRANSPORTATION ACT OF 1964, AS 
AMENDED. 

 
WHEREAS, this body is the designated Metropolitan Planning Organization for urban transportation 
planning for Martin County, Florida, and  
 
WHEREAS, the USDOT Joint Planning Regulations and State statutes require the annual preparation of a 
Unified Planning Work Program (UPWP) for urban transportation planning as a prerequisite for certification 
of the transportation planning process and as a condition of Federal Financial Assistance, and 
 
WHEREAS, the MPO has prepared a UPWP for FY2013 and FY 2014 and has submitted same to the 
FDOT as a basis for planning assistance grants, and  
 
WHEREAS, the Secretary of Transportation is authorized to make grants for mass transit projects, and  
 
WHEREAS, the contract for financial assistance will impose certain obligations upon the applicant, including 
the provisions by it of the local project costs, and 
 
WHEREAS, it is required by the U.S. Department of Transportation in accord with the provisions of Title VI 
of Civil Rights act of 1964, that in connection with the filing of an application for assistance under the Urban 
Mass Transportation Act of 1964, as amended, the applicant give an assurance that it will comply with Title 
VI of the Civil Rights Act of 1964 and other pertinent directives and the U.S. Department of Transportation 
requirements hereunder, and 
 
WHEREAS, it is the goal of the Applicant that disadvantaged business enterprises (minority business 
enterprises and women business enterprises) be utilized to the fullest extent possible in connection with this 
project, and that definitive procedures shall be established and administered to ensure that minority 
businesses shall have the maximum feasible opportunity to compete for contracts and purchase orders 
when procuring construction contracts, supplies, equipment contracts, or consultant and other services, and 
 
WHEREAS, the Florida Department of Transportation has been requested to provide financial participation 
in the match of this FTA grant in the amount of one-half the total match, and 
 
WHEREAS, the Department has indicated its willingness to provide this amount of match subject to the 
execution of the necessary Joint Participation Agreement. 
 
NOW, THEREFORE BE IT RESOLVED BY THE MARTIN METROPOLITAN PLANNING ORGANIZATION 
(MPO), IN AND FOR THE MARTIN METROPOLITAN PLANNING AREA: 
 
Section 1: That the designated MPO Administrator, is authorized to execute and file an application on 
behalf of the Martin MPO with the Florida Department of Transportation and U.S. Department of 
Transportation to aid in the financing of transit planning, transportation disadvantaged planning and 
updating and implementing the Transit Development Plan and other tasks to implement specific items of the 
FY 2013 and 2014 Martin MPO Unified Planning Work Program. 
 
Section 2: That the designated MPO Administrator is authorized to execute and file with such application 
an assurance or any other document required by the Florida Department of Transportation and U.S. 
Department of Transportation effectuating the purposes of this grant. 

Appendix B 
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Section 3: That the Martin County Engineering Director or the designated MPO Administrator is authorized 
to furnish such additional information as the Florida Department of Transportation and U.S. Department of 
Transportation may require in connection with the grant application. 
 
Section 4: That the MPO resolves to set forth and execute disadvantaged business enterprise (minority 
enterprise business and women enterprise) policies and procedures in connection with the project's 
procurement needs. 
 
Section: 5: That the Martin County Engineering Director or the designated MPO Administrator is authorized 
to execute a grant agreement on behalf of the Martin MPO with the Florida Department of Transportation 
and U.S. Department of Transportation to aid in the financing of transit planning, transportation 
disadvantaged planning and updating and implementing the Transit Development Plan and other tasks to 
implement specific items of the FY 2013 and FY 2014 Martin MPO Unified Planning Work Program.     
 
Section: 6: That the Martin County Engineering Director or the designated MPO Administrator is authorized 
to execute the necessary Joint Participation Agreements on behalf of the Martin County MPO with the 
Florida Department of Transportation to aid in the matching of the FTA funded portions of the FY 2013 and 
FY 2014 Martin MPO Unified Planning Work Program  
 
DULY PASSED AND ADOPTED THIS ____ Day of                    , 2012 
 
 
METROPOLITAN PLANNING ORGANIZATION 
MARTIN COUNTY, FLORIDA 
 
 
 
  
Commissioner Doug Smith 
MPO Chair 
 
 
 
APPROVED AS TO FORM: 
 
 
 
 
  
Sarah Woods 
Senior Assistant County Attorney 
 
ATTEST: 
 
 
 
  
Margaret Brassard 
Administrative Specialist II 
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 2. DATE SUBMITTED  Applicant Identifier 

1. TYPE OF SUBMISSION: 
Application 

 
      Construction 
X  Non-Construction 

 
Pre-application 

 
Construction 

Non-Construction 

3. DATE RECEIVED BY STATE State Application Identifier 

4. DATE RECEIVED BY FEDERAL AGENCY Federal Identifier 

5. APPLICANT INFORMATION 
Legal Name: 
 
Martin Metropolitan Planning Organization 

Organizational Unit: 
Department: 
MPO

Organizational DUNS: 
07-130-4562 

Division: 
Engineering

Address: Name and telephone number of person to be contacted on matters 
involving this application (give area code) Street: 2401 S. E. Monterey Road 
Prefix: 
Ms.

First Name: 
Beth

City:  Stuart Middle Name 

County: Martin Last Name 
Beltran

State: Florida Zip Code 34996 Suffix: 

Country:  USA Email: 
bbeltran@martin.fl.us

6. EMPLOYER IDENTIFICATION NUMBER (EIN): 

59-6000743 

Phone Number (give area code) 
 
772-221-1498 

Fax Number (give area code) 
 
772-221-2389 

8. TYPE OF APPLICATION: 
 

New X Continuation Revision 
If Revision, enter appropriate letter(s) in box(es) 
(See back of form for description of letters.) 
 
Other (specify) 

7. TYPE OF APPLICANT: (See back of form for Application Types) 
N-MPO 
 
Other (specify) 

9. NAME OF FEDERAL AGENCY: 
Federal Transit Administration 

10. CATALOG OF FEDERAL DOMESTIC ASSISTANCE NUMBER: 

20-505 
TITLE (Name of Program): 

11. DESCRIPTIVE TITLE OF APPLICANT’S PROJECT:
Short and Long-Range transit planning as outlined in the Martin 
MPO’s Unified Planning Work Program (UPWP). 

12. AREAS AFFECTED BY PROJECT (Cities, Counties, States, etc.): 
 
Martin County,  Florida 
13. PROPOSED PROJECT 14. CONGRESSIONAL DISTRICTS OF: 
Start Date: 
July 01, 2012 

Ending Date: 
June 30, 2013 

a. Applicant         14 
 

b. Project         14 

15. ESTIMATED FUNDING: 16. IS APPLICATION SUBJECT TO REVIEW BY STATE EXECUTIVE 
ORDER 12372 PROCESS? 

a. Federal $52,952.00
 

a. Yes. THIS PREAPPLICATION/APPLICATION WAS MADE  
                    AVAILABLE TO THE STATE EXECUTIVE ORDER 12372 

PROCESS FOR REVIEW ON 

DATE: 

b. No. PROGRAM IS NOT COVERED BY E. O. 12372 

OR PROGRAM HAS NOT BEEN SELECTED BY STATE 
FOR REVIEW

b. Applicant $ 6,619.00
 

c. State $ 6,619.00
 

d. Local $          .00
 

e. Other $          .00
 

f. Program Income $          .00
 17. IS THE APPLICANT DELINQUENT ON ANY FEDERAL DEBT? 

 
Yes If “Yes” attach an explanation. No   X g. TOTAL $66,190.00

 

18. TO THE BEST OF MY KNOWLEDGE AND BELIEF, ALL DATA IN THIS APPLICATION/PREAPPLICATION ARE TRUE AND CORRECT. THE 
DOCUMENT HAS BEEN DULY AUTHORIZED BY THE GOVERNING BODY OF THE APPLICANT AND THE APPLICANT WILL COMPLY WITH THE 
ATTACHED ASSURANCES IF THE ASSISTANCE IS AWARDED. 
a. Authorized Representative 
Prefix First Name 

Beth 
Middle Name 

Last Name 
                                                     Beltran 
b. Title                                      Martin MPO Administrator  c. Telephone Number (give area code)772-288-5484 

d. Signature of Authorized Representative e. Date Signed 

APPLICATION FOR FEDERAL ASSISTANCE 
Appendix C
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Section 5303 

Approved Project Budget for FY 2012/2013 

(total dollars) 
 

Technical Classifications: 
 
44.21.00 Program Support and Administration $  9,500 
44.22.00 General Development and Comprehensive Planning    4,000 
44.23.01 Long Range Transportation Planning: System Level 
44.23.02 Long Range Transportation Planning: Project Level 
44.24.00 Short Range Transportation Planning     35,000 
44.25.00 Transportation Improvement Program      2,000 
44.26.00 Planning Emphasis Areas 
44.26.12 Coordination of Non-Emergency Human Service Transportation   6,000 
44.26.13 Participation of Transit Operators in Metropolitan Planning 
44.26.14 Planning for Transit Systems Management/Operations to 8,000 

Increase Ridership 
44.26.15 Support Transit Capital Investment Decisions through Effective 

Systems Planning 
44.26.16 Incorporating Safety & Security in Transportation Planning   1,200 
44.27.00 Other Activities           490 

 
Total Net Project Cost $66,190 
 
 

Accounting Classifications 
44.30.01 Personnel $ 25,000 
44.30.02 Fringe Benefits       12,100 
44.30.03 Travel           4,500 
44.30.04 Equipment 
44.30.05 Supplies 
44.30.06 Contractual        20,500 
44.30.07 Other           4,090 
44.30.08 Indirect Charges 

 
Total Net Project Cost $66,190 

 
Fund Allocations 

 
44.40.01 MPO Activities $ 66,190 
44.40.02 Transit Operator Activities 
44.40.03 State and/or Local Agency Activities 

 
Total Net Project Cost $66,190 

 
Federal Share (80%)                                                                                   52,952 
 Local Share (20%) $          13,238 

 
Accounting 

Classification FPC Description Amount 
91.37.08.8P-2        02          Technical Studies – Planning        $20,000 
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Section 5303 
 

GMIS Planning Line Item Codes - FY 2012/2013 
 (FTA Funds Only) 

 
Technical Classifications: 
 
44.21.00 Program Support and Administration $7,600 
44.22.00 General Development and Comprehensive Planning         3,200 
44.23.01 Long Range Transportation Planning: System Level 
44.23.02 Long Range Transportation Planning: Project Level 
44.24.00 Short Range Transportation Planning          28,000 
44.25.00 Transportation Improvement Program            1,600 
44.26.00 Planning Emphasis Areas 
44.26.12 Coordination of Non-Emergency Human Service Transportation         4,800 
44.26.13 Participation of Transit Operators in Metropolitan Planning 
44.26.14 Planning for Transit Systems Management/Operations to 
 Increase Ridership               6,400 
44.26.15 Support Transit Capital Investment Decisions through Effective 

Systems Planning 
44.26.16 Incorporating Safety & Security in Transportation Planning             960 
44.27.00 Other Activities                 392 

 
Total Net Project Cost $ 52,952 

 
Accounting Classifications 

 
44.30.01 Personnel $20,000 
44.30.02 Fringe Benefits             9,680 
44.30.03 Travel              3,600 
44.30.04 Equipment 
44.30.05 Supplies 
44.30.06 Contractual             16,400 
44.30.07 Other                3,272 
44.30.08 Indirect Charges 

 
Total Net Project Cost $52,952 

 
Fund Allocations 

 
44.40.01 MPO Activities $52,952 
44.40.02 Transit Operator Activities 
44.40.03 State and/or Local Agency Activities 

 
Total Net Project Cost         $52,952
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FEDERAL FY 2012/2013 CERTIFICATION REGARDING LOBBYING 
 

Certification for Contracts, Grants, Loans, and Cooperative Agreements 
 

The undersigned certifies, to the best of her or his knowledge and belief, that: 
 

(1) No federal appropriated funds have been paid or will be paid, by or on behalf of the 
undersigned, to any person for influencing or attempting to influence an officer or 
employee of any agency, a Member of Congress in connection with the awarding of 
any Federal Contract, the making of any Federal grant, the making of any Federal loan, 
the entering into of any cooperative agreement, and the extension, continuation, 
renewal, amendment, or modification of any Federal contract, grant, loan, or 
cooperative agreement. 

 
(2) If any funds other than Federal appropriated funds have been paid or will be paid to any 

person for influencing or attempting to influence an officer or employee of any agency, 
a Member of Congress, an officer or employee of Congress, or an employee of a 
Member of Congress, in connection with this Federal contract, grant, loan, or 
cooperative agreement, the undersigned shall complete and submit Standard Form-
LLL, “Disclosure Form to Report Lobbying,” in accordance with its instructions. 

 
(3) The undersigned shall require that the language of this certification be included in the 

award documents for all sub awards at all tiers (including subcontracts, sub grants, and 
contracts under grants, loans, cooperative agreements) and that all sub recipients shall 
certify and disclose accordingly. 

 
This certification is a material representation of fact upon which reliance was placed when 
this transaction was made or entered into.  Submission of this certification is a prerequisite 
for making or entering into this transaction imposed by Section 1352, Title 31, U.S. Code.  
Any person who fails to file the required certification shall be subject to a civil penalty of 
not less than $10,000.00 and not more that $100,000.00 for each such failure. 

 
 
 

 May14, 2012     ________________________________ 
   Date      Commissioner Doug Smith, MPO Chairman 
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FEDERAL FY 2012/2013 DEBARMENT AND SUSPENSION CERTIFICATION 
 
 

As required by U.S. Regulations on Government wide Debarment and Suspension (Non-
procurement) at 49 CFR 29.510 

 
(1) The Metropolitan Planning Organization hereby certifies to the best of its knowledge and 

belief, that it and its principles: 
 

(a) Are not presently debarred, suspended, proposed for debarment, declared ineligible, or 
voluntarily excluded from covered transactions by any federal department or agency; 

 
(b) Have not within a three-year period preceding this proposal been convicted of or had a 

civil judgment rendered against them for commission of fraud or a criminal offense in 
connection with obtaining, attempting to obtain, or performing a public (Federal, state 
or local) transaction or contract under a public transaction; violation of Federal or state 
antitrust statutes; or commission of embezzlement, theft, forgery, bribery, falsification 
or destruction of records, making false statements or receiving stolen property; 

 
(c) Are not presently indicted for or otherwise criminally or civilly charged by a 

governmental entity (Federal, state or local) with commission of any of the offenses 
listed in paragraph (b) of this certification; and, 

 
(d) Have not within a three-year period preceding this certification had one or more public 

transactions (Federal, state or local) terminated for cause or default. 
 

(2) The Metropolitan Planning Organization also hereby certifies that if, later, it becomes aware of 
any information contradicting the statements of paragraphs (a) through (d) above, it will 
promptly provide that information to the U.S. DOT. 

 
 
 

_________________________________    ____May 14, 2012____     
Commissioner Doug Smith, MPO Chairman    Date  
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Form 424 Application - APPENDIX A 
 

FEDERAL FISCAL YEAR 2012/2013 CERTIFICATIONS AND ASSURANCES FOR 
FEDERAL TRANSIT ADMINISTRATION ASSISTANCE PROGRAMS 

(Signature page alternative to providing Certifications and Assurances in TEAM-Web) 
 
 

Name of Applicant:   Martin Metropolitan Planning Organization  
 
The Applicant agrees to comply with applicable provisions of Categories 01 – 24. ______ 

OR 
The Applicant agrees to comply with applicable provisions of the Categories it has selected: 
 
Category Description 
 
01.  Assurances Required For Each Applicant.      ________ 

02.  Lobbying.          ___X____ 

03.  Procurement Compliance.        ___X____ 

04.  Protections for Private Providers of Public Transportation.    ________ 

05.  Public Hearing.         ___X____ 

06.  Acquisition of Rolling Stock for Use in Revenue Service.    ________ 

07.  Acquisition of Capital Assets by Lease.      ________ 

08.  Bus Testing.          ________ 

09.  Charter Service Agreement.        ________ 

10.  School Transportation Agreement.       ________ 

11.  Demand Responsive Service.        ________ 

12.  Alcohol Misuse and Prohibited Drug Use.      ________ 

13.  Interest and Other Financing Costs.       ________ 

14.  Intelligent Transportation Systems.       ________ 

15.  Urbanized Area Formula Program.       ________ 

16.  Clean Fuels Grant Program.        ________ 

17.  Elderly Individuals and Individuals with Disabilities Formula  

Program and Pilot Program.        ________ 

18.  Nonurbanized Area Formula Program for States.     ________ 

19.  Job Access and Reverse Commute Program.      ________ 

20.  New Freedom Program.        ________ 

21.  Alternative Transportation in Parks and Public Lands Program.   ________ 

22.  Tribal Transit Program. 

23.  Infrastructure Finance Projects.       ________ 

24.  Deposits of Federal Financial Assistance to a State Infrastructure Banks.  ________ 
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Form 424 Application - APPENDIX B 
 

FEDERAL FISCAL YEAR 2012/2013 FTA CERTIFICATIONS AND ASSURANCES SIGNATURE PAGE 
(Required of all Applicants for FTA assistance and all FTA Grantees with an active capital or formula project) 

 
AFFIRMATION OF APPLICANT 

 
Name of Applicant:    Martin Metropolitan Planning Organization 
 
Name and Relationship of Authorized Representative:     Beth Beltran 
 
BY SIGNING BELOW, on behalf of the Applicant, I declare that the Applicant has duly authorized me to make 
these certifications and assurances and bind the Applicant's compliance. Thus, the Applicant agrees to comply with 
all Federal statutes, regulations, executive orders, and directives, and with the certifications and assurances as 
indicated on the foregoing page applicable to each application it makes to the Federal Transit Administration (FTA) 
in Federal Fiscal Year 2012/2013. 
 
FTA intends that the certifications and assurances the Applicant selects on the other side of this document, as 
representative of the certifications and assurances in this document, should apply, as provided, to each project for 
which the Applicant seeks now, or may later, seek FTA assistance during Federal Fiscal Year 2013. 
 
The Applicant affirms the truthfulness and accuracy of the certifications and assurances it has made in the 
statements submitted herein with this document and any other submission made to FTA, and acknowledges that the 
Program Fraud Civil Remedies Act of 1986, 31 U.S.C. 3801 et seq., and implementing U.S. DOT regulations, 
"Program Fraud Civil Remedies," 49 CFR part 31 apply to any certification, assurance or submission made to FTA. 
The criminal fraud provisions of 18 U.S.C. 1001 apply to any certification, assurance, or submission made in 
connection with a Federal public transportation program authorized in 49 U.S.C. chapter 53 or any other statute 
 
In signing this document, I declare under penalties of perjury that the foregoing certifications and assurances, and 
any other statements made by me on behalf of the Applicant are true and correct. 
 
Signature____________________________________________________________ Date:  May 14, 2012    
 
Name_____Beth Beltran, MPO Administrator____________________________________________________________ 

Authorized Representative of Applicant 
 
 
 
 

AFFIRMATION OF APPLICANT'S ATTORNEY 
For (Name of Applicant): __Martin Metropolitan Planning Organization_______________________ 
 
As the undersigned Attorney for the above named Applicant, I hereby affirm to the Applicant that it has authority 
under State, local, or tribal government law, as applicable, to make and comply with the certifications and 
assurances as indicated on the foregoing pages. I further affirm that, in my opinion, the certifications and assurances 
have been legally made and constitute legal and binding obligations on the Applicant. 
 
I further affirm to the Applicant that, to the best of my knowledge, there is no legislation or litigation pending or 
imminent that might adversely affect the validity of these certifications and assurances, or of the performance of the 
project. 
 
Signature____________________________________________________________ Date:  May 14, 2012 
 
Name_______________________________________________________________ 

Sarah Woods, Attorney for Applicant 
 
Each Applicant for FTA financial assistance and each FTA Grantee with an active capital or formula project must provide an Affirmation of 
Applicant’s Attorney pertaining to the Applicant’s legal capacity. The Applicant may enter its signature in lieu of the Attorney’s signature, 
provided the Applicant has on file this Affirmation, signed by the attorney and dated this Federal fiscal year. 
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Community Redevelopment Areas 
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5.0 Florida Department of Transportation District 4 Planning Activities 
 
Air Quality Planning and Climate Change 
All parts of the Southeast Florida region have been designated as air quality attainment areas since 2005. 
FDOT will continue to monitor the regions attainment status and work with the Metropolitan Planning 
Organizations (MPOs) on the development and implementation of Congestion Management Processes (CMPs), 
and participate in climate change initiatives that focus on reducing VMT and associated air 
pollutants/greenhouse gas emissions.  
 
 
Bicycle and Pedestrian Activities 
Maintains and implements a bicycle and pedestrian decision support system, including a bicycle/pedestrian 
coordinator. The coordinator has primary responsibility for advocating urban design that optimizes bicycling and 
walking, conducting design reviews of FDOT projects, and working with MPOs and local governments to 
allocate and program funds for projects supportive of bicycle and/or pedestrian modes. Special emphasis is 
being placed on integrating and sharing bicycle and sidewalk geographic information system (GIS) data 
between FDOT and county jurisdictions. 
 
 
Context Sensitive Solutions (CSS) 
Encourage more livable communities/context sensitive applications in FDOT projects by recognizing the 
importance of CSS early on in the project development process.  FDOT policy promotes the CSS principles 
prescribed the Federal Highway Administration and the American Association of State Highway and 
transportation officials in FDOT Transportation projects and activities compatible and consistent with available 
resources, agency policies and community visions. 
 
 
Corridor and Mobility Planning Studies 
Conduct studies to identify and evaluate issues on major transportation corridors and the effectiveness and 
impacts of proposed alternatives for addressing them. The results may range from recommended 
improvements that address specific problems to a comprehensive action plan for improving a corridor. Conduct 
Multi-Modal Planning and Conceptual Engineering (PACE) studies and Feasibility Studies and prepare 
Planning & Environmental Linkage (PEL) Encourage local governments and other entities to prepare multi-
modal mobility plans. 
 
 
Demand Forecast Model Development, Calibration, and Validation 
Demand forecast model structures are conceptualized and models are constructed, calibrated and validated 
using demographic and land use data, travel characteristic patterns, traffic counts, and transit service and 
ridership data collected from various sources. Future projections from models are formulated as the basis for 
assessing future transportation demands and new facility and service needs.  Regional models are developed 
to support the development of MPO Long Range Transportation Plans (LRTPs) and Regional Long Range 
Transportation Plans (RLRTPs). The District emphasizes the importance of traffic data collection and 
encourages the district’s counties and M/TPOs to maintain an ongoing surveillance and data collection 
program.  
 
 
Developments of Regional Impact (DRIs) 
FDOT participates in DRI pre-application and methodology meetings preceding submission of DRI applications 
and the application review process.  FDOT’s reviews focus on ensuring that significant and/or adverse impacts 
to regional roadways are identified and mitigated and multi-modal considerations are addressed. FDOT 
evaluates proposed changes to approved DRIs to identify any impacts and whether additional mitigation is 
required. Coordination with the Department of Economic Opportunity (DEO), the applicable regional planning 

Appendix F 



71 
UPWP 12/13 – 13/14 

council (RPC), affected local governments and developers is a routine part of these efforts. FDOT also 
participates in developing Proportionate Share Agreements. 
 
 
Efficient Transportation Decision Making (ETDM) Process  
The ETDM process was developed in Florida to accomplish the streamlining objectives identified in Section 
1309 of the Transportation Efficiency Act for the 21st Century. It is designed to provide resource agencies and 
the public early access to transportation project plans and information about potential project effects on state 
resources. Resource agencies interact with project planners using the Environmental Screening Tool during the 
development of MPO Long Range Transportation Plans (LRTPs) and Transportation Improvement Programs 
(TIPs). Their early involvement helps identify project changes that avoid or minimize adverse effects on 
resources and communities. The District ETDM coordinator coordinates training and provides guidance to the 
MPOs and District staff on implementation of the ETDM process. The District community liaison coordinator 
coordinates training and provides guidance to MPO staff on socio-cultural effects evaluations.  
 
 
Florida Strategic Highway Safety Plan (FSHSP) 
The Florida Road Safety Partnership, composed of various transportation and safety agencies and led by 
FDOT, developed the FSHSP in 2006. The plan contains strategies for reducing crashes and measuring and 
monitoring progress consistent with its main goal of improving safety on Florida's roadways. Implementation 
efforts of the FDOT Safety Office are focused on three areas: intersection crashes, vulnerable road users 
(pedestrians, bicyclists, motorcyclists), and lane departure crashes. 
 
 
Intelligent Transportation System (ITS) Planning 
FDOT coordinates with the MPOs to incorporate ITS into their plans and programs and to structure ITS into 
their respective organizations. These ITS planning activities include developing an ITS Management Plan and 
an ITS Program Plan for each county, developing MPO capability to manage the Regional ITS Architecture, and 
developing ITS programs and projects for MPO LRTPs, RLRTPs and TIPs. This support also includes 
integrating intra-regional ITS deployment and operations as well as assuring that intra-regional and inter-
regional operations are coordinated.  
 
 
Interchange Proposal Review and Coordination 
Identify and review the need for new interchanges or modifications to existing interchanges, following criteria 
set forth by the Federal Highway Administration and FDOT’s interchange review process. FDOT conducts 
District Interchange Review Committee (DIRC) meetings and coordinates Interchange proposals with FHWA. 
 
 
Joint Participation and Local Agency Program Agreements 
Develop, coordinate, update, review and monitor compliance of Joint Participation Agreements and Local 
Agency Program agreements with MPOs, local governments and other entities. 
 
 
Quality/Level of Service (LOS) 
FDOT identifies state highways that have a deficient LOS for existing and future conditions and participates in 
efforts to address the level of need and timing of improvements.  FDOT reviews and participates in the 
development of studies and plans to address LOS issues. LOS responsibilities include conducting traffic 
engineering analyses pertaining to quality/LOS to provide decision makers with information regarding the 
effects of proposed policies/decisions on the State Highway System. FDOT also provides oversight on LOS 
issues involving the Strategic Intermodal System (SIS)/Florida Intrastate Highway System (FIHS), which 
currently have minimum statewide LOS standards identified in rule to ensure mobility for people and goods. 
 
Additionally, FDOT assists local governments with LOS data, analysis, policies, technical issues and training. 
This assistance includes convening local governments and other entities to address performance by any and 
across modes of travel, including development and implementation of multi-modal quality/LOS standards. 
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Local Government Comprehensive Plans and Strategic Policy Plans 
Review local government comprehensive plans, and plan amendments under Florida’s growth 
management/community planning statutes as they related to multi-modal transportation, with an emphasis on 
protecting the functions of important state transportation resources and facilities. Provide technical assistance 
and coordinates with local governments, DEO, RPCs, MPOs, and other agencies or groups on comprehensive 
planning issues and opportunities, including in anticipation of comprehensive plan amendments.  
 
Coordinate with RPCs on regional transportation resources and facilities and participate in reviews of and 
updates to RPC Strategic Regional Policy Plans. 
 
 
Long Range Transportation Plans/Regional Long Range Transportation Plans/Regional Freight Plans 
Provide technical assistance and policy direction to the MPOs in developing and implementing their LRTPs and 
in meeting commitments relating to regional RLRTPs. Also, provide state and federal revenue forecasts and 
guidance on transportation costs. 
 
Provide support for and participate in convening, planning and programming efforts evolving regional freight 
mobility. 
 
Conduct corridor studies, sub-area studies and special transportation studies to support the ongoing 
maintenance, updating and implementation of adopted LRTPs. This includes travel demand modeling support 
and other technical assistance, as needed, for Project Development and Environment (PD&E) and other 
studies. 
 
Develop, validate and maintain a set of systems planning models, land use allocation models, and other 
analytical tools needed by FDOT and the MPOs to maintain LRTPs and conduct other planning studies and 
analyses. 
 
 
Mapping/Database Development 
Create maps using a geographic information system, FDOT’s Roadway Characteristics Inventory (RCI) 
database, the South Florida Rail Corridor (SFRC) database and other databases to support District activities. 
FDOT updates and maintains the GIS database and supports data collection and analysis efforts for the 
District. Create maps of the District’s multi-modal facilities and rail corridors using GIS. The District GIS Master 
Plan includes action items to formalize data exchange among FDOT, MPOs, transit operators and local 
governments.  
 
 
MPO/Community/Government Liaison 
Provide policy direction, technical assistance and administrative support to MPO boards and advisory 
committees, local governments, and communities. Assist MPOs in conducting metropolitan transportation 
planning programs that meet state and federal requirements and are coordinated with the statewide 
transportation planning program. Primary MPO products and processes include Unified Planning Work 
Programs, LRTPs, Transportation Project Priority Lists, TIPs, CMPs, and Public Involvement/ Participation 
Plans. Conduct annual state certification reviews of the MPOs and participate in periodic federal certification 
reviews of the MPOs. Engage MPOs in the post-decennial U.S. census MPO designation/redesignation 
process and coordinate and ensure implementation of the Transportation Enhancement program. 
 
 
Multi-Modal Systems 
Provide policy guidance, technical assistance and research to various entities regarding state and federal 
grants that support multi-modal transportation opportunities. Monitor and provide input regarding state and 
federal legislative activity related to transportation. Review and analyze the availability of innovative financing 
methods and techniques.  
 
 
Multi-Modal Transportation Studies  
The District is conducting the Environmental Analysis for the Central Broward East-West Transit Study.  The 
Locally Preferred Alternative was approved by the Broward MPO in 2005 and amended in 2006. The study will 
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locate stations, define station area development plans, specify the location of the guideway in each segment of 
the preferred general alignment, produce the Environmental Analysis Document and prepare both a request to 
enter Preliminary Engineering and a New Starts application to the Federal Transit Administration (FTA).  
 
The District is conducting the South Florida East Coast Corridor Transit Analysis. This is an Early 
Scoping/ETDM Alternatives Analysis project for a potential fixed-guideway transit system utilizing the Federal 
East Coast Railway corridor. Phase 2 is currently underway and consists of an alternatives analysis of 
technologies, station locations, guideway design types, maintenance facility locations and grade crossing 
treatments that will lead to approval of a Locally Preferred Alternative for each of the three segments. Phase 2 
will produce an Alternatives Analysis Report for the corridor. The extensive public involvement being 
undertaken includes public workshops, municipal meetings, presentations to MPOs, meetings with stakeholder 
communities and organizations, and public hearings.  
 
Start up state funding for the Treasure Coast Connector fixed route transit service in Martin and St. Lucie 
counties and other transit services in St. Lucie County is being phased out, making local funding solutions 
necessary if the services are to continue. The District, in coordination with local stakeholders, conducted a 
Martin-St. Lucie Transit Funding and Management Solutions Study to facilitate development of a five-year 
transit funding plan for consideration by the MPOs and the county commissions. Potential transit management 
and operational options were identified for purposes of supporting discussion and reaching consensus on short 
and mid-term operational structures.  
 
The District is conducting the South Florida East Coast Corridor Transit Analysis. This is an Early 
Scoping/ETDM Alternatives Analysis study for a potential fixed-guideway transit system between downtown 
Miami and Jupiter utilizing the Federal East Coast Railway corridor. Phase 1 found that the FEC Railway 
corridor best met the purpose and need for the project, created an initial set of station locations, and screened 
technologies.  Phase 2 is under way and will define a locally preferred alternative including mode, station 
locations, guideway design type, maintenance facility locations, and grade crossing treatments. The extensive 
public involvement being undertaken in Phase 2 includes public workshops, municipal meetings, presentations 
to MPOs, meetings with stakeholder communities and organizations, and a public hearing in multiple venues. 
 
The District is conducting an operations study evaluating proposed park and ride lots to support regional 
express bus service along the I-95 corridor in northern Palm Beach County and Martin County. High occupancy 
vehicle lanes on I-95 in northern Palm Beach County, to be completed in 2112, would be utilized for the service. 
An Express Bus Committee, with representatives from Palm Tran, the Martin and ridership for the proposed Tri-
Rail extension to Jupiter and to test the market in Martin County. FDOT Urban Capital, Service Development 
and Transit Corridor Grants and the TRIP are potential sources for start up funds.  
 
The District has updated the South Florida Rail Corridor 4-Track Right-Of-Way Study in December of 2011. This 
study identifies the build out to four mainline tracks within the rail corridor right of way, including, the as-built 
configuration of the double track project, location of the fixed bridge over New River and other corridor attributes 
that have changed since the previous plan. The study is used to protect the right of way needs of the rail 
corridor and to protect track clearances from obstructions or permitted structures for the four track build out.  
 
 
Regional Planning and Coordination 
Engage various partners (e.g., MPOs, RPCs, South Florida Regional Transportation Authority) and other FDOT 
Districts on regional transportation planning and implementation challenges, and opportunities relating to 
provision of an interconnected, multi-modal and multi-level transportation system. Guide and support regional 
transportation planning and coordination efforts of MPOs and assess progress made through these efforts. 
Participate in activities of the Southeast Florida Transportation Council (SEFTC) and the Treasure Coast 
Transportation Council (TCTC) and in regional initiatives and forums as a policy and technical resource.   
 
Participate with other agencies and groups in initiatives of the seven-county Southeast Florida Regional 
Partnership. The partnership is developing a 2060 Regional Vision and Blueprint for Economic Prosperity (RVB) 
using a Sustainable Communities Initiative grant from the U.S. Department of Housing and Urban 
Development. The grant commenced in 2011 and will conclude in 2014. The RVB is being developed, in part, 
through scenario planning using a regional database, performance measures, and public engagement. 
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Roadway Jurisdiction  
Roadway jurisdictional transfers are monitored and conducted by mutual agreement with the affected 
governmental entity and approved by the Department Secretary.  FDOT conducts coordination activities with 
local government entities to reach mutual agreement on jurisdictional transfers and associated maintenance 
agreements. 
 
 
Strategic Intermodal System/ Florida Intrastate Highway System 
The Florida Legislature established the SIS in 2003 to enhance Florida's economic prosperity and 
competitiveness. The SIS is composed of corridors, connectors and hubs throughout the state which provide a 
seamless, multi-modal transportation network to promote the efficient movement of people and goods. The SIS 
highway component primarily consists of the FIHS, which is referenced with the SIS because of its continued 
existence in legislation. Identification and prioritization of needs on the SIS are accomplished through a number 
of planning documents including the Unfunded Needs Plan, the Cost Feasible Plan and the Work Program. 
FDOT coordinates these needs with local governments and MPOs to ensure that they are consistent with 
LRTPs and other planning documents.   
 
Based on identified SIS needs, FDOT undertakes multi-modal and multi-faceted planning and PD&E studies. 
These studies also are coordinated with local governments and MPOs. Approval of these studies allows for the 
scheduling and funding of subsequent design, right of way, and construction phases. In addition, FDOT 
coordinates and participates in the implementation of other aspects of the SIS/FIHS with regard to LOS, 
eligibility criteria, data collection, facility designation and annual system updating. 
 
 
Trafficway Plans 
Assist local governments in preservation of rights of way consistent with dedication requirements identified in 
trafficway or thoroughfare plans and FDOT typical section requirements for state facilities. 
Review requests for waivers to right of way preservation plans and provide comments to local governments and 
others regarding such requests. 
 
 
Transit/Land Use 
Continue to coordinate with local governments to educate, implement and promote acceptance of major transit 
investments including light rail and bus rapid transit. Build consensus with local governments, elected officials, 
neighborhood homeowner associations, business groups, RPCs and other stakeholders to locate stations and 
deliver transit oriented development (TOD) on major investment corridors. 
 
Provide guidance documents, training and technical assistance on TOD as implemented in the Southeast 
Florida region. Other related efforts are identified under the Local Government Comprehensive Plans and 
Strategic Regional Policy Plans section and the Multi-Modal Transportation Studies section. 
 
 
Transportation Data 
Traffic projections for state highway corridors and supporting regional roadways are developed and updated. 
They are needed to support road design for capacity and operational improvements and pavement design for 
resurfacing. Traffic count data is collected in support of the FDOT Traffic Characteristics Inventory (TCI) 
databases, as well as project-specific traffic counts to support the PD&E and design phases. Highway data is 
collected for both on-system and off-system roads to support decision making, federally mandated reports, and 
Central Office reporting requirements and information needs, and is also used by the Districts to produce 
reports, maps, straight line diagrams (SLDs), and other documents.  The District emphasizes the importance of 
traffic data collection and encourages the district’s counties and M/TPOs to maintain an ongoing surveillance 
and data collection program.  
 
A database of existing socioeconomic and travel characteristics is maintained for MPOs, including information 
on population, dwelling units, hotel/motel units, employment, current land uses, traffic counts, transit usage, 
special generators activity, and other variables essential for model validation and operation purposes to support 
regional planning. FDOT also coordinates the sharing of transit data with transit operators to support the 
development of transit projects. 
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Transportation Demand Management (TDM) 
The scope of the District’s Commuter Assistance Program (South Florida Commuter Services) includes 
planning services that support creation and implementation of a regional TDM program. This program promotes 
access and mobility across the region, sound land use decision-making, livable communities and economic 
development.  
 
 
Travel Characteristics 
Prepare and conduct surveys and analyses to maintain a current set of travel characteristics for the District 
Four area needed to understand travel markets, validate planning models and provide data for plan updates, 
corridor and sub-area studies, and special transportation studies.     
 
 
PD&E and Other Studies 
This section provides a listing of PD&E and other major study activities that will be initiated or ongoing during 
SFY 2012/13 and SFY 2013/14.   
 
COUNTYWIDE CORRIDOR STUDIES BROWARD CO. MPO     BROWARD 
D/W CONTAMINATION ASSESSMENT & REMEDIATION     DIST/ST-WIDE 
D/W ENVIRONMENTAL SERVICES (WETLAND, MITIG. & MAINTENANCE MONITORING) DIST/ST-WIDE 
D/W ENVIRONMENTAL SVCS (CULTURAL RESOURCE ASSMT/HISTORIC & ARCHLGC) DIST/ST-WIDE 
D/W GENERAL CONSULT TRANS/MOBILITY TECH ASST REGIONAL COORDINATION DIST/ST-WIDE 
D/W GENERAL PLANNING CONSULTANT SERVICES     DIST/ST-WIDE 
D/W GPC- SYSTEMS PLANNING SUPPORT      DIST/ST-WIDE 
D/W PD&E PROJECT TRAFFIC INTERCHANGE ANALYSIS     DIST/ST-WIDE 
D/W PD&E SERVICES SUPPORT        DIST/ST-WIDE 
D/W PD&E/ ENVIRONMENTAL SERVICES SUPPORT     DIST/ST-WIDE 
D/W PD&E/EDTM SUPPORT ACTIVITIES       DIST/ST-WIDE 
D/W PD&E/ETDM SUPPORT ACTIVITIES       DIST/ST-WIDE 
D/W PL&EM TRANSPORTATION DATA MGMNT ANALYSIS & DEVELOPMENT  DIST/ST-WIDE 
D/W SIS ACTION PLAN/MASTER PLAN       DIST/ST-WIDE 
D/W STATISTICS TRAFFIC DATA COLLECTION & ANALYSIS    DIST/ST-WIDE 
D/W TRANSIT CORRIDOR PLANNING       DIST/ST-WIDE 
D/W TRANSIT PLANNING GENERAL CONSULTANT SERVICES    DIST/ST-WIDE 
D/W URBAN MODEL DEVELOPMENT       DIST/ST-WIDE 
D/W URBAN MODEL DEVELOPMENT, SE FL REGIONIAL PLANNING MODEL   DIST/ST-WIDE 
DIST WIDE/CAR CONTAMINATION ASSESSMENT & REMEDIATION    DIST/ST-WIDE 
DISTRICT WIDE RAIL CONSULTANT       DIST/ST-WIDE 
DISTRICT WIDE SIS PROGRAM SUPPORT       DIST/ST-WIDE 
DISTRICTWIDE REGIONAL COMMUTER SERVICE PROGRAM    DIST/ST-WIDE 
MULTIMODAL MODELING SUPPORT       DIST/ST-WIDE 
OSLO ROAD FROM SR-9/I-95 TO 58TH AVE      INDIAN RIVER 
PORT ST LUCIE BLVD FROM BECKER ROAD TO DARWIN BLVD    ST. LUCIE 
REGIONAL PLANNING SUPPORT        DIST/ST-WIDE 
SR-5/US-1 FROM THE MIAMI-DADE COUNTY LINE TO SR-842/BROWARD BLVD  BROWARD 
SR-7/US-441 TRANSIT CORRIDOR       BROWARD 
SR-816/OAKLAND PARK BLVD FROM SAWGRASS EXPRESSWAY TO SR-A1A  BROWARD 
SR-9/I-95 @ PGA BOULEVARD/CENTRAL BOULEVARD     PALM BEACH 
SR-9/I-95 F. S OF CR-708/BRIDGE RD. TO HIGH MEADOW     MARTIN 
SR-9/I-95 F. S OF SR-706/INDIANTOWN TO PALM BEACH/MARTIN C/L   PALM BEACH 
SR-9/I-95 FROM PALM BCH/MARTIN C/L TO S OF CR-708/BRIDGE RD   MARTIN 
SW 30TH AVE FROM SR-818/GRIFFIN ROAD TO SW 45TH ST    BROWARD 
TRANSPORTATION PLANNING - DISTRICTWIDE      DIST/ST-WIDE 
TRANSPORTATION PLANNING ACTIVITIES URBAN PLANNING    DIST/ST-WIDE 
UNIVERSITY DRIVE FROM NW 40TH ST TO SAWGRASS EXPRESSWAY   BROWARD 
 
 
District Planning Work Program (Federal HP Funds) 
Organizational Units: 

 Planning and Policy Analysis 
 Intergovernmental/Interagency Programs 
 Mobility Development (SIS/Concept Development) 
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 Transit Development Support 
 Statistics – Traffic Data, Highway Data, GIS 
 Systems Planning – Travel Demand Model Forecasts, Interchange Access, Traffic Impact Studies 
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For Information Regarding the Martin MPO FY 2012/2013 or 2013/14 UPWP contact: 
 

Beth Beltran 
Martin MPO Administrator 

2401 SE Monterey Road 
Stuart, FL  34996 

772-288-5484 
772-288-5955 –fax 

Website: www.martinmpo.com 
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Cost

1
SR 714 at 
Citrus Blvd.

Change cycle length to 160 seconds and optimize 
splits and offsets.

Martin 
County 

As Soon As 
Possible 
(ASAP)

Yes

Martin 
County 
Traffic 

Engineering 

$1,000 

2
SR 714 at 
Citrus Blvd.

Convert the existing southbound through lane to a 
shared left‐turn/ through lane and widen the east 
leg to accommodate dual southbound left‐turn 
lanes.

FDOT/ Martin 
County

Within 10 
Years 

Yes 
FDOT/ Martin 

County

$200,000 
combined 

2,3,4

3
SR 714 at 
Citrus Blvd.

Widen the west leg to provide two through lanes 
for eastbound traffic to add additional capacity.

FDOT
Within 10 
Years 

Yes 
FDOT/ Martin 

County

$200,000 
combined 

2,3,4

4
SR 714 at 
Citrus Blvd.

Extend the westbound right‐turn and left‐turn 
lanes.

FDOT
Within 10 
Years 

Yes 
FDOT/ Martin 

County

$200,000 
combined 

2,3,4

5
SR 714 at 
Citrus Blvd.

Install guide stripes for all left‐turn movements to 
properly guide left‐turning vehicles.

FDOT  ASAP  No  FDOT  $1,000 

6
SR 714 at 
Citrus Blvd.

Evaluate roadway drainage in the southeast corner 
and implement necessary actions.

FDOT 

As part of 
future 
roadway 
projects

No FDOT $20,000 

7
SR 714 at 
Citrus Blvd.

It is suggested that the stop bar locations on the 
west and north legs be reviewed and adjusted as 
needed.

FDOT 

As part of 
future 
roadway 
projects

No FDOT $5,000 

8
SR 714 at 

SW 42nd  

Ave.

Change cycle length to 160 seconds and optimize 
splits and offsets.

Martin 
County 

ASAP Yes

Martin 
County 
Traffic 

Engineering 

$1,000 

9
SR 714 at 

SW 42nd  

Ave.

Upgrade the existing vehicle detection equipment 
at this intersection. The new equipment should be 
consistent with equipment being used at other 
locations in Martin County.

Martin 
County 

5 – 10 Years  Yes

Martin 
County 
Traffic 

Engineering 

$75,000 

10
SR 714 at 

SW 42nd  

Ave.

Move the stop bars closer to the intersection, if 
possible.

FDOT 

As part of 
future 
roadway 
projects

No FDOT $5,000 

11
SR 714 at 

SW 42nd  

Ave.

Widen east and west legs to provide two through 
lanes in each direction to increase capacity.

FDOT 5 – 10 Years  Yes  FDOT
$200,000 
combined 
11,12

Page 1 of 5 CMP Implementation table.xlsx    3/23/2012



All Projects

# Location Improvement

Respons‐ 
ible 

Agency

Suggested 
Time 
Frame

Congest‐ 
ion 

Related

Im‐ 
plement‐ 
ation/ 
Funding 

Approx‐ 
imate 
Cost

12
SR 714 at 

SW 42nd  

Ave.

Improve the westbound right‐turn radius to 
accommodate truck traffic.

FDOT ASAP Yes  FDOT
$200,000 
combined 
11,12

13
SR 714 at 

SW 42nd  

Ave.

Install guide stripes for all left‐turn movements to 
properly guide left‐turning vehicles.

FDOT  ASAP  No  FDOT  $1,000 

14
SR 714 at FL 
Turnpike

Implement a coordinated signal system to improve 
traffic flow.  The new coordinated system should 
include this intersection. Our conversation with the 
Martin County Traffic Engineering Staff indicates 
that the County is in the process of implementing a 
coordinated signal system from High Meadow 
Avenue to Citrus Boulevard. 

Martin 
County 

ASAP  Yes 

Martin 
County 
Traffic 

Engineering 

$5,000 

15
SR 714 at FL 
Turnpike

Convert the existing “protected/permissive” left‐
turn phase in the eastbound and westbound 
directions to “protected only” phase to reduce left‐
turn crashes.

FDOT  2014 to 2016 No

 Upcoming 
FDOT 

Widening 
Project 

$550,000 
combined 
15‐21

16
SR 714 at FL 
Turnpike

Install a right‐turn overlap phase for southbound 
right‐turn traffic to reduce delay.

FDOT  2014 to 2016 Yes 

 Upcoming 
FDOT 

Widening 
Project 

$550,000 
combined 
15‐21

17
SR 714 at FL 
Turnpike

Install dual left‐turn lanes in the eastbound and 
westbound directions to reduce delay for left‐
turning traffic.

FDOT  2014 to 2016 Yes 

 Upcoming 
FDOT 

Widening 
Project 

$550,000 
combined 
15‐21

18
SR 714 at FL 
Turnpike

Evaluate the need to extend the guardrail located 
on the south side of eastbound SR 714.

FDOT  2014 to 2016 No 

 Upcoming 
FDOT 

Widening 
Project 

$550,000 
combined 
15‐21

19
SR 714 at FL 
Turnpike

As part of an FDOT roadway widening project 
scheduled for FY 2015, an additional through lane 
will be installed in the eastbound and westbound 
directions at this intersection. Evaluate the 
possibility of extending these additional through 
lanes (to be added as part of this FDOT project) to 
west of the Turnpike Bridge.

FDOT  2014 to 2016 Yes 

 Upcoming 
FDOT 

Widening 
Project 

$550,000 
combined 
15‐21
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All Projects

# Location Improvement

Respons‐ 
ible 

Agency

Suggested 
Time 
Frame

Congest‐ 
ion 

Related

Im‐ 
plement‐ 
ation/ 
Funding 

Approx‐ 
imate 
Cost

20
SR 714 at FL 
Turnpike

It is suggested that the outside southbound through 
lane be converted to a right/through shared lane. 
Evaluate the need for this improvement again after 
the CR 714 widening and Indian Street Bridge 
projects are complete to make sure the southbound 
right‐turn volume remains heavy.

FDOT  5 to 10 years Yes 

 Upcoming 
FDOT 

Widening 
Project 

$550,000 
combined 
15‐21

21
SR 714 at FL 
Turnpike

Consider installation of a ‘Queue Detection and 
Motorist Warning System’ to warn eastbound 
motorists of potential stopped/queued traffic at the 
intersection. Evaluate the need for this 
improvement after the CR 714 widening and Indian 
Street Bridge projects are complete to ensure that 
the improvement is warranted. 

FDOT  2014 to 2016 Yes 

 Upcoming 
FDOT 

Widening 
Project 

$550,000 
combined 
15‐21

22
SR 714 at FL 
Turnpike

It is suggested that the existing “Stop Here on Red” 
and “Yield” signs be removed.

FDOT  ASAP Yes  FDOT
$5,000 

combined 
22‐26

23
SR 714 at FL 
Turnpike

Install a “Signal Ahead” sign (facing the eastbound 
traffic) on the west side of the Turnpike Bridge.

FDOT  ASAP No FDOT
$5,000 

combined 
22‐26

24
SR 714 at FL 
Turnpike

Install guide stripes for all left‐turn movements. FDOT  ASAP No

 Upcoming 
FDOT 

Widening 
Project 

$5,000 
combined 
22‐26

25
SR 714 at FL 
Turnpike

Refurbish pavement markings on the west leg. FDOT  ASAP No FDOT
$5,000 

combined 
22‐26

26
SR 714 at FL 
Turnpike

Trim the shrubbery located on the northeast corner 
to help improve southbound right‐turn motorists’ 
view of westbound traffic.

FDOT  ASAP No FDOT
$5,000 

combined 
22‐26

27
SR 714 at FL 
Turnpike

Replace the broken sidewalk on the northwest 
corner and implement necessary improvements to 
provide proper drainage on the NW corner.

FDOT  2014 to 2016 No

 Upcoming 
FDOT 

Widening 
Project 

$100,000 
combined 
27‐31

28
SR 714 at FL 
Turnpike

Install pedestrian features at this intersection. FDOT  2014 to 2016 No

 Upcoming 
FDOT 

Widening 
Project 

$100,000 
combined 
27‐31

29
SR 714 at 
Armellini 
Ave

Modify the median opening to allow eastbound left‐
turn onto Armellini Avenue and restrict the 
southbound movement from Armellini Avenue to 
“Right‐turn Only.”

FDOT  2014 to 2016 Yes

 Upcoming 
FDOT 

Widening 
Project 

$100,000 
combined 
27‐31
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All Projects

# Location Improvement

Respons‐ 
ible 

Agency

Suggested 
Time 
Frame

Congest‐ 
ion 

Related

Im‐ 
plement‐ 
ation/ 
Funding 

Approx‐ 
imate 
Cost

30
SR 714 at 
Armellini 
Ave

Modify the southbound right‐turn radius (to 
accommodate a WB‐40 design vehicle) and 
reconstruct the curb and replace the existing 
guardrail end anchor and install additional guardrail 
to meet current standards.

FDOT  2014 to 2016 Yes

 Upcoming 
FDOT 

Widening 
Project 

$100,000 
combined 
27‐31

31
SR 714 at 
Armellini 
Ave

Upgrade pedestrian features, such as the pipe 
guiderail, crosswalk and sidewalk ramps to meet 
current standards.

FDOT  2014 to 2016 No

 Upcoming 
FDOT 

Widening 
Project 

$100,000 
combined 
27‐31

32

SR 714 at 
Deggeller 
Court/ 
Leighton 
Farms Road

Consider striping the median area on SR 714 
between Deggeller Court and Leighton Farms Road 
to better delineate the turning path for northbound 
and southbound left‐turn movements, and thus 
reduce the potential for head‐on collisions.

FDOT  ASAP No  FDOT  $1,000 

33

SR 714 at 
Deggeller 
Court/ 
Leighton 
Farms Road

Install a crosswalk on the north leg. FDOT 

As part of 
future 
roadway 
projects

No  FDOT  $500 

34

SR 714 at 
Deggeller 
Court/ 
Leighton 
Farms Road

Clear sand buildup and other debris from 
pedestrian ramp areas in the northwest and 
northeast corners.

FDOT / 
Martin 
County 

ASAP No 

FDOT / 
Martin 
County 
Mainten‐ 

ance Depart‐ 
ment 

N/A

35

SR 714 at 
Deggeller 
Court/ 
Leighton 
Farms Road

Evaluate roadway drainage in the northwest and 
northeast corners and implement necessary 
actions.

FDOT 

As part of 
future 
roadway 
projects

No FDOT $20,000 

36

SR 714 at 
Deggeller 
Court/ 
Leighton 
Farms Road

It is recommended that Leighton Farm Road be 
shifted further west (possibly through the 
permitting process for future developments or 
roadway projects), so that it is aligned with 
Deggeller Court to form a proper four‐legged 
intersection. This will provide for safer and more 
efficient operations at this intersection. As an 
alternative, consider restricting the northbound 
movements to “Right‐turn Only.”

Martin 
County 

As part of 
future 

roadway or 
development 

projects

Yes
Martin 
County/ 

Developers
N/A
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All Projects

# Location Improvement

Respons‐ 
ible 

Agency

Suggested 
Time 
Frame

Congest‐ 
ion 

Related

Im‐ 
plement‐ 
ation/ 
Funding 

Approx‐ 
imate 
Cost

37
Corridor 
wide

Implement a coordinated signal system along SR 
714 and connect the signal at the Turnpike 
intersection with other signalized intersections 
along the corridor.

Martin 
County 

ASAP  Yes 

Martin 
County 
Traffic 

Engineering 

$5,000 

38
Corridor 
wide

The guide signing along the corridor should be 
analyzed and enhanced as needed.

FDOT / 
Martin 
County 

ASAP  Yes 
FDOT/ Martin 

County 
$5,000 

39
Corridor 
wide

Considering that the subject corridor provides 
access to two major roadways, I‐95 and Florida’s 
Turnpike, it is suggested that arterial dynamic 
message signs be installed on the main roads 
entering the corridor to inform motorists of 
congestion along the corridor, I‐95 and Florida’s 
Turnpike.

FDOT / 
Martin 
County 

10 – 15 Years  Yes 
FDOT/ Martin 

County 
$200,000 

40
Corridor 
wide

Install bicycle facilities as part of future 
development/roadway projects to help reduce 
vehicular trips along the corridor.

FDOT 

As part of 
future 
roadway 
projects/ 

development

Yes 
FDOT/ 

Developers
$250,000 

41
Corridor 
wide

It is suggested that turn lanes be provided (as part 
of any future development) at driveways to major 
traffic generators along the corridor to 
accommodate the access needs of turning traffic 
and to minimize the negative impact of turning 
traffic on corridor traffic flow.

Martin 
County 

As part of 
future 

development 
Yes 

Future 
Developers

N/A
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FDOT

# Location Improvement

Respons‐ 
ible 

Agency

Suggested 
Time 
Frame

Congest‐ 
ion 

Related

Im‐ 
plement‐ 
ation/ 
Funding 

Approx‐ 
imate 
Cost

5
SR 714 at 
Citrus Blvd.

Install guide stripes for all left‐turn movements to 
properly guide left‐turning vehicles.

FDOT  ASAP  No  FDOT  $1,000 

12
SR 714 at 

SW 42nd  

Ave.

Improve the westbound right‐turn radius to 
accommodate truck traffic.

FDOT ASAP Yes  FDOT
$200,000 
combined 
11,12

13
SR 714 at 

SW 42nd  

Ave.

Install guide stripes for all left‐turn movements to 
properly guide left‐turning vehicles.

FDOT  ASAP  No  FDOT  $1,000 

22
SR 714 at FL 
Turnpike

It is suggested that the existing “Stop Here on Red” 
and “Yield” signs be removed.

FDOT  ASAP Yes  FDOT
$5,000 

combined 
22‐26

23
SR 714 at FL 
Turnpike

Install a “Signal Ahead” sign (facing the eastbound 
traffic) on the west side of the Turnpike Bridge.

FDOT  ASAP No FDOT
$5,000 

combined 
22‐26

24
SR 714 at FL 
Turnpike

Install guide stripes for all left‐turn movements. FDOT  ASAP No

 Upcoming 
FDOT 

Widening 
Project 

$5,000 
combined 
22‐26

25
SR 714 at FL 
Turnpike

Refurbish pavement markings on the west leg. FDOT  ASAP No FDOT
$5,000 

combined 
22‐26

26
SR 714 at FL 
Turnpike

Trim the shrubbery located on the northeast corner 
to help improve southbound right‐turn motorists’ 
view of westbound traffic.

FDOT  ASAP No FDOT
$5,000 

combined 
22‐26

32

SR 714 at 
Deggeller 
Court/ 
Leighton 
Farms Road

Consider striping the median area on SR 714 
between Deggeller Court and Leighton Farms Road 
to better delineate the turning path for northbound 
and southbound left‐turn movements, and thus 
reduce the potential for head‐on collisions.

FDOT  ASAP No  FDOT  $1,000 

15
SR 714 at FL 
Turnpike

Convert the existing “protected/permissive” left‐
turn phase in the eastbound and westbound 
directions to “protected only” phase to reduce left‐
turn crashes.

FDOT  2014 to 2016 No

 Upcoming 
FDOT 

Widening 
Project 

$550,000 
combined 
15‐21

16
SR 714 at FL 
Turnpike

Install a right‐turn overlap phase for southbound 
right‐turn traffic to reduce delay.

FDOT  2014 to 2016 Yes 

 Upcoming 
FDOT 

Widening 
Project 

$550,000 
combined 
15‐21
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FDOT
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ible 

Agency
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Time 
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ion 

Related

Im‐ 
plement‐ 
ation/ 
Funding 

Approx‐ 
imate 
Cost

17
SR 714 at FL 
Turnpike

Install dual left‐turn lanes in the eastbound and 
westbound directions to reduce delay for left‐
turning traffic.

FDOT  2014 to 2016 Yes 

 Upcoming 
FDOT 

Widening 
Project 

$550,000 
combined 
15‐21

18
SR 714 at FL 
Turnpike

Evaluate the need to extend the guardrail located 
on the south side of eastbound SR 714.

FDOT  2014 to 2016 No 

 Upcoming 
FDOT 

Widening 
Project 

$550,000 
combined 
15‐21

19
SR 714 at FL 
Turnpike

As part of an FDOT roadway widening project 
scheduled for FY 2015, an additional through lane 
will be installed in the eastbound and westbound 
directions at this intersection. Evaluate the 
possibility of extending these additional through 
lanes (to be added as part of this FDOT project) to 
west of the Turnpike Bridge.

FDOT  2014 to 2016 Yes 

 Upcoming 
FDOT 

Widening 
Project 

$550,000 
combined 
15‐21

21
SR 714 at FL 
Turnpike

Consider installation of a ‘Queue Detection and 
Motorist Warning System’ to warn eastbound 
motorists of potential stopped/queued traffic at the 
intersection. Evaluate the need for this 
improvement after the CR 714 widening and Indian 
Street Bridge projects are complete to ensure that 
the improvement is warranted. 

FDOT  2014 to 2016 Yes 

 Upcoming 
FDOT 

Widening 
Project 

$550,000 
combined 
15‐21

27
SR 714 at FL 
Turnpike

Replace the broken sidewalk on the northwest 
corner and implement necessary improvements to 
provide proper drainage on the NW corner.

FDOT  2014 to 2016 No

 Upcoming 
FDOT 

Widening 
Project 

$100,000 
combined 
27‐31

28
SR 714 at FL 
Turnpike

Install pedestrian features at this intersection. FDOT  2014 to 2016 No

 Upcoming 
FDOT 

Widening 

$100,000 
combined 
27‐31

29
SR 714 at 
Armellini 
Ave

Modify the median opening to allow eastbound left‐
turn onto Armellini Avenue and restrict the 
southbound movement from Armellini Avenue to 
“Right‐turn Only.”

FDOT  2014 to 2016 Yes

 Upcoming 
FDOT 

Widening 
Project 

$100,000 
combined 
27‐31

30
SR 714 at 
Armellini 
Ave

Modify the southbound right‐turn radius (to 
accommodate a WB‐40 design vehicle) and 
reconstruct the curb and replace the existing 
guardrail end anchor and install additional guardrail 
to meet current standards.

FDOT  2014 to 2016 Yes

 Upcoming 
FDOT 

Widening 
Project 

$100,000 
combined 
27‐31
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FDOT
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Respons‐ 
ible 
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Time 
Frame
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ion 

Related

Im‐ 
plement‐ 
ation/ 
Funding 

Approx‐ 
imate 
Cost

31
SR 714 at 
Armellini 
Ave

Upgrade pedestrian features, such as the pipe 
guiderail, crosswalk and sidewalk ramps to meet 
current standards.

FDOT  2014 to 2016 No

 Upcoming 
FDOT 

Widening 
Project 

$100,000 
combined 
27‐31

3
SR 714 at 
Citrus Blvd.

Widen the west leg to provide two through lanes 
for eastbound traffic to add additional capacity.

FDOT
Within 10 
Years 

Yes 
FDOT/ Martin 

County

$200,000 
combined 

2,3,4

4
SR 714 at 
Citrus Blvd.

Extend the westbound right‐turn and left‐turn 
lanes.

FDOT
Within 10 
Years 

Yes 
FDOT/ Martin 

County

$200,000 
combined 

2,3,4

11
SR 714 at 

SW 42nd  

Ave.

Widen east and west legs to provide two through 
lanes in each direction to increase capacity.

FDOT 5 – 10 Years  Yes  FDOT
$200,000 
combined 
11,12

20
SR 714 at FL 
Turnpike

It is suggested that the outside southbound through 
lane be converted to a right/through shared lane. 
Evaluate the need for this improvement again after 
the CR 714 widening and Indian Street Bridge 
projects are complete to make sure the southbound 
right‐turn volume remains heavy.

FDOT  5 to 10 years Yes 

 Upcoming 
FDOT 

Widening 
Project 

$550,000 
combined 
15‐21

6
SR 714 at 
Citrus Blvd.

Evaluate roadway drainage in the southeast corner 
and implement necessary actions.

FDOT 

As part of 
future 
roadway 
projects

No FDOT $20,000 

7
SR 714 at 
Citrus Blvd.

It is suggested that the stop bar locations on the 
west and north legs be reviewed and adjusted as 
needed.

FDOT 

As part of 
future 
roadway 
projects

No FDOT $5,000 

10
SR 714 at 

SW 42nd  

Ave.

Move the stop bars closer to the intersection, if 
possible.

FDOT 

As part of 
future 
roadway 
projects

No FDOT $5,000 
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Im‐ 
plement‐ 
ation/ 
Funding 
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33

SR 714 at 
Deggeller 
Court/ 
Leighton 
Farms Road

Install a crosswalk on the north leg. FDOT 

As part of 
future 
roadway 
projects

No  FDOT  $500 

35

SR 714 at 
Deggeller 
Court/ 
Leighton 
Farms Road

Evaluate roadway drainage in the northwest and 
northeast corners and implement necessary 
actions.

FDOT 

As part of 
future 
roadway 
projects

No FDOT $20,000 

40
Corridor 
wide

Install bicycle facilities as part of future 
development/roadway projects to help reduce 
vehicular trips along the corridor.

FDOT 

As part of 
future 
roadway 
projects/ 

development

Yes 
FDOT/ 

Developers
$250,000 
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Shared

# Location Improvement

Respons‐ 
ible 

Agency

Suggested 
Time 
Frame

Congest‐ 
ion 

Related

Im‐ 
plement‐ 
ation/ 
Funding 

Approx‐ 
imate 
Cost

38
Corridor 
wide

The guide signing along the corridor should be 
analyzed and enhanced as needed.

FDOT / 
Martin 
County 

ASAP  Yes 
FDOT/ Martin 

County 
$5,000 

2
SR 714 at 
Citrus Blvd.

Convert the existing southbound through lane to a 
shared left‐turn/ through lane and widen the east 
leg to accommodate dual southbound left‐turn 
lanes.

FDOT/ Martin 
County

Within 10 
Years 

Yes 
FDOT/ Martin 

County

$200,000 
combined 

2,3,4

39
Corridor 
wide

Considering that the subject corridor provides 
access to two major roadways, I‐95 and Florida’s 
Turnpike, it is suggested that arterial dynamic 
message signs be installed on the main roads 
entering the corridor to inform motorists of 
congestion along the corridor, I‐95 and Florida’s 
Turnpike.

FDOT / 
Martin 
County 

10 – 15 Years  Yes 
FDOT/ Martin 

County 
$200,000 
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9.  NOTES 
 

 

DIRECTIONS TO:  Maintenance Building Conference Room at the Martin County 
Airport/Witham Field, 1895 Flying Fortress Way, Stuart, FL 

• Driving south on US1, turn left onto Monterey Road 

• Continue driving over the RR tracks, crossing Dixie Hwy intersection, and passing the YMCA, 
which would be on your left. 

• Flying Fortress Way is off of Monterey (where the control tower looks like it’s close to the road)  

• Once on Flying Fortress, veer to the right and make the loop 

• Maintenance Building is first building on left   

• Enter at front door, turn right, conference room is first room on right 

• Continue past conference room for restrooms & water fountain  
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