
Page 1 of 2 
 

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.     
 
For complaints, questions or concerns about civil rights or nondiscrimination please contact: Michael Malham, MPO Planner II (Title VI Contact) at 772-
320-3015; or for special requests under the Americans with Disabilities Act (ADA) contact Bob Steiner at 772-221-1396.  Hearing impaired individuals are 
requested to telephone the Florida Relay System at #711. 
 

 
MARTIN METROPOLITAN PLANNING ORGANIZATION 

BICYCLE AND PEDESTRIAN ADVISORY COMMITTEE 
 

Martin County Administrative Building 
Administrative Building, Growth Management Conference Room-1st Floor 

2401 SE Monterey Road 
Stuart, FL 34996 
(772) 221-1498 

www.martinmpo.com 
 

Monday, September 10, 2012, 5:00 p.m. 
 

AGENDA 
 

        
ITEM               ACTION 

 
1. CALL TO ORDER – 5:00 p.m. 

 
2. ROLL CALL 
 
3. APPROVE AGENDA              APPROVE 
 
4. APPROVE MINUTES 

• BPAC Meeting – June 11, 2012          APPROVE 
• BPAC Meeting – July 9, 2012       

 
5. FDOT COMMENTS 

 
6. AGENDA ITEMS  

 
A. SR 76/ I-95 INTERCHANGE UPDATE 

MEMO:  temp13BPACa02.01      INFORMATIONAL 
 

B. LONG RANGE TRANSPORTATION PLAN (LRTP) 
AMENDMENT 
MEMO:  temp13BPACa02.02          APPROVE 
 

C. FY2013/14 – FY2017/18 LIST OF PROJECT PRIORITIES 
MEMO:  temp13BPACa02.03          APPROVE 
 

D. REGIONAL WATERWAYS PLAN SCOPE OF SERVICES 
MEMO:  temp13BPACa02.04                     APPROVE 
 

E. LANDSCAPE CRITERIA 
MEMO:  temp13BPACa02.05          APPROVE 
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F. TITLE VI AND NONDISCRIMINATION POLICY AND PLAN 
MEMO:  temp13BPACa02.06          APPROVE 
 

G. COMMUNITY CHARACTERISTICS REPORT 
MEMO:  temp13BPACa02.07        INFORMATIONAL 
              

7. COMMENTS FROM COMMITTEE MEMBERS 
 

8. COMMENTS FROM THE PUBLIC 
 

9. NOTES 
 

• Correspondence from Town of Sewall’s Point 
• Implementation Schedule for FY 13 BP Action Plan Strategies 
• Strategy 5.A.2 – Meetings with Partners & Other Efforts 

 
10. NEXT MEETING 

• November 14, 2012 @ 1:30pm (Regular) 
 

Joint CAC/BPAC/TAC Committee 
Martin County Blake Library-John F. Armstrong Wing 
2351 SE Monterey Road  
Stuart, FL  34997 
 

11. ADJOURN 
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MARTIN METROPOLITAN PLANNING ORGANIZATION (MPO) 
BICYCLE AND PEDESTRIAN ADVISORY COMMITTEE (BPAC) COMMITTEE MEETING 

MEETING MINUTES 
 

Monday, June 11, 2012 - 5:00 P.M. 
Martin County Administration Building 

Growth Management Conference Room, 1
st
 Floor 

2401 SE Monterey Road 

Stuart, FL 34996  

(772) 221-1498 

 

1. CALL TO ORDER  

Ms. Joan Moore, Chair, called the meeting to order at 5:04 P.M. 
 

2.  ROLL CALL 

Members in Attendance: 

Ms. Joan Moore, Chair 

Mr. Ken Natoli, Vice-Chair  

Mr. Kevin B. Edwards 

Mr. Steve Schimmel 

Mr. Edward Vossen  

Ms. Cheryl Lenartiene  

Mr. John-Mark Palacios (Ex-Officio) 

 

Excused Members 

Mr. Jim Hudson  

Mr. Ronald Shewmaker 

Mr. Rick Yost 

 

Members Not In Attendance: 

Mr. Joseph DeFronzo 

Mr. Hal Forslund 

Ms. Dawn Arvin 

Mr. Bill Schnell 

Mr. John Mildenberger 

Officer Michael Pope, (Ex-Officio) 

Officer James C. Brooks (Ex-Officio) 

Mr. Eric Cerniglia (Ex-Officio) 

Mr. Martin Paulk (Ex-Officio) 

 

Staff in Attendance: 

Ms. Beth Beltran, MPO Administrator (arrived 5:53 PM) 

Ms. Margaret H. Brassard, Administrative Specialist II 

Mr. Michael Malham, Planner II 
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Others in Attendance: 

Markus Brannschweiger 

Julie Preast 

Patrick Glass, FDOT 

Andrew Nunez, American Consultants 

Brian Mirson, American Consultants  

 

A quorum was present for this meeting. 

 

3. APPROVE AGENDA  

A motion to approve the Agenda was made by Mr. Ed Vossen.  The motion was 

seconded by Ms. Cheryl Lenartiene.  There were no objections.  The motion 

passed unanimously. 

       

4. APPROVE MINUTES 

A motion to approve the minutes from the meeting of May 14, 2012 was made by 

Ms. Cheryl Lenartiene.  The motion was seconded by Mr. Ken Natoli.  There 

were no objections.  The motion passed unanimously. 

 

5. FDOT COMMENTS 

None. 

 

6. AGENDA ITEMS 
 

A. STATE ROAD (SR) 76 PD&E PROJECT UPDATE 
  MEMO:  temp12BPACa09.01 

Mr. Patrick Glass, Project Manager from FDOT introduced Andrew Nunez, 

with American Consultant Engineers who will be making a presentation.  

American Consultant Engineers was hired by FDOT to conduct this Project 

Development and Environment (PD&E) Study.  Mr. Nunez advised that this 

presentation has been presented to the CAC and TAC.  (See presentation)  

Mr. Nunez advised of the project limits which are along SR 76 (Kanner 

Highway) from West of CR 711 (Pratt Whitney Road) to East of Cove Road, 

which includes the interchange improvements of SR 76 and I-95.  He advised 

that the project was listed as a Project Need on the 2035 Long Range 

Transportation Plan (LRTP), the Regional Long Range Transportation Plan 

(RLRTP) and the five year Work Program. Mr. Nunez stated that the 

construction is not funded at this time.  Mr. Nunez showed the existing 

conditions, the traffic volumes from the 2035 and 2040, and the eight 

different alternatives which were reviewed.  He gave a report of the preferred 

Alternative, Alternative 2A.  The Value Engineering study suggested that the 

Diverging Diamond Interchange (DDI) be studied further.  Mr. Nunez stated 

that although the DDI is not recommended at this time, they will be 

presenting it for public review at the public hearing.  Mr. Nunez detailed the 

SR76 Preferred Alternative, the criteria used for the determination.  Mr. 

Nunez advised that they are waiting approval from Florida Highway 

Association (FHWA) of the Interchange Modification Report (IMR), that the 
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public hearing will be July 12, 2012, starting at 5:30 PM at Indian River State 

College-Chastain Campus.  The two items on the agenda at the public 

hearing will be the Preferred Alternative 2A and the public comment 

informational item of the DDI.   

 

Mr. Edwards requested clarification as to the compatibility of the Alternative 

2A and the DDI.  He was advised that they are two totally different 

interchanges and would not be integrated.  Discussion about how initially 

eight alternatives were looked at and when doing the numbers only a couple 

came forward from an operational perspective.  It was determined that the 

enhanced version, Alternative 2A, was the Preferred Alternative.  Mr. Mirson 

informed that the Board has stated that if the DDI is going to be reviewed 

during the design phase, the public needs to be informed and have an 

opportunity to provide input at the public hearing, which is what is being 

done.  There will be videos of working DDI’s to see how they look from the 

standpoint of a driver, and the overall workings of it.  

 

Ms. Moore inquired as to the negatives of a DDI, and Mr. Edwards asked if a 

DDI were constructed, would it still be considered an Urbanized Intersection 

and would you still have to come to a complete stop. Mr. Mirson stated that it 

is an Urbanized Intersection, and you do have to stop at some points of the 

DDI.  An advantage to the DDI operationally, is that there will be more 

separation between Jack James and the interchange, and fewer lanes may be 

used as there won’t be the conflicting left turns.  From the cyclist’s 

perspective the bike lane will still be on the right side of the travel lane, so 

there is not a lot of difference.  As far as pedestrian crossings, the traffic 

normally comes from the opposite direction, so proper signage will need to 

be placed to advise pedestrians to look in the other direction for on-coming 

traffic.  Being able to educate motorists and pedestrians of the new 

configuration will be paramount, and signage, for an elderly population, 

could be a downside.  Mr. Edwards stated that he really likes the design and 

the concept as it uses less land.  He said that if people were able to get use to 

the DDI, the impact for future projects could be amazing with the need for 

less land.  Mr. Mirson stated that as the consultants, it is important that they 

provide the public the information whether good or bad, and allow the public 

to make an informed decision.  All of this information will be brought to the 

public, but the Alternative 2A is the design which is going forward.   

 

Mr. Glass reminded the committee that Alternative 2A is only an 

enhancement to the existing ramp; people already know how to use it and the 

design is approved through FY2040.  Mr. Mirson walked the committee 

through the DDI diagram as a motorist, a cyclist and a pedestrian.  Mr. 

Schimmel asked what effect will headlights have on the motorists at night.  

Mr. Mirson stated that when you go through the curve, there is enough 

distance so you don’t have the discomfort, the key is to have some low 

landscaping which will help to provide a break.  He stated that the DDI has 
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primarily been used as retrofits to tight urban diamonds.  What happens is a 

tight urban diamond which has a constraint of lanes either under or over a 

bridge, was used by converting the intersection into this tight urban they 

were able to provide greater capacity.  Mr. Glass stated that with Alternative 

2A you will be able to travel down SR 76 at 45 mph, but if you put in a tight 

urban diamond, the speed will be slowed to 35 mph through the intersection 

then they will speed back up to 45 miles.   

 

It was noted by Mr. Edwards that this is a good thing for cyclists and 

pedestrians. The DDI provides the motorist a slower speed but less wait time 

at the light as opposed to a higher speed and a longer wait time at the light.  

Mr. Mirson stated that this will be presented at the public hearing, but it’s 

only for informational purposes.  Any decision regarding the DDI would be 

made from the community and the local policy makers, not FDOT.  Mr. 

Malham advised the committee that both the CAC and the TAC supported 

the preferred Alternative 2A and to include the DDI at the public hearing for 

public review.  The public hearing will be in July, but the next MPO Board 

meeting will not be until September which does allow time to gather public 

information. 

 

A motion was made by Mr. Natoli to approve staff’s recommendation to 

support Alternative 2A and ask that the DDI presentation be included at 

the public hearing for public review.  Ms. Lenartiene provided a second 

to the motion.  The vote was called and passed with Mr. Edwards in 

opposition.   

 

B. FINAL FY2012/13-FY2016/17 TRANSPORTATION 

IMPROVEMENT PROGRAM (TIP) 
MEMO:  temp12BPACa09.02 

Mr. Malham reviewed the Final TIP with the committee.  He advised that the 

Board will see the Final on June 18, 2012.  Mr. Malham stated that the TIP is 

updated annually and described the changes that were made since the 

committee saw the Draft.  He noted that the Public hearing will be held at the 

MPO meeting on June 18, 2012.  Mr. Malham stated that staff recommends 

approval of the Martin MPO FY2012/13 - FY2016/17 TIP with the 

understanding that FDOT will re-distribute funds from the Indian Street 

Project to fund the lights on the SR 710 Big John Monahan Bridge with the 

balance going to the SR 76 Project from the I-95 Interchange to Monterey 

Road, which was brought to this committee at the last meeting.    

 

Mr. Natoli noted that the right turn lane on Monterey Road has been 

completely removed, as this committee discussed how bad right turn lanes 

are for cyclists, and that shoulders will be placed on Willoughby as 

Willoughby will eventually extend to downtown. He stated that this is good 

news for the committee.  Ms. Lenartiene inquired if the transportation hub 

which was recently in the news is the same one for which the County had 

decided not to get Federal funds.  Mr. Malham asked if she was referring to 
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the Transit Depot.  She concurred.  Ms. Beltran stated yes, that the State and 

the MPO will have to determine how they wish to re-distribute the 

Transportation Regional Incentive Program (TRIP) Funds which are 

currently shown in the TIP.   She added that it was a small amount, the State 

funding was $189,000 with a local match of 50%, and this was just to 

supplement what the Federal Funds were going to construct.  Mr. Malham 

stated that since the funds are already programmed its best to leave the funds 

there until the next WP.  Ms. Preast inquired if the transit station funds were 

going to be reprogrammed.  Ms. Beltran stated that they are regional State 

funds and this would have to be brought before the Treasure Coast 

Transportation Council.   As this was a regional project [passenger rail on the 

FEC] that was how Martin was going to be able to use these funds to 

supplement the transit depot. 

 

A motion was made by Mr. Natoli to approve staff’s recommendation of 

approval of the Martin MPO FY2012/13 FY2016/17 TIP with the 

understanding that FDOT will re-distribute funds from the Indian 

Street Project to fund the lights on the SR 710 Big John Monahan 

Bridge with the balance going to the SR 76 Project from the I-95 

Interchange to Monterey Road.  The motion was seconded by Ms. 

Lenartiene.  There was no opposition or further discussion.   The motion 

passed unanimously.  

 

7. COMMENTS FROM COMMITTEE MEMBERS 

Mr. Natoli noticed that two more sidewalks have been constructed with the 90 

degree turn. One is at Publix on Martin Downs Boulevard and the other at 

Murano.  He stated that two 45 degree fillers have been installed, so it is better. 

  

8. COMMENTS FROM THE PUBLIC 

Mr. Marcus Brannschweiger stated that he is trying to save Martin County 

money and he is a pedestrian.  He stated that in his experience, cyclists do not 

use bicycle lanes so it is his opinion that the County should save their money and 

not include bicycle lanes on the roadways.  He stated that he often walks on 

sidewalks that are only four feet wide.  Mr. Brannschweiger added that only one 

bicyclist in ten uses the bicycle lanes and all of the others are on the sidewalks.  

He stated that the cyclists will yell that the pedestrians need to move over so they 

can ride through.  Pedestrians should have the right-of-way (ROW) when on a 

sidewalk.  He stated that there are about six cyclers for every one pedestrian and 

that must be the reason they feel that they need to shout to the pedestrians to get 

out of their way.  Mr. Brannschweiger believes that cyclist act like they have 

more rights than a pedestrian.  A pedestrian must use the sidewalk if one is 

available; he cannot be in the road.   A motorcycle cannot be on the sidewalk, yet 

bicyclists believe that they have the right to be in both locations, which Mr. 

Brannschweiger states, is wrong.  Mr. Brannschweiger stated that somehow, 

cyclists do not believe that a pedestrian has the ROW.  Mr. Brannschweiger 

stated that the new sidewalks are being built larger which is good, but the old 
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small ones can’t be changed.  Something has to be done.  There are signs that say 

“Bicyclists can share the road” and yet the cyclists are still on the sidewalk.  He 

stated that everyone is now on the sidewalks, bikes, high speed motorized 

scooters and it creates a huge problem for the pedestrian.   

 

Mr. Natoli stated that he disagreed, maybe it’s a behavioral issue and the cyclists 

in his area need to learn to behave or be properly educated, but putting people or 

children out into the road isn’t the answer.  When you are riding on the sidewalk 

a cyclist needs to respect the pedestrian, but it’s too much to push everyone to 

the road.  Ms. Lenartiene stated that it is a consideration thing, and she sees both 

sides of the issue, though there are many very considerate cyclists too.  She 

stated that it is the mentality of people as a whole, it’s not a cyclist verses 

pedestrian issue it’s just that people want to get somewhere when they want to be 

there and it’s the “I’m bigger than you attitude” whether it’s driver to driver, 

driver to cyclist, cyclist to pedestrian it’s education as a whole.  Mr. 

Brannschweiger stated that the cyclist needs to move over.  Ms. Lenartiene stated 

that it’s difficult as there are roadways without shoulders. Cars and cyclists are 

riding right up to the sidewalk and there are safety issues.  Cutting off certain 

areas to people wouldn’t work because walking or cycling may be a person’s 

only mode of transportation.  She stated that it is unfortunate that Mr. 

Brannschweiger has had such a bad experience but no one’s safety should be 

compromised.  Ms. Lenartiene stated that she’s been walking on small sidewalks 

with her dog and it can be a challenge having a biker come by but people need to 

share.  She stated that you can’t ban someone from the sidewalk as you could 

jeopardize their life.  Unfortunately, drivers as a whole are not considerate.  She 

stated that a lot of cyclists get hit.  She personally has been hit as a pedestrian, so 

she’s aware of the safety issues.   

 

Ms. Moore expressed her frustration with the matter as she’s experienced issues 

while running and she stated that the cyclist was not one who should be on the 

sidewalk, it was a competitive cyclist.  Mr. Brannschweiger stated that the 

problem is continuing to worsen.   It was suggested that if Mr. Brannschweiger 

would inform the police of this poor behavior and about the cyclists that ride on 

the boardwalk at 8:00 PM, that they may monitor the situation, and be able to 

educate some of the cyclists.  Ms. Moore stated that there was a recent law 

passed allowing motorized vehicles on sidewalks which was to accommodate 

motorized wheelchairs, however, now you see golf carts, electric bikes, and a 

little of everything.  See added that this committee did not support that law.  

 

 

Mr. Mirson presented a video of a DDI that was a converted tight urban which 

opened the day prior to the video.  The video showed the movement through the 

DDI, which will be presented at the public hearing in July.   
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9. NOTES. 

 

10. NEXT MEETING 

July 9, 2012 will be a regular meeting. 

 

11. ADJOURN 

The meeting was adjourned at 6:15 PM without a motion.   

 

 

Recorded and Prepared by: 

 

 

_________________________________________  ________________________ 

Margaret H. Brassard, Administrative Specialist, II  Date 

 

 

 

Approved by: 

 

 

______________________________________  _________________________ 

Joan Moore, Chair      Date   
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MARTIN METROPOLITAN PLANNING ORGANIZATION (MPO) 
BICYCLE AND PEDESTRIAN ADVISORY COMMITTEE (BPAC) COMMITTEE MEETING 

MEETING SUMMARY 
 

Monday, July 9, 2012 - 5:00 P.M. 
Martin County Administration Building 

Growth Management Conference Room, 1st Floor 
2401 SE Monterey Road 

Stuart, FL 34996  
(772) 221-1498 

 
1. CALL TO ORDER  
Ms. Joan Moore, Chair, called the meeting to order at 5:03P.M. 
 
2.  ROLL CALL 
Members in Attendance: 
Ms. Joan Moore, Chair 
Mr. Kevin B. Edwards 
Ms. Julie Preast 
Mr. Steve Schimmel (arrived 5:06 p.m.) 
Ms. Cheryl Lenartiene  
Mr. John-Mark Palacios (Ex-Officio) 
 
Excused Members 
Mr. Ken Natoli, Vice-Chair  
Mr. Jim Hudson  
Ms. Dawn Arvin 
Mr. John Mildenberger 
Mr. Rick Yost 
 
Members Not In Attendance: 
Mr. Joseph DeFronzo 
Mr. Hal Forslund 
Mr. Ronald Shewmaker 
Mr. Bill Schnell 
Mr. Edward Vossen  
Officer Michael Pope, (Ex-Officio) 
Officer James C. Brooks (Ex-Officio) 
Mr. Eric Cerniglia (Ex-Officio) 
Mr. Martin Paulk (Ex-Officio) 
 
Staff in Attendance: 
Ms. Beth Beltran, MPO Administrator (arrived 5:53 PM) 
Ms. Margaret H. Brassard, Administrative Specialist II 
Mr. Michael Malham, Planner II 
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Others in Attendance: 
Rick Lussy, Candidate for Property Appraiser  
 
A quorum was not present for this meeting. 
 

3. APPROVE AGENDA  
As a quorum was not present, the Chair advised that the agenda would not be 
approved. 
       

4. APPROVE MINUTES 
A quorum was not present.  The Chair advised that approval of the minutes 
would be tabled until the September meeting. 
 

5. FDOT COMMENTS 
Mr. John-Mark Palacios asked if staff had gotten a response from FDOT 
regarding his inspection report of the Martin Downs Boulevard sidewalk.  Mr. 
Malham stated that he got a negative response from FDOT.  He stated that they 
will not be addressing the sidewalk in front of the Publix at Mariposa Circle as 
construction was almost complete at the time.  Mr. Palacios stated that he was 
talking to the designer today and he was of the opinion that they were going to 
place a corner end on that sidewalk to fix the 90 degree angle.  Mr. Malham 
stated that was the initial request, but due to issues on the swale, more would 
have to be done to address the issue.  Mr. Edwards stated that a corner piece was 
added on the Parkside entrance.  Mr. Palacios asked that FDOT look at more 
than just those two sidewalks as there were more which needed addressing.   Mr. 
Malham stated that it was requested that FDOT look at other sidewalks also, but 
they only focused on the one sidewalk on which they had a request. Mr. Palacios 
advised that he will check it out on his way home tonight. 
 

6. AGENDA ITEMS 
 
A. CYCLIST AND PEDESTRIAN RIGHTS AND 

RESPONSIBILITIES 
MEMO:  temp13BPACa01.01 
Ms. Moore suggested that the committee begin to put something together 
regarding the rights of cyclist and pedestrians which could be simple enough 
to place in the local Home Owner Associations newsletters. She had the idea 
after a guest at the last meeting mentioned cyclists being rude to pedestrians.    
She advised that if it were in a simple format it could be copied and pasted 
into the associations’ newsletters. She would like it to be emailed so no 
printing would have to take place.  It would be educational for cyclists, 
pedestrian as well as drivers who may not be aware that Florida has a Three 
Foot Law, or that a cyclist should act like a pedestrian when riding on a 
sidewalk, plus it could answer a number of potential issues.   She would like 
it to be very brief and basic.  When asked if there were formal bicycling 
associations Ms. Moore noted that there is the Treasure Coast Cycling 
Association (TCCA) but she did not think that those cyclists were the 
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offenders mentioned at the last meeting.  It was said that those riders are not 
normally on the sidewalks, however all riders would be included.   Ms. Julie 
Preast suggested that this be done in bullet format, for maximum readership.  
Mr. Schimmel suggested that the committee get a QR Code which would 
direct people to a website containing, “Bicycling Rules for Safety 
information”.  This QR Code, which is free, could be specific to this safety 
information, and could be installed in parks or other places frequented by 
pedestrian or cyclists, eliminating the need to distribute paper, or placed on 
bumper stickers.   
 
Mr. Rick Lussy, was called upon by the Chair and asked to introduce 
himself.  Mr. Lussy, stated that he was a Candidate for Property Appraiser, 
and that he was interested in bicycle safety. 
 
A number of safety suggestions were offered as the committee tried to 
narrow the list to a few bullet points.   It was noted that pedestrians should 
also obey certain rights and responsibilities and they determined that there 
should be two sets of five bullet lists: 
 

• Motorist responsibilities 
• Cyclists responsibilities 

 
Suggestions offered were: 
 
Motorists to cyclists 
 

• Drivers need to provide three feet between their vehicles and a cyclist 
• When a lane is too narrow for a bicycle and a vehicle to safely share, 

the cyclist is entitled to use the entire lane 
 
Bicyclists to pedestrian 
 

• Cyclists need to announce themselves by audible bell, horn or voice 
to pedestrian 

• Cyclists need to yield to the pedestrian 
• Pedestrians should not wear headphones so loud that they can’t hear 

an external audible sound 
• Someone holding a white cane with a red tip or a dog in harness, may 

not be able to see and/or hear you, and you should watch out for them 
 

Ms. Preast stated that she felt that a cyclist on a sidewalk using a bell is 
inappropriate.  Ms. Lenartiene stated that she is of the opinion that cyclists on 
the sidewalk believe that they own the sidewalk.  Being blind, it is difficult to 
react when they come up on her and she has no idea which direction they are 
going so a bell is good for her.  
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Ms. Moore clarified that these aren’t enforceable rules, they are suggestions 
for people to become aware.  It was also noted that people whether on foot, a 
bicycle or in a car should exhibit courtesy to others as a whole. 
 
Mr. Palacios stated that he’s working with Broward County on a campaign to 
place a graphic on the rear of buses stating the Three Foot Law between 
vehicles and bicycles.    It was suggested that the graphic regarding the Three 
Foot Law mentioned by Mr. Palacios be submitted to the HOA’s and COA’s. 
Mr. Palacios stated that a lane under 14 feet is generally considered too 
narrow for a car to pass a cyclist and the cyclist is allowed to “take the lane” 
leaving all cars to have to ride behind the cyclist. 
 
There were suggestions to advertise the Three Foot Law on MCTV, and Ms. 
Beltran advised that advertising should come through the MPO not BPAC.  
She reminded the committee that this is a brain storming session and 
advertising is listed in the Action Plan as outreach and education.  Mr. 
Malham mentioned that the “campaign” which BPAC had proposed in the 
Action Plan is tentatively scheduled for a January kick off.  It was asked if 
they could advance it for the back to school season.   Mr. Malham stated that 
there is a Commit to be Fit program, under the umbrella of the Safe Routes to 
School, which could be a good way to tie it into the school program.  Mr. 
Schimmel asked if we could put a laminated, bullet point sign possibly with a 
QR Code, in bicycle stores or the bicycle section of stores like Wal-Mart so 
people could see them while they are making their selection.   Mr. Malham 
stated that he doesn’t want to rush things or throw information out piece-
meal.  It needs to be organized in order to be presented in a responsible, 
concise manner.  He will take inventory of what the MPO already has in 
house and will report back to the BPAC.  Mr. Malham reviewed an FDOT 
website with Bike/ped material.  Mr. Palacios said the publications listed on 
the website could be ordered.  Mr. Schimmel suggested BPAC try to partner 
with a bank in order to help distribute this information by asking that they 
print the bullet points on their envelopes or something of that nature.  It was 
noted that the MPO needs to be careful in these areas, and the Action Plan 
really needs to be used in the manner designated for implementation.  It was 
noted that in the past, utility bills were instrumental in disseminating 
information to the public, perhaps that could again be the means of 
distribution for the bullet points.  Ms. Beltran advised that there are strict 
guidelines to follow when working with another public entity, and BPAC 
will need to execute the project in compliance with the funding grant.   
 

B. BICYCLE & PEDESTRIAN ACTION PLAN 
IMPLEMENTATION 

  MEMO:  temp13BPACa01.02  
Mr. Malham stated that one of the strategies was to seek specific partners 
within the community as mentioned which he will be doing in the upcoming 
months.  Currently the infrastructure is the dominant focus as opposed to the 
outreach as this is the time of the year when budgets are being structured and 
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the State Parks Park Management Plan update cycle is rapidly approaching.  
Mr. Malham noted that identifying bicycle and pedestrian partners is a main 
focus, as is soliciting improvement ideas from the public.  Mr. Malham stated 
that BPAC can change the order of events in the Action Plan, but as there 
were so many strategies that the need to find a way to complete them in a 
timely manner is important.  Ms. Preast informed the committee that most 
condo/homeowner association newsletters go out the first of January.  If 
documentation hasn’t been received by them in September or October when 
they are getting their typeset ready, the information will not make it to the 
newsletter losing out on the entire season and a whole group of people.  Ms. 
Preast also suggested that the MPO should send the bullet points as a Public 
Service Announcement (PSA) to the radio and television stations as they will 
read the points between segments.  Ms. Beltran stated that staff will have to 
refer to the Public Service Announcement section in the Public Involvement 
Plan to insure compliance.   Ms. Moore stated that the deadline for this 
information should be together by the November meeting.  Ms. Beltran 
reminded the committee that a joint CAC, TAC & BPAC meeting will be 
held in November so FDOT can present the Tentative Work Program.  Ms. 
Beltran stated that this information may be well received by the other 
advisory committees and FDOT.   Ms. Moore suggested that this information 
be ready to present by the November 14, 2012.  Mr. Malham stated that it 
will be ready.  It was suggested that Mr. Malham contact the Home and 
Condo Owners Associations to ask for their newsletter deadlines and request 
that they reserve a small amount of space on their newsletter for the bullet 
points.  Mr. Malham reminded the committee that this information may also 
be included in the MPO’s newsletter to help increase distribution. 
              

7. COMMENTS FROM COMMITTEE MEMBERS 
None. 
 

8. COMMENTS FROM THE PUBLIC 
None. 
 

9. NOTES. 
Ms. Beltran stated that recently an MPO Process sheet was brought to the 
committees which delineated the process, as well as roles and responsibilities of 
the advisory committee members.  She stated that there are specific rules that are 
to be followed for those committing to be an advisory committee member.   
After researching the Roberts Rules of Order it was learned that the committees 
may not adjust the quorum if a member was excused, though it had been 
practiced in the past.  In order to have a quorum, there needs to be a quorum of 
the membership, as this committee today was not able to approve the minutes of 
the June 11, 2012 meeting.   Ms. Beltran confirmed Ms. Preast’s comment that if 
a member has three unexcused absences, the member would forfeit his/her 
membership on the committee.    It was also noted that if a member needed to 
call in, they could be on a conference call, at which time they would be counted 
as being present.  Ms. Lenartiene stated that depending upon the changes in the 
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transportation system, it could be beneficial to her if she could Skype into the 
meeting.  It was acknowledged that should she or any other member need to 
appear by Skype it would count as being present, just as many meetings are 
already attended by telephone or Skype.     
 

10. NEXT MEETING 
Ms. Moore advised that the next meeting will be September 10, 2012, and the 
meetings will be bi-monthly.   
 

11. ADJOURN 
The meeting was adjourned without a motion by the Chair, at 5:50 PM 

 
Recorded and Prepared by: 
 
 
_________________________________________  ________________________ 
Margaret H. Brassard, Administrative Specialist, II  Date 
 
Approved by: 
 
 
______________________________________  _________________________ 
Joan Moore, Chair      Date   
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WORDING: 

MARTIN METROPOLITAN PLANNING ORGANIZATION 
BICYCLE AND PEDESTRIAN ADVISORY COMMITTEE MEETING 

AGENDA ITEM SUMMARY 

I MEETING DATE: 
September 1 0, 2012 

I DUEDATE: 
September 4, 2012 

SR 76/I-95 INTERCHANGE UPDATE 

I UPWP#: 
5.5 

I 
6A 

REQUESTED BY: I PREPARED BY: I DOCUMENT(S) REQUIRING ACTION: 
MPO Beth Beltran/Gavin Jones 

BACKGROUND 

June 18, 2012 meeting at FDOT 
MPO and Martin County Engineering staff attended a meeting at FDOT in Ft. Lauderdale on June 18, 2012. At 
the meeting: 

• FDOT clarified that the preferred Alternative 2A of the Ultimate interchange improvements is the 
configuration being designed, and the Diverging Diamond Interchange (DDI) may be evaluated in the 
design phase as a follow up to a recommendation in the Value Engineering Report (see attached). 

• FDOT acknowledged the MPO Board's support of the County's Interim Interchange Improvement 
Project, commencing construction in FY 2014/15. 

• Because the County's Interim project will address the interchange's capacity issues until 2020, and since 
any delay in this project would require the County to renegotiate its proportional share agreement, 
Martin County's preference would be to move ahead with the County's Interim project and to have the 
SR 76 widening project be modified to begin at Lost River Road and extend east to Monterey Road. 

• FDOT indicated that the construction of the Ultimate interchange improvements would need to be 
reprioritized by the MPO in the future and go back into the queue in order to be funded. 

FDOT Public Hearing 
FDOT conducted a Public Hearing on the PD&E study that includes the interchange at 1-95 on July 12, 2012. 
Public comments received at the meeting concerned access issues, noise issues, and impatience at the pace of 
progress on the interchange improvement (see attached). 

TRIP Application for Interim Improvement Project 
The Transportation Regional Incentive Program (TRIP) is an FDOT competitive grant program intended to 
promote the improvement of facilities that serve regional travel needs. TRIP funds require a minimum 50% 
match. The Treasure Coast Transportation Council (TCTC) was established by the Martin MPO, the St. Lucie 
TPO and the Indian River MPO to formally coordinate regional transportation planning activities and address 
regional projects funded by the State's TRIP grant program. Last year, the TCTC gave staff the authority to 
apply for TRIP funds without a TCTC vote, if the candidate project had previously received TRIP funds. 

The TRIP allotment for the Treasure Coast region for FY14 is $990,000 (see attached letter from FDOT). The 
three MPO staff directors agreed to limit their respective applications to population based portions of the total, 
resulting in $247,500 for Martin County. County staff selected the County's Interim Interchange Improvement 
Project at the SR 76/1-95 Interchange. The construction phase of this project is fully funded in FY 2014/15 
using an equal mixture of County Incentive Grant Program (ClOP) funds and local match. The local match is 
collected through several Developer Contribution/Proportionate Share agreements connected to development 
projects whose traffic will impact this interchange. 
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MARTIN METROPOLITAN PLANNING ORGANIZATION 
BICYCLE AND PEDESTRIAN ADVISORY COMMITTEE MEETING 

AGENDA ITEM SUMMARY 

ISSUES 

The TRIP pre-application package (attached) was submitted by July 27, 2012, as requested by FDOT. The 
County is requesting TRIP funding for the design phase of this project. However, since the County needs to 
move ahead with design this year, FDOT has informed the staff that the $247,500 in FY13/14 TRIP funding 
cannot reimburse the design costs of the Interim project. Last year the TCTC passed Resolution 12-
01 authorizing member jurisdictions the full discretion to reprogram unexpended TRIP program balances 
between previously approved and funded TRIP projects within each jurisdiction. Hence, MPO staff has asked 
FDOT if the $189,527 in FY12/13 TRIP funding currently programmed for the Transit Depot can be put 
towards the design of the County's SR 76 Interim Interchange Project. FDOT staff is currently investigating 
this issue. 

RECOMMENDED ACTION 
Recommendation 

a. This is an information item 

APPROVA 
MPO 

ATTACHMENTS 
a. Slides of preferred Alternative 2A ofUltimate Interchange Improvements and DDI 
b. Public Hearing Summary 
c. FDOT TRIP availability letter 
d. TRIP pre-application package 
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June 6, 2012 Martin MPO Committee Meeting 

1 
Interchange Alternatives 

• An expansion of the existing 
configuration appears to meet 
2040 future traffic 

• Will require triple left turn 
lanes in the future 

• Loop ramp lane would need to 
be located under end span of 
I-95 overpass bridge 

 

Preferred Alternative 2A 
Configuration  

Legend 
SR 76             ------ 
SB off ramps  ------ 
NB off ramps  ------ 
NB on ramps  ------ 
SB on ramps  ------ 

 



June 6, 2012 Martin MPO Committee Meeting 

2 Interchange Alternatives 
VE/Diverging Diamond Interchange 

DDI Conceptual Layout (Not Recommended at this Time) 

Disadvantages of the DDI 
• Non-typical Interchange Option for the 

Region 
• Not Compatible with Martin County’s 

Planned Interim Improvements 
• Complex Pedestrian and Bicycle Mobility 

through the Interchange 
• Cannot Maintain Free-Flow Traffic on  
      SR 76 (Kanner Highway) 
• Adjacent Intersection Operational Issues 

DDI’s are Normally Considered for 
Areas with High Left Turn Volumes 



Public Hearing Summary for the SR 76 Widening Project  
from west of CR 711 to east of Cove Road 

The public hearing was held on July 12, 2012 from 5:30 p.m. to 7:00 p.m. at the following 
location:   

Wolf High Technology Center 
Indian River State College 
5851 SE Community Drive 
Stuart, FL 34997 

One hundred and sixty-two (162) people (excluding staff) attended the meeting. There were 151 
citizens, and 11 elected officials and agencies representatives including Commissioner Eula 
Clarke and Commissioner Sarah Heard from Martin County MPO, as well as a representative 
from the office of Senator Joe Negron.  Of the 162 attendees, Commissioner Eula Clarke was 
recognized during the formal portion of the presentation.  FDOT and consultant representatives 
were available for one-on-one questions and answers. Aerial maps were on display depicting the 
preferred mainline improvements and preferred interchange alternative at I-95.  Displays were 
set up depicting the existing and preferred alternative typical sections, and other informational 
display boards.  A comparative evaluation matrix and the project schedule were available for 
review.  A designated “Noise” table was set up for those who had specific questions pertaining to 
noise. Martin County also had a designated area where citizens had an opportunity to speak to 
Martin County staff. In addition, there were two laptops set up with internet capabilities which 
allowed people the ability to access the project's website and navigate through it.  A "Smart 
Board" was used to locate areas of interest in Google Earth and access to the project website.  
The Divergent Diamond Interchange alternative was discussed in the public hearing presentation 
and a third laptop was set up to show sample videos of a Diverging Diamond Interchange at the 
request of Martin MPO.  Martin County Public Access TV crew taped the events of the hearing.   

A total of 10 comments were received via e-mail prior to the hearing.  Eleven (11) citizens spoke 
during the formal portion of the hearing, and 11 citizens filled out written comment forms.  The 
majority of comments made were in regards to noise and noise barriers, and safety at the 
entrance of the Florida Club development with the discussion of a possible traffic signal at the 
intersection of SW Old Royal Drive and SR 76.  Other comments concerned landscaping, the 
need for turn and acceleration lanes, safety, right-of-way, bicycle and pedestrian improvements, 
park and ride conceptual site locations, air quality, and drainage.  Bicycle lanes, sidewalk, and a 
multipurpose path were incorporated in the preferred alternative.  Landscaping will be 
coordinated with Martin County during final design.  The FDOT performed a signal warrant 
analysis at the intersection of SW Old Royal Drive and SR 76, and it was determined that a 
traffic signal is not warranted.  Right-of-Way acquisition is required for a pond site west of 
Florida’s Turnpike, and safety and drainage improvements were incorporated in the preferred 
alternative. There was little discussion from the public concerning the Divergent Diamond 
Interchange at the hearing. 



~ 
Florida Department of Transportation 

RICK SCOTT 
GOVERN O R 

The Honorable Jack Kelly 

3400 W. Commercial Blvd. 
Fort Lauderdale, FL 33309 

June 5, 2012 

Chair, Treasure Coast Transportation Council 
St. Lucie Transportation Planning Organization 
2300 Virginia Avenue 
Fort Pierce, FL 34982 

Dear Councilman Kelly: 

SUBJECT: Transportation Regional Incentive Grant Program (TRIP) 

ANANTH PRASAD, P.E. 
SECRETARY 

The Florida Department of Transportation District 4 is pleased to announce the start of the 
Transportation Regional Incentive Grant Program (TRIP) cycle as defined by Florida Statute 
(Section 339.2819). 

The following funding is estimated to be available; however the amount is approximate and 
subject to change. We invite the Treasure Coast Transportation Council (TCTC) to apply for the 
following program funds: 

FY 13/14: $990,000 

These funds are due to project reconciliations and close outs; program reserves have been 
eliminated due to revenue reductions and legislative changes. We anticipate additional funding 
opportunities may occur for FY 17/18. 

Please utilize the attached Project Submittal Form for proposed projects. Please submit a draft 
application for each project by July 27. 2012. This will provide the Department with the 
opportunity to review and provide input. Final applications will be due by October 1, 2012. As 
reference, we have provided a complete listing of TRIP programming for FYs 11/12 -16/17 on the 
attached spreadsheet. 

Please submit all candidate applications to the attention of Ms. Leslie Wetherell, Program 
Administration Engineer. If you have any questions or comments, she can be reached via phone 
at (954} 777-4438 or e-mail at leslie.wetherell@dot.myflorida.com. 

James A. I , P.E. 
District Secretary 
District Four 

JAW:Iw 

Attachments 

cc: The Honorable Reginald Sessions, Chair, St. Lucie County TPO 
The Honorable Bob McPartlan, Chairman, Indian River MPO 
The Honorable Doug Smith, Chairman, Martin County MPO 
~eth Beltran, Martin County MPO 

Peter Buchwald, St. Lucie County MPO 
Phil Matson, Indian River County MPO 
Larry Merritt, FOOT 04 

www.dot.state.fl.us ~ RECYCLED PAPER 



Transportation Regional Incentive Program-TCTC -
tem:>eg DascrlpUon Agency Wkmx DHc:rtpUon Phase Fund Aml2012 Ami 2013 Amt_2014 Amt_2015 --2018 Ami 2017 Tolal 

~ 
SR-713/KtNGS HWY FROM 800' SOUTH OF 

ST. LUCIE ADO LANES & RECONSTRUCT Design TRIP 1,285,000 0 0 0 0 0 1,285,000 
SR-70 TON. OF t-95 OVERPASS 

LF 1,285,000 0 0 0 0 0 1,285,000 

410844-1 
CROSSTOWN PARKWAY FROM MANTH PORTST 

PO&EIEMO STUDY Payback TRIP 1,750,000 0 0 0 0 0 1,750,000 
LANE TO SR-5/US-1 LUCIE 

TRIP 1,747,084 0 0 0 0 0 1,747,084 

LF 588,083 0 0 0 0 0 588,083 

424143-1 SR-713 @l SR-614 ST. LUCIE ADO TURN LANE(S) Right otway 
LF 858,510 0 0 0 0 0 858,510 

LF 297,388 0 0 0 0 0 297,388 

LF 0 2.026.844 0 0 0 0 2,028,844 

llim:1 66TH AVE FROM SR-60 TO 41ST STREET INDIAN RIVER ADO LANES & RECONSTRUCT ConstNction 
TRIP 5,709,802 0 0 0 0 0 5,709,802 

LF 5,709,802 0 0 0 0 0 5,709,802 

.lliill:1 MARTIN COUNTY TCTC MARTIN RAIL PRESERVATION PROJECT CanstNctian 
TRIP 0 189,527 0 0 0 0 189,527 

LF 0 189,527 0 0 0 0 189.527 

~ ST. LUCIE COUNTY TCTC ST. LUCIE RAIL CAPACITY PROJECT CanstNctian 
TRIP 0 0 189,527 0 0 0 189,527 

LF 0 0 189,527 0 0 0 189,527 

~ INDIAN RIVER COUNTY TCTC INDIAN RIVER RAIL CAPACITY PROJECT Construction 
TRIP 0 0 189,527 0 0 0 189,527 

LF 0 0 189,527 0 0 0 189,527 

Total 19228249 2405898 758108 0 0 0 22.392.255 

as of 61112012 
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Attachment "A" 

Transportation Regional Incentive Program (TRIP) 
Project Submittal Form 

TRIP was created to improve regionally significant transportation facilities in "regional transportation areas." State funds are 
available throughout Florida to provide incentives for local governments and the private sector to help pay for critically needed 
projects that benefit regional travel and commerce. 

If selected for funding, the Florida Department of Transportation {FOOT) will pay for SO percent of project/phase costs, or up to 
SO percent of the nonfederal share of project/phase costs for public transportation facility projects. 

While there is no rigid application procedure, the Department has created this form to facilitate the assembly of pertinent project 
information by implementing agencies and Regional Transportation Areas related to candidate TRIP projects. The goal of this 
document is to provide a framework to project sponsors. 

Regional Transportation Area: SEFTC 0 '?r TCTC 0 (Check one) 

Implementing Agency: 

Organization=-------------------------------------
Address:. _____________________________________ _ 

Project Manager: -----------------------------------
Phone: __________ Fax: __________ E-mail:. ______________ _ 

- 1 -
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Project Information: 

Pr~ectName: -----------------------------------------------------------------------------
Countylocation: ______________________________________________________________________ _ 

Facility: ___________________________________________________________________ __ 

Project Limits:-----------------------------------------------------------------

Work to be performed or capital equipment to be purchased: (for transit project include quantities and cost per item, i.e. bus, 

passenger shelters, benches etc ... ) 

Explain how the project adds capacity to the regional transportation system. 

- 2-



January 2011 

Describe the project and what it will accomplish. Is the project consistent with the long Range Transportation Plan, Transit 

Development Plan, Transportation Improvement Plan, or local Comprehensive Plan(s)? If so, what priority and identify the page 

number? 

Describe how the project will improve regional mobility within the Regional Transportation Area: For example, describe how this 

transit project facilitates the intermodal or multimodal movement of people and/or goods? 

-3 -
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Illustrate how the project reflects the statutory guidelines under which the District will prioritize and select candidate projects for 

funding: 

• Increases capacity 
• Provide connectivity to the SIS, 
• Support economic development and goods movement in rural areas of critical economic concern, 

• Are subject to local ordinances that establish corridor management techniques, 
• Improve connectivity between military installations and the Strategic Highway Network (STRAHNET) or the Strategic Rail Corridor Network 

(STRACNET). 

Detail requested funding, including the source and type of asset(s) available as a match: 

Local Fund 
*Total Project Contribution/Source of Year Local Funds TRIP Amount 

Cost Requested Phase Cost of Requested Phase Match are Available Requested 

* Denote project cost in current year dollars. 

Provide a cost breakdown for each phase (for transit projects include a budget in accordance with FTA guidance for the Section 5307 

Program consistent with FTA C 9030.1.) 

-4-
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How TRIP funding will accelerate the project's implementation? 

Project Qualification Information: 

• Will this project affect any historic property that is included or eligible for inclusion in the National Register of Historic Places? If so, 
has the Division of Historical Resources been given a chance to comment on the project? 

• Will this project involve the demolition or substantial alteration of a historic property in a way which adversely affects the character, 
form, integrity, or other qualities which contribute to the historical, architectural, or archaeological value of the property? If so, 
timely steps must be taken to determine that no feasible and prudent alternative to demolition or substantial alteration exists, and, 
where no such alternative exists, timely steps must be taken to mitigate the adverse effects or to undertake an appropriate 
archaeological salvage excavation or other recovery action to document the property as it existed prior to demolition or alteration. 

Please note. If federal funding or a federal permit will be involved, then the requirements of the National Historic Preservation Act of 1966 
(as amended) and 36 Code of Federal Regulations Part 800 apply. 

The Department's process for complying with federal and state historic preservation requirements is found in the Project Development and 
Environment Manual; Part 2, Chapter 12 (Archeological and Historical Resources). If the local agency does not have its own process, we 
recommend they use the Department's. 

- 5 -
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Attachment A: Documentation showing that the facility to be improved has been identified by the Regional Transportation Area as 

part of an integrated regionally significant transportation system. 

Attachment B: The prioritized list of regionally significant projects developed by the Regional Transportation Area. 

Attachment C: Project location map and support data, as appropriate. 

Attachment D: Provide implementation schedules for all appropriate phases. 

Attachment E: Document that the candidate improvement appears in the capital improvement schedule of the local comprehensive 

plan. 

Attachment F: Document that level-of-service standards for the facility to be improved have been adopted by the local government 

with jurisdiction and are consistent with the level-of-service standards adopted by FDOT2
• 

Attachment G: Document that the candidate project meets the following TRIP statutory eligibility requirements. 

• Support facilities that serve national, statewide or regional functions and function as an integrated transportation system, 
• Be identified in appropriate local government capital improvements program(s} or long term concurrency management system(s} that are in 

compliance with state comprehensive plan requirements, 
• Be consistent with the Strategic lntermodal System(SIS}, 
• Be in compliance with local corridor management policies, and 
• Have commitment of local, regional or private matching funds. 

Supporting narrative: 

-6-
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Please transmit a Regional Prioritize Ust, with the Project Submittal Forms and any additional supporting information and 
documentation to your respective Florida Department of Transportation District Secretary with a copy to the District TRIP 
Coordinator. 

This document has been developed at an overview level; please refer to the 
FOOT Office of Policy Planning website (http://www.dot.state.fl.us/planning/TRIP.htmll or contact 

L. Wetherell, FOOT District 4 TRIP Coordinator or Ken Jeffries, FOOT District 6 TRIP Coordinator, for detailed program requirements. 

- 7 -



N 
2401 S.E. Monterey Rd. 

Stuart, Florida 34996 
http://www .martinmpo.com 

METROPOLITAN PLANNING ORGANIZATION 

DOUG SMITH 
Chainnan 

Martin County Commissioner 

TOM BAUSCH 
Vice-Chainnan 

Commissioner For 
The Town Of Sewall'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 
LEIGHTON 

Commissioner For 
The City Of Stuart 

TELEPHONE: 
(772) 221-1498 

FAX: 
(772) 221-2389 

July 27, 2012 

Secretary James A. Wolfe, P.E. 
Florida Department ofTransportation-District IV 
3400 West Commercial Boulevard 
Fort Lauderdale, FL 33309 

RE: Transportation Regional Incentive Program (TRIP) Pre-Application 
I-95 Interchange Modification at SR 76/Martin County Interim 
Interchange Project- FM#4297861 

Dear Secretary Wolfe: 

Enclosed please find the pre-application in the amount of $247,500 for TRIP funding 
that will be available in FY2013/14. This project, I-95 Interchange Modifications at 
SR76/Martin County Interim Interchange Project, is in the Martin MPO's currently 
adopted Transportation Improvement Program (TIP) and appears on the TCTC 
Regionally Ranked 2030 Needs Priority List. This project is also included in the 
Interchange Modification Report (IMR) that was performed as part of the PD&E study 
from CR 711/Pratt Whitney Road to Cove Road. 

At our meeting on June 18, 2012, it was agreed that the Martin County Interim 
Interchange Project, which would include restriping the bridge over the South Fork of 
the St. Lucie River, could move forward with the deferral of the ultimate interchange 
improvements to the I-95 PD&E study and design. )'his deferral would provide more 
funding opportunity for widening SR 76 from east of the Interchange (including 
widening the bridge over the South Fork of the St. Lucie River) to Monterey Road. As 
we discussed, the local match for this project is provided through Proportionate Faire 
Share Agreements and Impact fees from private property/business owners. 

If you have any questions or need additional information, please do not hesitate to call 
me at (772) 288-5484. 

Sincerely, 

t::!tfctt-~ 
MPO Administrator 

Enclosure 



Secretary James A. Wolfe, P.E. 
July 27, 2012 
Page2 

cc: Don Donaldson, Martin County 
Terry Rauth, Martin County 
Lisa Wichser, Martin County 
Peter Buchwald, St. Lucie TPO 
Phil Matson, Indian River MPO 
Stacy Miller, FOOT 
Arlene Tanis, FOOT 
Leslie Wetherell, FOOT 



MARTIN COUNTY TRIP APPLICATION 
For Funding in FY 2013/14 

I-95 Interchange Modification at SR76 
 

LIST OF ATTACHMENTS  
 
 

Attachment A: Transportation Regional Improvement Program Project 
Submittal Form. 

 
Attachment B: Treasure Coast Transportation Council List of Regionally 

Ranked 2030 Needs Projects.  
                                            

Attachment C/D: Transportation Improvement Program Project Description 
page. 

 
Attachment E:  Martin County FY 2012 Capital Improvement Plan. 
    
Attachment F:  2011 Level of Service Report page.  

 
Attachment G: This project meets TRIP eligibility requirements as 

documented in attachments listed.  Additionally, this 
project is consistent with the goals of the 2035 RLRTP for 
Martin and St. Lucie MPOs and is on the regionally 
prioritized list of projects ranked for regional funding 
through a three-county regional project selection process. 
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Attachment “A” 
 

Transportation Regional Incentive Program (TRIP) 
Project Submittal Form 

 
TRIP was created to improve regionally significant transportation facilities in “regional transportation areas.” State funds are 
available throughout Florida to provide incentives for local governments and the private sector to help pay for critically needed 
projects that benefit regional travel and commerce.  
 
If selected for funding, the Florida Department of Transportation (FDOT) will pay for 50 percent of project/phase costs, or up to 
50 percent of the nonfederal share of project/phase costs for public transportation facility projects. 
 
While there is no rigid application procedure, the Department has created this form to facilitate the assembly of pertinent project 
information by implementing agencies and Regional Transportation Areas related to candidate TRIP projects.  The goal of this 
document is to provide a framework to project sponsors.   

 

Regional Transportation Area: SEFTC □ or TCTC X (Check one) 

 

Implementing Agency: 

Organization:__Treasure Coast Transportation Council_____________________________________________ 

Address (es):  Martin MPO, 2401 SE Monterey Road, Stuart, FL, 34996        

St. Lucie TPO, 2300 Virginia Avenue, Fort Pierce, FL 34982        

Indian River County MPO, 180127th Street, Vero Beach, FL 32960          

Project Manager:  _Terry Rauth, PE, Deputy County Engineer______________________________________________  

Phone: _772-288-5927_______________________ Fax:_772-288-5955_______ E-mail:_trauth@martin.fl.us________ 
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Project Information: 

Project Name:  I-95 Interchange Modification at SR76/Martin County Interim Interchange Project-FM# 4297861___ 

County Location: _Martin County_____________________________________________________________________ 

Facility:_SR 76 Kanner Highway_________________________________________________________________ 

Project Limits: _From west of Jack James Drive to east of Cove Road ______________________________________________ 

Work to be performed or capital equipment to be purchased: (for transit project include quantities and cost per item, i.e.  bus, 

passenger shelters, benches etc…) 

This project will widen SR76 from 4 to 6 lanes from west of Jack James Drive to east of Cove Road, add turn lanes at the signalized intersections 
at I-95 and restripe the bridge over the South Fork of the St. Lucie River. 

Explain how the project adds capacity to the regional transportation system.   

This project will add capacity to the regional transportation system through the widening of this facility from 4 to 6 lanes for a length of 1.252 
miles with additional turning lanes.  Current 2011 AADT is 39,143 along this segment of roadway.  According to the 2035 RLRTP, AADT is 
projected to increase to over 75,000 by 2035.       
 

Describe the project and what it will accomplish.  Is the project consistent with the Long Range Transportation Plan, Transit 

Development Plan, Transportation Improvement Plan, or Local Comprehensive Plan(s)?  If so, what priority and identify the page 

number?  

The main purpose of this project is increasing capacity on this facility to enhance access to Interstate 95.  
 
This project is contained within the Cost Feasible Plan of the 2035 RLRTP (pg. 8-7).  It is also consistent with Goal 1.0 of the RLRTP: “An efficient 
multimodal transportation system to serve regional and local needs, foster economic prosperity, and ensure transportation choices for all 
citizens, visitors, and businesses of the Region.”   It is the number two priority in the FY 2012/13-16/17 TIP (pg. 6).  It is also consistent with the 
Martin County Comprehensive Plan Transportation Element Goals 5.1-5.3. and the objectives and policies therein.   

Describe how the project will improve regional mobility within the Regional Transportation Area:  For example, describe how this 

transit project facilitates the intermodal or multimodal movement of people and/or goods? 

The Regional Transportation Area is defined as Indian River, St. Lucie and Martin Counties.  The FL Turnpike and Interstate 95 link these three 
counties and are designed to efficiently move people and freight through these corridors.  The project described above will enhance the 
connectivity to Interstate 95, thereby improving efficiency and safety.  
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Illustrate how the project reflects the statutory guidelines under which the District will prioritize and select candidate projects for 

funding: 

 Increases capacity 

 Provide connectivity to the SIS,  

 Support economic development and goods movement in rural areas of critical economic concern,  

 Are subject to local ordinances that establish corridor management techniques, 

 Improve connectivity between military installations and the Strategic Highway Network (STRAHNET) or the Strategic Rail Corridor Network 
(STRACNET).  

 

1.  As described above, this project increases capacity for the regional transportation network through the widening of a major roadway leading 
to Interstate 95.   
2.  State Road 76/ Kanner Highway is a main connection to the rural area of the county, including Indiantown.  Improving this facility will support 
the movement of people and freight along this corridor, thereby supporting economic development.  

 

Detail requested funding, including the source and type of asset(s) available as a match: 

*Total Project 
Cost Requested Phase 

Cost of Requested 
Phase 

Local Fund 
Contribution/Source of 

Match  
Year Local Funds 

are Available 
TRIP Amount 

Requested  

$5,249,600 Construction $5,249,600 $247,500/LLC 
Contribution-Prop share-

Impact fees 

FY14/15 $247,500 

* Denote project cost in current year dollars. 

Provide a cost breakdown for each phase (for transit projects include a budget in accordance with FTA guidance for the Section 5307 

Program consistent with FTA C 9030.1.) 

How TRIP funding will accelerate the project’s implementation?  

TRIP funding will allow County’s Interim Interchange Project to move forward, providing more opportunity for widening SR 76 from east of the 
Interchange (including the bridge over the South Fork of the St. Lucie River) to east of Monterey Road. 
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Project Qualification Information: 

 Will this project affect any historic property that is included or eligible for inclusion in the National Register of Historic Places? If so, 
has the Division of Historical Resources been given a chance to comment on the project?  This project does not affect any historic 
property.   

 Will this project involve the demolition or substantial alteration of a historic property in a way which adversely affects the character, 
form, integrity, or other qualities which contribute to the historical, architectural, or archaeological value of the property? If so, 
timely steps must be taken to determine that no feasible and prudent alternative to demolition or substantial alteration exists, and, 
where no such alternative exists, timely steps must be taken to mitigate the adverse effects or to undertake an appropriate 
archaeological salvage excavation or other recovery action to document the property as it existed prior to demolition or alteration.  
This project does not involve the demolition or substantial alteration of a historic property.   

 
Please note. If federal funding or a federal permit will be involved, then the requirements of the National Historic Preservation Act of 1966 
(as amended) and 36 Code of Federal Regulations Part 800 apply. 
 
The Department's process for complying with federal and state historic preservation requirements is found in the Project Development and 
Environment Manual; Part 2, Chapter 12 (Archeological and Historical Resources). If the local agency does not have its own process, we 
recommend they use the Department's. 
 

Attachment A: Documentation showing that the facility to be improved has been identified by the Regional Transportation Area as 

part of an integrated regionally significant transportation system. 

Attachment B: The prioritized list of regionally significant projects developed by the Regional Transportation Area.  

Attachment C: Project location map and support data, as appropriate.  

Attachment D: Provide implementation schedules for all appropriate phases.  

Attachment E: Document that the candidate improvement appears in the capital improvement schedule of the local comprehensive 

plan. 

Attachment F: Document that level-of-service standards for the facility to be improved have been adopted by the local government 

with jurisdiction and are consistent with the level-of-service standards adopted by FDOT2. 

Attachment G: Document that the candidate project meets the following TRIP statutory eligibility requirements. 
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 Support facilities that serve national, statewide or regional functions and function as an integrated transportation system,  

 Be identified in appropriate local government capital improvements program(s) or long term concurrency management 
system(s) that are in compliance with state comprehensive plan requirements,  

 Be consistent with the Strategic Intermodal System(SIS),  

 Be in compliance with local corridor management policies, and  

 Have commitment of local, regional or private matching funds.  
 
Supporting narrative: 
 

This project meets numerous TCTC priority criteria and is consistent with the 2035 RLRTP, FY 2012/13-16/17 TIP, and the local comprehensive 
plan.  The criteria used by the TCTC included congestion relief; connectivity to the SIS; and access to high employment concentrations. 
 

Please transmit a Regional Prioritize List, with the Project Submittal Forms and any additional supporting information and 
documentation to your respective Florida Department of Transportation District Secretary with a copy to the District TRIP 
Coordinator. 
 

This document has been developed at an overview level; please refer to the  
FDOT Office of Policy Planning website (http://www.dot.state.fl.us/planning/TRIP.html) or contact  

L. Wetherell, FDOT District 4 TRIP Coordinator or Ken Jeffries, FDOT District 6 TRIP Coordinator, for detailed program requirements. 



Legend:
SIS Projects

Regionally Ranked 2030 Needs Projects Transit Projects

Regional Project Prioritization St. Lucie MPO
Indian River, St. Lucie and Martin MPOs Martin MPO
Table 4 (Summary Table) Indian River MPO

Project From To Improvement To
ta

l 
La

ne
s

C
os

t 
Fe

as
ib

le

Technical 
Score

Regional 
Technical 
Ranking

Passenger Rail Indian River County Palm Beach County New Passenger Rail - N 36 1
CR 714-Indian Street Bridge FL Turnpike Mapp  Rd Add 2 Lanes 4 Y 26 2
Stuart-WPB Express Stuart Palm Beach County New Express Route - N 25 3
Jenkins Rd. Midway Edwards Rd Add 2-4 Lanes/Bridge 4 Y 24 4
U.S. 1 Aviation Blvd Old Dixie Hwy (N) Add 2 Lanes 6 Y 24 4
Indian River Blvd Royal Palm 37th St Add 2 Lanes 6 Y 24 4
Crosstown Parkway Manth Lane US 1 New 6 Lane Bridge 6 N 23 7
FL Turnpike Okeechobee County Line Martin County Line Add 2 Lanes 6 N 23 7
US 1 Edwards Rd Midway Rd Add 2 Lanes 6 Y 22 9
Jenkins Rd. Okeechobee Rd Edwards Rd Add 2 Lanes 4 Y 21 10
I-95 FL Turnpike [in Martin Co] Palm Beach County Line Add 2 Lanes 8 N 21 10
US 1 Retrofit St. Lucie Co. Line PB Co Line Cong Mgmt 6 Y 21 10
Midway Rd I-95 Selvitz Rd Add 2 Lanes 6 Y 20 13
Rangeline Rd Glades Cut Off Martin County Line Add 2 Lanes 4 N 20 13
US 1 Indian River County Line Juanita Ave. Add 2 Lanes 6 N 20 13
FL Turnpike St. Lucie County Line Palm Beach County Line Add 2 Lanes 6 N 20 13
S.R. 60 98th Ave I-95 Add 2 Lanes 6 Y 20 13
66th Ave SR 60 Barber St. Add 2 Lanes 4 Y 20 13
25th Street Virginia Ave Edwards Rd. Add 2 Lanes 6 N 19 19
Kings Hwy (South) Angle Rd Okeechobee Rd Add 4 Lanes 6* Y 19 19
C.R. 512 Fellsmere City Limits I-95 Add 2 Lanes 4 Y 19 19
C.R. 512 I-95 C.R. 510 Add 2 Lanes 6 Y 19 19
Orange Ave Kings Highway Jenkins Road Add 4 Lanes 6 N 18 23
SR 714 Western Palm City Corridor Martin Downs Blvd Add 2 Lanes 4 Y 18 23
I-95 S. County Line N. County Line Add 2 Lanes 6 Y 18 23
C.R. 510 C.R. 512 U.S. 1 Add 2 Lanes 4 Y 18 23
C.R. 510 U.S. 1 ICWW Add 2 Lanes 4 Y 18 23
Okeechobee Rd FL Turnpike McNeil Rd Add 4 Lanes 6 N 17 28
Orange Ave Jenkins Road 25th Street Add 2 Lanes 6 N 17 28
Indrio Rd Emerson Avenue Kings Highway Add 2 Lanes 4 N 16 30
Kings Hwy (Middle) Indrio Rd Angle Rd Add 4 Lanes 6* Y 16 30
Okeechobee Rd McNeil Rd Virginia Ave Add 2 Lanes 6 N 16 30
SR 710 Okeechobee County Line Allapattah Rd /  CR 609 Add 2 Lanes 4 N 16 30
25th Street US 1 Orange Ave Add 2 Lanes 6 N 15 34
Jenkins Rd. Angle Rd Okeechobee Rd Add 2-4 Lanes 4 Y 15 34
Midway Rd Selvitz Rd 25th Street Add 2 Lanes 4 Y 15 34
Port St Lucie Blvd Gatlin Rd Becker Rd Add 2 Lanes 4 Y 15 34
Walton Rd Lennard Rd Green River Pkwy Add 2 Lanes 4 Y 15 34
58th Ave S County Line/Koblegard Rd Oslo Rd New 4 Lane 4 Y 15 34
Keen Rd Angle Road St. Lucie Blvd Add 4 Lanes/New Bridge 4 N 14 40
SR 76 CR 711 Monterey Rd Add 2 Lanes 6 Y 14 40
27th Ave Oslo Rd S.R. 60 Add 2 Lanes 4 Y 14 40
Edwards Rd Jenkins Rd 25th Street Add 2 Lanes/Bridge 4 N 13 43
Glades Cut-Off Rd Reserve Blvd Selvitz Road Add 2 Lanes 4 N 13 43
Cove Rd SR 76 US 1 Add 2 Lanes 4 Y 13 43
27th Ave S. County Line Oslo Rd Add 2 Lanes 4 Y 13 43
43rd Ave Oslo Rd 18th St Add 2 Lanes 4 Y 13 43
25th Street South Midway Rd Edwards Rd Add 2 Lanes 6 N 12 48
Midway Rd Okeechobee Rd I-95 Add 2 Lanes 4 N 12 48
Okeechobee Rd Brocksmith Rd Florida's Turnpike Add 2 Lanes 6 N 12 48
US 1 Midway Rd Walton Rd Add 2 Lanes 8 N 12 48
High Meadow Ave Martin Hwy I-95 Add 2 Lanes 4 Y 12 48
SR 710 Kanner Hwy / CR 726 Palm Beach County Line Add 2 Lanes 4 N 12 48
43rd Ave S County Line Oslo Rd Add 2 Lanes 4 Y 12 48
Shinn Rd Orange Ave Glades Cut Off New 2 Lane 2 N 11 55
St Lucie Blvd/Immokolee Emerson Ave 25th Street Add 2 Lanes 4 N 11 55
S.R. 60 6th Ave Indian River Blvd Add 2 Lanes 6 Y 11 55
82nd Ave S County Line Oslo Rd New 2 Lane 2 Y 11 55
Kings Hwy (North) US 1 Indrio Rd Add 4 Lanes 6* Y 11 55
25th Street Orange Ave. Virginia Ave. Add 2 Lanes 6 N 10 60
Gatlin Blvd Ext West Annex NS Road "B" Village Parkway Add 2 Lanes 6 N 10 60
Virginia Ave 25th Street US 1 Add 2 Lanes 8 N 10 60
Oslo Rd I-95 58th Ave Add 2 Lanes 4 Y 10 60
Gatlin Blvd Ext Village Parkway I-95 Add 2 Lanes 6 N 9 64
Indrio Rd Johnston Rd Emerson Ave Add 2 Lanes 4 N 9 64
Green River Parkway Walton Rd Martin County Line Add 2 Lanes 4 N 8 66
Indian River (Walton) Bridge Indian River Dr A1A New 4 Lane Bridge 4 N 8 66
25th Street Midway Rd Airoso Blvd Add 2 Lanes 6 N 7 68
Indrio Rd Kings Hwy US 1 Add 2 Lanes 4 N 7 68
Koblegard Rd Indian River County Line Indrio Rd Add 2 Lanes 4 N 7 68
New TVC Road I New TVC Road B New TVC Road C New 4 Lane 4 N 7 68
Orange Ave Shinn Road Kings Highway Add 2 Lanes 4 N 7 68
Shinn Rd Ext. New TVC Road C Orange Ave New 2 Lane 2 N 7 68
St. Lucie West Blvd Peacock Bayshore Blvd Add 2 Lanes 6 N 7 68
Indrio Rd New TVC Road D Johnston Rd Add 2 Lanes 4 N 6 75
TPike Interchange Midway Rd Turnpike Interchange - N 6 75
82nd Ave 26th St Laconia St. New 2 Lane 2 Y 6 75
Emerson Ave Indian River Co Line St Lucie Blvd Add 2 Lanes 4 N 5 78
TPike Interchange TVC Road C Turnpike Interchange - N 2 79
Johnston Rd Indian River County Line Angle Rd. Add 2 Lanes 4 N 0 80
*Total lane miles needed differs from the 2030 Regional LRTP Needs Assessment per local policy direction.

Legend:
St. Lucie MPO Martin MPO Indian River MPO Transit Projects SIS Projects
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Martin MPO   Transportation Improvement Program - FY 2012/13 - 2016/17

Draft 2012/13 TIP (May 3, 2012 Import)
A-6

I-95 INTERCHANGE MODIFICATION AT SR76 42978614297861

Work Summary: From:

To:

Length:

LRTP:

Prior Year Cost:
Future Year Cost:
Total Project Cost:

Project Description: Improvement of I-95 interchange at SR 76 by addition of turn lanes.

INTERCHANGE - ADD
LANES

AT SR-76/KANNER HIGHWAY

1.252 mi

Table 8-3, Page 8-9
5,249,600

Phase
Fund

Source 2012/13 2013/14 2014/15 2015/16 2016/17 Total

CST (58) LF 0 0 2,624,800 0 0 2,624,800
CST (58) CIGP 0 0 2,624,800 0 0 2,624,800

Total 0 0 5,249,600 0 0 5,249,600

Attachment C and D



 

 
Fiscal Year 2012  1 Roads 

FY 2012 
Martin County  Capital Improvement Plan (CIP)   

Roads Expenditure Summary 
 

Project Total To Date FY 2012 FY 2013 FY 2014 FY 2015 FY 2016 FY 2017 FY 2018 FY 2019 FY 2020 FY 2021 
Bridge Replacement/Renovations    7,998,000      300,000      581,000    1,950,000      581,000    1,100,000      581,000      581,000      581,000      581,000      581,000     581,000 
Fixed Costs/Annual Commitments    3,000,000 0      525,000      275,000      275,000      275,000      275,000      275,000      275,000      275,000      275,000     275,000 
Heavy Equipment Replacement    3,796,000 0      304,000      388,000      388,000      388,000      388,000      388,000      388,000      388,000      388,000     388,000 
Indian Street Bridge  128,087,110   76,451,610   29,100,000   19,181,500    3,354,000 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 
Multi-Modal Pathways    1,393,000 0      898,000      135,000       45,000       45,000       45,000       45,000       45,000       45,000       45,000       45,000 
Road Resurfacing & Maintenance    8,205,831 0    1,090,000    1,107,000    1,633,831      625,000      625,000      625,000      625,000      625,000      625,000     625,000 
Signal & Intersection Improvements    4,277,400 0      692,500      473,300      486,600      375,000      375,000      375,000      375,000      375,000      375,000     375,000 
State Road 76 Interchange    5,999,600      250,000      500,000 0 0    5,249,600 0 0 0 0 0 0 
Willoughby Boulevard Extension   12,520,000      575,000      500,000 0 0 0 0    6,261,000    5,184,000 0 0 0 
Expense Totals:  175,276,941   77,576,610   34,190,500   23,509,800    6,763,431    8,057,600    2,289,000    8,550,000    7,473,000    2,289,000    2,289,000   2,289,000 
 

 

 

 

Roads Revenue Summary 
 

Project Total CarryOver FY 2012 FY 2013 FY 2014 FY 2015 FY 2016 FY 2017 FY 2018 FY 2019 FY 2020 FY 2021 
ARRA   72,000,000   72,000,000 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 
Bond   29,696,000 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 
FDOT   26,550,110      130,000    1,000,000    5,181,500    3,354,000 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 
Gas Tax   18,414,000    3,623,000    1,410,000    1,410,000    1,410,000    1,410,000    1,410,000    1,410,000    1,410,000    1,410,000    1,410,000   1,410,000 
Grant    5,651,031 0    1,235,500      670,300    1,120,431    2,624,800 0 0 0 0 0 0 
LLC Contribution    1,600,000    1,350,000 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 
Pathway Impact Fee      450,000 0       45,000       45,000       45,000       45,000       45,000       45,000       45,000       45,000       45,000       45,000 
Prop Share      613,170      228,000      192,585      192,585 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 
Road MSTU    6,115,000       65,000      200,000      650,000      650,000      650,000      650,000      650,000      650,000      650,000      650,000     650,000 
Stormwater MSTU    1,656,000 0 0      184,000      184,000      184,000      184,000      184,000      184,000      184,000      184,000     184,000 
Urban Impact Fee    1,216,630      536,760      312,435      312,435 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 
Revenue Totals:  163,961,941   77,932,760    4,395,520    8,645,820    6,763,431    4,913,800    2,289,000    2,289,000    2,289,000    2,289,000    2,289,000   2,289,000 
 

Unfunded =  -11,315,000
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Martin County 2011 Roadway Level of Service Inventory Report

Road Name From To Type
Generalized

Service
Capacity

2007
AADT

2008
AADT

2009
AADT

2010
AADT

2011
AADT

Peak
Hour 

Factor
K100

Directional
Distribution

D100

2011
Peak Hour
Directional

Volume

2011
Generalized 

LOS

Avg. Annual 
Growth

Rate

SR-714 (Martin Hwy) CR-76A (Citrus) Florida's Turnpike Class I:  2-Ln Divided 925 14,660 14,003 15,608 15,816 15,634 0.110 0.62 1,066 F 3.7%

SR-714 (Martin Downs Blvd) Florida's Turnpike CR-713 Class I:  4-Ln Divided 1960 19,548 18,524 19,094 19,217 19,378 0.100 0.54 1,040 A/B 1.5%

SR-714 (Martin Downs Blvd) CR-713 Matheson Ave Class I:  4-Ln Divided 1960 31,614 29,146 29,030 28,847 29,119 0.100 0.58 1,699 C 0.5%

SR-714 (Martin Downs Blvd) Matheson Ave Mapp Rd Class I:  4-Ln Divided 1960 34,089 29,318 29,213 30,403 30,021 0.100 0.61 1,831 C 0.8%

SR-714 (Palm City Bridge) Mapp Rd SR-76 Class I:  4-Ln Divided 1960 46,465 44,384 43,396 43,542 44,507 0.100 0.59 1,906 D 0.5%

SR-714 (Monterey Rd) SR-76 Willoughby Blvd Class II:  4-Ln Divided 1770 26,624 27,235 26,368 26,599 26,365 0.090 0.54 1,281 C 0.5%

SR-714 (Monterey Rd) Willoughby Blvd Monterey Extension Class II:  4-Ln Divided 1770 25,537 24,620 24,592 24,774 24,740 0.090 0.57 1,269 C 0.5%

SR-714 (Monterey Rd) Monterey Extension SR-5 Class II:  4-Ln Divided 1770 16,557 16,863 16,880 17,190 17,159 0.090 0.56 865 C 0.6%

SR-714 (Monterey Rd) SR-5 CR-A1A Class I:  4-Ln Divided 1960 20,516 21,480 22,254 23,000 23,263 0.090 0.53 1,110 A/B 2.7%

SR-714 (Monterey Rd) CR-A1A SR-A1A Class I:  4-Ln Divided 1960 13,659 12,881 14,146 15,336 15,668 0.110 0.52 902 A/B 6.7%

SR-732 (Jensen Beach Blvd) SR-5 Green River Pkwy Class II: 4-Ln Divided 1770 27,345 25,736 24,851 25,406 25,816 0.090 0.51 1,185 C 0.5%

SR-732 (Jensen Beach Blvd) Green River Pkwy CR-723 Class I:  4-Ln Divided 1960 20,441 23,868 23,018 25,113 24,115 0.090 0.53 1,143 A/B 0.5%

SR-732 (Causeway Blvd) CR-707 SR-A1A 2-Ln Uninter /Undivided 
Flow 1140 13,082 11,820 11,678 12,547 12,764 0.120 0.53 812 D 2.6%

SR-76 (Kanner Hwy) SR-15 SR-710 Uninterrupted Rural Hwy:  2-
Ln Undivided 1100 2,048 1,604 1,523 1,761 1,567 0.090 0.62 87 A/B 0.5%

SR 76 (Kanner Hwy) SR 710 CR 708 Uninterrupted Rural Hwy:  2- 1100 3 717 2 899 2 666 3 160 2 904 0 090 0 56 146 A/B 0 5%SR-76 (Kanner Hwy) SR-710 CR-708 p y
Ln Undivided 1100 3,717 2,899 2,666 3,160 2,904 0.090 0.56 146 A/B 0.5%

SR-76 (Kanner Hwy) CR-708 CR-711/CR-76A Transitional 2-Ln Uninter 
/Undivided Flow 1120 3,232 2,857 2,990 2,958 2,653 0.100 0.53 141 A/B 0.5%

SR-76 (Kanner Hwy) CR-711/CR76A Locks Rd Class I:  2-Ln Undivided 880 12,639 11,605 11,399 11,879 11,989 0.120 0.51 734 C 1.1%

SR-76 (Kanner Hwy) Locks Rd Jack James Class I:  4-Ln Divided 1960 19,629 19,128 19,126 18,947 18,568 0.100 0.57 1,058 A/B 0.5%

SR-76 (Kanner Hwy) Jack James Cove Rd Class I:  4-Ln Divided 1960 41,118 38,147 38,027 39,213 39,143 0.100 0.51 1,996 F 0.9%

Bold Italic  peak hour directional volumes have been assumed or ajusted to account for recently constructed or committed projects.

9 of  10
Effective: March 16, 2012

SR-76 (Kanner Hwy) Jack James Cove Rd Class I:  4-Ln Divided 1960 41,118 38,147 38,027 39,213 39,143 0.100 0.51 1,996 F 0.9%



MARTIN METROPOLITAN PLANNING ORGANIZATION 
BICYCLE AND PEDESTRIAN ADVISORY COMMITTEE MEETING 

AGENDA ITEM SUMMARY 

MEMO: I MEETING DATE: 
templ3BPACa02.02 September 10,2012 

I DUE DATE: 
September 4, 2012 

WORDING: 

I UPWP#: 
5.6 

REGIONAL LONG RANGE TRANSPORTATION PLAN (RLRTP) AMENDMENT I 6B 

REQUESTED BY: I PREPARED BY: I DOCUMENT(S) REQUIRING ACTION: 
MPO Beth Beltran RLRTP Amendment 

BACKGROUND 
The 2035 Regional Long Range Transportation Plan (RLRTP- "the Plan") was adopted in February, 2011 at a 
joint meeting of the Martin and St. Lucie Metropolitan/Transportation Planning Organizations. Adoption 
followed a lengthy public involvement process, the intention being a plan that reflects the wishes of the 
community that lives with the results. In the Plan, the vast majority of Federal Surface Transportation Program 
(STP) funds were intended to be spent on traditional capacity expansion projects: road widening, new road 
construction, and bridge construction. STP funds have broad eligibility guidelines as to the type of project that 
can be funded with them. 

The revenue projection conducted during 2035 Plan development established that the projected funds available 
for capacity expansion fall short of projected capacity expansion needs. The following capacity expansion 
projects (all shown in Table 8-3, attached) are part of the Needs, but not financially feasible due to projected 
revenue shortfalls. The cost estimates below are ranges in year of expenditure (YOE) dollars, and vary with the 
timeframe proposed for construction: 

• Martin Downs Blvd. from High Meadow Ave. to SR76/Kanner Hwy. ($32M to $53M); 
• US 1 from NW Wright Blvd. to Jensen Beach Blvd. ($28M to $46M); and 
• Village Parkway Extension from Martin Hwy. to St. Lucie County ($38M to $62M). 

In anticipation of the 2040 LRTP Update, staff will work with Martin County Growth Management and 
Development Review to review the future need for these projects and the process of prioritizing projects. 

ISSUES 
Since the MPO has not agreed to routinely set aside portions of annual STP allotments for small scale programs 
like Livable Community Initiatives (LCI) and Congestion Management Process (CMP) projects, the likelihood 
of such projects being funded reliably from year to year is subject to their position in the ranking of the annual 
List of Project Priorities (LOPP), where they compete for available funding with traditional capacity expansion 
projects. 

The proposed plan amendment combines the LCI and CMP funding line items into a single category, "Non 
Capacity Projects," and broadens the eligibility for the types of projects to include anything eligible under STP 
guidelines. The LCI and CMP projects will now compete annually with capacity expansion projects. The 
proposed RLRTP amendment states that up to $600,000 of TMA funds each year on average will be dedicated 
to CMP/LCI/Non-capacity projects. 

Both FHWA and FDOT staffhave reviewed this 2035 Plan amendment and have no objection. 

Page I of 2 



MARTIN METROPOLITAN PLANNING ORGANIZATION 
BICYCLE AND PEDESTRIAN ADVISORY COMMITTEE MEETING 

RECOMMENDED ACTION 
Recommendation 

AGENDA ITEM SUMMARY 

a. Approval of the DRAFT 2035 RLRTP amendment language. 
b. Provide input 

FISCAL IMPACT 
This proposed amendment does not affect the financial feasibility requirement. 

APPROVAL 

MP~ 
ATTACHMENTS 

a. DRAFT RLRTP amendment language. 
b. Existing RLRTP Table 8-3 
c. DRAFT amended RLRTP Table 8-3 

Page 2 of 2 
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 Signal  coordination  improvements  including 
enhanced arterial progression 

 Improved  grid  network  of  connecting  streets 
following  traditional  neighborhood  design 
principles 

 Context  sensitive  design  solutions  that 
encourage transit accessibility and walkability 

 Sustainable  redevelopment  in  the  corridor 
following  Livable  Communities  Initiative 
principles 

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

This  project  is  an  alternative  to  roadway widening  along  U.S.  1.    As  such,  the  Cost 
Feasible  Plan  assumes  an  innovative  approach where  roadway  funds  are  “flexed”  to 
implement transportation components of the U.S. 1 Corridor Retrofit. 
 
Treasure Coast Loop Trail 
 
The  2035  Martin/St.  Lucie  Bicycle,  Pedestrian,  Greenways,  and  Trails  Vision  Map 
identifies  the need  for an  inter‐related  set of non‐motorized  improvements along  the 
A1A  corridor  and  the  Florida  East  Coast  Greenway  corridor  to  link  origins  and 
destinations  in  the eastern core of the Counties, as well as  to  improve non‐motorized 
access to and from Hutchinson  Island.   The Treasure Coast Loop Trail project connects 
Martin and St. Lucie Counties and  is envisioned to be a state of the art greenway trail 
built  to multi‐use  trail  standards.    Several  sections  of  the  trail  already  exist  or may 
require only minor enhancements, such as along A1A and Green River Parkway.  
 
Congestion Management Process (CMP) Strategies 
 
The  Cost  Feasible  Plan  includes  funding  for  Congestion Management  Process  (CMP) 
Strategies  to address  roadway capacity deficiencies where applicable.   CMP Strategies 
are lower‐cost alternatives to traditional roadway widening that typically involve traffic 
operational improvements.  CMP Strategies include improvements such as traffic signal 
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timing  optimization,  adding  intersection  turn  lanes,  multimodal  transportation 
solutions, and other traffic operational enhancements.  CMP Strategies are appropriate 
for roadways where overcapacity roadway deficiencies could be realistically addressed 
through operational enhancements or  travel demand  strategies.   CMP Strategies may 
also  be  appropriate  where  roadways  are  physically  constrained  from  traditional 
roadway widening.  CMP Strategies are typically identified by T/MPOs in their respective 
Congestion Management Process (CMP) Plan. 
 
Livable Communities Initiative (LCI) 
 
The Cost Feasible Plan includes funding for Livable Communities Initiative (LCI) projects.  
It is budgeted that the TPO and MPO will each dedicate $300,000 of TMA funds per year 
to LCI projects. It is budgeted that the MPO will dedicate up to $600,000 of TMA funds 
per year to a combination of LCI, CMP, and Non‐Capacity Projects as described below. 
 
The LCI is defined in United States Code 49 Section 5309(a)(5) and (7).  The objectives of 
the LCI are to improve mobility and quality of life through improvements that encourage 
the  use  of  alternative  transportation  modes.    These  objectives  are  accomplished 
through broad‐based strategies such as the following. 

 Linking communities to public transportation 

 Developing transit‐supportive land uses 

 Creating a more positive environment for bicyclists and pedestrians 

 Obtaining support of stakeholders 

 Encouraging innovative urban design 
 
Characteristics of  livable communities  include community participation  in the decision‐
making process; well‐planned mixed‐use neighborhoods; transit, pedestrian, and bicycle 
access  that  is  compatible with  land  use;  and  safety,  security,  and  accessibility  for  all 
users of the transportation system. 
 
Martin County Non‐Capacity Projects 
 
The Cost Feasible Plan  includes  funding  for non‐capacity projects  in Martin County  to 
the  extent  eligible  under  federal  law  as  amended.    It  is  budgeted  that  the MPO will 
dedicate up to $600,000 of TMA funds per year to a combination of LCI, CMP, and Non‐
Capacity Projects. 
 
  
Cost Feasible Plan Tables 
 
Given  that  there  is not enough revenue  forecast  to be available  to  fund all  the Needs 
Plan  projects,  a  Cost  Feasible  Plan  (CFP)  was  developed  to  guide  transportation 
investments  in Martin and  St.  Lucie Counties  to  the  year 2035.   The CFP  is based on 
guidance  from  the MPO  and  TPO  List  of  Priority  Projects  (LOPP),  stakeholder  agency 
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SIS Corridors
Project Description 2016-2020 2021-2025 2026-2030 2031-2035

Florida Turnpike from Palm Beach Co Line to St. Lucie Co Line Widen from 4 lanes to 6 lanes $288,161,000 $338,754,000 $398,145,000 $468,536,000

I-95 from Palm Beach Co Line to St. Lucie Co Line Widen from 6 lanes to 8 lanes $379,823,000 $446,509,000 $524,793,000 $617,574,000

Sub-Total $667,984,000 $785,263,000 $922,938,000 $1,086,110,000

Non-SIS State Highways
Project Description 2016-2020 2021-2025 2026-2030 2031-2035

Kanner Hwy from CR 711 to SW Locks Rd Widen from 2 lanes to 4 lanes $9,767,000 $11,482,000 $13,495,000 $15,881,000

Martin Hwy from Village Pkwy Extension to I-95 Widen from 2 lanes to 4 lanes $25,216,000 $29,643,000 $34,840,000 $40,999,000

Martin Hwy from Citrus Blvd to SW Martin Downs Blvd Widen from 2 lanes to 4 lanes $14,809,000 $17,409,000 $20,462,000 $24,079,000

Kanner Hwy from Jack James Dr to Salerno Rd Widen from 4 lanes to 6 lanes $11,355,000 $13,349,000 $15,690,000 $18,463,000

Kanner Hwy from Salerno Rd to Indian St Widen from 4 lanes to 6 lanes $25,063,000 $29,464,000 $34,629,000 $40,752,000

Kanner Hwy from Indian St to Monterey Rd Widen from 4 lanes to 6 lanes $12,887,000 $15,149,000 $17,805,000 $20,953,000

Martin Downs Blvd from High Meadow Ave to SR 76/Kanner Hwy Widen from 4 lanes to 6 lanes $32,675,000 $38,412,000 $45,147,000 $53,128,000

US 1 from NW Wright Blvd to Jensen Beach Blvd Widen from 6 lanes to 8 lanes $28,320,000 $33,293,000 $39,130,000 $46,048,000

US 1 Corridor Retrofit Project $3,322,000 $3,905,000 $4,590,000 $5,401,000

Sub-Total $163,414,000 $192,106,000 $225,788,000 $265,704,000

County and Municipal Roadways
Project Description 2016-2020 2021-2025 2026-2030 2031-2035

High Meadow Ave from I-95 to Martin Hwy Widen from 2 lanes to 4 lanes $27,008,000 $31,750,000 $37,316,000 $43,914,000

High Meadow Ave from Martin Hwy to Martin Downs Blvd Widen from 2 lanes to 4 lanes $7,227,000 $8,496,000 $9,986,000 $11,752,000

Cove Rd from SR 76/Kanner Hwy to Willoughby Blvd Widen from 2 lanes to 4 lanes $23,013,000 $27,053,000 $31,796,000 $37,418,000

Cove Rd from Willoughby Blvd to US 1 Widen from 2 lanes to 4 lanes $11,560,000 $13,590,000 $15,973,000 $18,797,000

Indian St from Kanner Hwy to Willoughby Blvd Widen from 4 lanes to 6 lanes $5,074,000 $5,965,000 $7,010,000 $8,250,000

Willoughby Blvd from Monterey Road to US 1 New 2-lane road $7,290,000 $8,570,000 $10,073,000 $11,854,000

Martin Hwy from SW Martin Downs Blvd to Mapp Road Widen from 2 lanes to 4 lanes $22,778,000 $26,777,000 $31,472,000 $37,036,000

Village Pkwy Extension from Martin Hwy to St. Lucie County New 4-lane road $38,330,000 $45,060,000 $52,960,000 $62,323,000

Sub-Total $142,280,000 $167,261,000 $196,586,000 $231,344,000

Table 8-3
Martin MPO Year of Expenditure Cost of Needs Plan Projects

NOTE: Needs Projects costs are identified for each five year interval to illustrate the escalation of project costs over time.  The shaded boxes
represent which projects are included in the Cost Feasible Plan and in which five year interval they will occur.

TMA Funded Roadways

Project Description 2016-2020 2021-2025 2026-2030 2031-2035

US 1 Corridor Retrofit Project $8,200,000 $8,900,000 $9,200,000 $7,300,000

Congestion Management Strategies CMP Funds $1,500,000 $1,500,000 $1,500,000 $1,500,000

Livable Communities Initiative LCI Projects $1,500,000 $1,500,000 $1,500,000 $1,500,000

Treasure Coast Loop Trail Project Bicycle and Pedestrian Trail $1,331,000 $1,479,000 $1,700,000 $2,000,000

Sub-Total $12,531,000 $13,379,000 $13,900,000 $12,300,000

Total Cost $986,209,000 $1,158,009,000 $1,359,212,000 $1,595,458,000



Table 8‐3

SIS Corridors
Project Description 2016‐2020 2021‐2025 2026‐2030 2031‐2035

Florida Turnpike from Palm Beach Co Line to St. Lucie Co Line Widen from 4 lanes to 6 lanes $288,160,515.50 $338,753,583.11 $398,145,445.08 $468,535,800.01

I‐95 from Palm Beach Co Line to St. Lucie Co Line Widen from 6 lanes to 8 lanes $379,822,814.04 $446,509,262.31 $524,793,353.76 $617,574,499.17

Sub‐Total $667,983,329.54 $785,262,845.42 $922,938,798.84 $1,086,110,299.18

Non‐SIS State Highways 
Project Description 2016‐2020 2021‐2025 2026‐2030 2031‐2035

Kanner Hwy from CR 711 to SW Locks Rd Widen from 2 lanes to 4 lanes $9,766,987.27 $11,481,801.82 $13,494,845.00 $15,880,673.95

Martin Hwy from Village Pkwy Extension to I‐95 Widen from 2 lanes to 4 lanes $25,215,637.44 $29,642,810.42 $34,839,926.53 $40,999,471.56

Martin Hwy from Citrus Blvd to SW Martin Downs Blvd Widen from 2 lanes to 4 lanes $14,809,182.00 $17,409,267.00 $20,461,542.00 $24,079,052.00

Kanner Hwy from Jack James Dr to Salerno Rd Widen from 4 lanes to 6 lanes $11,355,443.36 $13,349,147.15 $15,689,582.04 $18,463,430.80

Kanner Hwy from Salerno Rd to Indian St Widen from 4 lanes to 6 lanes $25,063,335.54 $29,463,768.50 $34,629,494.15 $40,751,835.65

Kanner Hwy from Indian St to Monterey Rd Widen from 4 lanes to 6 lanes $12,886,816.25 $15,149,387.04 $17,805,448.41 $20,953,372.99

Martin Downs Blvd from High Meadow Ave to SR 76/Kanner Hwy Widen from 4 lanes to 6 lanes $32,675,146.37 $38,412,004.13 $45,146,576.28 $53,128,291.43

US 1 from NW Wright Blvd to Jensen Beach Blvd Widen from 6 lanes to 8 lanes $28,320,425.81 $33,292,714.31 $39,129,748.64 $46,047,715.25

US 1 Corridor Retrofit Project $3,322,014.08 $3,905,268.46 $4,589,958.38 $5,401,442.73

Sub‐Total $163,414,988.11 $192,106,168.84 $225,787,121.43 $265,705,286.36

County and Municipal Roadways
Project Description 2016‐2020 2021‐2025 2026‐2030 2031‐2035

High Meadow Ave from I‐95 to Martin Hwy Widen from 2 lanes to 4 lanes $27,007,989.35 $31,749,850.08 $37,316,382.24 $43,913,753.68

High Meadow Ave from Martin Hwy to Martin Downs Blvd Widen from 2 lanes to 4 lanes $7,227,490.11 $8,496,438.75 $9,986,074.12 $11,751,567.89

Cove Rd from SR 76/Kanner Hwy to Willoughby Blvd Widen from 2 lanes to 4 lanes $23,012,808.42 $27,053,225.16 $31,796,323.08 $37,417,772.46

Cove Rd from Willoughby Blvd to US 1 Widen from 2 lanes to 4 lanes $11,560,424.88 $13,590,117.80 $15,972,800.80 $18,796,721.38

Indian St from Kanner Hwy to Willoughby Blvd Widen from 4 lanes to 6 lanes $5,073,828.45 $5,964,653.29 $7,010,404.19 $8,249,812.66

Willoughby Blvd from Monterey Road to US 1 New 2‐lane road $7,290,393.91 $8,570,386.73 $10,072,987.00 $11,853,846.58

Martin Hwy from SW Martin Downs Blvd to Mapp Road Widen from 2 lanes to 4 lanes $22,778,225.54 $26,777,455.98 $31,472,204.75 $37,036,351.45

Village Pkwy Extension from Martin Hwy to St. Lucie County New 4‐lane road $38,330,078.18 $45,059,786.56 $52,959,879.01 $62,322,951.54

Sub‐Total $142,281,238.83 $167,261,914.36 $196,587,055.18 $231,342,777.65

TMA Funded Roadways
Project Description 2016‐2020 2021‐2025 2026‐2030 2031‐2035

US 1 Corridor Retrofit Project $8,200,000.00 $8,900,000.00 $9,200,000.00 $7,300,000.00

CMP/LCI/Non‐Capacity Projects CMP\LCI\NC Funds $3,000,000.00 $3,000,000.00 $3,000,000.00 $3,000,000.00

Treasure Coast Loop Trail Project Bicycle and Pedestrian Trail $1,331,100.00 $1,479,000.00 $1,700,000.00 $2,000,000.00

Sub‐Total $12,531,100.00 $13,379,000.00 $13,900,000.00 $12,300,000.00

Total Cost $986,211,000 $1,158,010,000 $1,359,213,000 $1,595,458,000

Martin MPO Year of Expenditure Cost of Needs Plan Projects

Martin_Implementation Plan DRAFT amendment.xlsx 8/21/2012 11:14 AM



MEMO: 
temp 13BPACa02.03 
WORDING: 

MARTIN METROPOLITAN PLANNING ORGANIZATION 
BICYCLE AND PEDESTRIAN ADVISORY COMMITTEE MEETING 

AGENDA ITEM SUMMARY 

I MEETING DATE: 
September 10,2012 

I DUEDATE: 
September 4, 2012 

FY2013/14- FY2017/18 LIST OF PROJECT PRIORITIES 

I UPWP#: 
5.5 

I 
6C 

REQUESTED BY: I PREPARED BY: I DOCUMENT(S) REQUIRING ACTION: 
FDOT/FHWA Beth Beltran List of Project Priorities 

BACKGROUND 

Each year, the MPO is required to submit its Lists of Project Priorities in consideration for funding in what will 
become the new fifth year of FOOT's Work Program. Priority projects must be drawn from the Cost Feasible 
Plan for Martin County that was adopted on February 2, 2011, as part of the 2035 Regional Long Range 
Transportation Plan. Projects already in the Work Program remain on the list until the final phase is fully 
funded, to guide FOOT in programming funds. 

ISSUES 

Surface Transportation Program (STP) Priorities 
Attached is the list of capacity and non-capacity projects. With the RLRTP amendment earlier on the agenda 
adopted and used as guidance, Congestion Management Process (CMP)/Livable Community Initiative 
(LCI)/Non-capacity projects are also listed. 

Capacity expansion projects that are included in the 2035 Plan but do not appear on the attached list are as 
follows: 

• SR 714- Citrus Boulevard to Florida's Turnpike 
• Willoughby Boulevard Extension- Monterey Road to US 1 
• SR 76- Pratt Whitney Road to Locks Road 
• Indian Street- Kanner Highway to Willoughby Boulevard 

Enhancement Priorities 
The enhancement priorities are the two projects as ranked by the MPO Policy Board at their April 16, 2012 
meeting: 

1. Baker Road Sidewalk Extension 
2. Hutchinson Island Improvements 

Transit Priorities 
The transit priority is the provision of pathway connections to all bus stops that provide access compliant with 
the Americans with Disabilities Act (ADA). 

Page I of 2 



MARTIN METROPOLITAN PLANNING ORGANIZATION 
BICYCLE AND PEDESTRIAN ADVISORY COMMITTEE MEETING 

RECOMMENDED ACTION 
Recommendation 

AGENDA ITEM SUMMARY 

a. Endorse the Lists of Project Priorities 
b. Provide input. 

FISCAL IMPACT 
Recommendation 
Providing FOOT with Lists of Project Priorities will guide application of transportation funds in next year's FY 
2013/14 to 2017/18 Tentative Work Program. 

APPROVAL 

MPO~ 
ATTACHMENTS 

a. List of STP Project Priorities 

Page 2 of 2 



FY2013/14 - FY2017/18 DRAFT STP/Federal Attributable Project Priorities

From To

Martin Hwy/CR 714 FL Turnpike Mapp Road Add 2 Lanes 8-9 1 1

SR 76 Lost River Road
Monterey Rd 

(SR714)
Add 2 Lanes 8-9 2 2

SR710 Bridge Lighting 8-5, 8-9 3

CR 711/Pratt Whitney 

Road
SR 76/Kanner Hwy

Palm Beach 

County Line
Resurfacing 6-7 6 4

SR A1A Misc. Improvements 8-5, 8-9 5

SR A1A Signal Rehabilitation 8-5, 8-9 6

Murphy Road Bridge Replacement 6-7 7

SR 714 Citrus Blvd FL Turnpike
Congestion Mgmt 

Strategies
8-4,5; 8-9 8

US 1 Corridor Retrofit
St. Lucie County 

Line

Palm Beach 

County Line

Congestion Mgmt 

Strategies
8-3; 8-9 7 9

 High Meadow Ave Martin Downs Blvd Murphy Rd Bike Lanes 8-9 10

Non Capacity

Bike/Ped

Transit

FY 2013/ 

2014 

Proposed 

Priority 

Ranking

FY 

2012/13 

Priority 

Ranking

2035 

RLRTP 

Page #

Big John Monahan Bridge

Project Description

Congestion Management

at Sewall's Point Road

on Hutchinson Island

Facility

Segment Limits

Bridge

FY 2014 Draft Project Priorities 8/29/2012



MARTIN METROPOLITAN PLANNING ORGANIZATION 
BICYCLE AND PEDESTRIAN ADVISORY COMMITTEE MEETING 

AGENDA ITEM SUMMARY 

MEMO: I MEETING DATE: I DUEDATE: I UPWP#: 
temp 13 BPACa02.04 September 10, 2012 September 4, 2012 5.2 
WORDING: 
REGIONAL WATERWAYS PLAN SCOPE OF SERVICES 6D 

REQUESTED BY: PREPARED BY: DOCUMENT(S) REQUIRING ACTION: 
MPO Beth Beltran/ Michael Regional Waterways Plan Scope of 

Mal ham Services 

BACKGROUND 
The waterways in Martin County are integral parts of the regional economy, natural ecosystem, and community 
character. In addition, the waterways in Martin and St. Lucie Counties have the potential to efficiently move 
people and freight throughout the region. Therefore, the Martin MPO and the St. Lucie TPO have allocated 
resources through the Unified Planning Work Program to develop a regional waterways plan with the assistance 
of the Treasure Coast Regional Planning Council (TCRPC). The purpose of this plan is to explore strategies to 
leverage the economic benefit of the waterways as a recreational resource and component of a multi-modal 
transportation system. 

In January, 2009, the TCRPC completed the Intracoastal Waterway Plan for Palm Beach County. This 
document was developed through a collaborative multi-agency approach in cooperation with 23 municipalities. 
The resulting plan provided policy guidance related to land use, transportation, and environmental systems 
management. 

ISSUES 
The Martin MPO and the St. Lucie TPO have engaged the services of the TCRPC to develop a regional 
waterways plan. TCRPC Staff has met with Martin County staff to present and discuss a suggested 
approach to regional waterways planning in Martin and St. Lucie Counties. Through this discussion, a 
Draft Scope of Services has been developed. 

TCRPC Staff will present and discuss the Regional Waterways Plan Scope of Services during the 
September Advisory Committee meetings. During these meeting, Staff will solicit input from the 
committees regarding the planning approach. 

RECOMMENDED ACTIONS 
a. Recommend Regional Waterways Plan Scope of Services for Board approval. 
b. Recommend Regional Waterways Plan Scope of Services with revisions for Board approval. 
c. Do not recommend Regional Waterways Plan Scope of Services for Board approval. 

FISCAL IMPACT 
Total: $200,000 
Martin MPO: FY 12/13 - $25,000; FY 13/14 - $25,000 
St. Lucie TPO: FY 12/13 - $25,000; FY 13/14 - $25,000 
FIND: FY 12/13 - $50,000; FY 13114 - $50,000 

Page I of2 



APPROVAL MP, 
ATTACHMENTS 

MARTIN METROPOLITAN PLANNING ORGANIZATION 
BICYCLE AND PEDESTRIAN ADVISORY COMMITTEE MEETING 

AGENDA ITEM SUMMARY 

a. PowerPoint Presentation 
b. Regional Waterways Plan Scope of Services 

Page 2 of 2 
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Project Overview, Scope & 
Suggested Schedulegg

2012/13 – 2013/14
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A Recent Example …

TREASURE COAST REGIONAL PLANNING COUNCILTREASURE COAST REGIONAL PLANNING COUNCIL
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The Study 
Area

The Study 
Area

Core Public Themes

• Expand Public Access

• Protect Natural Systemsy

• Increase Water-Based 
Transportation

• Marina Villages &    
Marine Destinations

• Expand Eco-Tourism        
& Recreation

• Sustainable Economics
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Expanding 
Public Access

Who Uses the Intracoastal?

Boaters … of all shapes & sizes
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Who Uses the Intracoastal?

Non-Boaters … of all walks of life

Key Strategies:  Public Access

• Protect Through Land Development
– Prioritize public access as part of entitlements– Prioritize public access as part of entitlements
– New development & redevelopment
– Publicly controlled easements; dedications

• Encourage Street-End Parks
– Identify locations & opportunities
– Develop regulations to establish                        

& maintain facilities
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Protecting 
Natural Systems

Lake Worth Lagoon Restoration

Dredge Hole Restoration (LW)
Creation of New Habitat (WPB)



8/28/2012

7

Key Strategies:  Natural Resources

• Establish a County-Wide Stormwater Utility
– Include properties ½-mile east & west of ICW
– Operate through PBC utilities
– Address stormwater treatment & canal discharges

• Develop a County-Wide Plan for Sea Level Rise
– Minimum design criteria for infrastructure & 

construction adjacent to ICWconstruction adjacent to ICW
– Standards for new/renovated seawalls
– Additional environmental enhancements

ExpandingExpanding            
Recreational       

Opportunities & 
Eco-Tourism
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Eco-Tourism Opportunities

“Jewel Cove” - Lake Worth

Expanding Canoe/Kayak Access
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Key Strategies: Eco-Tourism & Recreation

• Expand Public Access for Spoil Islands
Assemble multi disciplinary team– Assemble multi-disciplinary team

– Enable public/private participation
– Develop prototypical facilities (e.g., primitive camping 

sites, canoe/kayak launches)
– Promote educational kiosk system

• Enhance Canoe / Kayak System
– Identify locations for improved portages
– Include in greenway / blueway mapping

I iIncreasing
Water-Based

Transportation
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Water Taxis & Ferries

Water TaxisWater Taxis
Recommended 

Network

30-60 Minute 
Headways
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Delray Beach - Entertainment
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Key Strategies:  Water-Based Transportation

• Initiate a Water Taxi Working Group
– Public/private composition
– Further evaluate “Recommended Network”
– Identify & protect desired transit nodes
– Adopt recommendations into TCRPC CEDS

• Explore High-Speed Ferry Service from Port
A l k t ( Fl id & B h )– Analyze key routes (e.g., Florida & Bahamas)

– Develop request for providers with PBC EDO

C tiCreating 
Marina Villages 
& Destinations
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Delray Beach - Entertainment

Jupiter:  Riverwalk/Marina Village
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Palm Beach Gardens/North Palm Beach:  
PGA “Four Corners”

Palm Beach Gardens/North Palm Beach:  
PGA “Four Corners”
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West Palm Beach:  Waterfront Commons

Lake Worth:  Jewel Cove
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Delray Beach:  Entertainment District

Delray Beach - Entertainment

A Network of 
Intracoastal 
Destinations
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Key Strategies: Marina Villages & Destinations

• Further Evaluate New Marina Villages
– PBG/NPB ~ PGA “Four Corners”
– Lake Worth ~ “Jewel Cove”
– Lantana ~ “Public Point”

• Evaluate & Protect Additional Destinations
Cond ct TOD t pe anal sis ( isibilit access– Conduct TOD-type analysis (visibility, access, 
surrounding uses)

– Adopt appropriate                                                  
FLUM & Zoning 

Promoting           
Sustainable Economics
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Economic Context

Key Industry Sectors
 Marine Industries / Port of Palm Beach

 Hospitality / Tourism / Lodging

 “Workplace” Employment (office/industrial)

 Supporting Resident / Visitor Services (retail)

 Recreation

Preliminary Economic Outlook

 Study area contains 240,000 
jobs—44% of the County total

 If fair share is maintained, study 
area expected to add 50,000 new 
jobs by 2020

 Suggests demand for up to 17 
million SF of workplace uses—
where should it go?

 Marina villages expected to 
capture 25% of County 
population growth thru 2020



8/28/2012

19

Key Strategies: Sustainable Economics

• Establish “Working Waterfronts Task Force”
– Assemble & track marine industrial uses

Work towards model policies & incentives to protect– Work towards model policies & incentives to protect 
working waterfronts

• Explore Development of “Marine Industry Cluster”
– Identify & examine key industry sectors
– Collect standardized industry data over multiple years

• Establish “Megayacht Mile” Overlay

Key Strategies: Sustainable Economics

• Develop Marine District Overlay Zones
– Working waterfront designations
– Identify supporting ancillary usesIdentify supporting ancillary uses

• Create Marine Industries Workforce Development 
Program
– Regional assessment of industry readiness
– Training programs’, internships & apprenticeships

• Create PBC Intracoastal Waterway Commission
– Plan implementation & funding
– Benchmarking indicators
– Signage, marketing &                                                           

event coordination
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R i l W t PlRegional Waterways Plan 
for Martin & St. Lucie 

Counties

St. Lucie 
County

Martin 
County
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N[tur[l 
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Procedural Next Steps

TAC & CACSept 2012 TAC & CAC                  
(Overview Presentations)

Sept 2012

MPO Board
(Interlocal Agreement)

NOTE:  Scope requires approval by St. Lucie
TPO FDOT & FHWA prior to executionTPO, FDOT & FHWA prior to execution

Oct 2012 FIND Agreement

Nov 2012 Notice to Proceed
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Potential Schedule
Nov 2012 Project Kickoff

Jan 2013 Steering Committee Established

Jan – Aug 2013 Steering Committee Meetings

Sept 2013 Charrette / Open Public Process

Nov 2013 Present Draft Findings & 
Recommendations

Jan 2014 Present Final Findings & 
Recommendations

Steering Committee

• 8-10 members 
• Representative cross-section
• Members appointed by MPO/TPO
• Educational Forum 
• Project Logistics
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Stakeholders & Issues (an initial list)

• Boating Community
N t l R

• Residential Neighborhoods
N P fit & Ed ti• Natural Resources

• Environmental Systems & 
Preservation

• Public Access
• Parks & Recreation
• Marine Industries

• Non-Profits & Education 
Groups 

• Development Community
• CRAs
• Regulatory Agencies
• Tourism & LodgingMarine Industries

• Freight & Transportation
• Marina Taxis & Ferries
• Anchorages & Moorings

Tourism & Lodging
• Fishing Interests
• Canoe/Kayak Users
• Others?

Q &Questions & 
Discussion



 

Waterways Plan for Martin & St. Lucie Counties  Page 1 of 6 

PROPOSED SCOPE (DRAFT, rev. 8/27/2012) 
 

SCOPE OF SERVICES 

 

Waterways Plan Development, Planning, Evaluation and Meeting Facilitation 

for Martin & St. Lucie Counties 

 

 

This exhibit forms an integral part of that certain agreement between the Martin County 

Metropolitan Planning Organization, St. Lucie Transportation Planning Organization, and the 

Treasure Coast Regional Planning Council dated ________. 

 

 

THE PROJECT 

 

Waterways Plan for Martin & St. Lucie Counties  

 

 

SCOPE OF WORK 

 

The Treasure Coast Regional Planning Council (TCRPC) will assist the Martin County 

Metropolitan Planning Organization (MPO), St. Lucie Transportation Planning Organization 

(TPO), Martin and St. Lucie County local governments, the Florida Inland Navigation District 

(FIND), and other agencies and entities with the planning, evaluation, and development of a 

Waterways Plan for Martin & St. Lucie Counties.  The two counties contain extensive 

waterways, including the Intracoastal Waterway, St. Lucie River (including its “North Fork” and 

“South Fork”), and significant canals such as the St. Lucie Canal (or C-18), which provides a 

connection westward to Lake Okeechobee.  The Intracoastal provides connections to the Atlantic 

Ocean via inlets in Stuart and Fort Pierce.  Additionally, the counties include a series of smaller 

creeks and tributaries, which provide additional waterway connections for residents, business 

owners, visitors, and marine life.  Each of the counties’ municipalities includes waterfront 

properties with a range of residential, commercial, industrial, recreational, and other uses.  The 

future development patterns, access, protection, function, regulation, and maintenance of the 

waterways are critical to the counties’ sustainability.   

 

The Waterways Plan will be developed in a series of phases, including background due 

diligence, public input, facilitated public workshops and design sessions, plan development and 

presentations, and implementation.  The Waterways Plan will be developed with the guidance of 

a formally structured steering committee that will be maintained throughout the development of 

the Plan.  The following tasks delineate the details, timeframe, and fee structure for the project.  

It is understood that implementation activities will occur beyond the scope and funding of this 

phase of the project, following the prioritization of projects and programs by the MPO and TPO.  
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TASK ONE: FACILITATION OF PROJECT STEERING COMMITTEE 

 

TIMEFRAME: DECEMBER 2012 – FEBRUARY 2014 (ESTIMATED) 

FEE:   $10,000 

 

TCRPC will organize regular monthly meetings of a project steering committee from December 

2012 through plan completion, facilitate meetings, and provide meeting summaries throughout 

the project timeframe.  It is anticipated the project steering committee will include 

representatives from:   

 Martin County MPO 

 St. Lucie TPO 

 Martin County local governments (including Martin County, City of Stuart, Town of 

Sewall’s Point, and Town of Jupiter Island) 

 St. Lucie County local governments (including St. Lucie County, City of Fort Pierce, 

City of Port St. Lucie) 

 Florida Inland Navigational District 

 Community & Business Organizations as determined by the MPO and TPO (e.g., St. 

Lucie Rivers Initiative, Florida Oceanographic Society, Economic Councils of Martin & 

St. Lucie County, Tourist Development Councils of Martin & St. Lucie County) 

 

The Project Steering Committee will provide direction for the course of the project, including 

identification of other organizations and individuals to be included in the Project Stakeholder 

Committee as well as project oversight for the stakeholder educational sessions and public input 

sessions identified in Tasks Two and Three below. 

 

 

TASK TWO: STAKEHOLDER EDUCATIONAL SESSIONS –                

IDENTIFICATION OF CHALLENGES    & OPPORTUNITIES  

 

TIMEFRAME: JANUARY 2013 – AUGUST 2013 (ESTIMATED)  

FEE:   $25,000 

 

The Stakeholder Educational Sessions are designed to provide an overview of the broad range of 

waterway-related projects, programs, and activities currently underway in Martin and St. Lucie 

Counties.  These sessions will be scheduled monthly, designed to help educate the Steering 

Committee as well as enable the identification of waterway-related challenges and opportunities.  

Relevant waterway plans from other areas of the nation and world will be reviewed, summarized, 

and presented in the sessions.  Presentations will be conducted by various agencies, groups, and 

organizations whose activities are related to the waterways.  These entities shall include, but not 

be limited to, the Florida Department of Environmental Protection (FDEP), South Florida Water 

Management District (SFWMD), US Fish and Wildlife Service, Florida Department of 

Transportation (FDOT), Marine Industries Association, Port of Fort Pierce, St. Lucie Rivers 

Initiative, tourist development councils, business development boards, cultural and educational 

institutions (e.g., Harbor Branch Oceanographic Institute at Florida Atlantic University, 
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Savannas Preserve State Park, Florida Oceanographic Society), major waterfront land planning 

activities (e.g., community redevelopment programs, preservation efforts), and others as 

identified by the Project Steering Committee.   

 

The sessions will also include facilitated discussions to identify and prioritize key waterways 

issues, opportunities, and challenges, including such topics as economics, land development, 

transportation, public access, and natural resource restoration, protection, and enhancement.  The 

outcomes of this task will become the subject of the Policy and Design Charrette detailed in Task 

Three.  TCRPC will document the sessions and produce a Summary Report, including 

summaries of all presentations, in narrative and graphic format, as well as identification of 

issues, opportunities, and challenges as prioritized by the Project Steering Committee. 

  

 

TASK THREE: STAKEHOLDER PUBLIC SESSION – POLICY & DESIGN CHARRETTE  

 

TIMEFRAME: SEPTEMBER 2013 – FEBRUARY 2014 (ESTIMATED) 

FEE:   $165,000 

 

TCRPC will conduct a broad stakeholder public event (targeted date:  September 2013) in the 

form of a week-long policy and design charrette, with supporting public meetings and 

presentations, to create a conceptual master plan, including strategies and recommended 

implementation steps, for the Waterways Plan for Martin & St. Lucie Counties.  Based on the 

waterways-related issues, opportunities, and challenges identified and prioritized in Task Two, 

TCRPC will perform the following sub-tasks: 

 

 3.1:  Receive from MPO and TPO a fully detailed based map and convert into 

appropriately scaled GIS map for charrette. 

 

 3.2:  Review of relevant planning documents related to the counties’ waterways, 

including local government comprehensive plans, agency regulatory plans, 

redevelopment plans, and projects as well as planning documents of related agencies 

(e.g., SFWMD, FDEP, FDOT, Port of Fort Pierce).  An inventory of planned capital 

improvements by local governments, agencies, and others will be identified and 

incorporated into the planning process. 

 

3.3:  As identified by the Project Steering Committee, conduct up to forty 30-minute 

interviews with local government representatives, business and property owners, elected 

officials and representatives of institutions that will be involved and/or affected along the 

waterways.  

 

3.4:  Based upon the opportunities and challenges identified in the first public session, 

assemble a design team of eight to ten professionals representing a range of disciplines 

such as transportation, freight, navigation, marina development, economic development, 

environmental preservation and enhancement, tourism, hospitality, architecture, urban 
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design, and related disciplines as appropriate.  Conduct a public workshop session and 

kick-off presentation to participants and a full-day policy and design workshop in an 

appropriate format to reveal design issues and generate policy and design ideas (the ratio 

of consultants to workshop participants at table sessions shall be no greater than 1:10, 

with one roaming presenter and relevant agency staff providing assistance upon request), 

and a presentation of design ideas by the participants. 

 

3.5:  Create, refine, and illustrate an overall master plan and recommended policy 

concepts for the Waterways of Martin & St. Lucie Counties as well as a conceptual plan 

for each project within the study area, with one or more explanatory sketches and 

diagrams, as appropriate.  Anticipated project concepts may include: 

 water-borne transportation systems and improvements (e.g., water taxi 

systems, marina systems, boat ramp inventory & system) 

 upland transportation systems and improvements (e.g., transit 

interconnectivity, bicycle/pedestrian/greenway networks) 

 freight transportation systems, routes, and improvements 

 navigational system 

 blueways and paddling system with launch points, routes, and destinations 

within waterways  

 marine “villages” or other waterfront nodes at key locations with massing 

studies, thematic design features and signage 

 economic development strategies at key locations 

 environmental preservation, restoration, and enhancement 

 public water access system 

 hospitality and tourism system 

 marine-related uses and opportunities along waterways 

 economic impact analysis of waterways-related benefits, jobs, cluster 

industries, and long-term financial forecasts 

 

3.6:  Presentation of “work-in-progress” to stakeholders and other participants to receive 

feedback and confirm general plan and policy concepts. 

 

3.7:  Development of fully detailed Waterways Plan for Martin & St. Lucie Counties, 

incorporating recommended overall master plan and recommended policy framework.  

Plan will include record of public participation, methodology, review of relevant 

planning documents, and background data as appropriate.  Plan will also include 

recommended implementation steps, including identification of projects and model policy 

recommendations for existing planning documents.  Special emphasis will be placed on 

the identification of projects for inclusion in the capital improvements programs. 

 

3.8:  Presentation of final Waterways Plan for Martin & St. Lucie Counties to Martin 

MPO, St. Lucie TPO, Martin County Board of County Commissioners, St. Lucie County 

Board of County Commissioners, local governments, Florida Inland Navigational 

District, and other agencies and entities as determined by Project Steering Committee and 
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the MPO and TPO.  (Target timeframe for presentations:  December 2013 through 

February 2014) 

 

FINAL WORK PRODUCTS 

 

Deliverables: TCRPC shall provide the Martin County MPO and St. Lucie TPO with the 

following deliverables as final work products: 

 

1. Summary Report of Introductory Stakeholder Public Sessions, in narrative and 

graphic format, including summaries of presentations by all entities and identification 

of key issues, challenges, and opportunities, as prioritized by Project Steering 

Committee. 

 

2. DRAFT Waterways Plan for Martin & St. Lucie Counties, including background, 

public participation, methodology, recommended policy framework, conceptual 

master plan, project illustrations, and recommended implementation projects and 

strategies (one copy in color for each member of the Project Steering Committee to 

review) 

 

3. FINAL Waterways Plan, including all sections noted above (20 copies in color for 

final distribution). 

 

4. Waterways Concept Plans and relevant perspective sketches or diagrams (as 

determined to be necessary during the Public Design Charrette) illustrating significant 

plan features or explaining design ideas consistent with the respective plan. Each 

sketch or diagram will be rendered in color or black and white, at an appropriate size, 

and suitable for publication and framing. 

 

5. PowerPoint Presentations: All presentations (kick-off, work-in-progress, final) will be 

available in PowerPoint format immediately after they are presented. 

 

B. Format of Deliverables: TCRPC shall provide the MPO and TPO with final work 

products in the following format: 

 

1. TCRPC shall print written documents (quantities as noted above) on paper, as 

appropriate, and shall also provide digital copy of such documents in an appropriate 

format (QuarkXpress or pdf). 

 

2. TCRPC shall provide graphic documents, including drawings, diagrams, maps, 

perspective renderings, or other comparable materials (1 copy only) on paper, as 

appropriate, and in a digital format suitable for reproduction. 

 

3. TCRPC shall provide the MPO and TPO with digital copies of all the PowerPoint 

presentations used for this project. 
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4. The MPO and TPO may request additional copies of deliverables upon payment to 

TCRPC of the actual reproduction cost. 

 

 

FEES AND REIMBURSABLE EXPENSES 

 

TCRPC will perform the professional services described in this proposal for a fixed fee in the 

amount of $200,000.  This includes travel, out of pocket expenses (printing and reproduction 

costs in quantities noted in this scope) film processing, mail, couriers, and other costs related 

to the professional services to be provided.  The fees associated with each component of the 

scope of services are described below. 

 

 

DESCRIPTION OF TASKS FEE 

1. FACILITATION OF PROJECT STEERING COMMITTEE 
(DECEMBER 2012 – FEBRUARY 2014 EST.) 

$ 10,000 

2. STAKEHOLDER EDUCATIONAL SESSIONS – IDENTIFICATION 

OF CHALLENGES & OPPORTUNITIES 
(JANUARY 2013 – AUGUST 2013 EST.) 

$ 25,000 

3. STAKEHOLDER PUBLIC SESSION – POLICY & DESIGN 

CHARRETTE (INCLUDING COMPLETION OF WATERWAYS 

PLAN FOR MARTIN & ST. LUCIE COUNTIES) 
(SEPTEMBER 2013 – FEBRUARY 2014 EST.) 

$ 165,000 

TOTAL $ 200,000 

 

 



MARTIN METRO PO LIT AN PLANNING ORGANIZATION 
BICYCLE AND PEDESTRIAN ADVISORY COMMITTEE MEETING 

AGENDA ITEM SUMMARY 

MEMO: I MEETING DATE: 
temp 13BPACa02.05 September I 0, 2012 

I DUEDATE: 
September 4, 2012 

WORDING: 
LANDSCAPE CRITERIA 

I UPWP#: 
5.5 

6E 

REQUESTED BY: PREPARED BY: DOCUMENT(S) REQUIRING ACTION: 
FOOT Beth Beltran! Michael Landscape Criteria 

Mal ham -

BACKGROUND 
The Florida Legislature recently amended Section 334.044 (26), F.S. to revise FDOT's powers and duties 
related to landscaping as follows: 

• One and a half percent (1.5%) of the amount contracted for construction projects shall be allocated 
by FDOT on a statewide basis for the purchase of plant materials. 

• FOOT districts may not expend funds for landscaping in connection with any project that is limited 
to resurfacing existing lanes unless the expenditure has been approved by the Department's 
Secretary or the Secretary's designee. 

In following this new policy, FDOT has implemented "a focused approach to the expenditure of landscape 
funding. This new approach will help promote economic interest at major gateways and corridors, encourage 
business development and attract tourism." 

ISSUES 
FOOT District IV has asked the MPOs to establish criteria to evaluate gateways and corridors which will 
help to implement this new policy. Currently, the landscaping components for existing construction 
projects have been removed. The landscape criteria will be used to determine which projects should be 
targeted for landscaping funds. 

The Martin MPO Draft Landscape Criteria incorporated elements from the 2035 RLRTP, existing public 
transit stops and routes, identified gateways and corridors, tourism areas, and existing and proposed 
commercial areas. 

During the September Advisory Committee meetings, MPO Staff will discuss the draft landscaping 
criteria and project evaluation results. 

RECOMMENDED ACTIONS 
a. Recommend Landscape Criteria for Board approval. 
b. Recommend Landscape Criteria with revisions for Board approval. 
c. Do not recommend Landscape Criteria for Board approval. 

FISCAL IMPACT 
Per project basis. 

APPROVAL 

MPO~ 

Page 1 of 2 



MARTIN METRO PO LIT AN PLANNING ORGANIZATION 
BU:YGLE AND PEDESTRIAN ADVISORY COMMITTEE MEETING 

AGENDA ITEM SUMMARY 

ATTACHMENTS 
a. FOOT Landscape Letter 
b. Draft Landscape Criteria 
c. Construction Funded Project Ranking 

Page 2 of 2 



RICK SCOTT 
GOVERNOR 

Florida Department of Transportation 

3400 W. Commercial Blvd. 
Fort Lauderdale, FL 33309 

February 20, 2012 

ANANTH PRASAD, P.E. 
SECRETARY 

Ms. Taryn Kryzda 
County Administrator 
Martin County 

RECEI\/ED 
FEB 2 ~ ?:::~ Z 240 I SE Monterey Road 

Stuart, FL 34996 
CAPITAL PROJECTS 

Dear Ms. Kryzda: 

SL! BJECT: Florida Department ofTranspmtation Landscape Approach 

The Florida Department of Transportation is implementing a focused approach to the expenditure of 
landscape funding. This new approach will help promote economic interest at major gateways and 
corridors, encourage business development and attract tourism. In addition, the Department's landscape 
designs will emphasize large palms and trees with few, if any, shrubs. These designs will provide 
immediate impact while reducing demanding and expensive maintenance. We will begin working with 
our metropolitan planning organizations (MPOs) to establish criteria for identification of gateways and 
corridors which promote our new goals and objectives for FY 14 and beyond . 

Landscaping continues to be an important aspect of the transportation network: this change in policy "' ill 
allow the Department to focus our expenditures on high impact projects. We will continue to spend a 
minimum of 1.5% of work program construction funds on landscaping. 

The Depmtment will introduce this new approach immediately. This will impact the scope of work for 
currently planned construction projects in your county. We have reviewed the Work Program and 
identified the following project where we will be revising the scope to eliminate the landscaping 
component: 

• FPID 427026-1: SR-76/Kanner Highway from St. Lucie River Bridge to MP 29.83 

If you have questions or need additional information, please do not hesitate to contact Elisabeth l-Ias ett. 
tbl:' Oi~trict I .andscape Architect. at (954) 777-4219 or Leslie Wetherell, the District Program 
Administration Engineer, at (954) 777-4438. 

LW/jl 

cc: Beth Beltran, Martin County MPO 
Gerry O ' Reilly, P.E., FOOT 
Anson Sonnett, FOOT 

Sincerely, 

r----La~n~,.~ 
istrict Secretary 

District Four 

www.dot.state.fl.us ® RECYCLEO PAPER 



PROJECT NO.:
NAME: 

MARTIN MPO
LANDSCAPING CRITERIA

08.14.12

EVALUATION CRITERIA MEASURE MAX 
POINTS

PROJECT 
POINTS REASON FOR POINTS

Treasure Coast Loop Trail Within 50' of proposed TCLT 3

Florida East Coast Greenway Within 50' of proposed ECG 3

Priority Sidewalk Corridor Within 50' of RLRTP priority sidewalk 
corridor 3

Priority Bicycle Corridor Within 50' of RLRTP priority bicycle 
corridor 3

Proposed Multi-Purpose Trail Corridor Within 50' of RLRTP proposed multi-
purpose trail corridor 3

US 1 Corridor Retrofit Study Area Within 0.125mi of US 1 corridor 4

Existing Bus Route Within 50' of existing bus route 4

Proposed Bus Route Within 50' of RLRTP proposed bus 
route 3

Existing Transit Stop Within 0.5mi of existing transit stop 3

Gateway Corridor Major roadways within USBº, inc.       
US 1, A1A, CR 714, SR 76, SR 710 7

Tourism Area Within 0.5mi of tourist attractions/ 
destinations¹ 7

Economic Development Areas Within 0.5mi of existing and proposed 
commerical areas² 7

SUM 50 0

º USB: Urban Service Boundary as defined in the RLRTP

¹ Tourist attractions/ destinations include Martin County Propety Appraiser's Office PCDesc codes: 3200, 3500, 3800, 3900, 8200, and 9700
² Existing and proposed commercial areas as defined by the Martin County Future Land Use Map

D
R
A
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MARTIN MPO
CONSTRUCTION PHASE - FUNDED

Pr
el

im
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k
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Manager Item Item Description Item St Description Work Mix Description Name Amt_2013 Amt_2014 Amt_2015 Amt_2016 Amt_2017 Amt_2018 Total

N/A DANIEL 427664-1 PALM CITY CRA SIDEWALKS PRE-CONST.UNDERWAY SIDEWALK MARTIN 128,571 0 0 0 0 0 128,571

2 31 DANIEL 429786-1 SR-9/I-95 @ SR-76/KANNER HIGHWAY ADOPTED, NOT BEGUN INTERCHANGE - ADD LANES MARTIN 0 0 4,687,142 0 0 0 4,687,142

4 19 DANIEL 431646-1
CR-707/DIXIE HWY FR. SOUTH OF FLORIDA 

ST. TO NORTH OF SE 5TH ST. ADOPTED, NOT BEGUN BIKE LANE/SIDEWALK MARTIN 0 0 269,804 0 0 0 269,804

N/A DANIEL 431649-1
CR-A1A/SE DIXIE HWY. FROM US-1 TO 

SATURN STREET ADOPTED, NOT BEGUN BIKE LANE/SIDEWALK MARTIN 0 322,317 0 0 0 0 322,317

N/A DANIEL 431730-1
VARIOUS STREETS VARIOUS LOCATION 

COUNTY WIDE ADOPTED, NOT BEGUN SIDEWALK MARTIN 0 0 0 474,470 0 0 474,470

N/A
DANIEL/ 
RODRIGUES 427856-1

SR-714/MONTEREY ROAD FR E OF SE 
VELASQUEZ AVE TO SE WILLOUGHBY 

BLVD PRE-CONST.UNDERWAY ADD RIGHT TURN LANE(S) MARTIN 0 223,224 0 0 0 0 223,224

3 24 JEFFERS-1 230978-2
CR-714/INDIAN ST FROM TPK/MARTIN 

DOWNS BV TO W. OF MAPP ROAD ROW ACQUISITION BEG. ADD LANES & RECONSTRUCT MARTIN 0 0 15,941,112 0 0 0 15,941,112

N/A JEFFERS-1 425773-1
SR-5/US-1 FROM N. OF WESTMORELAND 

TO ST LUCIE CO/LINE PRE-CONST.UNDERWAY SIDEWALK MARTIN 60,898 0 0 0 0 0 60,898

1 34
SONNETT/ 
JEFFERS-1 427999-1 SR-76/KANNER HIGHWAY RESERVE ADOPTED, NOT BEGUN FUNDING ACTION MARTIN 0 0 1 4,531,885 0 0 4,531,886

Grand Total 189,469 545,541 20,898,059 5,006,355 0 0 26,639,424

Landscaping not included in project



MARTIN METROPOLITAN PLANNING ORGANIZATION 
BICYCLE AND PEDESTRIAN ADVISORY COMMITTEE MEETING 

AGENDA ITEM SUMMARY 

MEMO: I MEETING DATE: 
templ3BPACa02.06 September 10,2012 

I DUEDATE: 
September 4, 2012 

WORDING: 
TITLE VI AND NONDISCRIMINATION POLICY AND PLAN 

I UPWP#: 
5.3 

6F 

REQUESTED BY: PREPARED BY: DOCUMENT(S) REQUIRING ACTION: 
FHWA/FDOT Beth Beltran/ Michael Title VI and Nondiscrimination Policy 

Mal ham and Plan 

BACKGROUND 
All agencies that receive Federal funding are required to follow Title VI of the Civil Rights Act of 1964, the 
Civil Rights Restoration Act of 1987, Executive Orders 12898 and 13166 and related nondiscrimination rules 
and regulations. The intent of these laws and orders is to prohibit discrimination against or exclusion of 
individuals on the basis of race, color, national origin, minority status, income level, or ability to speak English. 

The MPO works with FOOT to avoid disproportionately high and adverse human and environmental effects 
related to transportation projects. In addition, the MPO strives to ensure full and fair participation of affected 
populations in transportation decision making, which underscores the importance of the MPO advisory 
committees. 

ISSUES 
County and MPO staff have worked to develop the Title VI and Nondiscrimination Policy and Plan. 
Currently, the MPO uses the Martin County Title VI Plan as a guiding document, especially with regard 
to public transit. This plan has been reviewed by FHW A staff and subsequently revised. It has also 
been submitted to FTA in May 2012. Although staffhas not yet received comments from FTA, the 
Limited English Proficiency Plan and complaint and grievance procedures may need to be expanded 
upon. Staffis requesting approval ofthis document pending any FTA recommended revisions in order 
to comply with the Federal rules and regulations. 

RECOMMENDED ACTIONS 
a. Recommend the Title VI and Nondiscrimination Policy and Plan for Board approval. 
b. Recommend the Title VI and Nondiscrimination Policy and Plan with revisions for Board approval. 
c. Do not recommend the Title VI and Nondiscrimination Policy and Plan for Board approval. 

FISCAL IMPACT 
N/A 

APPROV~ 
MPO 

ATTACHMENTS 
a. Title VI and Nondiscrimination Policy and Plan 

Page I of 1 



 

Martin County, FL 
 Board of Commissioners  

Title VI and Nondiscrimination Policy and Plan 
 

I. Title VI/Nondiscrimination Protection: 
 
Policy Statement: 
 
Martin County values diversity and welcomes input from all interested parties, 
regardless of cultural identity, background or income level.  Moreover, Martin County 
believes that the best transportation systems and community services result from careful 
consideration of the needs of all of its communities and when those communities are 
involved in the decision making process.  Thus, Martin County does not tolerate 
discrimination in any of its programs, services or activities.  Pursuant to Title VI of the 
Civil Rights Act of 1964 and related laws and regulations, Martin County  will not 
exclude from participation in, deny the benefits of, or subject to discrimination anyone on 
the grounds of race, color, national origin, sex, age, disability, religion, income or family 
status. 
 
Complaint Procedures:  
 
Martin County has established a discrimination complaint procedure and will take 
prompt and reasonable action to investigate and eliminate discrimination when found.  
Any person who believes that he or she has been subjected to discrimination based 
upon race, color, national origin, sex, religion, age, disability, family or income status in 
any of Martin County’s programs, services or activities may file a complaint with the 
Martin County Title VI Coordinator: 
A complaint must be filed within one hundred eighty (180) days after the date of the 
alleged discrimination, unless the time for filing is extended by the FTA, FHWA or other 
federal or state authorities. 
If possible, complaints should be in writing, signed by the complainant or his/her 
representative(s), and must include the complainant(s) name, address and telephone 
number, along with a description of the alleged discrimination and the date of the 
occurrence.  Allegations of discrimination received via e-mail will be acknowledged and 
processed.  Allegations received by telephone will be documented in writing and 
provided to the complainant(s) for review before processing.  If complainant is hearing 
or speech impaired, call the Florida Relay Service (FRS) by dialing 711 or 1-800-955-
8771 (TTY) or email the Title VI Coordinator for assistance. 
 
 



 

Complaints should be submitted to: 
Garry Gierlicz 
Title VI Coordinator 
2401 SE Monterey Road  
Stuart, FL  34996   
Email: ggierlic@martin.fl.us  
Phone:  772-221-1320 
 
Complaint Investigation 
Upon receipt of a signed complaint, the Title VI Coordinator will, within five (5) working 
days, provide the complainant or his/her representative with a written acknowledgement 
of the complaint. 
The Title VI Coordinator will take reasonable steps to resolve the matter and respond to 
the complaint within thirty (30) days.  The Title VI Coordinator has ‘easy access’ to the 
Martin County Administrator and is not required to obtain management or other approval 
to discuss discrimination with the County Administrator 
Regardless of whether Martin County is able to satisfactorily resolve the complaint, the 
Title VI Coordinator will provide a copy of the complaint, along with a record of its 
disposition, to the applicable federal or state agency, or oversight board, for further 
processing, if required. 
 
Retaliation 
Retaliation is prohibited under Title VI of the Civil Rights Act of 1964 and related federal 
and state nondiscrimination authorities.  It is the policy of Martin County that persons 
filing a complaint of discrimination should have the right to do so without interference, 
intimidation, coercion or fear of reprisal.  Anyone who feels he/she has been subjected 
to retaliation should report such incident to the Title VI Coordinator. 
 
II. ADA/504 Statement 
 
Section 504 of the Rehabilitation Act of 1973 (Section 504), the Americans with 
Disabilities Act of 1990 (ADA) and related federal and state laws and regulations forbid 
discrimination against those who have disabilities.  Furthermore, these laws require 
federal aid recipients and other government entities to take affirmative steps to 
reasonably accommodate the disabled and ensure that their needs are equitably 
represented in transportation programs, services and activities.    
 
Martin County will make every effort to ensure that its facilities, programs, services, and 
activities are accessible to those with disabilities.  Martin County will make every effort 
to ensure that its advisory committees, public involvement activities and all other 

mailto:ggierlic@martin.fl.us


 

programs, services and activities include representation by the disabled community and 
disability service groups. 
 
Martin encourages the public to report any facility, program, service or activity that 
appears inaccessible to the disabled.  Furthermore, Martin County will provide 
reasonable accommodation to disabled individuals who wish to participate in public 
involvement events or who require special assistance to access facilities, programs, 
services or activities.  Because providing reasonable accommodation may require 
outside assistance, organization or resources, Martin County asks that requests be 
made at least five (5) calendar days prior to the need for accommodation.   
 
Questions, concerns, comments or requests for accommodation should be made to the 
Martin County’s ADA Officer: 
 
Bob Steiner 
Accessibility Coordinator  
2401 SE Monterey Road  
Stuart, FL 34990  
Email: bsteiner@martin.fl.us 
Phone: 772-221-1396 
Fax: 772-221-1383 
Hearing or speech impaired: 711 or 1-800-955-8771  
 

Martin County has an informative ADA webpage that describes the County’s 
accessibility program as well as provides certain resources to the community that is 
disabled. All website information is available in alternative formats.  For more 
information, contact the Accessibility Coordinator. 
In addition, Martin County has a Transit ADA plan specific to transit services.  That plan 
is included in Section VII of this plan. 
 

III. Limited English Proficiency (LEP) Plan 

 
Introduction 
Title VI of the Civil Rights Act of 1964 prohibits recipients of federal financial assistance 
from discriminating against or otherwise excluding individuals on the basis of race, color, 
or national origin in any of their activities.  It has been recognized that one form of 
discrimination occurs through an inability to communicate due to a limited proficiency in 
the English language. Title VI of the Civil Rights Act of 1964, Executive Order 13166, 
and various directives from the US Department of Justice (DOJ) and US Department of 



 

Transportation (DOT) require federal aid recipients to take reasonable steps to ensure 
meaningful access to programs, services and activities by those who do not speak 
English proficiently.   
To determine the extent to which LEP services are required and in which languages, the 
law requires the analysis of four factors: 

1. The number or proportion of LEP persons eligible to be served or likely to be 
encountered by the County’s programs, services or activities. 

2. The frequency with which LEP individuals come in contact with these 
programs, services or activities. 

3. The nature and importance of the program, service, or activity to people’s 
lives. 

4. The resources available and the overall cost to the County. 
 
The goal of the Martin County Limited English Proficiency (LEP) Access Plan is to 
ensure that the County recognizes the needs of limited English proficient (LEP) 
members of the community and implements a plan to communicate effectively and 
ensure reasonable access to our processes, information and decision-making. 
 
 
Martin County Factor Analysis 
 

To determine the extent to which LEP services are required and in which languages, the 
law requires the analysis of four factors.  The following sections address each of these 
with respect to the Martin County planning area. 
 
Factor 1: Review of LEP Populations 
 
Understanding the needs of the community begins with identifying the number of Limited 
English Proficiency (LEP) persons eligible to be served, likely to be served or likely to be 
encountered by the County through its programs, services or activities.  In an effort to 
determine potential LEP needs in the County planning area, staff reviewed data 
available through the U.S. Census Bureau American Community Survey for the period 
of 2006 through 2010.   
 
Data collected for Martin County indicated that 4.1% of the total population 5 years and 
older speak English “not well” or “not at all”.  Further analysis shows that 3.4% of the 
same population speaks Spanish; 0.3% speaks an Indo-European language; 0.2% 
speaks an Asian or Pacific Islander language; and 0.1% speaks another language (see 
Table 1).  This information led staff to review the Spanish speaking LEP group to identify 
whether this population was concentrated into specific communities.  
 
 
 
 



 

Table 1: The Top Languages Spoken at Home in Martin County 
Populati
on 5 
years 
and 
older 

No. of 
LEP 
Perso
ns 

% of 
LEP 
Perso
ns 

% of LEP 
Persons 
who speak 
Spanish 

% of LEP 
Persons who 
speak Indo-
Euro 
Languages 

% of LEP 
Persons who 
speak Asian 
or Pacific 
Islander 
Languages 

% of LEP 
Persons 
who speak 
Other 
Languages 

138,096 5,616 4.1% 3.4% 0.3% 0.2% 
 

0.1% 

Source:  US Census Bureau’s 2006-2010 American Community Survey 

Spanish (83.5%) was reported to be the most prevalent language spoken by persons 
that speak English “not well” or “not at all.”  After reviewing the data in GIS, it appears 
that a high concentration of LEP persons live in the Indiantown and Port Salerno areas.   
 
Factor 2: Assessing Frequency of Contact with LEP Persons 
 
The results of the census data indicate that Spanish is the most prevalent language 
spoken by the LEP population in Martin County.  To date, the County has not received 
any requests for translation or interpretation of its programs, services or activities into 
Spanish or any other language. 
 
Factor 3: Assessing the Importance of County Programs 
 
All of the County programs are important; however, those related to safety, public 
transit, right-of-way, the environment, nondiscrimination and public involvement are 
among the most important.  The County must ensure that all segments of the 
population, including LEP persons, have been involved or have had the opportunity to 
be involved in the planning processes to be consistent with its nondiscrimination goals. 
 
Factor 4:  Determining Available Resources 
 
When planning any activity, it is imperative that an organization assess the resources 
available to conduct the activity in a way that is meaningful and balances those efforts 
with the overall cost to the organization.  Given the size of the Spanish LEP population 
and current financial constraints, full language translations of plan documents are not 
considered warranted or cost feasible at this time.  However, Martin County is fortunate 
to employee bi-lingual individuals and to house within its jurisdiction a number of 
institutions of higher education and community organizations that offer competent 
language services.  The County will continually evaluate its programs, services and 
activities to ensure that persons who may be LEP are always provided with meaningful 
access.  
 
The analyses of these four factors suggest that, although the costs for providing access 
are reasonable, the need is limited and extensive LEP services are not required at this 
time.  Nevertheless, the County believes that Spanish language assistance is necessary 
for certain activities in order to provide broad access by members of the public. 



 

Language access implementation plan and procedures 

Martin County will: 

• Maintain a list of employees who competently speak Spanish and other 
languages and who are willing to provide translation and/or interpretation 
services and distribute this list to staff that regularly have contact with the public. 

• Provide meeting, program and services availability notifications in English and 
Spanish, where appropriate, particularly where programs or activities are located 
in Indiantown, Port Salerno or any other area identified as having higher LEP 
populations. 

• Develop agreements with local agencies, colleges/universities and community 
partners to provide oral and written LEP services with reasonable notification.   

• Identify events and activities that may require a translator to ensure meaningful 
access by LEP persons.  

• State in outreach documents that language services are available free of charge 
in a language LEP persons can understand. 

• Provide Spanish language outreach materials from other organizations including 
federal, state and local transportation agencies when possible. 

• Provide Spanish language format in informational materials that assist in the 
accessibility of Martin County services. 
 

For questions or concerns regarding Martin County’s commitment to nondiscrimination 
or to request LEP services, contact the Title VI Coordinator. 
   
 
IV.  Public Involvement: 
 
In order to plan for efficient, effective, safe, equitable and reliable transportation 
systems, and other county services, Martin County must have the input of its public.  
Martin County spends substantial staff and financial resources in furtherance of this goal 
and strongly encourages the participation of the entire community.   Martin County holds 
a number of meetings, workshops and other events designed to gather public input on 
project planning and construction.  Further, Martin County official and employees attend 
and participate in other community events to promote its services to the public.   Finally, 
Martin County is constantly seeking ways of measuring the effectiveness of its public 
involvement.  
Persons wishing to request special presentations by Martin County; volunteer in any of 
its activities or offer suggestions for improvement of Martin County’s public involvement 
should contact the Title VI Coordinator or any other County department or official. 
 
 



 

V.  Data Collection: 
FHWA regulations require federal-aid recipients to collect and analyze racial, ethnic and 
other similar demographic data on beneficiaries of or those affected by transportation 
programs, services and activities.  Martin County accomplishes this through the use of 
census data, American Community Survey reports, Environmental Screening Tools 
(EST), driver and ridership surveys, its Community Development Department and other 
methods.   From time to time, Martin County may find it necessary to request voluntary 
identification of certain racial, ethnic or other data from those who participate in its public 
involvement events.   This information assists Martin County with improving its targeted 
outreach and measures of effectiveness.   Self identification of personal data to Martin 
County will always be voluntary and anonymous.  Moreover, Martin County will not 
release or otherwise use this data in any manner inconsistent with the federal 
regulations.  

 
 

VI. ASSURANCES: 
 

Every three (3) years, or commensurate with a change in Martin County executive 
leadership, Martin County must certify to US DOT and other applicable federal and state 
agencies that its programs, services and activities are being conducted in a 
nondiscriminatory manner.   These certifications are termed ‘assurances’ and serve two 
important purposes.   First, they document the Martin County’s commitment to 
nondiscrimination and equitable service to its community.  Second, they serve as a 
legally enforceable agreement by which Martin County may be held liable for breach.   
The public may view assurances on Martin County’s website or by visiting Martin County 
offices.    
 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 
 



 

FDOT TITLE VI/ NONDISCRIMINATION ASSURANCE AND AGREEMENT 
 
Martin County assures the Florida Department of Transportation (FDOT) 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 the benefits of, or be otherwise subjected to discrimination or 
retaliation under any program or activity.   
 
Martin County 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 Officer, 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 _________________________ 
Taryn Kryzda, County Administrator  
     
 

 



 

FDOT TITLE VI/ NONDISCRIMINATION ASSURANCE AND AGREEMENT 
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. 

 
(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. 
 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 



 

FTA GENERAL REPORTING REQUIREMENTS 
 
Title VI of the Civil Rights Act of 1964 (Title VI), states the following:  “No person in the United 
States shall, on the grounds of race, color, or national origin, be excluded from participation in, 
be denied the benefits of, or be subjected to discrimination under any program or activity 
receiving Federal financial assistance.” 
 
The Department of Justice and the Department of Transportation regulations implementing Title 
VI, require Federal agencies to collect data and other information to enforce Title VI.  In this 
regard, Martin County Board of County Commissioners, as an applicant, and/or recipient, or sub 
recipient receiving Federal funding, hereby provides to FTA the following information: 
 

A. There are NO active lawsuits or complaints naming Martin County Board of County 
Commissioners which allege discrimination on the basis of race, color, or national origin 
with respect to service or other transit benefits. 

 
B. Martin County Board of County Commissioners applies for Federal financial assistance 

for service programs funded through applications for Sections 5307, 5311, 5316, and 
5317. 

 
C. Martin County Board of County Commissioners to date has not been subject to any civil 

rights compliance review activities. 
 

D. A signed FTA Civil Rights Assurance that all of the records and other information 
required under Circular 4702.1 have been or will be compiled, as appropriate, is hereby 
submitted to FTA and maintained by the Martin County Board of County Commissioners. 

 
E. A signed standard DOT Title VI Assurance is hereby submitted to FTA and will be 

maintained as part of the FTA “One-time Submission” file. 
 

F. Should a determination from FTA require that a fixed facility impact analysis be required 
when federal funds are utilized to perform real property improvements to parking/paved 
areas of a Martin County Board of County Commissioners funded building, a report will 
be prepared by the County Administrator of the Martin County Board of County 
Commissioners and submitted. 

 
G. Martin County Board of County Commissioners has implemented DOT’s policy guidance 

concerning recipients’ responsibilities to Limited English Proficient (LEP) persons to 
overcome barriers to public participation. 

 
 
Submitted by:                 Approved by:  
Don G. Donaldson, P.E. 
Engineering Dept Director/County Engineer  
              
       Taryn Kryzda, County Administrator 



 

FTA/DEPARTMENT OF TRANSPORTATION TITLE VI ASSURANCE 
 
The Martin County Board of County Commissioners (herein referred to as the “Recipient”) 
HEREBY AGREES THAT as a condition to receiving any Federal financial assistance from the 
Department of Transportation it will comply with Title VI of the Civil Rights Act of 1964, 78 Stat. 
252, 42 U.S.C. 2000d-42 U.S.C. 2000d-4 (hereinafter referred to as the Act), and all 
requirements imposed by or pursuant to Title 49, Code of Federal Regulations, Department of 
Transportation, Subtitle A, Office of the Secretary, Part 21, Nondiscrimination in Federally-
Assisted Programs of the Department of Transportation – Effectuation of Title VI of the Civil 
Rights Act of 1964 (hereinafter referred to as the Regulations) and other pertinent directives, to 
the end that in accordance with the Act, Regulations, and other pertinent directive, no person in 
the United States shall, on the grounds of race, color or national origin be excluded from 
participation in, be denied the benefits of, or be otherwise subjected to discriminate under any 
program or activity for which the Recipient received Federal financial assistance from the 
Department of Transportation, including the Federal Transit Administration, and HEREBY 
GIVES ASSURANCE THAT it will promptly take any measures necessary to effectuate this 
agreement.  This assurance is required by subsection 21.7(a) of the Regulations. 
 
More specifically and without limiting the above general assurance, the Recipient hereby gives 
the following specific assurances with respect to its Section 9 grant: 
 

1. That the Recipient agrees that each “program” and each “facility” as defined in 
subsections 21.23(a) and 21.32(b) of the Regulations, will be (with regard to a 
“program”) conducted, or will be (with regard to a “facility”) operated in compliance with 
all requirements imposed by, or pursuant to, the Regulations. 

 
2. That the Recipient shall insert the following notification in all solicitations for bids for work 

or material subject to the Regulations and made in connection with Section 9 and, in 
adopted form in all proposals for negotiated agreements. 

 
The Martin County Board of County Commissioners, in accordance with Title VI of 
the Civil rights Act of 1964, 78 Stat. 252, 42 U.S.C. 2000d to 2000D-4 and Title 49, 
Code of Federal Regulations, Department of Transportation, Subtitle A, Office of the 
Secretary, Part 21, Nondiscrimination in Federally Assisted Programs of the 
Department of Transportation issued pursuant to such Act, hereby notifies all bidders 
that it will affirmatively insure that in any contract entered into pursuant to this 
advertisement, disadvantaged business enterprises will be afforded full  opportunity 
to submit bids in response to this invitation and will not be discriminated against on 
the grounds of race, color or national origin in consideration for an award. 

 
3. That the Recipient shall insert the clauses of Appendix A of this assurance in every 

contract subject to this Act and the Regulations. 
 

4. That the Recipient shall insert the clauses Appendix B of this assurance, as a covenant 
running with the land, in any deed from the United States effecting a transfer of real 
property, structures or improvements thereon, or interest therein. 

 
5. That where the Recipient receives Federal financial assistance to construct a facility, or 

part of a facility, the assurance shall extend to the entire facility and facilities operated in 
connection therewith. 

 



 

6. That where the Recipient receives Federal financial assistance in the form, or for the 
acquisition of real property or an interest in real property, the assurance shall extend to 
right to space on, over or under such property. 

 
7. That the Recipient shall include the appropriate clauses set forth in Appendix C of this 

assurance, as a covenant running with the land, in any future deeds (leases, permits, 
licenses, and similar agreements entered into by the Recipient with other parties:  (a) for 
the subsequent transfer of real property acquired or improved under Section and (b) for 
the construction of use of or access to space on, over or under real property acquired, or 
improved under section 9. 

 
8. That this assurance obligates the Recipient for the period during which Federal financial 

assistance is extended to the program, except where the Federal financial assistance is 
to provide, or is in the form of, personal property or interest therein or structures or 
improvements thereon, in which case the assurance obligates the Recipient or any 
transferee for the longer of the following periods:  (a) the period during which the 
property is used for a purpose for which the Federal financial assistance is extended, or 
for another purpose involving the provision of similar services or benefits: or (b) the 
period during which the Recipient retains ownership or possession of the property. 

 
9. The Recipient shall provide for such methods of administration for the program as are 

found by the Secretary of Transportation or the official to whom he/she delegates 
specific authority to give reasonable guarantee that it, other recipients, sub grantees, 
contractors, subcontractors, transferees, successors in interest, and other participants of 
Federal financial assistance under such program will comply with all requirements 
imposed or pursuant to the Act, the Regulations and this assurance. 

 
10. The Recipient agrees that the United States has a right to seek judicial enforcement with 

regard to any matter arising under the Act, the Regulations and this assurance. 
 

11. The Recipient ensures that LEP persons have meaningful access to their programs and 
activities, in accordance to FTA Circular 4702.1A. 

 
ASSURANCE is given in consideration of and for the purpose of obtaining any and all Federal 
grants, loans, contracts, property, discounts or other Federal financial assistance extended after 
the date hereof to the Recipient by the Department of Transportation under the Section 9 and is 
binding on it, other recipients, sub grantees, contractors, subcontractors, transferees, successor 
in interest and other participants in the Section 9.  The person or persons whose signatures 
appear below are authorized to sign this assurance on behalf of the Recipient. 
 
DATE:               Approved by: 
 
               
       Taryn Kryzda, Acting County Administrator 
 
 
DATE:        Approved as to form and correctness: 
 
 
              
Attachments:  Appendices A, B and C  Stephen Fry, County Attorney 



 

Appendix A 
To FTA Title VI Assurance 

 
During the performance of this contract, the Martin County Board of County Commissioners 
hereinafter referred to as the “COUNTY”, its assignees and successors in interest agrees as 
follows: 
 

1. Compliance with Regulations:  The COUNTY shall comply with the Regulations relative 
to nondiscrimination in Federally assisted programs of the Department of Transportation 
(hereinafter, “DOT”) 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 contract. 

 
2. Nondiscrimination:  The COUNTY with regard to the work performed by it during the 

contract shall not discriminate on the grounds race, color or national origin in the 
selection and retention of subcontractors, including procurement of materials and 
leases of equipment.  The COUNTY shall not participate either directly or indirectly in 
the discrimination prohibited by Section 21.5 of the Regulations, including employment 
practices when the contractor covers a program set forth in Appendix B of the 
Regulations. 

 
3. Solicitations for contractors, including Procurement of Materials and Equipment:  In all 

solicitations either by competitive bidding or negotiation made by the COUNTY for work 
to be performed under a contract, including procurement of materials or leases of 
equipment, each potential contractor or subcontractor or supplier shall be notified by the 
COUNTY on the Regulations relative to nondiscrimination on the grounds of race, color 
or national origin. 

 
4. Information and Reports:  The COUNTY shall provide all information and reports 

required by the Regulations or directives issued pursuant thereto, and shall permit 
access to its books, records, accounts and other sources of information, and its facilities 
as may be determined by the Federal Transit 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 COUNTY shall so certify to the Federal Transit 
Administration as appropriate, and shall set forth what efforts it has made to obtain the 
information. 

 
5. Sanctions for Noncompliance:  In the event of a contractors’ noncompliance with 

nondiscrimination provisions of this contract, the County shall impose contract sanctions 
as it or the Federal Transit Administration may determine to be appropriate, including, 
but not limited to:  

(a) withholding of payments to the contractor under the contract, in whole or in part 
(b) cancellation, termination, or suspension of the contract, in whole or in part 

 
6. Incorporation of Provisions:  The COUNTY shall include the provisions of paragraph (1) 

through (6) in every contract, including procurement of materials and leases of 
equipment, unless exempt by the Regulations, or directives issued pursuant thereto.  
The COUNTY shall take such action with respect to any contract or procurement as the 
COUNTY, or the Federal Transit Administration may direct as a means of enforcing 
such provisions including sanctions for noncompliance; providing, however, that in the 



 

event a contractor becomes involved in, or threatened with litigation with a 
subcontractor or supplier as a result of such direction, the contractor may request the 
COUNTY to enter into such litigation to protect the interest of the COUNTY, and in 
addition, the contractor may request the United States to enter into such litigation to 
protect the interests of the United States. 

 
 

 
DATE:               Approved by: 
 
 
               
       Taryn Kryzda, Acting County Administrator 
 
 
 
 
DATE:        Approved as to form and correctness: 
 
 
              
       Stephen Fry, County Attorney 

 
 
 
 
 
 

 
 
 
 
 
 
 



 

Appendix B 
To FTA Title VI Assurance 

 
The following clauses shall be included in any and all deeds effecting or recording the transfer of 
real property, structures or improvements thereon, or interest therein from the United States. 
 
GRANTING CLAUSE 

NOW, THEREFORE, the Department of Transportation, as authorized by law, and upon 
the condition that the COUNTY will accept title to the lands and maintain the project 
constructed thereon, in accordance with the Federal Transit Administration (FTA), the 
Regulations for the Administration of the FTA and the policies and procedures prescribed 
by the FTA of the Department of Transportation and, also in accordance with and in 
compliance with all requirements imposed by or pursuant to Title 49, Code of Federal 
Regulations, Department of Transportation, Subtitle A, Office of the Secretary, Part 21, 
Nondiscrimination in Federally-Assisted Programs of the Department of Transportation – 
Effectuation of Title VI of the Civil Rights Act of 1964 (hereinafter referred to as the 
“Regulations”), does hereby remise, release, quitclaim and convey unto the Department 
of Transportation in and to said lands described in Exhibit “A” attached hereto and made 
a part hereof. 

 
 
HABENDUM CLAUSE 

TO HAVE AND TO HOLD said lands and interests therein unto the COUNTY, and its 
successors forever, subject, however, to the covenants, conditions, restrictions and 
reservations herein contained as follows, which will remain in effect for the period during 
which the real property or structures are used for a purposed for which Federal financial 
assistance is extended or for another purpose involving the provision of similar services 
or benefits and shall be binding on the COUNTY, its successors and assigns. 
 
The COUNTY in consideration of the conveyance of said lands and interests in lands, 
does hereby covenant and agree as a covenant running with the land for itself, its 
successors and assigns, that (1) no person shall on the grounds of race, color or national 
origin, be excluded from participation in, be denied the benefits of, or be otherwise 
subjected to discrimination with regard to any facility located wholly or in part on, over or 
under such lands hereby conveyed [,] [land]* (2) that the COUNTY shall use the lands 
and interests in lands and interest in lands so conveyed, in compliance with all 
requirements imposed by or pursuant to Title 49, Code of Federal Regulations, 
Department of Transportation, Subtitle A, Office of the Secretary, Part 21, 
Nondiscrimination in Federally Assisted Programs of the Department of Transportation – 
Effectuation of Title VI of the Civil Rights Act of 1964, and as said Regulations may be 
amended, and (3) that in the event of breach of any of the above-mentioned 
nondiscrimination conditions, the Department shall have a right to re-enter said lands 
and facilities on said land, and the above described land and facilities shall thereon 
revert to and vest in and become the absolute property of the Department of 
Transportation and its assigns as such interest existed prior to this instruction. 

 
*Reverter clause and related language to be used only when it is determined that such a clause 
is necessary in order to effectuate the purpose of Title VI of the Civil Rights Act of 1964. 
 
 
 



 

 
 

DATE:               Approved by: 
 
 
               
       Taryn Kryzda, Acting County Administrator 
 
 
 
 
DATE:        Approved as to form and correctness: 
 
 
              
       Stephen Fry, County Attorney 

 
 
 

 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 



 

Appendix C 
To FTA Title VI Assurance 

 
The following clauses shall be included in all deeds, licenses, leases, permits or similar 
instruments entered into by the COUNTY pursuant to the provisions of Assurance 7(a). 
 

The grantee, licensee, lessee, permittee, etc., as appropriate for herself/himself, his/her 
heirs, personal representatives, successors in interest, and assigns, as a part of the 
consideration hereof, does hereby covenant and agree (in the case of deeds and leases 
add “as a covenant running with the land”) that in the event facilities are constructed, 
maintained or otherwise operated on the said property described in this (deed, license, 
permit, etc.) for a purpose for which a Department of Transportation program or activity 
is extended or for another purpose involving the provision of similar services or benefits, 
the (grantee, licensee, lessee, permittee, etc.) shall maintain and operate such facilities 
and services in compliance with all other requirements imposed pursuant to Title 49, 
Code of Federal Regulations, Department of Transportation, Subtitle A, Office of the 
Secretary, Part 21, Nondiscrimination of Federally-Assisted Program of the Department 
of Transportation  Effectuation of Title VI of the Civil Rights Act of 1964, and as said 
Regulations may be amended. 

 
 
Language to be included in licenses, permits, etc. 
 

That in the event of breach of any of the above nondiscrimination covenants, the 
COUNTY shall have the right to terminate the (license, lease, permit, etc.) and to re-
enter and repossess said lands and the facilities thereon, and hold the same as if said 
(licenses, lease, permit, etc.) had never been made or issued. 

 
 
Language to be included in deeds* 
 

That in the event of breach of any of the above nondiscrimination covenants, the 
COUNTY shall have the right to re-enter said lands and facilities thereon, and the above 
described lands and facilities shall thereupon revert to and vest in and become the 
absolute property of the COUNTY and its assigns. 

 
 
The following shall be included in all deeds, licenses, leases permits, or similar agreements 
entered into by the COUNTY pursuant to the provisions of Assurance 7(b). 
 

The (grantee, licensee, lessee, permittee, etc., as appropriate) for himself/herself, his/her 
personal representative, successors in interest, and assigns, as a part of the 
consideration hereof, does hereby covenant and agree (in case of deeds, and leases 
add “as a covenant running with the land”) that (1) no person on the grounds of race, 
color or national origin shall be excluded from participation in, be denied the benefits of, 
or be otherwise subjected to discrimination in the use of said facilities (2) that in the 
construction of any improvements on, over or under such land and the furnishing 
services thereon, no person on the grounds of race, color or national origin shall be 
excluded from the participation in, be denied the benefits of, or be otherwise subjected 
premises in compliance with all other requirements imposed by or pursuant to Title 49, 
Code of Federal Regulations, Department of Transportation, Subtitle A, Office of the 



 

Secretary, Part 21, Nondiscrimination in Federal-Assisted Programs of the Department 
of Transportation – Effectuation of Title VI of the Civil Rights Act of 1964, and as said 
Regulations may be amended. 

 
 
Language to be included in (licenses, leases, permits, etc.) * 
 

That in the event of breach of any of the above nondiscrimination covenants, the 
COUNTY shall have the right to terminate the (license, lease, permit, etc.) and to re-
enter and repossess said land and the facilities thereon, and the above described lands 
and facilities shall thereupon revert to and vest in and become the absolute property of 
the COUNTY and its assigns. 

 
 
*  Reverter clause and related languages to be used only when it is determined that such a 
clause is necessary in order to effectuate the purpose of Title VI of the Civil Rights Act of 1964. 
 
 
 
DATE:               Approved by: 
 
 
               
       Taryn Kryzda, Acting County Administrator 
 
 
 
 
DATE:        Approved as to form and correctness: 
 
 
              
       Stephen Fry, County Attorney 

 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 



 

FTA PROGRAM-SPECIFIC REQUIREMENTS 
 

FTA Title VI Service Standards and Policies 
 
In order to insure compliance with the Title VI Program, the Martin County Board of County 
Commissioners (the COUNTY) has implemented seven service indicators to maintain service 
consistency throughout Martin County to all participants of public transportation. 
 

1. Vehicle Load or Load Factor - is a ratio of the number of seats on a vehicle to the 
number of passengers.  The COUNTY’s Demand Response System will not permit any 
passenger to stand.  All seats are reserved by advance reservation assuring a seat for 
each passenger.  The COUNTY’s Fixed Route will not exceed the manufacturer’s 
recommended seating and standing capacity per vehicle.  A vehicle inventory list is 
attached indicating the seating and standing capacity per vehicle.  If the fixed route 
exceeds the manufacturer’s recommended seating and standing capacity on a recurring 
basis, plans must be made to decrease headway times during these peak times. 

 
2. Vehicle Assignment - refers to the process by which transit vehicles are assigned to 

routes throughout the system due to variations among vehicles (age, type, size, 
amenities), type of service offered (express or local), timing of vehicle assignment (time 
of day, day of week) and other factors.  The main area serviced by Council on Aging of 
Martin County and MTM is the City of Stuart and Indiantown.  Vehicles are distributed 
equally for each area by age, type, size and amenities.  The fixed route services use 
four (4) 20’ Medium Duty buses (All Turtle Tops).  These buses are about the same age 
and are interchanged in routes for servicing or breakdowns. 

 
3. Vehicle Headway - is a measurement of the time interval between two vehicles traveling 

in the same direction on the same route.  Vehicle headways are determined according 
to the route length, passenger demand and the availability of funding.  The driving force 
for decreasing headways on a fixed route is passenger demand.  An evaluation will be 
performed every six (6) months to ascertain demand on the fixed route and whether 
frequency of headways, at peak times or throughout the overall route need to be 
adjusted. 

 
4. On-time Performance – is a measure of the percentage of runs that are completed as 

scheduled.  The criterion first must define what is considered to be “on-time”.  The 
measurement of on-time performance is no later than 5 minutes of appointment 
times/time points.  On-time performance is achieved when 90% of all trips/runs are 
completed as scheduled. 

 
5. Distribution of Transit Amenities - refer to items of comfort and convenience available to 

the general riding public such as benches, shelters and transfer facilities.  In working 
with the Florida Department of Transportation benchmarks were established as criteria 
for the consideration of benches and shelters.  These criteria are as follows: 

 
a) A stop served by a single route with 10 to 25 daily boardings will be considered for a 

bench. 
b) A stop served by a single route with 25 to 50 daily boardings will be considered for a 

shelter. 
c) A stop enhanced by a bus bay will be considered for a bench and shelter. 



 

d) Transfer stops served by more than one route with a daily boarding of 10 to 25 
persons will be considered for a bench and shelter. 

e) A Hub served by more than two (2) routes will be considered for a bench, shelter and 
restroom facilities. 

 
6. Service Availability – is a general measure of the distribution of routes within a transit 

district.  Every five years a study of Martin County’s transportation system is reviewed 
and a Transit Development Plan (TDP) is written.  Each year this plan is reviewed and 
updated accordingly.  The TDP considers all aspects of Martin County including 
minority areas, transit dependent individuals, transit attractors, and recommendations of 
transit amenities.  A major part of the process of the TDP is public involvement.  The 
COUNTY develops their system according to the TDP and funding availability. 

 
When routes are developed, stops are place within one mile of each other if feasible.  
Any individual that is outside of the ¾ mile radius of the fixed route system may obtain 
access to the fixed route system through the Demand Response System.   

 
7. Transit Security – refers to measures taken to protect a recipient’s employees and the 

public against any intentional act or threat of violence or personal harm, either from a 
criminal or terrorist act.  The COUNTY has an approved security plan in place, and 
provides annual training and random checks on the procedures set forth in its plan with 
all transit employees. 

 
 
FTA Title VI Compliance Guidelines 
The following tools will be in place to insure service consistency in all areas of Martin County.  
These tools will be used as a measurement of the system to make decisions on service changes 
as well as placing capital equipment. 
 
Demand Response System: 
Any denied transportation trips will be recorded by the Reservationist and the reason why the 
trip was denied.  The dispatcher will schedule appointments on individual driver’s manifest, not 
to exceed vehicle load capacity by assignment of the proper vehicle size, assigning a vehicle 
according to accessibility needs, and scheduling driver’s manifest to insure timeliness of trips.  
Each driver will receive a manifest for his/her shift indicating the stops they will be picking up or 
dropping off.  On this manifest the demand response driver will record the time of pick up and 
drop off and conditions that may cause delays, i.e. construction, road closures, accidents etc.  
The manifest, upon completion by the driver, will be reviewed to determine wait time, travel time 
and appointment timeliness.  These reports will be given to management for decision making 
purposes.  
 
Fixed Route/Deviated Fixed Route System: 
Manifests shall be created for the fixed route/deviated fixed route system indicating all stops.  
Fixed route/deviated fixed route drivers shall record on the manifest the time they arrived at the 
stops, passenger boarding, any driving delays and if vehicle load was exceeded.  These 
manifests will be reviewed and reports will be forwarded to management for decision making 
purposes.  Monthly a survey will be performed to indicate passenger demographics and 
passenger’s feedback of the system.  The Customer Service Representative will receive any 
comments from passengers and forward to management. 
 



 

Demand Response and Fixed Route/Deviated Fixed Route vehicles shall be inspected before 
and after each driver’s shift, recording any deficiencies.  These records will be reviewed daily 
and actions taken accordingly.  Vehicles shall follow a preventive maintenance plan.  Vehicle 
breakdowns, accidents, incidents and complaints on the system will be recorded and forwarded 
to Management for decision making purposes.   
 
Four-Factor Analysis:  Needs Assessment of Limited English Proficient (LEP) Persons  

1. Assess the number and proportion of LEP Persons served or encountered in the eligible 
service population 

a. The number of LEP Persons that have been in contact with Martin County’s 
transit system benefits, services and information is determined through the 
following means: 

i. Contact with transit vehicle operators 
ii. Calls to the transit system’s customer service department 
iii. Visits to the County’s facilities 
iv. Access to the County’s, MPO’s, and providers’ websites 
v. Attendance to community meetings and public hearings 

 
b. Identify concentrations of LEP Persons within the County by using census data 

and analyze data, identifying specific areas where the proportions of LEP 
persons exceeds the proportion of LEP Persons in the County, as a whole 
 

c. Contact and meet with relevant community organizations to gather relevant 
information and discuss services that the County’s transit system provides. 

 
2. Frequency in which LEP Persons come into contact with the programs, activities, and 

services of the County’s transit system will be determined through the following ways: 
 

a. A review should be conducted of the County’s transit system’s programs, 
activities, and services with which LEP Persons most frequently come in contact.  
  

b. Meeting with the community organization representatives to become informed on 
how frequently LEP persons use transit service, and what service is used most 
frequently. 

 
c. Hold a meeting that is convenient and accessible to the LEP Persons, or conduct 

a survey of LEP Persons to obtain relevant information.  
 

3. Determine the nature or importance of the program, activities, and services of the 
County’s transit system to LEP Persons in the following ways: 
 

a. Establish what activities or services would have serious consequences to 
individuals if language barriers prevent a person from benefiting from the activity, 
including security awareness or emergency preparedness and evacuation.  
Determine if the consequences to these individuals could be life threatening, if 
the information is not accessible to people with limited English proficiency or if 
language services in these areas are delayed. 
 

b. Information on the importance of types of services and activities that are provided 
to LEP populations will be provided by community organizations that serve LEP 
Persons, as well as contact with LEP persons themselves. 



 

 
4. Resources available to the transit system and costs are listed below: 

 
a. Record current and planned services of language assistance, including 

marketing, customer relations, and other language assistance measures that the 
transit system is taking or plans to implement.  The costs of these efforts will be 
determined, as well as whether these costs have increased in recent years or are 
expected to increase.  Additionally, an estimate of the number of staff and 
percentage of staff time that is associated with providing language assistance will 
be determined. 
 

b. Cost effective practices for providing language services will be considered, 
including language assistance products that have been developed and paid for 
by local, regional, or state government agencies that may also have bilingual staff 
that could provide language assistance on an ad hoc or regular basis.   

 
 
Information Dissemination 
The COUNTY informs all communities of service changes through public meetings, notices on 
buses, presentations, social agencies, website and marketing efforts.    The public has been 
involved with the Transit Development Plan, 2030 Plan and route surveys. 
 
There is minority representation on the decision-making body among the members of the Local 
Coordinating Board-Transportation Disadvantaged. Spanish translation and a tape for the blind 
is offered. 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 



 

VII.  Public Transit  ADA  Plan: 

 
Purpose: This plan is written to establish operating and service guidelines and procedures for 
the implementation of the requirements of the American with Disabilities Act of 1990 (ADA), the 
US Department of Transportation regulations for implementing ADA (49CFR Parts 27, 37 and 
38), and applicable Florida laws and regulations.  
 
Policy: It is the policy of Martin County Public Transit to comply with all legal requirements of 
Federal and State laws and regulations as they pertain to individuals with disabilities.  Martin 
County Public Transit provides quality transportation services without discrimination to all 
persons including individuals with disabilities.   
 
Complementary paratransit service or other special service is necessary for eligible persons 
whose origins and destinations are within corridors with a width of ¾ of a mile on each side of a 
fixed route bus service. The complementary paratransit service must provide a level of service 
comparable to the fixed route bus service and may be provided by an on-call bus service or 
paratransit feeder service to an accessible fixed route where such service enables the individual 
to use the fixed route bus system for his/her trip. 
 
 
1.) Description of the Service Area, route structure, days and hours of service, fare 
structure and population served. 
 
Martin County is located along the southeast coast of Florida and is bordered by Palm Beach 
County to the South, St Lucie County to the north and Okeechobee County to the northwest.  
According to the 2000 Census Martin County has a total area of 752.79 square miles of which 
555.62 square miles is land.  The incorporated areas of the County are the Town of Jupiter; 
Town of Ocean Breeze Park; Town of Sewall’s Park and the City of Stuart.  The City of Stuart 
has the largest concentration of urban development.  The major north-south thoroughfare roads 
include US1 and SR A1A.  The major east-west roads include SR 76 and SR 714. 
 
Martin County operates three (3) deviated fixed routes.  The Treasure Coast Connector Route 
which offers service north and south along US1, covering approximately 8.9 miles;  the Stuart 
Route (13.1 miles) which offers east and west connections to the US1 Corridor Route and the 
Indiantown Route which circulates in the non-urbanized area of Martin County offering a trip into 
the urbanized area once a day covering 29.6 miles. 
 
Martin County offers approximately 1500 paratransit trips per month to the general public on a 
first come first serve basis.  
 
 Treasure Coast Connector is a Monday – Friday service between the hours of 7am and 

6pm.   
 Stuart Route is a Monday – Friday service between the hours of 7:30am and 5:30pm. 
 Indiantown Route is a Monday – Friday service between the hours of 7:30am and 

5:30pm. 
 Paratransit Service is a Monday – Friday service between the hours of 7:00am and 

6:00pm. 

 



 

All routes and paratransit services are non-operational on the following six (6) holidays: 
 
 New Year’s Day 
 Memorial Day 
 Independence Day 
 Labor Day 
 Thanksgiving Day 
 Christmas Day 

 
Currently, Martin County offers free ridership on all deviated fixed routes.  The general 
paratransit service is $1.50 per trip. 
 
Martin County’s urbanized deviated routes primarily serve a population of people that are over 
65 years of age.  The non-urbanized route (Indiantown) serves a mixed age population which 
consists of primarily Hispanic individuals. 
 
2.) Total number of vehicles operated in fixed route service and percentage of accessible 
vehicles usable by persons with disabilities, including persons who use wheelchairs. 
 
Martin County requires that all vehicles are equipped with wheelchair accessibility and in 
compliance with ADA regulations.  Martin County requires a minimum of six (6) fixed route 
vehicles with a seating capacity for least eighteen (18) persons and at minimum two (2) 
wheelchair positions and between six (6) and eight (8) paratransit vehicles dedicated for transit 
services. 
 
3.) An inventory of service provided by Martin County or by other agencies which may be 
used to meet the requirement for complementary paratransit service. 
 
On average, 3900 trips are provided per month on the deviated fixed route system and 
approximately 1300 paratransit trips a month are made to the general public of Martin County. 
 
The CTC for the Martin County area, contracted with the Commission for the Transportation 
Disadvantaged, offers Medicaid and TD paratransit trips to approximately 1420 individuals per 
month in Martin County.  The TD trips are based on an approved prioritization list by the Local 
Coordinating Board for the Transportation Disadvantaged.  One hundred percent of these trips 
are used for medical purposes. 
 
4.) Provide an estimate of demand for comparable paratransit service by ADA eligible 
individuals and description of the estimation methodology used. 
 
To establish an estimated ridership number within the ¾ mile corridor, the County used 
geographically referenced data from the Public Transit Provider and the CTC’s scheduling 
software and applied a standard methodology used by the Florida Department of Transportation 
for Section 5310 funding.  By taking the total number of demand response trips over the last 
twelve (12) months and dividing it by the number of demand response clients the County was 
able to determine an average number of trips per person.  The average number of trips per 
person was multiplied by the number of clients who reside within ¾ of a mile of the fixed route 
service which provides the County with an estimated number of maximum trips.   
 



 

 
 
Total 
Number of 
Trips 
Provided in 
1 Year  

/ Number of 
Demand 
Response 
Clients 

= Average 
Number of 
Trips Per 
Person 

Number of 
Demand 
Response 
Clients Within 
¾ of a Mile 

X Averag
e Trips 
Per 
Person 

Maximu
m 
Estimate
d Trips 
per Year 

26,815  912 29.40 735  29.40 21,609 
 
Based on the FY 11/12 Treasure Coast average transportation disadvantaged trip rate of $22.00 
the maximum annual cost of the comparable ADA plan would be $475,398 per year. 
 
5.) A description of the plan to provide comparable paratransit. 
 
The ADA comparable service on Martin County’s fixed and deviated fixed routes will be based 
on eligibility.  Once an individual is deemed eligible for an ADA paratransit trip the information 
from the application provided will be entered into the operator’s reservation system for 
reference.  Individuals who are ADA eligible will be required to file a completed ADA eligibility 
form every year as access to the ADA paratransit service will expire one (1) year from the date 
on which the individual becomes eligible. 
 
Martin County will provide an advanced reservation service for ADA eligible riders.  ADA Trip 
reservations will be taken between the hours of 7:30am and 4:30pm, Monday – Friday, up to five 
days (5 days) in advance and no later than 2:00pm the day prior to the planned trip.  On 
weekends and holidays a detailed message will be required to accommodate trip service. 
 
Martin County’s ADA paratransit service shall be available throughout the same hours and days 
as the fixed route service.  This service is a shared ride service with driver assistance door to 
door that consists of origins and destinations that are within the ¾ mile corridor of the fixed route 
system and within Martin County boundaries.  
    
Martin County’s ADA paratransit service will negotiate pick up times with riders to accommodate 
previously scheduled trips or to avoid capacity constraints.  The paratransit service will pick up 
ADA eligible persons not more than one hour before or one hour after their desired departure 
time. 
 
Martin County’s ADA paratransit service shall not limit the availability of service to ADA eligible 
individuals based on any of the following; 1) restrictions on number of trips to an individual; 2) 
waiting lists for access to the service; 3) any operational pattern or practice that significantly 
limits the availability of ADA service to eligible individuals. 
 
Martin County’s ADA paratransit service will not limit the number of trips an individual can 
reserve within the five (5) day scheduling window. 
 
The Indiantown Route (non-urbanized) will remain as a deviated fixed route service; with 
deviations made for those individuals who qualify for ADA services. 
 
 Currently, there is no fee for fixed route services in Martin County.  The ADA paratransit service 
will also be free of charge and at this time, the County has no plans to prioritize trips.    
 



 

6.)  Provide a budget for comparable paratransit service, including capital and operating 
expenditures over five years. 
 
Martin County contracts with a Public Transit Operator to provide deviated fixed route and 
paratransit vehicles.  The operator is required to have between six (6) and eight (8) ADA 
compliant vehicles, typically small cutaway buses. Martin County owns four (4) ADA compliant 
vehicles that are used on the deviated routes. 
 
Martin County has budgeted $160,000 per year over the next five years for the purchase of 
rolling stock.  This allows the County to purchase one (1) deviated fixed route vehicle per year 
for either expansion or replacement to Martin County’s fleet.   
 
Martin County’s operating budget is $156,000 per year for the rural deviated fixed route; 
$395,232 per year for urbanized routes and $581,000 per year for paratransit services.     
 
7.) Provide a description of the process used to certify individuals with disabilities as 
ADA paratransit eligible. 
 
The following are ADA paratransit eligible; 
 
• Any individual with a disability, permanent or temporary, who is unable, as a result of a 

physical or mental impairment (including a vision impairment), and without the 
assistance of another individual (except the operator of a wheelchair lift or other boarding 
assistance device), to board, ride or disembark from any vehicle on the system which is 
readily accessible to and usable by individuals with disabilities. 

• An individual is eligible with respect to travel on an otherwise accessible route on which 
the boarding or disembarking location which the individual would use is one at which 
boarding or disembarking from the vehicle is precluded. 

• An individual using a common wheelchair is eligible if the individual’s wheelchair cannot 
be accommodated on an existing vehicle. 

• Any individual with a disability who has a specific impairment-related condition which 
prevents such individual from traveling to a boarding location or from a disembarking 
location on such system. 

• The interaction of architectural barriers, not under the control of the public entity 
providing fixed route service, and environmental barriers with an individual’s specific 
impairment-related condition, preventing the individual from traveling to a boarding 
location or from a disembarking location. 
 

Individuals accompanying an ADA paratransit eligible individual shall be provided service as 
follows: 
 
• One other individual accompanying the ADA paratransit eligible individual shall be 

provided service. 
 

• If the ADA paratransit eligible individual is traveling with a personal care attendant, 
service shall be provided to one other individual in addition to the attendant who is 
accompanying the eligible individual. 

 



 

• A family member or friend is regarded as a person accompanying the eligible individual, 
and not as a personal care attendant, unless the family member or friend registered is 
acting in the capacity of personal care attendant. 

 
• In order to be considered as “accompanying” the eligible individual, the other individuals 

shall have the same origin and destination as the eligible individual. 
 

An individual seeking ADA paratransit eligibility must file an application (Attachment 1) 
consisting of a series of eligibility questions.  The application consists of a medical verification to 
be signed by the individuals licensed physician.  

Upon obtaining the completed application, Martin County’s Transit Contractor will make a 
determination of client eligibility in accordance with the data collected.   

Determination of eligibility for ADA paratransit services will be made within twenty-one (21) days 
of receipt of completed application.  If a determination has not been made within the 21 days, an 
applicant shall be treated as eligible and provided service until determination is made.  The 
applicant will be notified in writing of their status.  Notification of eligibility will include an 
expiration date for eligibility and any conditions or limitations on the individual’s eligibility.  If an 
applicant is determined ineligible, the applicant will be provided with a reason for the findings 
and a copy of the Appeal process shall be included. 
 
8). Provide the document given to potential ADA eligible individuals. 
 
Martin County’s ADA application is included as attachment 1 to this document. 
 
9.) Provide a description of the administrative appeals process for individuals denied 
eligibility. 
 
Martin County’s Appeal Policy is included as attachment 2 to this document. 
 
10.) Provide a policy for visitors. 
 
Martin County shall treat a visitor as ADA eligible for its complimentary paratransit service who 
present documentation that they are ADA eligible from the jurisdiction in which they reside.  This 
eligibility will be available for any combination of twenty one (21) days within a 365 day period. 
 
11.) Provide the notice given of opportunity for public comment, the date of completed 
hearing(s) and availability of the plan. 
 
12.) Provide a summary of significant issues raised during the public comment period, 
along with response to significant comments and discussion of how the issues were 
resolved. 
 
13.) Efforts to coordinate service with other entities subject to the complementary 
paratransit requirements of this part which have overlapping or contiguous service areas 
jurisdictions. 
 

 



 

 

 
 
 

VIII. NOTICES AND FORMS 
 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 
 
 
 
 
 

 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 



 

 

 
 

NOTICE TO THE PUBLIC 
 
Please be advised that the Martin County Board of County Commissioners’ 
services operate according to the Title VI Regulation, 49 CFR, Part 21 which 
states: 
 
NO PERSON OR GROUP OF PERSON SHALL BE DISCRIMINATED 
AGAINST WITH REGARD TO ANY OF ITS PROGRAMS, SERVICES, OR 
ACTIVITIES ON THE BASIS OF RACE, COLOR OR NATIONAL ORIGIN. 
 
If you feel you have been discriminated against in reference to above and would 
like to register a complaint, please call:  772 -221-1320  

 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 

 



 

 

Martin County Board of Commissioners    
Title VI / Nondiscrimination Program   

Complaint of Discrimination   
Complainant(s) Name: Complainant(s) Address: 

Complainant(s) Phone Number: 
E-mail Address: 

Complainant's Representative's Name, Address, Phone Number and Relationship (e.g. friend, attorney, parent, etc.): 

Name and Address of Agency, Institution, or Department Whom You Allege Discriminated Against You: 

Names of the Individual(s) Whom You Allege Discriminated Against You (If Known): 

Discrimination 
Because of: 

� Race  …� Color  …� National 
Origin 
�Sex  …� Age  …� 

 
            

Date of Alleged Discrimination: 

Please list the name(s) and phone number(s) of any person, if known, that the Volusia Transportation Planning 
Organization could contact for additional information to support or clarify your allegation(s). 

Please explain as clearly as possible how, why, when and where you believe you were discriminated against.  
Include as much background information as possible about the alleged acts of discrimination.  Additional pages 
may be attached if needed. 

Complainant(s) or Complainant(s) Representative(s) 
Signature: 

Date of Signature: 

 



 

 

           Junta de comisionados del Condado de Martin 
Titulo VI / Programa Antidiscriminatorio 

Querella de Discriminación 

Nombre del querellante: 
 

Dirección: 
 

Número de teléfono: 
Dirección de correo electrónico: 

Nombre, dirección, teléfono y relación (ej. amigo, abogado, pariente, etc.) del Representante del querellante: 

Nombre y dirección de la Agencia, Institución, o Departamento que usted alega discrimino en su contra: 

Nombre(s) del Individuo(s) Quien(es) Usted Allega Discrimino Contra Usted Si lo(s) Conoce: 

 
Razón de la 
discriminació
n: 

 Raza   Color               Origen Nacional 
 Incapacidad/Impedimento Físico          Edad 
 Sexo   Represalia      Status de Ingreso  
 Otro 

Fecha de la alegada discriminación: 

Favor de indicar el nombre (s) y número(s) de teléfono(s) de alguna persona(s) que del Condado de Martin puede comunicarse 
para información adicional que clarifique o respalde su alegación o alegaciones. 

Favor de explicar tan claro como sea posible, como, porque, cuando y donde usted cree que fue discriminado. Incluya suficiente 
información acerca de los antecedentes según le sea posible, de los alegados actos de discrimen. Puede añadir paginas 
adicionales, si es necesario. 

Firma del Querellante(s) o su Representante: Fecha: 

 



MARTIN METRO PO LIT AN PLANNING ORGANIZATION 
BICYCLE AND PEDESTRIAN ADVISORY COMMITTEE MEETING 

AGENDA ITEM SUMMARY 

MEMO: I MEETING DATE: 
temp13BPACa02.07 September 10,2012 

I DUEDATE: 
September 4, 2012 

WORDING: 
COMMUNITY CHARACTERISTICS REPORT 

I UPWP#: 
5.3 

6G 

REQUESTED BY: PREPARED BY: DOCUMENT(S) REQUIRING ACTION: 
FHWA/FDOT Beth Beltran/ Michael Community Characteristics Report 

Mal ham 

BACKGROUND 
Title VI of the Civil Rights Act of 1964 and subsequent legislation and executive orders prohibit discrimination 
against or exclusion of individuals on the basis of race, color, national origin, minority status, income level, or 
ability to speak English by agencies that receive Federal funding. In addition, guidance from the USDOT 
requires that MPOs collect and analyze socio-economic data to better incorporate the needs of diverse groups 
into the transportation decision-making process. 

ISSUES 
The Community Characteristics Report was created to supplement the general demographic information 
in the Public Involvement Plan. The information collected in this report includes minority, age, poverty, 
mobility, and Limited English Proficiency data. The overall MPO area was separated into planning 
areas based on the Comprehensive Plan Planning Areas. Several of these areas were separated to better 
understand the local communities. 

MPO Staff will briefly review the Community Characteristics Report and solicit input from the advisory 
committee members. (Due to its size, this document will not be included in the Agenda Package, but is 
saved in the location referenced below to download.) 

RECOMMENDED ACTIONS 
a. Recommend the Community Characteristics Report for Board approval. 
b. Recommend the Community Characteristics Report with revisions for Board approval. 
c. Do not recommend the Community Characteristics Report for Board approval. 

FISCAL IMPACT 
N/A 

APPROVAL 

MPOt 

ATTACHMENTS 
a. None - Community Characteristics Report (36MB) is downloadable at the following location: 

http://www.martinmpo.com/wp-content/uploads/2012/08/Comm Profiles 082912.pdf 
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Robert L. Kellogg 
Town Manager 

August 15, 2012 

Beth Beltran 

TOWN OF SEWALL'S POINT 
One South Sewall 's Point Road 

Sewall's Point, FL 34996 
Tel: 772-287-2455 Fax: 772-220-4765 

Martin County Metropolitan Planning Organization 

2401 SE Monterey Road 

Stuart, FL Vl CJ96 

RE: MPO Funding for Signal Rehabilitation 

Dear Beth: 

Enclosed is a request by the Town of Sewall Point for MPO funding for a traffic control signal 

rehabilit ;"~ tinn project. The proposed upgrade is located at the intersection of AlA and Sewall' Point 

Road, and the estimated cost of the project is approximately $380,000.00. 

As you fl'" <~ware, the project has been submitted several times to your agency for funding 

consider;1t ion. Please contact me if you require any additional information. 

Sincerely, ~ 

~+~ 
Town ~ .. • "' ·) .er 

cc: Tom f' lll'.ch, Town Commissioner 

i -; 1 20!2 

f\ li • f ... 
I If\ \I l " :lt_P ... 



Project Description 

SR-AlA (Ocean Boulevard) and 

Sewall's Point Road 

Traffic Signal Rehabilitation Civil Engineering Professionals 

The Town of Sewall's Point wishes to increase public safety, promote walk-a-bility, and improve the 

aesthetics of the SR-AlA corridor by rehabilitating the existing traffic signal equipment at the 

intersection of SR-AlA (Ocean Blvd) and Sewall's Point Road. This intersection serves as the eastern 

gateway to the Town, is located adjacent to the Indian River, and is less than 2 miles from the Atlantic 

Ocean coastline. The proposed traffic signal rehabilitation would replace the existing span wire assembly 

with mast arms, add accessible pedestrian signal equipment, and relocate aerial power lines to 

underground conduit to maximize wind/ storm resistance, maximize accessibility by disabled persons, 

and maximize intersection beautification. 

Two conceptual designs have been created for this project, which include both a four-single mast arm 

approach and a two-double mast arm approach. The Town prefers the later design, however 

construction issues/cost may dictate the one built by the FOOT. 
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PAY ITEM 
101-1 
102-1 
110-4 
570-1-2 
630-1-12 
630-1-14 
632-7-1 
635-1-11 

639-1-21 

639-2-1 
639-3-11 
641-2-12 
646-1-11 

649-31-118 

649-31-119 

650-51-312 
650-51-512 
653-191 
663-74-15 

665-t1 

690-34-1 
690-80 
699-1-1 
699-99 
699-1-5 

E. OCEAN BLVD & SEWALL'S POINT ROAD 
ENGINEER'S PRELIMINARY ESTIMATE OF PROBABLE COST 

DESCRIPTION UNITS QUANTITY 
MOBILIZATION (10% of Project Cost) LS 1 
MAINTENANCE OF TRAFFIC (20% of Project Cost) LS 1 
CONCRETE PAVEMENT, REMOVAL OF EXISTING SY 148 
PERFORMANCE TURF (SOD) SY 182 
CONDUIT- SIGNALS (F&I) (UNDERGROUND) LF 400 

CONDUIT- SIGNALS (F&I) (UNDERGROUND- JACKED) LF 1,500 
CABLE -SIGNAL (F&I) PI 1 
PULL & JUNCTION BOXES (F&I) (PULL BOX) EA 16 

ELECTRICAL POWER SERVICE (SIGNALS) (PURCHASED BY CONTRACTOR BY POWER 
COMPANY) 

AS 1 

ELECTRICAL SERVICE WIRE (F&I) LF 800 -
ELECTRICAL SERVICE DISCONNECT (F&I) (POLE MOUNT) AS 1 
PRESTRESSED CONCRETE POLES (F&I) (TYPE P-11 SERVICE POLE) EA 1 
ALUMINUM SIGNAL POLE, PEDESTAL EA 8 

M/ARM,F&I, WS-150,DBLARM,W/O LU 60-70.5 EA 1 

M/ARM,F&I, WS-150,DBL ARM,W/0 LU 70.5-70.5 EA 1 

TRAFFIC SIGNAL (F&I) (3 SECTIONS) (1 DIRECTION) (LIGHT WEIGHD AS 4 
TRAFFIC SIGNAL (F&I) (5 SECTIONS) (1 DIRECTION) (LIGHT WEIGHD AS 4 
PEDESTRIAN SIGNAL (F&I) (LED-COUNTDOWN) (1 WAY) AS 8 
VEHICLE DETECTOR ASSEMBLIES (F&I) (VIDEO) EA 1 
PEDESTRIAN DETECTOR (F&I) (POLE OR CONTROLLER CABINET MOUNTED DETECTOR 

EA 8 
STATION) 
COMPLETE POLE REMOVAL- DEEP. DIRECT BURY EA 4 
SPAN WIRE ASSEMBLY, REMOVE EA 4 
INTERNALLY ILLUMINATED SIGN EA 4 
FPL UNDERGROUND RELOCATION PI 1 
INTERNALLY ILLUMINATED SIGN EA 4 

TOTAL 
CONTINGENCY (20%) 
DESIGN 

UNIT COST 
24,327.40 
53,520.20 

14.75 
2.00 
4.90 
11.07 

2,833.34 
325.02 

1,500.00 

1.41 
465.05 
712.91 
780.64 

37,688.50 

44,122.11 

737.52 
1,195.64 
561.11 

5,591.34 

129.87 

829.67 
207.91 

2,766.57 
80,000.00 
2,049.35 

CEIITESTING/ ADMINISTRATION 
GRAND TOTAL 

TOTAL 
24,327.40 
53,520.20 
2.183.00 
364.00 

1,960.00 
16,605.00 
2,833.34 
5,200.32 

1,500.00 

1 '128.00 
465.05 
712.91 

6,245.12 

37,688.50 

44,122.11 

2,950.08 
4,782.56 
4,488.88 
5,591.34 

1,038.96 

3,318.68 
831.64 

11,066.28 
80,000.00 
8,197.40 

221,025.45 
44,205.10 
45,000.00 
50,000.00 

360,230.55 

1 of 1 
6/6/2012 



PAY ITEM 
101-1 
102-1 
110-4 
570-1-2 
630-1-12 
630-1-14 
632-7-1 
635-1-11 

639-1-21 

639-2-1 
639-3-11 
641-2-12 
646-1-11 

649-31-102 

649-31-103 

650-51-312 
650-51-512 
653-191 
663-74-15 

665-11 

690-34-1 
690-80 
699-1-1 
699-99 
699-1-5 

E. OCEAN BLVD & SEW ALL'S POINT ROAD 
ENGINEER'S PRELIMINARY ESTIMATE OF PROBABLE COST 

DESCRIPTION UNITS QUANTITY 
MOBILIZATION (10% of Project Cost) LS 1 
MAINTENANCE OF TRAFFIC (20% of Project Cost) LS 1 
CONCRETE PAVEMENT, REMOVAL OF EXISTING SY 148 
PERFORMANCE TURF (SOD) SY 182 
CONDUIT- SIGNALS (F&I) (UNDERGROUND) LF 400 
CONDUIT -SIGNALS (F&I) (UNDERGROUND -JACKED) LF 1,500 
CABLE -SIGNAL (F&I) PI 1 
PULL & JUNCTION BOXES (F&I) (PULL BOX) EA 16 
ELECTRICAL POWER SERVICE (SIGNALS) (PURCHASED BY CONTRACTOR BY POWER 

AS 1 
COMPANY) 
ELECTRICAL SERVICE WIRE (F&I) LF 800 
ELECTRICAL SERVICE-DISCONNECT (F&J)(POLE MOUNT) 

---- ---
AS 1 

PRESTRESSED CONCRETE POLES (F&I) (TYPE P-11 SERVICE POLE) EA 1 
ALUMINUM SIGNAL POLE, PEDESTAL EA 8 

M/ARM.F&I, WS-150,SINGLE ARM,W/0 LUM-46 EA 2 

M/ARM,F&I, WS-150,SINGLE ARM,W/0 LUM-60 EA 2 

TRAFFIC SIGNAL (F&I) (3 SECTIONS) (1 DIRECTION) (LIGHT WEIGHT) AS 4 
TRAFFIC SIGNAL (F&I) (5 SECTIONS) (1 DIRECTION) (LIGHT WEIGHT) AS 4 
PEDESTRIAN SIGNAL (F&Il (LED-COUNTDOWN) (1 WAY) AS 8 
VEHICLE DETECTOR ASSEMBLIES (F&I) (VIDEO) EA 1 
PEDESTRIAN DETECTOR (F&I) (POLE OR CONTROLLER CABINET MOUNTED DETECTOR 

EA 8 STATION) 
COMPLETE POLE REMOVAL - DEEP, DIRECT BURY EA 4 
SPAN WIRE ASSEMBLY, REMOVE EA 4 
INTERNALLY ILLUMINATED SIGN EA 4 
FPL UNDERGROUND RELOCATION PI 1 
INTERNALLY ILLUMINATED SIGN EA 4 

TOTAL 
CONTINGENCY (20%1 
DESIGN 

UNIT COST 
25,518.90 
56,141.40 

14.75 
2.00 
4.90 
11.07 

2,833.34 
325.02 

1,500.00 

1.41 
465.05 
712.91 
780.64 

21,343.30 

25,519.47 

737.52 
1,195.64 
561.11 

5,591.34 

129.87 

829.67 
207.91 

2,766.57 
80,000.00 
2,049.35 

CEI!fESTING/ADMINISTRA TION 
GRAND TOTAL 

TOTAL 
25,518 .90 
56,141.40 
2,183.00 
364 .00 

1,960.00 
16,605.00 
2,833.34 
5,200.32 

1,500.00 

1,128.00 
465.05 
712.91 

6,245.12 

42,686.60 

51,038.94 

2,950.08 
4,782.56 
4,488.88 
5,591 .34 

1,038.96 

3,318.68 
831 .64 

11,066.28 
80,000.00 
8,197.40 

236,753.08 
47,350.70 
45,000.00 
50,000.00 

379,103.78 

1 of 1 
61512012 



AS NEEDED JUL SEP NOV JAN MAR MAY
STRATEGIES STRATEGIES STRATEGIES STRATEGIES STRATEGIES STRATEGIES STRATEGIES

2.B.1  Use new website to 
solicit improvement ideas 
from the public.

1.D.3  Evaluate state highway 
projects using Electronic Review 
Comments (ERC) System.

2.B.2  Create toolbox of bicycle 
and pedestrian improvement 
projects.

2.B.5  Request that landscaping, 
shade trees, and other pedestrian 
amenities are incorporated into 
project designs.

1.A.1  Examine local plans and 
identify areas targeted for mixed-
use development.  

5.D.2  Work with FDOT in the 
development of the Pedestrian 
Safety Action Plan.

4.D.3  Perform annual 
assessment of efforts for each 
goal.

5.C.1  Enter into agreements 
with partners to complete 
joint projects or programs.

4.D.1  Identify indicators of 
success to determine the impacts 
of this plan.

3.D.4  Develop public service 
announcements for television 
and radio.

2.E.1  Review MPO and local 
government budgets and Capital 
Improvement Plans.

1.A.2  Research and promote 
benefits of mixed-use 
development.

5.D.3  Participate in the 
development of the Regional 
Greenways and Trails Plan.  

5.E.1  Publish annual progress 
report highlighting 
accomplishments and unfunded 
initiatives.

5.C.2  Review joint effort 
after the project or program 
has been completed.  

4.D.2  Determine performance 
measures based on indicators 
and collect baseline data.

3.D.5  Create and distribute 
safety information and 
accessories.

2.E.2  Research and determine 
feasibility of applying for and 
administering grants.

1.A.3  Research benefits of 
implementing complete streets 
policy.

5.E.2  Share information 
materials with executive/ 
legislative staff.

5.D.1  Regularly attend 
neighboring MPO and 
TCRPC meetings.

5.A.1  Identify bike and ped 
advocates and potential partners.

4.C.1  Research benefits of 
biking and walking.

2.E.3  Create viable funding 
source matrix.

5.E.3  Invite legislative liaisons 
to public events and forums.

5.A.2  Meet with potential 
partners to better understand 
short and long-term objectives.

4.C.4  Develop flyers, brochures, 
and Idea Cards for various age 
groups.

3.C.3  Encourage use of 
effective bicycle and pedestrian 
signage.

5.A.3  Establish the BPAC 
meetings as a bike and ped 
forum for regular coordination.

FISCAL YEAR 2013



Strategy 5.A.2
Meetings with Potential Partners

Martin MPO
Bicycle Pedestrian Action Plan

09.10.12

Date Related 
Goal.Obj.Strat Brief Description Partners Additional Comments

23-Feb-12 4.D.1 Developed draft performance measures for BPAC review BPAC
27-Feb-12 5.A Presented Bicycle & Pedestrian Action Plan to City of Stuart 

Commission
City of Stuart Endorsed by City Commission

29-Feb-12 4.D.1 Identified sources of data for performance measures
5-Mar-12 5.B.2 Met with ENG Staff to discuss Willoughby Resurfacing project ENG Will include bike lanes from Pomeroy north to 

point just south of Monterey
6-Mar-12 5.B.2 Met with ITS Staff to discuss sidewalk data collection effort ITS ITS Staff is updating sidewalk layer.  Will 

include attributes.
28-Mar-12 5.A Presented Bicycle & Pedestrian Action Plan to City of 

Stuart/Martin County Chamber of Commerce
Stuart/Martin Co 
Chamber

Endorsed by Transportation Local Gov't 
Committee

30-Mar-12 5.A.1 Contacted State Park Managers to schedule project review 
meetings

State Park 
Managers

Scheduled meetings with Park Managers

2-Apr-12 5.A.2 Met with Savannas Preserve Park Manager to review proposed 
projects

Savannas Preserve Discussed challenges to proposed projects 
within preserve area

5-Apr-12 5.B.2 Met with ENG Staff to discuss potential SCOP project application ENG County will apply for resurfacing funds for SW 
Bridge Rd from SR 76 to CR 711; inc. bike 
lanes

10-Apr-12 5.A.2 Met with JD State Park Manager to review proposed projects JD State Park Modified proposed projects

14-Apr-12 4.D.1 Reviewed performance measures with BPAC BPAC
18-Apr-12 5.A.2 Met with Seabranch Preserve Park Manager to review proposed 

projects
Seabranch Preserve Discussed challenges to proposed projects 

within preserve area
May-Jun 12 4.C Distributed bicycle maps to local bicycle shops and civic groups Stuart/Martin Co Chamber; Parks & Rec; 

Village Shop; Belgium Bike; Bike Shop Inc.
3-May-12 5.B.2 Met with ITS Staff to discuss sidewalk data collection effort ITS Sidewalk layer continues to be updated with 

additional attributes.
8-Jun-12 5.B.2 Met with ENG Staff to discuss potential CIGP project application ENG County will apply for ROW acquisition funds 

for Willoughby Extension; will inc. bike lanes.

13-Jun-12 5.B.2 Met with ENG and MCSD Staff to discuss existing and proposed 
sidewalk projects

ENG; MCSD Agreed to meet to review identified and 
evaluated sidewalk gaps

25-Jun-12 2.A; 2.B; 2.C; 2.E Created sidewalk shapefiles to show gaps in facilities ITS; ENG
5-Jul-12 2.A; 2.B; 2.C; 2.E Used BP Action Plan project evaluation criteria to analyze gaps in 

sidewalks
ITS; ENG

6-Jul-12 2.A; 2.B; 2.C; 2.E Created sidewalk priority maps based on gaps and evaluation 
criteria

ITS; ENG

9-Jul-12 4.D Reviewed implementation timeframe for FY 2013 strategies with 
BPAC

BPAC Modified timeframe per BPAC comments



Strategy 5.A.2
Meetings with Potential Partners

Martin MPO
Bicycle Pedestrian Action Plan

09.10.12

11-Jul-12 2.A; 2.B; 2.C; 2.E; 
5.B

Met with ENG and MCSD Staff to review high priority sidewalks 
based on evaluation criteria

ENG; MCSD Will work to identify additional source of funds, 
including MPO funds

12-Jul-12 2.B; 2.E Met with ENG Staff to identify feasible project to include on MPO 
List of Priority Projects

ENG Proposed the addition of #20 High Meadow 
bike lanes from Martin Downs Blvd to Murphy 
Rd

13-Jul-12 2.B; 2.E Met with FDOT and ENG Staff to discuss MPO priority projects FDOT; ENG Included #20 High Meadow bike lanes on 
LOPP

19-Jul-12 5.A; 5.C; 5.D Met with TCRPC Staff to review scope of Martin and St. Lucie 
Counties Regional Waterways Plan

TCRPC; St. Lucie 
TPO

Discussed opportunity to include connections to 
alternative modes of transportation 

25-Jul-12 2.B; 2.E; 5.A Met with ENG and MCSD Staff to review existing sidewalk 
projects and additional funding sources

ENG; MCSD

25-Jul-12 4.A; 5.A Created and distributed Martin County East Coast Greenway map 
to ECG Alliance Staff

ECGA Discussed route designation application

31-Jul-12 5.A.1 Developed list of potential and current partners
8-Aug-12 5.A; 5.D Attended FDOT FL Bicycle and Pedestrian Initiative workshop

9-Aug-12 5.A; 5.C; 5.D Attended presentation by TCRPC Staff regarding proposed scope 
for Regional Waterways Plan

TCRPC; ENG; 
GMD; City of 
Stuart; CRA; PRD

10-Aug-12 2.B; 2.E Met with ENG Staff to discuss the funding of the Port Salerno 
sidewalk project

ENG Discussed ability to use MPO funds to construct

16-Aug-12 2.B.2 Developed format for the Bicycle & Pedestrian Toolbox
22-Aug-12 3.D Contacted MCSD Staff regarding interest to distribute FDOT 

safety materials
MCSD Will place order for materials in Oct (once grant 

funds are available)
23-Aug-12 3.D Contacted FDOT Staff regarding additional materials for schools FDOT FDOT will ship materials to MPO for 

distribution
24-Aug-12 1.D; 2.B; 2.E; 5.B Discussed opportunity to add shared use path to proposed Citrus 

Grove Community Park and Martin Gateway Center development 
with ENG Staff

ENG Pathways are included in park project.  
Additional connection to Citrus will be added.  
Recommendation to construct sidewalk along 
Citrus will be made through development 
review process.

30-Aug-12 3.D.5 Distributed Safe Routes to School bicycle and pedestrian safety 
information to Martin County School District

MCSD
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