
MARTIN METRO POLIT AN PLANNING ORGANIZATION 
CITIZENS' ADVISORY COMMITTEE MEETING 

Martin County Administration Building 
Growth Management Conference Room 

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

www .martinmpo.com 

Wednesday, May 6, 2015 - 9:00 a.m. 

1. CALL TO ORDER 
Ms. Sheila Kurtz, Chair, called the meeting to order at 9:06 a.m. 

2. ROLLCALL 
Members in Attendance: 
Sheila Kurtz, Chair 
Stephen Driver 
Saadia Tsaftarides 
Daniel Parz 
John Patteson 
Gary Coton 

Members Excused: 
Amy Eason, Vice Chair 
Michael Houston 

Members Absent 
Al Zilg 
Trent Steele 

Staff in Attendance: 
Beth Beltran, MPO Administrator 
Bonnie Landry, Senior Planner 
Margaret Brassard, Administrative Assistant II 
Muniah Dekle, Planner II 

Others in Attendance: 
Stewart Robertson, Kimley-Hom 

A quorum was present for this meeting. 

3. APPROVE AGENDA 
Mr. Stephen Driver made a motion to approve the agenda. The motion was 
seconded by Ms. Saadia Tsaftarides. There were no objections. The motion passed 
unanimously. 
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4. APPROVE MINUTES 
Mr. John Patteson made a motion to approve the regular meeting minutes of 
February 4, 2015. Mr. Dan Parz made a second to the motion. No corrections 
were requested. The motion passed unanimously. 

5. AGENDA ITEMS 
A. DRAFT FY2015/16 - FY2019/20 TRANSPORTATION IMPROVEMENT 

PROGRAM (TIP) 
Ms. Bonnie Landry introduced herself advising that she will present the Draft TIP 
for comments. The committee will see it again for a second time in June inclusive of 
any comments. The TIP is based on the Tentative Work Program which was 
approved in December by the Metropolitan Planning Organization (MPO) Board. 
Ms. Landry reviewed the annual funding cycle which begins with the List of Project 
Priorities (LOPP) in September and developed into the Tentative Work Program in 
December. The TIP includes projects funded for the next five years. Ms. Landry 
provided a summary of the LOPP and highlighted changes. Ms. Landry described 
projects from the Transportation Alternative Program (TAP) which are grant funded. 
She said that the Kindred Street/Johnson Avenue complete street project was added 
to Fiscal Year (FY) 2018. Ms. Landry refreshed the committee's memories that the 
TIP provides a comprehensive list of regionally significant transportation projects 
that will be Federally or State funded. She stated that the TIP has a five year 
planning horizon, it is included in the Long Range Transportation Plan (LR TP) and 
must be cost feasible. Mr. Dan Parz noted that at a recent meeting it was discussed 
that the committees approve projects and they subsequently get changed. He asked 
"generally" if a project is changed, giving an example of the addition of a sidewalk 
on a project, if that means there are funds for that addition. Ms. Beth Beltran 
clarified that the project to which he was referring has been on the LOPP for a 
couple of years, and it had bicycle lanes. She said that members of the Bicycle 
Pedestrian Advisory Committee (BP AC) noted that the corridor doesn 't have 
sidewalks, and it had been identified in the Bicycle Pedestrian Action Plan with 
extended limits as well as having a sidewalk. She said when the resurfacing project 
came up as the additions had been identified in the Action Plan, they were included. 
Mr. Parz inquired if there was funding available to cover those additions. Ms. 
Landry affirmed that the funds will be there to cover those improvements at the time 
planned. Mr. Parz stated that sometimes portions of projects get cut due to lack of 
funding. Ms. Beltran advised that in this particular case the projects are 100% 
funded with Federal funds. She said that many County resurfacing projects are State 
funded which have a local match. When the projects are put out for bid, if the bids 
are higher than anticipated, sometimes the sidewalks or bike lanes are eliminated to 
lessen the match funding. Ms. Landry said that the TIP is divided into five sections 
and she briefly described each. The Major Projects were summarized noting that 
High Meadow A venue is a resurfacing project, Murphy Road Bridge is a bridge 
replacement, and widening of State Road (SR) 714 from Citrus Boulevard to Martin 
Downs Boulevard from two to four lanes. Mr. Coton inquired if that would include 
sidewalks or bicycle lanes. Ms. Beltran said that the State has included bike lanes as 
a part of that project. Ms. Murriah Dekle said that there are sidewalks leading up to 
the project so it would make sense to continue them. Ms. Landry advised that part 
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two outlines the Financial Plan and reminded the committee that the TIP is 
financially constrained so funds have to be available in order for the project to be in 
the Work Program. The projects in the TIP also must be consistent with the 2035 
LRTP Goals and Objectives and Local Plans. She advised that the MPO will be 
doing some of the same types of public involvement for this as they have for other 
projects. It will be on the website, the Interactive TIP is "key word" searchable, a 
newspaper ad recently ran to broadcast that the 45 day review period had officially 
begun, it is going through the advisory committees, and copies are in the County 
libraries as well as the Administration Building. Ms. Landry advised that the public 
hearing will be on June 15th at the MPO Policy Board meeting. She provided the 
time line showing today' s meeting requesting input from the Citizen's Advisory 
Committee (CAC). Ms. Landry provided a view of how the final document will be 
laid out. She said the highway projects will have a map showing the location of the 
project, a description of the project limits, and the funding source being used. She 
said for transit, aviation and Districtwide projects will only consist of a summary 
without a map. Ms. Landry advised that staff is seeking approval of this initial 
Draft. 

Mr. Gary Coton made a motion to approve the Draft TIP. The motion was 
seconded by Ms. Saadia Tsaftarides. The motion passed unanimously. 

B. 2040 LONG RANGE TRANSPORTATION PLAN (LRTP) DRAFT NEEDS 
PLAN 
Ms. Beltran introduced Stewart Robertson of Kirnley Horn to present this item, 
adding that the MPO has worked closely with FOOT, the steering committee and the 
consultants on the 2040 Long Range Transportation Plan (LRTP). She refreshed the 
minds of the committee that they heard about the Draft Goals and Objectives at the 
Joint Advisory Committee meeting, which were presented to and approved by the 
MPO Board last month. Mr. Robertson advised that Ms. Dekle is handing out copies 
of the presentation for the committee's information. He stated that he will provide an 
overview of the presentation. He said he will touch on the public involvement 
process and ways that they have engaged the public, he' ll discuss the Needs Plan and 
how it fits with the overall context of the LRTP, and then go through the Draft 
Needs Plan ' s project list. He reminded the committee of the Goals and Objectives 
presentation at the Joint meeting indicating that now they are going into the Needs 
Plan process which is where all the transportation needs are analyzed between now 
and 2040. Mr. Robertson said that at this time they are not considering the financial 
constraints, they are only considering all available needs. Later in the process, he 
said, they will be considering the financial resources to forecast the anticipated, 
available transportation revenues and the plan will become financially constrained. 
Several workshops, stakeholder meetings and focus groups have been held, and 
public input is continually coming in via these events, the website, comment cards, 
surveys and information through social media. Mr. Robertson mentioned the 
Mobility Bucks process where attendees are provided with the Mobility Bucks and 
they distribute the bucks in the boxes that are labeled with different types of projects 
in order to demonstrate limited funds and their desired priorities. He said that non
motorized transportation activities is the predominate leader; bike lanes and 
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sidewalks as well as maintaining the currently existing infrastructure and utilizing 
congestion management tactics are top ranked. Mr. Robertson stated that they are 
capable of tracking the number of website hits, statistics for social media such as 
Facebook in order to tract the number of persons who have liked the project on a 
weekly basis. He added that for the week of April 19, 2015 there were 319 
Facebook "likes" and the page had more than 2,000 views. The survey is designed 
so that each computer is limited to one survey to avoid duplications. Mr. Parz asked 
how people find the Facebook page. Mr. Robertson said The Firefly Group (the sub
consultant) is responsible for the public engagement component of the plan and has 
designed various strategies to involve the public. The Facebook page is one of these 
strategies, and there is a link from the project website www.martin2040.com . Ms. 
Landry said Facebook has reach so many people because if one person " likes" the 
2040 Facebook page, then all of this person ' s friends will then see the page pop up. 
The publicity is designed to reach a wide audience. 

Mr. Robertson transitioned to explaining that the Needs Plan defines the 
transportation needs of the LRTP which have been analyzed to be necessary by the 
horizon year [2040]. The Plan exists for non-motorized transportation such as 
walking or cycling, for transit as well as for highway modes. He added that a variety 
of sources are used to develop the Needs Plan with the intention to develop and 
support transportation mobility through the year 2040. He said the information is 
being obtained through many avenues: the public engagement process, workshop, 
the survey and the technical documents such as the Bicycle/Pedestrian Action Plan, 
Transit Development Plan (TDP), List of Priority Projects (LOPP), Travel Demand 
Model (TDM) and FDOT Strategic Intermodal System (SIS). Mr. Robertson said he 
would like to first discuss the non-motorized Needs Plan. He explained the legend 
showing that existing and proposed facilities are listed. He said that they strived to 
provide projects that were recommended in the Plan to be a comprehensive network 
of walking, bicycling opportunities when implemented which would include major 
corridors as well as neighborhood connections. Mr. Coton asked that he expand on 
the proposed greenway trail. Mr. Robertson said that could be a walking/cycling 
path which may be in a separate path along a canal or beside the road that would be 
more of a "park-like" setting, whereas a shared use path would be along the 
roadway. Mr. Robertson stated that the lines on the map are also represented in 
tabular form. He provided additional details such as if the project is located in a 
Community Redevelopment Area (CRA), was the result of a public workshop or if 
the project had been identified in a prior document. Mr. Robertson noted that there 
are sidewalks, bicycle corridors [defined broadly to include various types of bike 
lanes from conventional, buffered, separated and others to meet the future changes or 
needs in the LRTP], shared use paths, trails and greenways adding that the list was 
organized by type. Ms. Saadia Tsaftarides said that there are no improvements 
indicated for the Golden Gate area. Mr. Robertson asked if there are any particular 
needs for that area. Ms. Tsaftarides said that a shared use path would be great 
possibly on Jefferson Street. Ms. Dekle noted that a shared use path is listed as a 
new route along Dixie Highway from Salerno to Cove Roads and it was a 
collaborative effort from the CRA and the BP AC Action Plan to have this on a main 
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road but not on the residential streets. Ms. Tsaftarides said that more needs to be 
done on the local roads. Ms. Beltran said that this tool is a Federal and State 
mandated Plan. She said a Jot of these projects will be eligible for Federal funding 
whereas local roads are not, they must rely on CRA or other funds. 

Mr. Robertson advised that the Transit portion of the Needs Plan begins with service 
projects which come from the TDP with new ideas stemming from the public at the 
recent workshops. He said that increasing frequency of the existing routes or the 
addition of new service to Hutchinson Island and Palm City were frequent requests. 
He said that amenities along the routes have also been identified from bus shelters to 
maintenance/operation improvements including the new administration and 
operation center or the Park n' Ride lots. Mr. Dan Parz asked what percentage of 
infrastructure repairs are covered under this Plan as a lot of rebuilding will need to 
be done in the next 40 years as well as new construction. Mr. Robertson stated that 
the Long Range Plan focuses on new projects with capital investments however they 
are required to include the maintenance and operation costs for a project. This 
information is included in the projections of revenue they anticipate to build and 
maintain the project. He said that the aging infrastructure and funds being dedicated 
to maintain existing roadways or bridges is a concern for the Engineering 
Department. Mr. Robertson said that the Transit Needs Plan is very realistic; there 
are no outlandish routes or services being requested, and it may genuinely be 
achieved. He said that hopefully when they get into the financial phase they will 
find the anticipated resources available. Mr. Parz expressed pleasure that there is a 
separate section on Maintenance and Operations. 

Mr. Robertson went on to address the Roadway Needs Plan analysis which 
illustrates future traffic patterns through the year 2040, starting with the Base Year 
2010. This information is analyzed for accuracy and results in a list of roadway 
needs. This includes reviewing 2040 socioeconomic projections of growth in 
housing and employment. This model shows that if nothing more is done other than 
what is currently funded in the work program, the results will show the 2040 traffic 
deficiencies. Mr. Coton inquired if they have those numbers available to them at this 
time. Mr. Robertson affmned adding that he has information on this should anyone 
wish to delve further into this matter. He said that another tool the County has is the 
Roadway Level of Service Inventory which is maintained by the Engineering 
Department. Mr. Robertson said that it reviews the traffic counts through 2000 on 
the roadways to develop historical growth routes as another accuracy check. Finally, 
he said, there' s the Needs Plan Model which analyzes the anticipated traffic needs by 
2040. Mr. Robertson showed a slide and explained that the roads in "blue" are 
considered underestimated, "green" fairly accurate and "red" the model is 
overestimating the traffic. As an example, Mr. Robertson advised that Martin 
Downs Boulevard, west of 1-95 and Bridge Road are consistently being 
overestimated. He advised that the colors in the legend represent the traffic 
congestion: "yellow" is approaching congestion, "orange" slightly over, and "red" 
annotates congestion over 20% capacity. He said that a closer look will be needed 
on Bridge Road as well as Martin Highway. Cove Road, Mr. Robertson said, was 
used as the example for being modeled fairly accurately, and it' s showing an over 
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capacity for 2040. This, he said, will have to be given more attention as the model 
had been more accurate predicting the 20 l 0 traffic. Mr. Robertson pointed out that 
there are fewer deficiencies on surface streets such as Bridge Road and Martin 
Highway. He said they do anticipate deficiencies on Cove Road, I-95 throughout 
Martin County, SR 710 west of lndiantown adding that the east portion isn' t 
anticipated because the model accounts for it as a funded, committed project. Mr. 
Driver inquired as to the difference made due to the Veteran' s Memorial Bridge 
(VMB) as it' s not shown on this map. Mr. Robertson said that the bridge and 
widened road to it are included in the model so the traffic has been accounted on this 
and the Palm City Bridge. Mr. Driver said the road expansion is now being 
constmcted and will be a major improvement once completed. Mr. John Patteson 
inquired if prior volume counts for 2010/2014 were wrong. Mr. Robertson said no, 
that it's more about replicating the 20 I 0 counts so if the model accurately predicts 
those numbers it is probably on a better performance track for 2040. Discussion 
ensued clarifying the model, the legend and how the accuracy was determined 
through analyzing the data using the aforementioned maps. Mr. Stephen Driver 
expressed concerns regarding the proposed "new railroad" which will adversely 
affect U.S. Highway One, Old Dixie Highway and other roadways each time the 
train goes through. He asked if this matter has been factored in, and asked about the 
anticipated congestion impacts. Mr. Robertson responded that as they move into the 
Financial Resource and Cost Feasible Plans they will be including analysis of some 
of those intersections or at grade crossings to determine the impact. Mr. Robertson 
directed the committee to see the legend on the resulting Draft Roadway Needs Plan 
Map. He highlighted a few widening projects with the assumption that other modes 
such as bicycle Janes and sidewalks will be included. Mr. Robertson explained the 
Congestion Management Process (CMP) which indicates roadways approaching 
capacity but widening is not in the community' s best interests. Mr. Robertson said 
that smaller scale, lower cost solutions, such as access management, multimodal or 
intersection improvements make up the CMP. He advised that the State 's Needs 
Plan contains the SIS improvements which are widening of 1-95, the Florida 
Turnpike and SR 710 west of Indiantown which will connect to the State's currently 
funded project east on SR 710. Ms. Kurtz requested that he discuss the Willoughby 
section. Mr. Robertson said that he was referring to Indian Street and it will be 
widening from four to six Janes. Ms. Kurtz inquired if that had already been on the 
books. Ms. Beltran advised that it has been on the books as part of the original 
Indian Street Bridge [VMB] project and that at one time widening Indian Street was 
a priority. Ms. Beltran refreshed the committee's memories from a few years ago. 
Capacity was not an issue through 2035 on the Indian Street/VMB project so staff 
recommended the funds from the Indian Street/VMB project be reallocated to the 
Big John Monahan Bridge for lighting. Staff took this through the advisory 
committees and the MPO Board, who approved reallocating some of the funds to 
provide lights for the Indiantown Big John Monahan Bridge as well as widening SR 
76. Mr. Robertson said that though Indian Street has not been a priority for a while, 
it remains a need. Mr. Robertson provided a synopsis of the next steps stating that 
once the Needs Plan is adopted it will be combined with the Financial Resource 
Analysis resulting in a Cost Feasible Plan in late summer/early fall. Then there will 
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be a two-month final public comment period with anticipated Plan adoption in 
December, 2015. Mr. Patteson asked how to review the priority scale as public 
meetings, even the website, can be over-weighted by public interest groups. Mr. 
Robertson advised that they are maintaining a tally as to what was received via the 
website verses the public meeting or focus group. Ms. Landry advised that they 
have a tally of the "Mobility Bucks" which is consistently bike lanes, sidewalks and 
maintenance. She stated that in Indiantown the only difference is that in addition to 
the top three, they requested a multiuse path as golf carts are major mode of 
transportation. Ms. Landry said that across the board, regardless of age, bike lanes 
and sidewalks were the top choices. Though these groups may not be cyclists they 
understand that facilities need to be provided for modes of transportation other than 
vehicles. Mr. Robertson noted that the spreadsheet included in the agenda lists all 
results from public workshops, focus groups, website whatever the venue, so the 
analysis, though cumulative, can also be individually broken out. Ms. Landry 
advised that there is another meeting on Friday which will be updated by the public 
outreach specialists on the website once held. Mr. Patteson asked if the locations for 
the public meetings are chosen via area of interest and if the on-line voting shows 
which amenities were requested by which area, in other words, people in Indiantown 
requesting cart ways. Mr. Robertson said they do not track the submitter' s location 
for the on-line requests, the ability may be there, but the only break outs would be 
from actual venue. Ms. Landry advised that the bulk of the results have come from 
the workshops and focus groups. Mr. Robertson also advised the committee of the 
"Clicker" game which was provided at the workshops to provide an immediate 
response to options while at the workshops. Mr. Patteson asked why the VMB was 
completed prior to widening SR 714 instead of vice versa before all the traffic. Mr. 
Robertson said he was not aware why SR 714 was handled in that manner, but we 
have the ability to look closer at matters in five year increments and we could 
recommend that they be done in particular increments from a planning standpoint. 
Ms. Tsaftarides mentioned Dixie Highway from Salemo Road to Jefferson Street 
there are only two lanes, why not from Indian Street to Jefferson. Mr. Robertson 
said that was the only segment that showed up as being deficient. Ms. Tsaftarides 
said she' s aware that there are six lanes from Jefferson to Indian Street but one of 
those Janes is a " suicide lane" [bi-directional lane]. She is of the opinion that from 
Monterey to Jefferson on Dixie Highway the only piece that needs CMP efforts is 
Indian Street to Jefferson, and no one is paying attention to that stretch. Mr. 
Robertson said that the CMP limits are not necessarily "fixed" so if it makes sense, 
within certain contexts, to look at the corridor, to extend the limits to a different 
street; it is something we could consider. It doesn' t have to end exactly where the 
model shows. Ms. Tsaftarides said the proposed area doesn 't need improving; the 
section that needs it is from Indian to Jefferson Streets. Mr. Steve Driver stated that 
the local issues were well addressed, but he cautioned that people who are not upset 
don't show up until they realize that something is going to affect them. Mr. 
Robertson concurred that when people believe that they will be negatively affected 
they speak up and not always during the planning phase; sometimes it' s under design 
before they notice. Ms. Tsaftarides recommended the consultant reach out to those 
at the CRA and the Neighborhood Advisory Committee (NAC) because that is 
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where you will get the most attention. She said you can request that a special 
meeting be held, and they would anange it. Ms. Kurtz asked Mr. Robe11son while 
you haven't gotten into the cost feasible portion yet, are you keeping a close eye on 
the unfunded mandates, and will it be included in this Plan. She mentioned a current 
bill in the Legislature which addresses road condition and safety in areas with school 
children. She added that it could be funds to improve the roads and how will that be 
addressed. Mr. Robertson said that they have allocated funds to a " Livable 
Community Initiative" which initiatives are not specifically identified, but the funds 
are set aside in a form of a reserve. Ms. Beltran noted that staff is seeking a 
recommendation to approved the Plan. 

Mr. John Patteson made a motion to approve the 2040 Long Range 
Transportation Plan Draft Needs Plan. The motion was seconded by Mr. 
Stephen Driver. There was no additional discussion. The motion passed 
unanimously. 

6. COMMENTS FROM COMMITTEE MEMBERS 
Ms. Sheila Kurtz requested that staff keep the committee in the loop regarding anything 
that the committee members should attend regarding All Aboard Florida (AAF). She 
mentioned that there' s a reference to it almost daily in the local newspapers. She asked 
Mr. Robertson how they defined the commuter rail when using the "Mobility Bucks" 
game at the recent workshops held. He said that it was defined more like Tri-Rail, a 
commuter service for going to and from jobs, more intercity. Ms. Beltran further 
explained the category is not a high speed train. Ms. Kurtz asked if we should address 
high speed rail since it' s "out there". Ms. Beltran said she didn ' t see much interest in 
passenger rail even being listed as Tri Rail; it was listed as number eight. People were 
more interested in putting funds toward maintenance, sidewalks and bicycle lanes. Ms. 
Kurtz clarified that people look at Tri-Rail as a positive as this area has wanted that for 
years, but AAF is not what this area wanted. She thought it should be further clarified to 
ensure that the AAF people could not mistake the area ' s desire for commuter rail with 
that of the high speed rail. Mr. Parz inquired if Amtrak in this area is dead since news of 
AAF has come out. Ms. Beltran stated that it was already dead before AAF hit the 
news. She said a few years ago the Florida East Coast (FEC) was negotiating with 
Amtrak as to how they could run on that corridor but there were several unresolvable 
issues. Ms. Beltran added that during that time, FEC was discussing with the State as to 
how to privatize passenger rail. She said that during the next year AAF was holding 
public meetings in this area, and while Amtrak was still proclaiming to be viable, FEC 
was changing their interests. Ms. Beltran said that when Mr. Rusty Roberts from AAF 
gave a presentation to the Joint Committee meeting he actually said that, "there would 
be no publically subsidized passenger rail on the FEC", which he obviously was 
referring to Amtrak. 

7. COMMENTS FROM THE PUBLIC 
None. 

8. COMMENTS FROM FDOT 
None. 
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9. NEXT MEETING 
• June 3, 2015 @ 1 :30pm 

IO.ADJOURN 
A motion to adjourn was made by Mr. Dan Parz. The second was provided by Mr. 
Stephen Driver. The motion passed unanimously and the meeting was adjourned 
at 10:31 AM. 

Recorded and Prepared by: 

Approved by: 

,b~ 
Shelia Kurtz, Chair Date 
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