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MARTIN METROPOLITAN PLANNING ORGANIZATION 
POLICY BOARD MEETING 

Martin County Administrative Building 
Martin County Commission Chambers 

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

www.martinmpo.com 
 

Monday, September 21, 2015 @ 9:00 a.m. 
 

AGENDA 
 
 

       ITEM               ACTION 
 

1. CALL TO ORDER – 9:00 a.m. 
 

2. PRAYER – Rev. James Brocious 
 

3. PLEDGE OF ALLEGIANCE 
 

4. ROLL CALL 
 

5. APPROVAL OF AGENDA            APPROVE 
 

6. APPROVAL OF MINUTES - Regular Meeting June 15, 2015           APPROVE 
 

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

 
8. BUSINESS ITEMS 

 
A. FY 2015/16-2019/20 TRANSPORTATION IMPROVEMENT                         APPROVE                         

PROGRAM AMENDMENT – ROLL FORWARD   
 

B. 2040 LONG RANGE TRANSPORTATION PLAN (LRTP)                            APPROVE  
DRAFT COST FEASIBLE PLAN (CFP)                 
 

C. INTERACTIVE TIP – MAINTENANCE AGREEMENT       APPROVE 
 

D. 2016 LEGISLATIVE PRIORITIES          APPROVE 
 
E. SR 76/KANNER HIGHWAY PROJECT UPDATE         INFORMATION 
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9. COMMENTS FROM FDOT 
 

10. COMMENTS FROM ADVISORY COMMITTEE MEMBERS 
 

11. COMMENTS FROM BOARD MEMBERS 
 

12. NOTES  
 

13. NEXT MEETING – October 19, 2015 @ 9:00 a.m. 
 

14. ADJOURN 
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MARTIN METROPOLITAN PLANNING ORGANIZATION 
POLICY BOARD MEETING 

Martin County Board of County Commissioner Chambers 
2401 S.E. Monterey Road 

Stuart, FL 34996 
(772) 221-1498 

www.martinmpo.com 
  Monday, June 15, 2015 @ 9:00 A.M. 

Minutes 
 

1. CALL TO ORDER. 
The Chair, Mr. Troy McDonald called the meeting to order at 9:00 AM. 
 

2.   PRAYER–Reverend James Brocious, Stuart Alliance Church 
 Held after the Roll Call. 

 
3.   PLEDGE OF ALLEGIANCE 
 
4.   ROLL CALL 

Members in Attendance: 
Troy McDonald, Chair, City of Stuart Commissioner 
Sarah Heard, Vice-Chair, Martin County Commissioner 
Eula R. Clarke, City of Stuart Commissioner 
Vinny Barile, Town of Sewall’s Point Commissioner 
John Haddox, Martin County Commissioner 
Doug Smith, Martin County Commissioner 
 
EX-OFFICIO 
Hilary McKeich, Indiantown 
 
Members Excused: 
Anne Scott, Martin County Commissioner 

 
Members Absent: 
None. 
 
Staff in Attendance: 
Beth Beltran, MPO Administrator 
Margaret H. Brassard, Administrative Specialist II 
Bolivar Gomez, Senior Associate Planner 
 
Others in Attendance: 
Reverend James Brocious, Stuart Alliance Church 
Henry Copeland 
Darril Vogeli, Titan America 
Bill and Dotty Spies  
Paul J. Bangs, Martin County Engineering 
Julio Delgado, FDOT 
Jose Santiago, Marlin Engineering 

Page 3

http://www.martinmpo.com/


 

Martin MPO Meeting Minutes Page 2 of 26    June 15, 2015 

Regina Wall 
Gina Montana  
Mike Lankheim  
Donna Melzer  
Dorothy Spies  
Cindy Spies  
Ashley Spies  
Sarah Spies  
Alexander Ernst  
Virginia Sherlock  
Ed Fielding  
Jeanine Longtin  
Bob Ernst  
Lisa Maack, FDOT 
Stewart Robertson, Kimley Horn 
 
A quorum was present for this meeting. 
 

5. APPROVE AGENDA 
A motion was made by Ms. Eula Clarke to approve the Agenda. Mr. John Haddox 
offered a second to the motion.  The motion passed unanimously.  
 

6. APPROVAL OF MINUTES 
Ms. Eula Clarke made a motion to approve the minutes of the May 18, 2015 meeting.  
Ms. Sarah Heard provided a second.  No additions or deletions were made.  The 
motion passed unanimously. 
 

7. PUBLIC COMMENTS 
(PLEASE LIMIT YOUR COMMENTS TO THREE MINUTES; COMPLETE CARD TO COMMENT) 
The Chair acknowledged that there will be several public comments and called Ms. 
Dorothy Spies to the podium. 
 
Ms. Dorothy Spies said that she has two complaints.  First complaint is State Road (SR) 
76 (Kanner Highway), even though it has already passed.  She said her children have to 
cross that roadway and it will be six lanes.  She said that there are six people in one 
family, four of whom will be driving and it’s dangerous.  It’s already difficult to have to 
make a right turn, drive down the street then come back in order to do it the “safe” way as 
they have been advised that there will not be a stop light.  Second, she expressed 
displeasure with All Aboard Florida (AAF) coming through as it will be 500 feet or less to 
her home.  She said that the trains are slated to be traveling 80 miles per hour (MPH) in 
her vicinity adding that the currently disruptive freight trains are only traveling 50 MPH, 
which really poses a hazard.  Ms. Spies said it will decrease tax revenue with the 
devaluation of the homes.  She said she’s hopeful that it may not be too late, though she’s 
concerned that is not true as they are building in Miami and West Palm Beach, Florida.  
She questioned what six person family would pay that fare and once at the destination 
have to rent a car /taxi to get where they are going.  She said this will be bad, with the 
traffic back-ups, impending accidents and railroad closures.  Thank you. 
 
Ms. Donna Melzer introduced herself to speak against AAF always, but her focus today is 
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Kanner Highway becoming six lanes.  She requested that the Board not approve the 
roadway becoming six lanes to Monterey Road.  Ms. Melzer stated that Martin is different 
than other areas to our south in that the leaders and residents have worked together to have 
more coordinated roadway improvements.  She said that Martin can do it better especially 
for our gateways.  Ms. Melzer said that approval of this project would have a high cost of 
safety, and the ad valorem taxes when there are many pressing needs.  She said that she 
spoke to the Metropolitan Planning Organization (MPO) staff less than a year ago 
questioning the six lanes at the interchange with I-95.  It was accepted as a done deal, yet 
she was told that there was no more expanding to six lanes or large projects like this on 
the horizon due to lack of funds.  Ms. Melzer stated that residents have been blindsided.  
She said that FDOT can provide better options, and suggested that FDOT be requested to 
return to the drawing board to come up with a better option.  Ms. Melzer said when the 
workshops were happening several people went and she asked ahead of time if residents 
would be told about projects coming up.  She was requested to write on the sheet what she 
learned about the County, which doesn’t help.  She said residents want to know what is 
coming, what residents can do about it and what can be done better for Martin.  Martin 
County history will record your vote today, please make it the right one.  She implored the 
Board to keep Martin different and not accept this proposal.  Ms. Melzer said that you will 
soon hear from the young people and see from their presentations that this is not the 
direction that Martin should take and certainly not at the speed it is going.  She said the 
County needs to slow down, AAF is already coming at the residents at a blinding speed, 
the residents need to discuss this to see if the residents really want this project.  Thank 
you. 
 
Ms. Cindy Spies was called to the podium.  She advised that she lives off of Kanner 
Highway and the residents do not want it to be six lanes adding that she is speaking for 
herself as well as others who were unable to attend this meeting today.  She noted that this 
expansion of FDOT’s will negatively impact residents near Kanner Highway and those 
people don’t live or drive here.  Ms. Spies told the Board that they are working for the 
residents, they need to go to FDOT and tell them that the residents don’t want this 
expansion.  She said if they want the residents to advise FDOT, they will.  Ms. Spies said 
that the current design is wide enough for the residents.  She said if they take away the 
median or just leave a small strip there, it will be more difficult to cross three lanes, then 
look to ensure the path is clear to cross the next three lanes.  She said vehicles in that area 
are pulling large trailers with everything from horses to landscapers and the roadway will 
become very difficult to safely cross.  Ms. Spies said if those same vehicles have to go 
down the road to make a U-turn at another light in order to cross more safely it will 
inconvenience everyone anyway.  She said they do not want that imposition.  She said her 
daughters will attest that they will be glad to go out and make Kanner Highway more 
beautiful by planting trees at no expense to the taxpayers.  She requested that the 
Commissioners please consider this request by standing up for the residents and saying 
“no” to the “FDOT Highway”.  She requested that the Commissioners refuse bribes or 
being “told” what to do, they must stand up to FDOT.  Thank you. 
 
Ms. Ashley Spies was called to the podium.  Ms. Spies introduced herself saying that she 
will discuss the existing Kanner Highway in contrast to FDOT’s proposed six lanes using 
a PowerPoint which she has prepared.  Ms. Spies said that the green medians help create 
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beautiful surroundings, which without the green medians would look more like West Palm 
Beach and Martin does not want to look like West Palm Beach.  She highlighted a saying 
that it should be full of live oak trees and attractive plants adding that trees enhance the 
town’s beauty while requiring no maintenance.  Ms. Spies said that they can help get 
volunteer groups to provide and plant the trees.  She provided a photo of the actual Indian 
Street intersection showing what a six lane intersection looks like without any greenery.  
Ms. Spies said during a rain event the storm water drains into the gutters, eventually being 
flushed into the South Fork River.  This increases pollution in the river which is what they 
are trying to prevent.  She provided a photo of the Cove Road intersection highlighting the 
greenery in the median noting the increased level of beauty which would diminish without 
it.  Ms. Spies showed the intersection at Monterey as another example of FDOT’s six 
lanes of concrete devoid of beauty.  She showed the median on Pomeroy Street with the 
beautiful flowing greenery and trees.  Ms. Spies said that the current medians on Kanner 
could have trees planted for beautification, but she highlighted that there is only one 
within five miles.  She said it’s a shame that it’s the only tree from Indian Street to Cove 
Road.  Ms. Spies said that if FDOT makes Kanner Highway six lanes it will be very 
unattractive.  Please don’t allow Martin to start looking like so many of the other big 
counties, and please help keep it beautiful!   
 
Ms. Sarah Spies was called to the podium.  Ms. Spies introduced herself and said that she 
resides on Linden Street.  She will be addressing making Kanner Highway six lanes.  Ms. 
Spies said if the median is removed or lessened at Gaines Avenue it will make crossing 
the road very difficult.  She showed a slide of Southwood Trail which has two 
communities adding that if this intersection becomes six lanes the magnitude of the 
dangers going east or west increase dramatically.  Ms. Spies said the third intersection will 
be Appaloosa Street, and showing the aerial view she noted the difficulties going east 
adding that if people have to go around they will have to go all the way to Flora Road 
which will greatly inconvenience residents.  She showed an aerial of the intersection at 
Indian Street and Kanner Highway adding that it’s a very difficult roadway to have to 
cross.  Ms. Spies mentioned that South River is a 55 plus community which will be 
another troublesome and dangerous area to go east.  She added that when there are three 
plus lanes the speed limit needs to decrease as people have the tendency to increase their 
speed which increases the danger.   She said to the Board that she hoped they can see the 
dangers and difficulties with having this roadway become six lanes.  Ms. Spies implored 
the Board to put a stop to this FDOT six lane project.  She provided the Board with 
FDOT’s mission and value statement asking that they review it.  She noted FDOT is not 
abiding by their own statement.  Ms. Spies said that they listed that they would listen to 
the people because they care about the residents, but that’s not what she is seeing.  Ms. 
Spies said that she’s got papers that she would like to hand out.  Mr. McDonald gave her 
permission to distribute them.  Ms. Clarke inquired if the papers were “testimonies” from 
other area residents.  She said that it’s a letter from her to each of the Board members.   
 
Mr. McDonald called Mr. Henry Copland to the podium.  Mr. Copland introduced himself 
as residing in Jensen stating that he is here to request that the Kanner widening be 
removed from the TIP to reserve those judgments and potentials for years to come as well 
as for other MPOs to consider.  He said that he made this same presentation to the Board 
of County Commissioners (BOCC) last week and will provide a written email to each of 
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you which you will be in receipt of by this afternoon.  Mr. Copland requested that the 
Board imagine coming into Martin County 20 years in the future to visit Stuart for the first 
time.  He added that his parents did it in 1979 and he came in approximately 2001.  Many 
fly into West Palm Beach and drive to Stuart.  He said the first substantive view of Martin 
is taking the turn from the interstate to travel Kanner Highway.  Mr. Copland said now 
imagine the view for potential visitors or residents coming down Kanner with no greenery 
in sight and even being walled-in to the concrete vision.  He said if it’s during a peak hour 
you’ll experience drivers using the three lane roadway as a NASCAR speedway to ensure 
that incremental advantage, adding “Welcome to Martin County”.  Mr. Copland, 
continuing with the vision, said the traveler checks into the hotel noting the high hotel bed 
tax, probably a higher sales tax than neighboring Counties.  Once there, he said, if they go 
to the river they will see the toxic algae blooms because Martin hasn’t provided clean 
water.  He continued that when they go to the beach, they will see that they have to pay to 
park, so they may choose to take the children to visit the Sailfish Splash Water Park near 
the Correctional Center and spend $20 a person for a hot day in the sun with a snack.  He 
questioned, “This is the future of Martin County?”  Mr. Copland then stated that he hopes 
the visitors like train noise as the freight and passenger trains will be whizzing by 
frequently.  He said the final parting glimpse of Martin will be driving out of the concrete 
corridor devoid of any color, and they may murmur to themselves, “I wonder what this 
place was like 20 or 30 years ago”.  Mr. Copland advised that today is the day to make 
that change in Martin’s future by removing this widening project from Kanner Highway 
while sending that message to your sister Board members.  He said that not only will these 
items turn off the future but the rational will be that it will ruin everything to make room 
for a population influx that the majority of the residents don’t want.  Mr. Copland stated 
that the need isn’t clear, it’s currently unnecessary, it’s not what Martin embodies so 
please remove it from the TIP.  
 
Mr. McDonald called Mr. Alexander Ernst to the podium.  Mr. Ernst stated that his 
presentation will take a trip from Kanner Highway to Monterey Road.  He advised that he 
will show the nice medians which are green and could house landscaping beginning at the 
Cove Road intersection.  He showed the Salerno, Pomeroy intersections and the “before” 
picture of Indian Street then showed the “after” picture of Indian Street which is all 
concrete.  He showed the overview of Indian Street devoid of color, consisting only of 
concrete.  Mr. Ernst then showed Monterey again stating that it’s all concrete and there’s 
nothing that can be done to it.  
 
Mr. McDonald called Ms. Regina Wood to the podium.  She introduced herself adding 
that she moved to Martin in 1977 and that she is opposed to the widening of Kanner 
Highway for aesthetics and safety reasons. She said that she hears a lot about how Martin 
needs to be developed to make jobs for the next generation.  She added that her stepson 
was born and raised in Martin but has moved to North Carolina.  The last time he visited 
her in Palm City, he commented that Martin is not how he remembers; it’s becoming more 
wall to wall cars and roads.   She noted that many have moved out because of that 
situation.  Ms. Wood expressed her concerns with SR 714 becoming another Okeechobee 
Boulevard.  She said development can happen, but it needs to be aligned with the desires 
of the residents, not be driven by the “special interests”, money or those outside of Martin 
County.   
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Ms. Virginia Sherlock was called to the podium.  She introduced herself as being from 
Stuart advising that she was aligned with the other speakers opposing the widening of 
Kanner Highway, changing the town’s “gateway” into an expressway dotted with high 
concrete noise walls.  Ms. Sherlock implored the Board to not let FDOT go through with 
this project that the residents do not want.  She reminded the Board that they are their 
representatives and that they are supposed to speak for them.  The locals expect their 
representatives to advise FDOT to shelve this project on the back burner where it belongs.  
She reminded the Board that the project was reprioritized with virtually no notice to the 
public, and once the public learned of it, they were extremely vocal leaving no doubt as to 
their objection to the project.  Ms. Sherlock said that she read the entire Draft TIP, 
confessing that it’s difficult to comprehend, that she’s unaware how this project fits in, 
adding that there is one sheet in the Draft which refers to it as a $39 million dollar project 
but doesn’t inform as to dates and plans.  She said it’s not clear to her how it fits into the 
TIP.  Ms. Sherlock requested that this project be removed from the approved TIP or advise 
FDOT that the MPO, the representatives for the Martin County residents, do not want this 
project to move forward at this time.  She said that this Board has an obligation to 
Martin’s residents, to use your voice, which is heard at the State and Federal levels.  To 
use that voice ensuring that FDOT is aware that this project is unnecessary, as traffic 
counts don’t support it, too expensive, and it is simply not wanted.  Ms. Sherlock stated 
that as the MPO, a resolution needs to be adopted to “just say no to FDOT!”  
 
Mr. McDonald called Mr. Mike Lankheim to the podium.  Mr. Lankheim stated that he 
resides at Linden and Kanner Highway with approximately 2,000 feet of frontage on 
Kanner Highway.  He said he is greatly impacted by this project and that there currently is 
a problem pulling out onto Kanner from Linden, noting a fatality in 2002.  He said that 
traffic counts don’t justify the widening and Kanner will even be less affected by traffic 
once the Palm City Road construction is completed, as it is mostly down to one lane of 
traffic at this point in time.  Mr. Lankheim suggested that possibly the new visitors riding 
down the six lane highway will enjoy hearing his cows “moo” as they cause their heads to 
protrude through the fence on Kanner adding that the neighborhood is residential and 
agricultural noting that it’s the Ag district which is agriculture.  Mr. Lankheim stated that 
he frequents Northlake Boulevard in Palm Beach County.  He inquired if there is a grand 
scheme to turn Martin into that type of area with the five minute stop lights, where people 
are rushing to beat the light causing accident after accident.  Mr. Lankheim said he’s 
against it as driving there is unpleasant.  He asked if the gas tax was too high, since some 
of the funds would be constructing this roadway, adding that some funds would be coming 
from Martin County.  Mr. Lankheim stated that noise walls do not work, they reflect the 
energy or it refracts over the top.  He said what’s needed is something to absorb the sound 
like shrubs, trees and space.  He mentioned that noise walls provide a place for gangs to 
place their graffiti as well as separating neighborhoods.  Mr. Lankheim said that 
landscaping in the middle of Kanner Highway would be nice.  He inquired if it’s a 
conspiracy, were the medians on Kanner not landscaped for a reason, adding that live oaks 
and other plants could be placed in there to enhance the roadway.  Mr. Lankheim stated 
that he hopes that all these “new unknown people” will appreciate his cows mooing, his 
tractor’s running, and he’s going to place an old school bus on the roadside with a “U-
PICK” sign for the grape vineyard.   
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Mr. McDonald called for Ms. Jeanine Longtin to approach the podium.  Ms. Longtin said 
she is here to address the six lanes of Kanner Highway.  She said she’s a “new timer” here 
with all of the “old timers”.  She said that she was a teacher from “southern county”, 
where there’s a lot of concrete, they are looking for jobs there as well because concrete 
does not bring in jobs.  She said that Martin is unique, it’s a destination for those from 
Palm Beach and other counties.  Ms. Longtin said that she would like to read excerpts 
from a letter dated March 21, 2014 addressed to the Commission at a recent joint meeting; 
the Martin County School Board (MCSB) learned about a proposed project wherein 4.26 
miles of SR 76 would be increased from four to six lanes from SW Lost River Road to SE 
Monterey Road.  The School Board Members voiced their concerns during this meeting, 
included reduced property values and student safety.  She stated that the unique and 
special appearance of Martin County lends to its appeal and maintenance of the higher 
than average tax base.  Ms. Longtin said that this is value added difference which 
separates Martin from other counties around the state.  She said Martin is separated from 
the other counties, noting the concerns that establishing SR 76 as a six lane divided 
highway with noise walls will reduce property values along and around the corridor.  
Reduction of property values will negatively impact the school district budget.  SR 76 
carries many of our students to nearby and adjacent schools by bus, personal vehicles, 
bicycle and on foot.  Expanding the highway as proposed will induce increased traffic 
speeds/volumes, create longer pedestrian crossing distances and cause a lot of natural 
surveillance of students from adjacent residential neighborhoods due to noise walls.  
These are just some of the factors that make a six lane highway inherently more dangerous 
and deadly for all users than a four lane facility.  Ms. Longtin stated that the MPO’s most 
recent LRTP does NOT call for widening the full length of this corridor until the years 
2020 and 2030.  She suggested a more prudent and balanced course would be to 
commission that FDOT modify the project to include widening SR 76 only between Lost 
River and Cove Roads, adding robust and dignified landscaping throughout the corridor.  
Ms. Longtin stated that it sounds like the landscaping will be donated and people are 
volunteering to plant it, to which she too, offered her services.  She thanked the Board for 
their important consideration of the quality of the student education and safety of the 
design of this project roadway, which was signed by Mr. Michael Busha, Chair member, 
Martin School Board, District 1.  Ms. Longtin concluded that in a follow up letter dated 
April 4, 2014, this letter was approved unanimously by the Martin County School Board 
and she asked if this Board agreed with the School Board, please stop FDOT’s “six lane 
disaster” as it will destroy the unique Martin County communities.   
 
Mr. McDonald requested the final speaker, Mr. Bob Ernst, to come to the podium.  He 
advised the audience that if there were any additional people desiring to speak they may 
complete a comment card and provide it to staff.  Mr. Bob Ernst introduced himself to the 
Board stating that he resides on Lyndon Street in the Rural Heritage Community which is 
one of the most protected communities in the world, thanks to Martin County.  He advised 
that he will be addressing FDOT’s six lanes on Kanner Highway in the current TIP, the 
controlling TIP, though he said that he will also address the up-coming TIP.  Mr. Ernst 
stated that as viewed in the previous presentations, having the six lanes will create less 
access, safety and greenery, not be mention being horribly ugly.  He said it will also create 
more pollution which will go into Fern Creek, ending up in the South Fork River, yet we 
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give lip service about protecting our waterways.  Mr. Ernst said that we are going to allow 
a project that will create more pollution and at the cost of $30-$35 million.  He provided a 
slide from the MPO’s TIP which states that consistency is required between the 2035 
LRTP and the current TIP.  Mr. Ernst said that in the case of FDOT six lanes on Kanner 
Highway, they are not even close.  He showed slides from the prior and the upcoming 
TIPs noting that the date order will be inconsistent as it was inconsistent in the Plan.  Mr. 
Ernst showed that what is in the 2025-2030 Plan regarding Kanner Highway is not 
consistent but this is what is called for in the Plan.  He showed the first item being “C” 
from the 2016-2020, Kanner Highway widening from four to six lanes from Salerno to 
Jack James Roads.  The second is Kanner Highway widening from four to six lanes from 
Indian Street to Salerno Road.  This is 2021-2025.  Mr. Ernst said the third one is Kanner 
Highway widening from four to six lanes from Monterey Road to Indian Street.  He 
commented that he’s not reading anymore because it’s so bizarre but it’s 2026-2030.  
Number four is Kanner Highway widening from four to six lanes from County Road (CR) 
711 to Lost Road, that’s been thrown out. He said there is no consistency at all between 
2015 and the dates.  He said it fails due to the fact that it’s inconsistent.  Mr. Ernst showed 
the funding page from the 2035 Plan.  He said it shows the funding for 2016-2020, Kanner 
Highway/Jack James/Salerno Road. Mr. Ernst said the next line shows 2021-2025 Kanner 
Highway/Indian Street.  He noted that this is the funding and the Plan has to be consistent 
with the funding, the 2026-2030 Kanner Highway/Indian Street/Monterey Road. Mr. Ernst 
said there is no conformity in those segments as to what is being proposed for Kanner 
today.  He added that he’s not looking to blame people, he wants to see consistency and 
have it done correctly which isn’t happening at this time.  Mr. Ernst said at this time, we 
need to stop this project because it does not meet the requirements of the 2035 LRTP or 
the existing TIP.  He said when the FDOT six lanes goes away, all the issues go away like 
noise walls, pollution, less access, safety and greenery while saving the County taxpayers 
$2.5 million because that’s the amount slated for this project.  Mr. Ernst said that the 
source is from the residents paying for water and sewage; he asked the Board if they 
thought it was fair?  He stated that the Florida taxpayers will save $30-$35 million.  Mr. 
Ernst showed a picture of the corner of Lyndon and Kanner Highway, saying that FDOT 
is trying to confiscate half of his neighbor’s property adding that they actually asked if it 
would be donated first.  He said that the house in the picture is home for a family of five 
and his neighbor has been in litigation with FDOT for over a year because of this property.  
Mr. Ernst said that the confiscation hasn’t taken place yet, but if the six lanes go through it 
will be confiscated.  He provided a slide showing the nation’s gas taxes and Florida is the 
sixth highest.  Florida is the third largest state in the nation and Texas is the second largest 
but look what they pay for gas taxes.  He added that of all the Southern tier states, none 
compare to what Florida pays for gas taxes.  He said that the gas taxes need to be driven 
down, as obviously the State doesn’t need the funds because they are squandering it.  Mr. 
Ernst suggested that the Board take action and stop this project.  He reiterated that this is a 
violation of the Martin’s 2035 LRTP and this body needs to address FDOT about this 
matter. 
 
Chairman McDonald called Commissioner Ed Fielding to the podium.  Mr. Fielding 
introduced himself as being with Martin County.  He said his District consists primarily of 
the City of Stuart but it does include Kanner Highway.  Mr. Fielding stated that a lot of 
reasons have been heard noting why Kanner Highway is not a good choice.  He added that 
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what people may not know is that there was a bid challenge and the bid was let on the six 
lanes.  However, with this challenge, the process has come to a halt.  Mr. Fielding said 
that provides an opportunity for Martin to express deep concerns from the MPO that this is 
not timely.  He said that the Board has heard repeated testimony, and having resided in the 
area for over 30 years he concurs with the accuracy of these testimonies.  Mr. Fielding 
said that this would be extremely detrimental for the neighborhoods along Kanner 
Highway.  He said that this challenge is providing Martin the opportunity to express that 
the MPO has concerns as to the untimeliness of the project.  Mr. Fielding said that there 
are four aspects of this project.  That the six laning will be going from South Lost River 
Road north to near the high school; another part is the sound walls which is a component 
of the expansion; the residents didn’t get a choice in this decision only the neighborhoods; 
moving of the utilities is another component.  If the six lanes happen, the sound walls go 
up, the road is extended, the County will have to spend about $2 million to move the 
utilities; the forth aspect are the safety changes at I-95 and Kanner Highway.  Mr. Fielding 
noted that these changes are necessary due to the traffic back-ups at peak travel hours.  He 
said that the safety changes on I-95 and Kanner Highway is a stand-alone project which 
gets his full support.  Mr. Fielding said that the County may request additional State funds 
for these safety changes.  He said for the other three elements of the project, he would 
encourage this Board to approve sending a letter to the District 4 Secretary suggesting that 
during this interim, a review for reconsideration be performed.   
 
Mr. McDonald expressed his gratitude for the presentations of the young constituents.  He 
said that he has concerns with respect to this project as well but he will mention it during 
the TIP Agenda Item. 

 
8. BUSINESS ITEMS 

A. FY 2014/15 TRANSPORTATION ALTERNATIVE PROGRAM (TAP) 
GRANT APPLICATION 
Ms. Beltran advised that the Transportation Alternative Program (TAP) Grant 
Program project application comes before this Board annually.  This year only one 
application was submitted from Martin County.  Mr. Paul Bangs of the Martin 
County Engineering Department introduced the Bridge Road Sidewalk Project in 
Hobe Sound saying that the project is .37 miles long, near Banner Lake and Bridge 
Road.  Mr. Bangs went on to provide a PowerPoint explaining the project.  
 
Ms. Sarah Heard made a motion to approve staff recommendations.  Ms. Eula 
Clarke provided a second to the motion.  There was no public comment or 
additional discussion.  The vote was called and the motion passed unanimously.   

 
 
B. SR 710 PROJECT UPDATE  

Ms. Beltran stated at the May MPO meeting, the Board requested an update from 
FDOT on the SR 710 Widening Project.  Mr. Delgado introduced himself as the 
FDOT Project Manager, and introduced the consultant, Mr. Jose Santiago, from 
Marlin Engineering who is providing the design services.  Mr. Delgado said that this 
project stemmed from a Project, Development and Environmental (PD&E) study 
made in 2011.  He advised that the purpose of this project is to accommodate the 
traffic volumes through 2040, address safety concerns and improve transportation 
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links between Palm Beach, Martin and Okeechobee counties.  Mr. Delgado went on 
with his presentation, stating that the scope of the project is to reconstruct SR 710 to 
become a four lane, two-way, divided roadway from the Florida Power and Light 
(FP&L) Plant to CR 609.  Mr. Delgado said that when he made the presentation last 
May to the Board that there were four items brought up, the crash history, the shared 
use path, the criteria and the existing utilities on the corridor.  Mr. Santiago came to 
the podium and went on to address these four items, mentioning the Frasier Trail that 
Commissioner Smith had described during the May meeting.  Mr. Santiago said 
there were questions as to reimbursable agreements for utilities. Mr. Santiago said in 
March they met with the impact utility owners, they identified/resolved the majority 
of the conflicts while discussing any new/planned facilities that the utilities may 
have had.  He said there specific FP&L distribution facilities that will be reimbursed.  
Ms. Heard asked him to further explain.  Mr. Delgado said he would respond.  If the 
utilities are on their [FP&L’s] specific easement, that qualifies it for reimbursement.  
If there are utilities that are on FDOT’s ROW and they [FP&L] have a permit with 
FDOT, those lines would not be reimbursable.  Ms. Heard said that she wants further 
explanation why Martin utilities are not reimbursable on Kanner Highway, or if 
maybe they are reimbursable.  Mr. Delgado said if the facility is on an easement they 
own, that will be factored into the reimbursement question.  Mr. Santiago said that 
they would have to look at the specific agreement between the facility and the 
Department for the details of the determination.  He said some facilities within 
easements inside the FDOT ROW are reimbursable and facilities not within the 
easements inside FDOT are not reimbursable.   
 
Ms. Heard said at the beginning of Mr. Delgado’s presentation he said the 
justification is to make the corridor ready for 2040, in what year are the projected 
traffic volumes going to exceed concurrency?  Mr. Delgado said that it’s anticipated 
between 2030-2040 but he will confirm that and get back to her.  Ms. Heard stated if 
that is the case she is of the opinion that this project is premature.  She said that this 
proposal is still without design, with exceeding concurrency not anticipated for 
another 15 years and this proposal is expected to spend $33 million on 
approximately five miles of roadway.  Mr. Delgado concurred saying if ROW and 
construction are included.  Ms. Heard continued that a 12 foot multimodal path is 
$6.7 million.  Mr. Delgado said it’s not just the path it is also to accommodate other 
elements, i.e. the 40 foot wide median and the north bound lanes will be within the 
new ROW.  Ms. Heard said if there is a higher than average crash ratio on this road, 
it’s because it’s a straight road, and high speed limits which are frequently exceeded.  
She is of the opinion that if the capacity is increased, people will drive even faster 
making the crash pattern worse.  Ms. Heard said that too much money is being spent 
to solve a need that doesn’t need to be solved until 2040 and she strongly believes 
that this project should be stopped.  Mr. Smith asked to have the FDOT 
representative provide an explanation to those listening as to the Strategic 
Intermodal System (SIS), how this fits into the SIS, why Martin participates in SIS 
and if Martin can choose not to participate in SIS.  He reflected that Martin was the 
last to build I-95 and requested an explanation as to how this all works?  Mr. 
Santiago explained that the SIS is a network of roads that feed freight traffic to/from 
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the ports i.e. SR 710 is a direct route to the Port of Palm Beach.  Mr. Smith asked 
why FDOT plans for this.  Mr. Santiago stated that one of the largest drivers of the 
expansion to four lanes was traffic volumes adding that Okeechobee County is 
discussing four lanes on SR 710 up to SR 70 possibly even to 441.  He said that he is 
of the opinion that it is to extend the projected traffic to the ports into FY 2040 as the 
expansion need was identified.  Mr. Smith inquired if there was expansion 
happening in Palm Beach County.  Mr. Santiago affirmed that they are expanding 
their portion of the roadway as well.  He added that the portion of SR 710 is in 
design but he is unsure if it is funded for construction.  Mr. Haddox noted that the 
capacity numbers may not be there until 2040, so he asked if there’s a projection as 
to the increase in truck traffic due to the expansion of the ports and the Panama 
Canal.  He said that when a lot of trucks hit that two lane highway, vehicles try to 
pass them which dramatically increases the safety issues.  Mr. Santiago affirmed and 
Mr. Delgado added that the current percentage of trucks on SR 710 is 21%.  Ms. 
Heard commented that roads are the single most important factor as to location of 
development and she is of the opinion that this is an attempt to direct future 
development.  She said that the area is rural in nature and she’s unsure if there’s a 
special interest looking for cheap land to create new towns but she believes that this 
is unwarranted.  Ms. Heard concluded that she does not believe the excuse of the 
need for capacity to the ports, but that it’s more a way to shape future development.   
 
Ms. Heard made a motion to remove Agenda Item 8B (SR 710 Project Update) 
from the priorities as it is not needed for another 20 years. 
 
Ms. Beltran advised that this is an informational item only. She said that SR 710 is 
not an MPO priority; it’s a State priority.  Ms. Hilary McKeich introduced herself as 
a resident of Indiantown and thanked the representatives for their presentations.  She 
said that the residents see the need to have the four lanes constructed sooner rather 
than later though the current traffic counts may not dictate the need.  Ms. McKeich 
said that planning now for the future is paramount as 2030-2040 will be here before 
we know it.  She stated that the residents know it is a highly traveled roadway and 
traffic will increase as the agriculture in Indiantown progressively expands their 
economic development.  Ms. McKeich expressed her sentiments to those indicating 
their desires to slow the road as it is a fast road.  Ms. McKeich stated that she is of 
the opinion that the widening should remain as a State priority and that she hopes it 
will be revisited as the traffic count goes up.  Mr. McDonald said that he dislikes that 
road as he finds it incredibly dangerous and has experienced a couple of close calls 
due to speeders or people passing while on his motorcycle.  Mr. McDonald 
mentioned that it was said that FDOT was looking at getting ROW from the north 
side of the road instead of trying to obtain ROW from the CSX Railroad.  He 
suggested getting ROW for the shared use path from the CSX as many shared use 
paths, greenways and bike trails run along the side of the railways, which would 
lessen the property owner’s impact.  Mr. McDonald said if it is the objective of the 
State to have shared use paths, why not seek ways to lessen the impact on the 
residents as the railroads don’t seem to mind impacting the residents.  Mr. 
McDonald suggested the representatives go back to the drawing board, look at 
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different ways that this could be phased in, and come back with all new ideas instead 
of the 195 feet of new ROW and designing a four lane highway.  Mr. Santiago said 
that currently just west of Fox Brown Road, the Department is constructing passing 
zones within the FDOT ROW.  Mr. McDonald restated that a motion has been 
made, though a second was not forthcoming, concluding that the motion failed. 
 
Ms. Clarke suggested that possibly having an additional public meeting in 
Indiantown would be beneficial.  Mr. Santiago said that is currently being planned.  
Mr. Vinny Barile thanked the consultants for the presentation and noted the 
comparison to the passing lanes on SR 60.  He inquired as to the truck traffic on SR 
60 as compared to SR 710.  Mr. Santiago said he doesn’t have the numbers with him 
but his personal experience is that there is a considerable amount of truck traffic on 
that corridor and the passing lanes are a huge safety benefit, adding that he’s not 
seen any accidents in his travels on that roadway.  Mr. Barile requested that the truck 
percentage for SR 60 be brought to the Board for a comparison to SR 710.  Mr. 
Santiago agreed.  Ms. McKeich inquired as to the timeline for the proposed four 
lanes of SR 710 from the Big John Monahan Bridge to SR 708.  Mr. Santiago said 
that he will get that information to her.  Ms. McKeich explained that she is of the 
opinion that the traffic count would have been the same to four lane the traffic going 
north from SR 609 to Martin Highway as it would be going south adding that it’s 
only a ten mile difference from those commuters going to either West Palm or 
Miami, which means the same traffic count would have been used for the other end 
of the road.   
 
Seeing no additional discussion the Chairman McDonald requested that a five 
minute closed captioning break be taken as it was 10:30 A.M. 
 
The meeting reconvened.  Chairman McDonald called the meeting to order at 10:41 
A.M. advising that this opens the public hearing. 

 
C. PUBLIC HEARING 

FINAL DRAFT FY 2015/16 – FY 2019/20 TRANSPORTATION 
IMPROVEMENT PROGRAM (TIP) 
Ms. Beltran advised that this is the Final Draft of the FY2015/16-FY2019/20 
Transportation Improvement Program (TIP).  Ms. Beltran stated that last September, 
this Board approved the List of Project Priorities (LOPP) that was submitted to 
FDOT to become the Tentative Work Program.  She advised that Stacy Miller and 
Secretary Wolfe of FDOT presented the Tentative Work Program for FY 2016 in 
December, which the Board approved.  The projects then came to this Board as the 
Draft TIP at last month’s meeting.  Ms. Beltran went on with her presentation, 
advising that the TIP has been posted on the MPO’s website, advertised in the 
newspaper, and has gone twice through the MPO Advisory Committees, with hard 
copies in each of the County Public Libraries as well as the Administration Building, 
bringing us to today’s Public Hearing.  One change, Ms. Beltran noted was that the 
SR 710 project that ran through Indiantown has been removed from the TIP and is 
not in FDOT’s Work Program. She advised that staff is seeking approval of the TIP.  
Mr. McDonald opened the floor to the public adding that Mr. Bob Ernst had 
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expressed a desire to speak on this item.  Mr. Ernst passed out handouts to three 
Commissioners.  It was noted that as this is a Board each member should have 
received copies.  Mr. Ernst advised that he is addressing the TIP that today’s hearing 
is about specifically the page in the TIP as advertised in the hearing.  He suggested 
that Martin is missing what should be their number one priority which is the 
interchange at I-95 and Kanner Highway.  He provided a slide with the modification 
in the TIP which shows an increase cost from $5,249,600 to what is currently in the 
County’s Capital Improvement Program (CIP) to $7,567,238.  Mr. Ernst provided a 
slide from the County’s CIP expressing his shock from a recent Board meeting in 
which the Commission advised that they would fund this FDOT Interchange project 
using Martin Gas Tax and Impact Fees.  He noted that this is not Martin’s liability, it 
is a Federal/State highway of which FDOT should take responsibility and this could 
be Martin’s number one priority.  FDOT needs to take care of this soon as it’s a 
horrible intersection which was designed and constructed incorrectly but Martin does 
not need to pay for it.  Mr. Ernst showed a letter that was sent to the County 
Commission and the three Board members not on the Commission received a hand 
delivered copy earlier in this meeting.  He advised that this letter consists of a 
breakdown of what has happened to Martin County’s Gas Tax, $500,000, Impact 
Fees $2,000.000 with the total of Martin County Taxes being $2,462.877.  Mr. Ernst 
said that FDOT needs to make up for these funds.  He said FDOT has a grant for 
$3,504,361 they need to replace the Martin taxpayers’ funds.  Mr. Ernst provided 
some suggestion in the event FDOT couldn’t find the funding.  He stated that SR 
714 Interchange was listed, which he states is a beautiful, rural intersection which 
doesn’t need $1,234,900 for landscaping. Mr. Ernst stated that some locals have 
volunteered to landscape Kanner at no cost to the taxpayers and it would be absurd 
to spend that kind of money on landscaping for an already beautiful, rural, farmland, 
intersection.  He added that FDOT would install of bunch of expensive palm trees 
that would die, that money could be used to refund the taxpayers.  Mr. Ernst 
requested that the Board consider this, the project is not wanted, needed and it costs 
$30 million plus.  He noted that the cons have been highlighted; please reconsider 
the use of the Taxpayers funds, make this the Board’s number one priority today. 
Tell FDOT District 4 that they need to come up and fix this horrible intersection 
which they built as soon as possible.   
 
Ms. Clarke expressed her concerns with regard to the public input.  She inquired if 
there was more public response this year than in the past and can we be assured that 
the public has the opportunity to respond.  Ms. Beltran assured the Board that there 
was an ad in the local newspaper in April advising that copies of the TIP would be 
available for 45 days in the libraries as well as the Administration Center and on the 
website.  It was brought to each of the advisory committees adding that the TIP was 
mentioned at the Long Range Transportation Plan (LRTP) Workshops, utilizing 
basically the same avenues, however, there has been more public involvement 
response this year as we are in the development of the 2040 LRTP.  Ms. Heard noted 
page 93, Project 4342751, SR 76/Kanner Highway in the Port Mayaca area, 
questioning the expenditure of $1.1 million.  Ms. Beltran said that is a resurfacing 
project.  Ms. Heard noted page 99, the five year summary of Federal/Local and State 
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funding sources.  She said the jump from 2016 to 2017 reflects Martin with a semi-
constant contribution, however, the Federal and State portions drop from $24 million 
to $2.6 million and $50 million to $5 million respectively.  She asked if there is a 
reason for the decrease.  Ms. Beltran surmised that it could be due to the Board’s 
decision to focus more on non-capacity projects allowing funding for resurfacing, 
lighting and other types of projects not solely capacity.   She continued that because 
non-capacity projects cost significantly less that could be a major factor.  Ms. Heard 
said page 106 is the SR 76/Kanner Highway expansion from Lost River to Monterey 
Road.  She stated that presenters today claimed that capacity isn’t an issue until FY 
2026-30.  Ms. Beltran interjected that there was a misinterpretation as far as the 
LRTP being a planning tool, adding that she recently had a meeting with the 
County’s Director of Engineering regarding this matter.  Ms. Beltran advised that his 
concern was that in a few years SR 76 will become a concurrency issue based on the 
Comp Plan Level of Service (LOS) D, ultimately making the road widening a 
County issue.  She noted the speakers have misinterpreted the LRTP.  Ms. Beltran 
added that a scientific projection model is used, which begins with a base year and is 
run for 25 years out.  She furthered that the current base year is FY2010 and the 
projection will extend to FY 2040.  Ms. Beltran advised that the financial projections 
are a finite amount which is used to develop a Cost Feasible Plan (CFP).   Ms. 
Beltran stated that the Federal Highway Administration (FHWA) requires that the 
LRTPs take that projected finite amount and determine how it will be distributed 
across the projects in the LRTP over the five year increments.  She stated that 
FHWA recognizes that things change over time, so the LRTP is required to be 
updated every five years.  Ms. Beltran gave the example of the Indian Street Bridge. 
It was the number one priority in the 2030 Plan; although it wasn’t going to be 
funded for years, it was identified in the plan.  She reminded the Board that Martin 
received economic stimulus funds allowing the bridge to be constructed sooner.  Ms. 
Beltran stated that when the 2035 Plan was being developed funding for that bridge 
wasn’t on the list as it had already been funded.  She added that is another reason 
why the public involvement is so important with long range planning.  She reiterated 
that she encourages people to attend the workshops or complete the survey on the 
website, to voice their desires.   Ms. Beltran noted that the construction funds for SR 
76 were approved in a prior TIP.  She said that Secretary Wolfe spoke on the project 
in December during discussion on the noise walls.  Ms. Beltran advised that the State 
is moving ahead with that project as it’s their road and their funds.  She said because 
this is coming up now, during the TIP it reinforces the need for people to go to the 
LRTP website to express their desires, adding that another workshop will be held in 
a few months which she hopes residents will attend and get involved.   Ms. Beltran 
stated that they may comment on capacity and non-capacity projects supported by 
the Board i.e. sidewalks, bicycle facilities, and transit to name a few, as well as all 
other projects.  Ms. Heard stated that Martin obviously did not do a good job 
reaching the public about this project as now people are learning of it and are 
overwhelmingly opposed, adding that there must be a way to reset the project.  Ms. 
Heard said that FDOT hasn’t considered alternatives though she has asked for them 
over the years, and there has to be a way that the residents of Martin can effectuate a 
change in this project rather than being victimized.   

Page 16



 

Martin MPO Meeting Minutes Page 15 of 26    June 15, 2015 

 
Ms. Beltran said there is an opportunity to make a change; the State is willing to 
install landscaping for beautification but they would need a commitment from the 
County to maintain the landscaping.  The State would be willing to work with the 
County so it would be up to the County if they would be willing to work with the 
City.  Ms. Beltran said that if a Memorandum of Understanding (MOU) could be 
drafted between the parties to maintain the landscaping it could change the look of 
the project.  She said it sounds like the local community would also be willing to 
help.  Ms. Heard said it would be good if there was someone here from FDOT who 
could make that commitment.  Ms. Heard said until that commitment has been made 
she requests that this page be removed from the Final TIP.  Ms. Terry Rauth, Deputy 
Director of Engineering introduced herself advising that regarding the landscaping, 
the County would have to enter into an agreement with FDOT and funding to the 
County’s operating budget would need to be increased to maintain that landscaping.  
She added that in the recent past the County has been holding back on landscaping 
agreements due to the operational funding freeze.  Ms. Rauth said that early on, 
FDOT met with some of the developers along SR 76 to see if they were interested in 
maintaining landscaping if it were installed, but it was put on hold.  Possibly we 
could reinitiate it where the County could do a maintenance agreement with the 
developers.  She said the County could have an agreement with the State then the 
County could get an agreement with the neighborhoods to perform the maintenance.  
Ms. Heard advised that Martin should not contribute the $2.5 million toward the 
project.  Ms. Rauth said from the County’s standpoint, that once the concurrency 
fails, the roadway would become the County’s responsibility.  Ms. Heard interjected 
that it has not yet failed.  Ms. Rauth said at that point it would take years, anywhere 
from 10-20 years, to get the project going from the PD&E to construction with the 
County funding it because it would be the County’s trips and the County’s 
development.  Mr. Barile inquired if any storm water, safety or environmental 
studies were performed.  Ms. Beltran affirmed adding that the ROW acquisition in 
the current proposed TIP is a result of a storm water requirement.  Ms. Beltran 
reminded the Board that it was their number two priority for over six years.  Mr. 
Smith asked if the State is required to do the storm water and drainage as part of a 
project.  Ms. Rauth responded that today’s standards are much more rigorous than 
they were when the road was originally constructed.  She added that additional ROW 
will have to be acquired because of the more stringent water quality codes.  Mr. 
Smith asked if this was in concert with the Veteran’s Memorial Bridge or separate.  
Ms. Rauth advised that they were separate.  Mr. Smith inquired if the Special 
Transportation Area (STA) behind the Mobile gas station is tied in to this project?  
Ms. Rauth affirmed that it is for Indian Street and it uses the same outfall to the 
south of the County’s STA.  Mr. Smith said so there will be water quality 
compliance.  Ms. Rauth affirmed.  Ms. Heard said that FDOT is adding pavement 
and retention but it’s no benefit to the river.  Mr. Smith inquired how permitting 
works for road budgets, do you only deal with the new capacity and not have to be 
concerned with the existing project?  Ms. Rauth said the entire ROW must be 
considered and it goes through the Water Management District permitting.  Mr. 
Smith said that the water quality wasn’t there before because those rules were not in 
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affect at that time.  Mr. Smith said that now with the new permitting we will be 
adding capacity which will cover the entire ROW.  Ms. Rauth affirmed.  Ms. Clarke 
said that this as well as many other components to the Veteran’s Memorial Bridge, 
Kanner Highway and Indian Street have been discussed for years.  Ms. Clarke said 
that the County and Growth Management have worked to implement land use 
policies along that highway.  Ms. Clarke said she would like to request of Ms. 
Beltran from the MPO or Ms. Van Vonno from Growth Management, someone who 
understands the capacity and needs to be brought in to this conversation to help bring 
this matter to an intelligent, beneficial resolution.  Ms. Beltran advised that the 
funding for SR 76 widening was approved in a past TIP.  She said perhaps 
correspondence from the MPO could be written to the County and the City of Stuart 
addressing an MOU with FDOT regarding beautifying and maintenance of this 
gateway.  Mr. Smith said for years the MPO has had these conversations about 
various gateways and entrances into the City of Stuart.  He reflected that one 
presenter pointed out that there was a solitary tree in a median.  Mr. Smith agreed 
that it’s terrible as is the dead grass, Martin and the City should have better looking 
gateways.   He added if the City wants to put an agreement together with the County 
we could work together to determine ways for maintenance funding, adding that 
Martin Downs pays for the maintenance along Martin Downs Boulevard through 
their property owners association.  Mr. Smith asked if the Stuart Yacht and County 
Club maintain the maintenance on A-1-A, and Ms. Rauth affirmed that they pay for 
the majority of it as well. Mr. Smith suggested that possibly those in the corridor 
would be willing to fund a maintenance program. He noted that there are limitations 
as to what can be planted, where or when it can be planted, as there are criteria and 
standards that must be met.  Mr. Haddox agreed with a lot of the comments from the 
Board adding the importance of knowing where Martin will be ten years from now if 
we stop this project and Martin no longer meets concurrency.  Would Martin then 
have to pay $30 million to widen the road?  He requested that this be explained at the 
next meeting.  Mr. Haddox asked if this item had to be approved today.  Ms. Beltran 
affirmed saying that June is the end of the State and MPO is fiscal year.  Mr. Haddox 
requested that the Work Program be clarified as it sounds like this project is on its 
way.  Ms. Beltran stated that some people use Work Program and TIP 
interchangeably but they differ in that the Work Program is an FDOT document and 
the TIP is an MPO document.  Mr. Haddox asked how far along is the program, is it 
planned, designed, funded, are the ROW acquisitions in progress?  Ms. Beltran said 
FDOT is ready to go with construction once they address the bid protest.  Ms. 
Beltran said that when developers submit applications they are relying on the 
proposed capacity, so if there is a capacity project in the Work Program, then they 
can rely on that with regards to their application.  Mr. Haddox said it’s inevitable 
from the projections that sooner or later capacity will be reached and the roadway 
will have to be widened to meet concurrency.  Ms. Beltran affirmed adding it will be 
a matter of who pays for it, the State or local governments.   Mr. McDonald 
requested the current LOS rating.  Ms. Rauth responded that it varies by section, it 
has failed near the interchange, further east it’s a “D” and we are awaiting the figures 
on the most recent traffic count.  She noted that traffic on SR 714 has gone up 
considerably more than anticipated.  Mr. McDonald is of the opinion that it’s a 
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horrible design, he aligns with the presenters that the lack of landscape is sad, and 
for FDOT to place $1.4 million in landscaping on the interchange at I-95/SR 714 
while neglecting the Stuart gateway corridor is an appalling waste of resources.  He 
said that safety and capacity concerns have been expressed.  Mr. McDonald inquired 
how this had been a priority for such a long time and requested some history as to 
this project as well as what procedures take the roadway from the TIP to the Work 
Program.  Ms. Beltran expressed that’s why the public involvement is so important 
during the long range plan because the long range plan feeds into the TIP.  She 
explained the normal cycle for the TIP; once the project is in the long range plan it’s 
reviewed by the Board who determines the List of Project Priorities (LOPP) 
customarily in September. Once approved the LOPP is submitted to FDOT, then 
FDOT comes to the December Board meeting to present the State’s Tentative Work 
Program which will subsequently be presented to the Legislature.  After approval by 
the Legislature it is submitted to FDOT’s Central Office and returns to the MPO as 
the Draft TIP, which is viewed by the Board annually in May.  The final TIP is 
adopted in June; that allows the local governments to receive funding for the listed 
projects in the TIP.  Mr. McDonald said that it was mentioned that developments 
may have been approved based on the additional capacity and inquired if she was 
aware of any.  Ms. Beltran said she was not aware of any but acknowledged that a 
developer can use that in the application for capacity if it is programed by the State.  
Mr. McDonald asked if that information could be brought to the Board.  Mr. Smith 
said they would be in Interlocal and/or Prop Share Agreements. Ms. Rauth advised 
that some developers, specifically at the interchange since it previously failed, 
contributed funds to the interchange in order to get their permits and their projects 
completed highlighting roadways in the corridor which took part in the 
contributions.   Mr. Barile asked if the bid issue happening now, could lower the 
priority of the project.  Ms. Beltran said no, it’s a State project.  Mr. Smith provided 
history as to the previous Board’s decisions highlighting projects contributing to this 
matter; the four laning of Indian Street from Kanner to Willoughby; the four laning 
of A-1-A and Monterey Roads, all the improvements done to the Palm Beach Cut-
off Road which was a joint project with the City of Stuart and the County.  He said 
these and more over the course of 15 years were part of the LRTP, all capacity 
projects feeding into the City of Stuart providing for alternative routes to traverse 
throughout the City and the system.  He said projects like these are how we got to 
where we are today and it is to divert traffic from areas to other areas in an attempt 
to have better traffic flow.  He said the same is true for Kanner Highway, the number 
of people who feed into/out of the City via that route.  This historical capacity issue 
has placed Willoughby on the map, all these connections and these capacity projects 
feeding into/out of the system can be traced back to prior LRTPs. Mr. McDonald 
said it’s a difficult issue and he would like FDOT to take advantage of the delay 
caused by the bid challenge to look at the design to seek improvements.  Mr. Smith 
asked if the City and County are willing to go into a Joint Agreement to provide 
maintenance for landscaping.   Ms. Rauth mentioned that FDOT had installed 
landscaping after the initial construction projects mainly due to the warranty on the 
landscaping.  Mr. McDonald said that he’d like to see a presentation on the entire 
road if FDOT has one.  Ms. Beltran advised that there have already been several 
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presentations to the MPO and the BOCC Boards.  FDOT has said that they would 
install the landscaping if there was an MOU for the maintenance.   
 
Ms. Clarke made a motion to approve the Final Draft FY 2015/16-FY 2019/20 
Transportation Improvement Program (TIP) with an asterisk due to the vast 
number of comments provided by the Board today.  She inquired of Ms. Rauth as 
to the length of delay that may be anticipated due to the bid challenge.   Ms. Rauth 
said that it was bid by the State so she doesn’t have that answer.  Ms. Clarke noted 
that approval of this item is paramount in order meet the State’s time line and to 
receive funding.   She reemphasized the importance of the public’s participation in 
the LRTP and other programs from the onset of the project to be there in the 
planning phases.  Ms. Clarke noted that Commissioner Heard suggested removing 
the item but she would prefer requesting that FDOT meet with the City and County 
to discuss what is best for Martin.   Ms. Clarke stated that it is probably at another 
level pending approval of this item.  She also asked if there is any flexibility to 
reprioritize this item.  Ms. Beltran recommended that the motion say to approve the 
Draft Final TIP with the understanding that the MPO will request the County to 
work with FDOT on a MOU for landscaping along that corridor; and for the State to 
work with the Indiantown community on the SR 710 Project.  Ms. Clarke amended 
her motion to be as clarified by Ms. Beltran.  Mr. Smith provided a second to 
the motion.   
 
Ms. Heard said that she will not support the motion because of this project and is of 
the opinion that we have done a grave disservice to our residents to proceed with this 
matter.  She added that we are allowed to make exceptions in the Indiantown 
corridors we should be allowed to make exceptions here as well in order to protect 
our residents instead of allowing FDOT to dictate how Martin will look in the future.  
Ms. Heard said she doesn’t care if Martin loses the funds, or if the road is ever six 
laned as it may never be warranted and it’s not how Martin wants their gateway to 
look.  Ms. Heard expressed her disappointment in the MPO direction to have 
advanced this poor project.  Ms. Clarke suggested relooking at this project.  Ms. 
Beltran advised that it is important that the TIP is approved today as there are 
millions of dollars for other projects in Martin and the City; the State’s fiscal year 
ends June 30, 2015.   Mr. McDonald confirmed that page 106 was the page that Ms. 
Heard wished to have pulled adding that he too would like to see the motion 
amended to remove page 106 from the TIP and vote on this one page individually.  
After discussion the Chair called the question.  The vote was three to three 
causing the vote to fail.  Ms. Sarah Heard, Mr. Vinny Barile and Mr. Troy 
McDonald were in opposition.   
 
Ms. Beltran advised if the TIP is not approved there will be no State or Federal funds 
available to Martin for FY 2016.   She highlighted a few projects that would not be 
funded without this approval. 
 
Ms. Sarah Heard made a motion to approve the Final Draft FY 2015/16-FY 
2019/20 Transportation Improvement Program (TIP) minus page 106.  Mr. 
Vinny Barile provided a second.  The vote was called.  The vote was three to 
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three causing the vote to fail.  Ms. Eula Clarke, Mr. Doug Smith and Mr. John 
Haddox were in opposition.  
 
Ms. Clarke requested a person from FDOT who may be in the audience to address 
the Board as to the importance of the TIP, how FDOT can work this out through the 
final steps of the Plan even though it has been in the Work Program all along, advise 
of the Federal funding importance to the projects currently in the TIP and how this 
approval process works.  She asked what could be done and if the representative 
doesn’t have the authority, please advise the Board.  Ms. Lisa Maack of FDOT 
advised that she’s not as familiar with the history of the project on page 106, as she’s 
only been on this project for a year.  She noted the importance of working toward 
approval of the TIP today with whatever caveats or comments are necessary as it is 
an important document for the State to move forward and for the State to move into 
FY 2016 with all of the other projects.  Ms. Maack said the TIP being approved 
today does not have the SR 76 construction funds included in this document.  The 
funds in this document are for the ponds and the ROW, last year’s TIP contained the 
funds for the construction of this project, were approved and are currently in the bid 
process.  She advised that she’s not familiar if anything can be changed but she 
would find out and get back to the Board with this information.   
 
Ms. Clarke said that she will renew her motion to approve the Final Draft FY 
2015/16-FY 2019/20 Transportation Improvement Program (TIP) as proposed 
by staff and FDOT.   
 
Mr. McDonald stated that nothing has changed on the motion.  He noted that the 
Indiantown project was changed due to ROW and they currently are down to one 
sheet of ROW acquisition.  He expressed his disappointment as to the meeting 
seeing the importance of getting the document approved.  He noted the unfortunate 
situation that the Board is in having a document that needs to be approved as well as 
major concerns as to a proposed roadway which is unacceptable.  Ms. Rauth said 
that her understanding as to the remaining ROW is for the storm water quality.  Ms. 
Beltran stated that perhaps the motion would be to approve the TIP with the 
understanding that after July 1, 2015 the MPO Board would like to suggest at the 
next meeting to remove this project from the TIP, allow the TIP to be approved so 
the local area could get their funding but with the understanding that Project 
422641.1 will be removed at the later meeting, which is the ROW Acquisition.   
Discussion ensued about the ramifications of possibly removing this project. Ms. 
Beltran clarified that in September, a TIP amendment comes to the Board as a matter 
of “housekeeping”; the “Roll Forward” Amendment.  She said that at that time the 
MPO can discuss further amending the TIP to remove this ROW acquisition.  Mr. 
Smith said if this land acquisition for storm water is removed, FDOT will move 
forward with the contract which has already been let, FDOT will resolve the bid 
conflict in a 30-60 day process, whatever that process is, and the contract will be 
awarded.  Mr. Smith stated if this is canceled, those concerned about storm water 
would not allow this to happen, so what would be the point other than drawing 
FDOT to Martin to endure another day like this, only to have them advise us that 
“they will build this project.”  Mr. Smith said so we get FDOT before the Board to 
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shame or embarrass them?  He doesn’t see this as being productive or helpful in the 
future.  Ms. Heard stated that we’re not trying to shame anyone, just create a more 
compatible project for Martin.  She does not believe that FDOT has been willing to 
consider alternatives and she’s argued it for years back before it was a done deal.   
 
Ms. Heard again, made a motion to approve the TIP without this project in it.   
 
Mr. McDonald said that there currently is a motion on the Floor by Ms. Clarke. 
 
Mr. McDonald called the question for the motion on the Floor which is to 
approve the TIP as proposed by staff and FDOT as presented.  The vote was 
three to three causing the vote to fail.  Ms. Sarah Heard, Mr. Vinny Barile and 
Mr. Troy McDonald were in opposition.   
 
Ms. Heard again, made a motion to approve the TIP without this project in it, 
page 106.  Mr. Vinny Barile provided a second.  The Vote was called.   The vote 
again was three to three causing the vote to fail.  Ms. Eula Clarke, Mr. Doug 
Smith and Mr. John Haddox were in opposition.  
  
Mr. Troy McDonald suggested approving the TIP without page 106, advise FDOT of 
a TIP amendment, it can be brought back to discuss in September and hopefully 
there will be a full Board.  Ms. Clarke clarified that Mr. McDonald wants to drop the 
page now before approving the TIP, while Ms. Beltran suggested leaving the page 
in, approving it and bring it back in September to amend it.  Ms. Clarke said 
referring to her experience as a Planner, that with FDOT it is better to approve it in 
then drop it out later.  She added that trying to put something in later is more 
difficult.  Ms. Beltran affirmed that was how this Board addressed County Road 
(CR) 714 and SR 76 as the funds for widening CR 714 were not in the TIP and when 
the Board met in September the funds were removed from SR 710 applying it to CR 
714.  Ms. Beltran said she would recommend approving it in there with the 
understanding that the Board is considering a TIP amendment.  Ms. Beltran added 
that TIP amendments have to be advertised so the amendment will have to be 
advertised to drop a project out.  Mr. Smith asked why this Board should do it that 
way and why would FDOT agree to do it this way.  Ms. Beltran said FDOT would 
probably not support it but they would have the opportunity to come back to speak to 
this Board about this project.  Ms. Beltran said this project will move forward as it’s 
a State project and landscape was discussed as being an improvement to this project.   
So since nothing can be done to change the fact of the roadway, using landscape to 
improve it is the next best thing.  The MOU between the State and the County agree 
that the State will install the landscaping while the local governments as well as the 
community will support the maintenance.  If the locals would like a beautiful 
gateway perhaps this MOU would be the way to ensure it happens.  Mr. Haddox said 
we need to approve the TIP with the request that FDOT come up and discuss the 
project, how it can be improved.  He added that capacity and concurrency also need 
to be addressed with the traffic counts because Commissioner Heard is of the 
opinion that widening will never be necessary but he disagrees and believes that the 
numbers will be convincing.    Mr. Haddox said that angering FDOT is not good for 
this or future projects.  Clarification on some things would be helpful.  
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Mr. Haddox made a motion that the TIP be approved and that FDOT return to 
this Board so that we may have a thorough discussion regarding all facets of the 
project.  Mr. McDonald requested that Mr. Haddox include in his motion that the 
TIP be approved, return to the Board as a TIP amendment so the project can be 
removed adding that we need to end this stalemate, not allowing the TIP to fail 
because there are many other projects at risk.  He clarified that if we could get a 
motion that covered the TIP amendment, landscaping and methodology to work 
toward MOUs for maintenance he’d be amenable to vote for it to end the stalemate. 
Mr. McDonald also requested assurance from staff that upon a majority vote of the 
Board that this project can be removed.  Ms. Beltran advised that Martin would be in 
a bad situation if the TIP was not approved at this meeting and she would be more 
comfortable with Mr. Haddox’s motion adding that she cannot assure anything 
relating to FDOT but she can request that they come to the Board in September, 
make a presentation to clarify matters and further explain the ROW acquisition.   Mr. 
Haddox said everything needs to be on the table, it’s open, and everything needs to 
be discussed.  He said he’d like to see Kanner Highway look more like Martin 
Downs, but if that is never going to meet capacity it’s useless.   He said we request 
that FDOT attend the next meeting, both sides express their opinions, get listened to 
and make decisions from there.  Ms. Beltran responded to Mr. McDonald regarding 
advertising for a TIP amendment. She suggested that the submittal for approving the 
TIP, signed by the Chair, request that additional clarification be received from 
FDOT, that the Board would discuss a potential TIP amendment to remove this 
project, as well as encouraging MOUs with the County and City for maintenance of 
landscape on this roadway as well as FDOT partnering with Indiantown regarding 
SR 710.  Mr. Barile asked if the traffic studies could also be included, Ms. Beltran 
said that would be a good idea.   
 
Mr. Haddox amended his motion to read: that the TIP be approved; that FDOT 
return to this Board in September, that staff  has submittal for approving the 
TIP, signed by the Chair, requesting additional clarification be received from 
FDOT explaining the ROW acquisition inclusive of traffic studies; that the 
Board would discuss a potential TIP amendment to remove this project, as well 
as encouraging methodology to work toward MOUs with the County and City 
for maintenance of landscape on this roadway as well as FDOT partnering with 
Indiantown regarding SR 710.  Mr. Vinny Barile provided a second to the 
amended motion. Mr. Smith asked Mr. McDonald noting all the understandings as 
to what will happen and due to your comments, is the City equally going to enter 
into a maintenance agreement with the County on these ideas.  Mr. McDonald stated 
that he will present it to the City, advise that he supports it, but he cannot bind the 
City to anything.  Mr. Smith stated that he will support it on the County Commission 
side but acknowledged that the BOCC has not been amenable to any kind of 
maintenance program nor will they do it alone.  Mr. Smith added that if it fails at the 
City level it will fail at the County level as well.   The vote was called.  The motion 
carried five to one with Commissioner Heard in opposition. 
 
Mr. McDonald advised that a five minute closed captioning break would be taken. 
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12:07 PM.  
 
The meeting reconvened.  Mr. McDonald called the meeting back to order at 12:15 
PM.  
 

D. FY 2015/16 TRANSPORTATION DISADVANTAGED (TD) GRANT 
DISTRIBUTION FOR MARTIN COUNTY 
Ms. Beltran advised that this planning grant application is annually brought to the 
Board for funds in the approximate amount of $21,000 for the Martin County Local 
Coordinating Board–Transportation Disadvantaged.  She said that this grant is 100% 
State funded from the Commission of Transportation Disadvantaged (CTD), and 
staff recommends its approval.   
 
Mr. John Haddox made a motion to approve the FY 2015/16 Transportation 
Disadvantaged (TD) Grant Distribution for Martin County.  Ms. Eula Clarke 
provided a second.  There were no additional discussions.  The motion passed 
unanimously.   
 

E. UPDATED JOINT PARTICIPATION AGREEMENT 
Ms. Beltran stated that this is the “next step” in the MPO redesignation process.  She 
refreshed the Board in that the last meeting they approved of the Joint Participation 
Agreement (JPA) with FDOT for the FHWA Planning Funds used by the MPO.  
This JPA is funded with the Federal Transit Administration (FTA) transit planning 
funding; the approximate annual allocation is $58,000.  She advised that this is a five 
year agreement and FDOT is requesting that all current JPAs have a five year life 
span.   Ms. Beltran advised that staff is recommending approval.  
 
A motion was made by Mr. John Haddox to accept staff’s recommendation to 
approve the Joint Participation Agreement.  The motion was seconded by Ms. 
Eula Clarke.  There were no objections or additional comments.  The vote was 
called and the motion passed unanimously.   
 

F. FEDERAL TRANSIT ADMINISTRATION (FTA) 5305(d) PLANNING 
GRANT 
Ms. Beltran advised that this is the application for the funds identified in the agenda 
item this Board just approved.   
 
Mr. John Haddox made a motion to approved staff’s recommendation.  Ms. 
Eula Clarke provided a second to the motion.  There was no additional 
discussion and the motion passed unanimously.   
 

G. 2040 LONG RANGE TRANSPORTATION PLAN (LRTP) UPDATE AND 
DRAFT NON-MOTORIZED NEEDS PLAN 
Ms. Beltran stated that the MPO is developing their 2040 Long Range 
Transportation Plan and Mr. Stewart Robertson from Kimley Horn is here to make 
that presentation.  Mr. Robertson advised that this item has three components:  first 
there is a video which highlights the project to assist in the public engagement 
throughout the life of the project; followed by an update of the financial resources, 
concluding with the Non-motorized Needs Plan.   The video was aired.   Mr. 
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Robertson advised that they have documented hundreds of ways that people have 
reached out to them to express their opinions in this on-going process.  He added that 
there are still several steps to go through in the process, one of which is the financial 
resources analysis.  This process forecasts the level of projected funding available by 
2040, essentially from the end of the current TIP to 2040.  Mr. Robertson went on 
describing the financial resources analysis portion of the LRTP, stating that the 
present day costs are first calculated then the inflation factors are applied in the 
appropriate time period.   
 
Mr. John Haddox left at 12:30 P.M. 
 
Seeing no comments, Mr. Robertson advised that he will continue on with the Non-
motorized Needs Plan which was based on the comments from the previous Board 
meeting.  He advised that they worked with some of the locals as well as talking to 
people from the preserves and State Parks.  Mr. Robertson began with St. Lucie Inlet 
Preserve State Park stating that the project would be nice but it’s not a “Need” and it 
was agreed to remove the project from the Needs Plan.  He explained the trails that 
would connect Cove Road/Halpatiokee State Park down to Bridge Road then 
Jonathan Dickinson State Park (JDSP) were modified creating a new category, 
“Project Under Study.”  Ms. Beltran advised that the Non-motorized Needs Plan is 
an Action Item and staff is recommending approval of this revised Non-motorized 
Needs Plan.    Mr. Smith complimented Mr. Robertson on the great video adding that 
a video of this nature should be done for this trail system, adding that seeing the trail, 
giving it life not just a vision, would improve its chances for fruition.   Ms. Clarke 
asked what the environmental standard would be to have a stabilized path.  Ms. 
Clarke said you can’t tell where the property really is, who owns it, if it could be 
acquired, could it be improved or is it wetlands.  She added that it is only a corridor 
designation offered by the Bicycle Pedestrian Advisory Committee (BPAC) but 
she’d like to learn more.   Mr. Robertson stated that the BPAC suggested it as did the 
Treasure Coast Regional Planning Council when they did the Regional Greenways 
and Trails System, so there has been very preliminary work done by others, and we 
are just representing the corridors that they are studying as part of the Needs Plan to 
represent the concept that it’s a potential future project.  Mr. Robertson said that 
looking at the environmental side, attempts to avoid wetlands have been made by re-
routing this path, though there are options that have been considered providing 
facilities like boardwalks.  He added that those providing the preliminary analysis 
attempted to just avoid the wetlands altogether.  Ms. Heard advised that an important 
lesson has been learned today in that we need to pay strict attention to the LRTP as it 
turns into a funded Plan.  She asked what the timeline is for these LRTP items to 
become cost feasible, placed in the TIP and become etched in stone so we are not 
suddenly forced into doing a project while not seeing it coming.  Mr. Robertson 
advised that the next step in the process is to calculate the various costs associated 
with all the projects from the Roadways to the Non-motorized, compare them to the 
available level of revenue and develop the Cost Feasible Plan from there noting that 
some of these projects will not make it to the Cost Feasible Plan.  He said the lower 
hanging fruit would be considered cost feasible and from there the final adoption 
phase is anticipated in December.   Mr. McDonald liked the revisions, believes 
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removing the path going up to the preserve was good, he likes the idea of a video 
and hopes that some of these items can happen in the future.    
 
A motion to approve staff’s recommendation on the 2040 Long Range 
Transportation Plan (LRTP) Update and Draft Non-Motorized Needs Plan was 
made by Ms. Sarah Heard.  The motion was seconded by Ms. Eula Clarke.  
There was no further discussion.  The vote was called and the motion passed 
unanimously.    
 
 

H. FY2016/17 LISTS OF PROJECT PRIORITIES  
Ms. Beltran reminded the Board that since the 2016 Legislature was meeting earlier 
the List of Project Priorities (LOPP) is being presented now instead of at its normal 
time in September.  She advised that this is for the projects for FY 2017 and the list 
has been reviewed by FDOT, City and County staff.  Ms. Beltran went through the 
projects on the list:   
 
moving the traffic signal mast arm on U. S. 1 in front of Barnes and Noble in order 
to make the far right lane into a dual purpose lane; resurfacing Savannah Road from 
Cardinal Avenue to Jensen Beach Boulevard; guard rail along County Road 609; 
U.S. 1 Corridor Retrofit Project (traveling south on U. S. 1 over the Roosevelt 
Bridge, to address the traffic stacking in the morning rush hour to turn left on Joan 
Jefferson Avenue); SR 714 Widening Project from Citrus to Martin Downs 
Boulevard; lighting along A-1-A on Hutchinson Island; CMP recommendations 
along East Ocean and Monterey Road, to add new pedestrian crossings to improve 
safety for pedestrians and cyclists; resurfacing projects on Indian Street, from Dixie 
Highway/St. Lucie Boulevard and on St. Lucie Boulevard from Indian Street/East 
Ocean Boulevard; and the realignment of CR 714 where it meets SR 710.  Mr. Smith 
inquired as to Savannah Road and Jensen Beach Boulevard.  He is of the opinion 
that though Savannah Road needs attention, Jensen Beach Boulevard is in much 
worse condition as it appears to be some form of drainage system failure.  He 
suggested consulting with Engineering and FDOT to change the funds as a priority 
from Savannah Road to Jensen Beach Boulevard.  Mr. Smith said that he needs to 
say this as a reminder for the SR 714 to SR 710 intersection.  He said the Scenic 
Highway designation on SR 714 was recently approved and he wants it reflected in 
the meeting minutes again that there needs to be a termination as to the extent of the 
scenic corridor at the bend where the improvement is going to occur.  This way, he 
reiterated, it will not return in the future when the project is going to be started and 
be stopped because of the Scenic Highway Designation.  Mr. Smith stated that Ms. 
Beltran has been working with FDOT staff on this but he wants this noted until it is 
accomplished.  Ms. Heard asked who makes the priorities and how do they do it.   
Ms. Beltran responded to Ms. Heard that the MPO staff works with FDOT, the local 
governments and the MPO.  Ms. Heard questioned how need is determined.   Ms. 
Beltran stated that the County staff gives us the resurfacing priorities.  Ms. Heard 
suggested that it seem fairly arbitrary and that she could offer roads that should be 
prioritized ahead of these.  Ms. Beltran said that there isn’t anyone from the 
Engineering Department here to address this, however, only certain roads are 
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eligible for Federal funding as these are competing for Federal funds against other 
projects. She said to address Mr. Smith’s Jensen Beach Boulevard issue, that is a 
State roadway and the State is required to perform the resurfacing.  Ms. Beltran said 
that last year the design was in the Draft Tentative Work Program but FDOT pulled 
it prior to coming before the Board.  Mr. McDonald inquired if the Board was 
dissatisfied with any of the priorities at the top of the list.  He clarified his question 
because SR 76 was number two on the priority list for several years and once it 
became funded everyone gasped.   
 
Ms. Clarke made a motion to accept the FY2016/17 List of Project Priorities 
(LOPP) as presented by staff.   Mr. Smith noted referencing this LOPP that these 
projects are significantly different in scale.  He requested that the motion include 
another look at Savannah Road verses Jensen Beach Boulevard; the recent patch job 
along Jensen Beach Boulevard is awful.  He said the patching made it worse, it 
needs resurfacing as does the sidewalk. Mr. Smith clarified that he is suggesting that 
a priority swap be made for Jensen Beach Boulevard.  Ms. Beltran asked what 
project limits Mr. Smith is suggesting.  Mr. Smith stated from Savannah Road to U. 
S. Highway 1.  Ms. Heard said that she is not in support of that change; she wished 
the Board had more options and was capable of using their own discretion.  Ms. 
Beltran advised that the Engineering Department staff did not include Jensen Beach 
Boulevard because it is State owned so the State is responsible to resurface it.   She 
continued that Martin would be using a local priority for a State road that they 
should be doing anyway.  Mr. Smith said he doesn’t get any complaints on Savannah 
Road, but gets many regarding Jensen Beach Boulevard, State road or not it is a real 
problem and the Engineering Department needs to consider that fact.  Ms. Heard 
provided a second to the motion. There was no additional discussion. The vote 
was called and it passed four to one with Mr. Smith in opposition.    

 
9. COMMENTS FROM FDOT 

None. 
 

10. COMMENTS FROM ADVISORY COMMITTEE MEMBERS 
None. 
 

11. COMMENTS FROM BOARD MEMBERS 
Ms. Clarke mentioned that the BOCC passed a proclamation proclaiming June 18, 2015 as 
Dump the Pump day.  She stated that they are requesting that the residents in Martin 
County forego their vehicles for the day and take public transit.  Ms. Clarke noted that 
Martin County Public Transit (MCPT) would be free on this day in an effort to allow 
residents to give transit a try.   
 
Mr. Vinny Barile commented to Ms. Lisa Maack, FDOT representative, that there are 
crosswalks and other changes proposed for the East Ocean corridor.  He suggested moving 
the light at Vista Pines adding that that people turning left out of Cedar Point Plaza 
heading east are unable to get out due to that light.  Ms. Maack said she will take that 
information to her office, get the answer and get back to him. 
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Mr. McDonald thanked the young constituents for their involvement and presentations 
early in the meeting. 
  

12. NOTES 
Ms. Beltran stated that the MPO had their State Certification this year and they were very 
complimentary of the MPO in the cover letter submitted to the Chair. Staff is requesting 
concurrence for the Chair to sign the Certification Agreement and the Certification 
Assurances in the Board package.  Mr. Smith complimented the MPO Staff as well noting 
that the MPO receiving that letter speaks volumes as to how far the MPO and staff has 
come expressing his thanks.  Ms. Heard commented that the letter was more favorably 
toward staff than the MPO, expressing her thanks also. 
 
Ms. Heard made a motion that the Chair execute the Certification documents.  Ms. 
Clarke provided a second.  The vote was called and the motion passed unanimously.   
 

13. NEXT MEETING: 
September 21, 2015 
 

14. ADJOURN 
Mr. Smith made a motion to adjourn.  The motion was seconded by Ms. Clarke.   
The meeting was adjourned at 12:57 PM  
 
Recorded and Prepared by: 
 
 
 
_________________________________________________      __________________ 
Margaret H. Brassard, Administrative Assistant II  Date 
 
 
 
_________________________________________________      __________________ 
Troy McDonald, Chair Date 
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MARTIN METROPOLITAN PLANNING ORGANIZATION 
POLICY BOARD MEETING 
AGENDA ITEM SUMMARY  

 
MEETING DATE: 
September 21, 2015 

DUE DATE: 
September 14, 2015 

UPWP#: 
5.5 

WORDING:  
FY 2015/16-FY 2019/20 TRANSPORTATION IMPROVEMENT PROGRAM (TIP) 
REQUESTED BY: 
FDOT 

PREPARED BY:  
Beth Beltran/Bonnie 
Landry 

DOCUMENT(S) REQUIRING ACTION:  
FY 2015/16-FY 2019/20 TIP Amendment 

 
BACKGROUND 
The FY 2015/16-FY 2019/20 Transportation Improvement Program (TIP) was adopted on June 
15, 2015 and becomes effective on October 1, 2015 to coincide with the Federal Fiscal Year.  FY 
2015/16 obligated funds that have not yet been expended need to be “rolled forward” in order to 
be spent in FY 2015/16.  These funds and associated projects would then be incorporated into the 
FY 2015/16 TIP. 
 
The FY2015/16 TIP does not become effective until October 1, 2015; therefore the Federal 
Highway Administration (FHWA) uses the FY2014-15 TIP to authorize funding.  This 
administrative amendment bridges the gap between the beginning of the State fiscal year and the 
beginning of the Federal fiscal year.  This FY2014/15 TIP amendment is exactly as it appears in 
the 2015/16 TIP, which was approved by the MPO Policy Board on June 15, 2015.  
 
ISSUES 
At the September 21, 2015 MPO Policy Board meeting, MPO staff will present the Roll-Forward 
Report (2015/16 TIP Amendment #1). 
 
RECOMMENDED ACTION 
Recommend approval of the FY 2015/16 TIP Amendment #1-Rollover of Funds.  
 
FISCAL IMPACT 
FY 2015/16 TIP Amendment #1 - $9,776,246. 
 
APPROVAL 
MPO 
 
ATTACHMENTS 
TIP Amendment #1 – Roll Forward Report 

ITEM 
NUMBER: 

 

8A 
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PAGE    1 FLORIDA DEPARTMENT OF TRANSPORTATION DATE RUN: 07/02/2015
OFFICE OF WORK PROGRAM TIME RUN: 13.20.06

MARTIN MPO MPO ROLLFORWARD REPORT MBRMPOTP
================
TRANSIT
================

ITEM NUMBER:413493 1 PROJECT DESCRIPTION:MARTIN COUNTY SECTION 5307 FORMULA FUNDS *NON-SIS*
DISTRICT:04 COUNTY:MARTIN TYPE OF WORK:CAPITAL FOR FIXED ROUTE
EX DESC:MARTIN COUNTY SEC 5307 OPERATING ASSISTANCE GRANT FL-90-X786 FOR 848,725 EXECUTED 8/30/12 PER L.MERRITT GRANT FL-90

-X813 FOR 885,078 EXECUTED 10/25/13 PER L.MERRITT

ROADWAY ID: PROJECT LENGTH:   .000 LANES EXIST/IMPROVED/ADDED: 0/ 0/ 0

LESS GREATER
FUND THAN THAN ALL
CODE 2016 2016 2017 2018 2019 2020 2020 YEARS
____ _______________ _______________ _______________ _______________ _______________ _______________ _______________ _______________

PHASE: OPERATIONS / RESPONSIBLE AGENCY: MANAGED BY MARTIN COUNTY
FTA 0 2,156,108 719,000 719,000 719,000 719,000 0 5,032,108

PHASE: CAPITAL / RESPONSIBLE AGENCY: MANAGED BY MARTIN COUNTY
FTA 0 2,534,716 230,000 230,000 230,000 230,000 0 3,454,716

TOTAL 413493 1               0       4,690,824         949,000         949,000         949,000         949,000               0       8,486,824
TOTAL PROJECT:               0       4,690,824         949,000         949,000         949,000         949,000               0       8,486,824

ITEM NUMBER:434661 1 PROJECT DESCRIPTION:MARTIN COUNTY SECTION 5339 CAPITAL FOR BUS & BUS FACILITIES *NON-SIS*
DISTRICT:04 COUNTY:MARTIN TYPE OF WORK:CAPITAL FOR FIXED ROUTE
ROADWAY ID: PROJECT LENGTH:   .000 LANES EXIST/IMPROVED/ADDED: 0/ 0/ 0

LESS GREATER
FUND THAN THAN ALL
CODE 2016 2016 2017 2018 2019 2020 2020 YEARS
____ _______________ _______________ _______________ _______________ _______________ _______________ _______________ _______________

PHASE: CAPITAL / RESPONSIBLE AGENCY: MANAGED BY MARTIN COUNTY
FTA 0 273,145 78,000 78,000 78,000 78,000 0 585,145

TOTAL 434661 1               0         273,145          78,000          78,000          78,000          78,000               0         585,145
TOTAL PROJECT:               0         273,145          78,000          78,000          78,000          78,000               0         585,145

ITEM NUMBER:435727 1 PROJECT DESCRIPTION:MARTIN COUNTY SECTION 5316 JARC GRANT *NON-SIS*
DISTRICT:04 COUNTY:MARTIN TYPE OF WORK:CAPITAL FOR FIXED ROUTE
EX DESC:JARC = JOB ACCESS AND REVERSE COMMUTE PROGRAM

ROADWAY ID: PROJECT LENGTH:   .000 LANES EXIST/IMPROVED/ADDED: 0/ 0/ 0

LESS GREATER
FUND THAN THAN ALL
CODE 2016 2016 2017 2018 2019 2020 2020 YEARS
____ _______________ _______________ _______________ _______________ _______________ _______________ _______________ _______________

PHASE: CAPITAL / RESPONSIBLE AGENCY: MANAGED BY MARTIN COUNTY
FTA 0 94,622 0 0 0 0 0 94,622
LF 0 23,655 0 0 0 0 0 23,655

TOTAL 435727 1               0         118,277               0               0               0               0               0         118,277
TOTAL PROJECT:               0         118,277               0               0               0               0               0         118,277
TOTAL DIST: 04               0       5,082,246       1,027,000       1,027,000       1,027,000       1,027,000               0       9,190,246
TOTAL TRANSIT               0       5,082,246       1,027,000       1,027,000       1,027,000       1,027,000               0       9,190,246
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PAGE    2 FLORIDA DEPARTMENT OF TRANSPORTATION DATE RUN: 07/02/2015
OFFICE OF WORK PROGRAM TIME RUN: 13.20.06

MARTIN MPO MPO ROLLFORWARD REPORT MBRMPOTP
================
MISCELLANEOUS
================

ITEM NUMBER:436735 1 PROJECT DESCRIPTION:JONATHAN DICKINSON STATE PARK-FLAP GRANT FOR TRAIL & US-1 SIGNALIZATN *NON-SIS*
DISTRICT:04 COUNTY:MARTIN TYPE OF WORK:MISCELLANEOUS CONSTRUCTION
EX DESC:IN-HOUSE 31 AND 61 FUNDS ARE DIH BECAUSE THE PRIMARY COORDINATION THAT THE DEPARTMENT WILL BE INVOLVED IN WILL BE T

HE US1 SIGNALIZATION CROSSING

ROADWAY ID: PROJECT LENGTH:   .000 LANES EXIST/IMPROVED/ADDED: 0/ 0/ 0

LESS GREATER
FUND THAN THAN ALL
CODE 2016 2016 2017 2018 2019 2020 2020 YEARS
____ _______________ _______________ _______________ _______________ _______________ _______________ _______________ _______________

PHASE: PRELIMINARY ENGINEERING / RESPONSIBLE AGENCY: MANAGED BY FL DEPT OF ENVIRONMENTAL
DIH 0 5,000 0 0 0 0 0 5,000
PLH 0 15,000 0 0 0 0 0 15,000

PHASE: CONSTRUCTION / RESPONSIBLE AGENCY: MANAGED BY FL DEPT OF ENVIRONMENTAL
DIH 0 5,000 0 0 0 0 0 5,000
PLH 0 561,000 0 0 0 0 0 561,000

TOTAL 436735 1               0         586,000               0               0               0               0               0         586,000
TOTAL PROJECT:               0         586,000               0               0               0               0               0         586,000
TOTAL DIST: 04               0         586,000               0               0               0               0               0         586,000
TOTAL MISCELLANEOUS               0         586,000               0               0               0               0               0         586,000

GRAND TOTAL               0       5,668,246       1,027,000       1,027,000       1,027,000       1,027,000               0       9,776,246
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MARTIN METROPOLITAN PLANNING ORGANIZATION  
POLICY BOARD MEETING  
AGENDA ITEM SUMMARY  

 
MEETING DATE: 
September 21, 2015 

DUE DATE: 
September 14, 2015 

UPWP#: 
5.6 

WORDING: 
2040 LONG RANGE TRANSPORTATION PLAN (LRTP) DRAFT COST FEASIBLE 
PLAN (CFP) 
REQUESTED BY: 
MPO 

PREPARED BY:  
Bonnie C. Landry 

DOCUMENT(S) REQUIRING 
ACTION: Draft 2040 LRTP Cost 
Feasible Plan 

BACKGROUND 
The Long Range Transportation Plan (LRTP) is a Federal and State requirement with a 25-year 
planning horizon. The LRTP must be updated every five years to ensure a continuous, 
cooperative and comprehensive transportation planning process. The most recent Federal 
transportation legislation, Moving Ahead for Progress in the 21st Century Act (MAP-21) put 
additional emphasis on planning and funding for construction of the transportation system 
improvements that are based on a strong foundation of performance measurement. Thus for the 
community to receive Federal transportation funding, the requirements of MAP-21 must be 
addressed in the MPO’s transportation planning efforts. Guidelines are provided for public 
involvement and the technical process used to create the plan. The phases of technical 
development include: 
 

1. Forecast travel demand. Complex computer models estimate future travel demand by 
using population projections, land use forecasts, employment projections, and income 
levels. 

2. Identify transportation needs. The model then uses the expected travel demand to 
determine where the transportation system will experience high levels of congestion and 
identifies corridors needing improvement. 

3. Coordination with partners. We work with local governments to refine and prioritize 
needed improvements. 

4. Match projects to anticipated funding. The last step involves producing a cost feasible 
plan by matching available funding to projects. The Florida Department of Transportation 
provides revenue forecasts for Federal and State funds. Local government partners 
provide revenue forecasts for local funds. 

 
The Board approved the 2040 LRTP Updated Needs Plan at the May 18, 2015 and June 15, 2015 
MPO Policy Board meetings. The next step in the process is to review the Draft Cost Feasible 
Plan which matches anticipated funding to projects listed in the Needs Plans. 
 

ITEM NUMBER: 

8B 
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ISSUES 
Staff from Kimley Horn & Associates will present the draft Cost Feasible Plan for the Martin 
MPO 2040 LRTP at the September 21st MPO Policy Board meeting. 
 
____________________________________________________________________________ 
RECOMMENDED ACTION 

a) Approve the LRTP Draft Cost Feasible Plan as presented. 
b) Provide direction.  

 
FISCAL IMPACT 
None 
 
APPROVAL 
MPO 
 
ATTACHMENTS 
Draft Cost Feasible Plan for the Martin MPO 2040 LRTP 
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Draft 2040 Cost Feasible Plan
In long range transportation planning, a Cost Feasible Plan (CFP) identifies financially viable

improvements to an area’s transportation network.  The CFP does not include road projects in

the MPO’s Transportation Improvement Program (TIP) because funds are already programmed

for these projects.  The Florida Department of Transportation (FDOT) Strategic Intermodal

System (SIS) Long Range Capacity Plan (Fiscal Years 2014-2040) is included for reference.

The CFP builds upon the Deficiencies Map, Needs Plan, Financial Resources, and Long Range

Transportation Plan (LRTP) Goals and Objectives by prioritizing transportation improvements

necessary to maintain satisfactory mobility conditions to the year 2040 in a fiscally constrained

manner based on transportation revenues anticipated to be available through 2040.  The CFP is

fiscally constrained; therefore, both the anticipated costs of transportation improvements and

revenues expected to be available to fund transportation improvements are taken into

consideration.

Summary of Needs Plan

As part of the development of the 2040 LRTP Needs Plan, travel demand was projected to the

year 2040 using the Treasure Coast Regional Planning Model (TCRPM), which was developed

by FDOT.  Model data for the base year of 2010 were examined such as traffic volumes and

volume-to-count ratios to identify areas where the model was over-predicting or under-predicting

based on known 2010 conditions.

The Martin County Roadway Level of Service Inventory and TCRPM data were examined to

identify roadway deficiencies resulting from the growth in travel demand over the 25-year time

horizon of the LRTP on the existing+committed (E+C) roadway network.  Travel demand growth

rates were calculated using the E+C model run and applied to actual traffic counts to determine

the 2040 forecast traffic volume.  Various roadway network improvement alternatives were

evaluated to identify which improvements would have the greatest impact on reducing future

deficiencies.

The projects identified in the Needs Plan were evaluated for potential inclusion in the CFP.
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Summary of Financial Resources Analysis

The Financial Resources Analysis, which provides a synopsis of the revenues anticipated to be

available to fund transportation improvements in the Martin metropolitan planning area through

the year 2040, is a key component of the LRTP.  In addition to the revenue analysis, costs were

estimated for the improvement projects included in the Needs Plan.  The revenues available to

fund improvements were then compared to the estimated project costs to prioritize Needs Plan

projects in a fiscally constrained scenario.

In general, transportation revenues have declined over the past several decades.  The Financial

Resources Analysis conducted for the 2040 LRTP shows that trend is expected to continue.  Fuel

tax revenues have declined based on a dated federal funding mechanism.  Although vehicle

efficiency standards are desirable for the nation’s long term economic and environmental health,

the increase in vehicle efficiency has also resulted in lower tax revenue on fuel consumed based

on the current fuel tax structure.

Year of Expenditure (YOE) Approach

According to Federal Highway Administration (FHWA) and Federal Transit Administration (FTA)

regulations (Statewide and Metropolitan Planning Rule – 72 Federal Register 7224) adopted in

2007, the LRTP financial plan must be developed through a year of expenditure (YOE) approach,

rather than in a base year approach as was done in the past.  The rationale for this requirement

is that cost estimates for transportation improvement projects in LRTPs have traditionally

understated the costs of the improvements by not taking the effects of inflation into account.

Converting the revenues and costs to YOE dollars presents a more accurate depiction of the

financial resources associated with the LRTP.

Revenue Forecast

Revenue streams distributed by the State via FDOT include the following programs.

· Strategic Intermodal System (SIS)

· Other Arterial (OA) roadways on the state system not designated as part of the SIS

· Transportation Management Area (TMA) funds, also called SU funds

· Technical and operating/capital assistance for Transit
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Table 1 presents a summary of the Federal and State capacity funding projections for the 2040

Martin LRTP.

Table 1. Federal and State Capacity Funding Projections (2021-2040)

Revenue Source (1, 2) (2021-2040) Total
(Millions of Dollars)

Non-SIS / Other Arterials (OA) Right-of-Way (ROW) and
Construction $110.90

Transportation Management Area (TMA) Funding (SU) (3) $38.57

Transit $66.10

(1) FDOT Strategic Intermodal System (SIS) funding is shown in the Appendix for informational purposes.

(2) FDOT has reserved funds in the 2040 Revenue Forecast to carry out its responsibilities and achieve its
objectives for the non-capacity programs on the State Highway System in each metropolitan area.

(3) Assumes 38% of the total TMA funds allocated to the Martin/St. Lucie Urbanized Area.

Discretionary grant programs such as Transportation Regional Incentive Program (TRIP) and

Transportation Alternatives Program (TAP) are included in the Financial Resources Assessment,

but are not included in the capacity revenue stream anticipated to be available for purposes of

the Cost Feasible Plan in order to provide a conservative analysis.

In addition to Federal and State sources, there are several local level revenue sources for

transportation improvements incorporated into the analysis including the 2nd local option fuel tax,

transportation impact fees, and general fund matches for Transit.  Most components of local

option fuel taxes (other than the 2nd local option fuel tax) are typically used for roadway

maintenance; therefore, these components of the fuel tax are not considered to be available for

the capital revenue forecasts incorporated into the Cost Feasible Plan tables.

Table 2 presents a summary of the local level transportation revenue projections for the 2040

Martin LRTP.
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Table 2. Local Source Revenue Projections (2021-2040)

Revenue Source (2021-2040) Total
(Millions of Dollars) Typical Uses

Fuel Taxes

1st Local Option Fuel Tax
(6 cents) $88.26 Operations and

Maintenance
2nd Local Option Fuel Tax
(5 cents) $66.19 Capital (1)

9th Cent (1 cent) $17.79 Operations and
Maintenance

Constitutional (2 cents) $39.42 Operations and
Maintenance

County (1 cent) $17.79 Operations and
Maintenance

Impact Fees $62.00 Capital (1)

Transit $13.50 Both Capital and
Operations/Maintenance

(1) Only capital sources were used to estimate available local revenue for LRTP capacity projects.

Multimodal Cost Feasible Plan

The Martin 2040 CFP is a multimodal plan that utilizes funding sources traditionally designated

only for roadway improvements to fund projects including roadway needs, public transit, and non-

motorized transportation projects identified in the Needs Plan.  This “flexing” of roadway funding

for use on multimodal transportation needs is in addition to the funding that is dedicated for Transit

and grant programs such as the Transportation Alternatives Program.

In this CFP, roadway funding from sources such as Transportation Management Area (TMA), or

SU funds, is applied for projects such as the Cove Road capacity enhancements.  Furthermore,

SU funds are identified for roadway maintenance purposes, which was identified as one of the

top priorities during the Public Engagement component of this Plan.

Furthermore, funding is set aside in the CFP for Congestion Management Process (CMP)

strategies and Livable Communities Initiative (LCI).  Some of the Non-SIS Other Arterials (OA)
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funding is allocated for projects such as the U.S. 1 Corridor Retrofit and Bicycle and Pedestrian

Facilities.  This funding strategy is a realization that local and state governments cannot “build

their way out of congestion.”  A brief description of some of these innovative projects follows.

Congestion Management Process (CMP) Strategies / Livable Communities Initiative (LCI)

The CFP includes funding for 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 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 MPOs in their respective CMP Plan.

The CFP includes funding for LCI projects.  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

· 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.
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US 1 Corridor Retrofit

The 2040 Martin Needs Plan identifies the need for additional travel capacity along the U.S. 1

corridor.  However, U.S. 1 is a significantly constrained roadway in many areas and was

determined to be cost infeasible for roadway widening.  Therefore, a context sensitive approach

was developed as a strategic alternative to roadway widening to achieve viable transportation

options and enhanced efficiency.  The U.S. 1 Corridor Retrofit project is envisioned to comprise

many elements including but not limited to the following.

· Context sensitive design solutions that encourage alternative modes of transportation

· Improved intersection lighting

· Enhanced crosswalk markings

· Pedestrian signals

· Improved signage

· Grid network of connecting streets utilizing traditional neighborhood design

· Traffic signal coordination and timing

· Bus priority treatments including transit signal priority (TSP) and bus queue jump lanes at

key intersection bottlenecks

· Rapid bus transit along U.S. 1

This project is an alternative to roadway widening along U.S. 1.  As such, the CFP assumes an

innovative approach where roadway funds are “flexed” to implement transportation components

of the U.S. 1 Corridor Retrofit.

Bicycle and Pedestrian Facilities

The 2040 Martin Non-Motorized Needs Plan identifies the need for future connectivity, mobility,

and safety by implementing an interconnected network of sidewalks, bike lanes, shared-use

paths, and greenway trails.
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Cost Feasible Plan

The Cost Feasible Plan (CFP) was developed to guide transportation investments in Martin

County to the year 2040.  The CFP is based on guidance from the MPO, stakeholder agency

input, public engagement outcomes, and project prioritization based on the approved LRTP Goals

and Objectives.  Since transportation improvement projects that are programmed for

implementation through 2020 have their funding sources already allocated, those projects were

considered to be committed improvements and thus appear in the E+C roadway network instead

of in the CFP.

The CFP contains Needs Plan projects grouped into implementation timeframes based on funding

availability and guided by the prioritization analysis.  The implementation timeframes for planning

purposes as provided in State and Federal guidelines for LRTP development are listed below.

· 2021-2025

· 2026-2030

· 2031-2040

The projects included in the draft CFP will have positive outcomes for future transportation

mobility in the Martin MPO area.  The following outcomes are anticipated to be achieved by

implementing the draft 2040 CFP.

· Improve mobility and accessibility for transit and non-motorized transportation modes

· Flex a portion of federal funds for roadway system maintenance

· Continue to work together with the FDOT and the St. Lucie TPO for implementation of the

U.S. 1 Corridor Retrofit Project to improve mobility and accessibility

· Achieve roadway level of service (LOS) standards for overcapacity roadways

· Reduce travel times and the cost of travel to important destinations

· Improve safety through reduced crashes, injuries, and fatalities

Table 3 displays the draft CFP.  Appendix A includes further detailed information regarding

planning timeframes, funding allocation, and cost projections.  All of the Roadway Needs Plan

projects are projected to be cost feasible through the revenue streams anticipated to be available

through 2040.
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Table 3. Draft Cost Feasible Plan

Project Description
Estimated

Implementation
Timeframe

US 1 Corridor Retrofit
Project 2021-2040

Congestion Management Strategies / Livable
Communities Initiative CMP / LCI Funds 2021-2040

Bicycle and Pedestrian Facilities Bicycle and
Pedestrian Trails 2021-2040

Transit Projects Transit 2021-2040

System Maintenance Maintenance 2021-2040

SR 714 (Martin Hwy) from CR 76A (Citrus Blvd) to
Martin Downs Boulevard

Widen from 2
lanes to 4 lanes 2021-2025

CR 713 (High Meadow Ave) from I-95 to CR 714
(Martin Hwy)

Widen from 2
lanes to 4 lanes 2021-2025

Indian St from SR 76 (Kanner Hwy) to Willoughby
Boulevard

Widen from 4
lanes to 6 lanes 2026-2030

Willoughby Blvd from Monterey Road to SR 5 (US 1) New 2-lane road 2026-2030

Cove Rd from SR 76 (Kanner Hwy) to US 1 (1) Widen from 2
lanes to 4 lanes 2031-2040

Cove Rd from US 1 to CR A1A Widen from 2
lanes to 4 lanes 2031-2040

Village Parkway Extension from Martin Highway to St.
Lucie County New 4-lane road Developer

Funded

(1) ROW and Design costs are included in the 2026-2030 planning timeframe.
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Cost Estimates

Project cost estimates are expressed in present day value (PDV) cost dollars (2015) for the Needs

Plan.  The base year (2015) cost estimates were then determined for Year of Expenditure (YOE)

out to year 2040 using inflation factors provided by FDOT and documented in the Financial

Resources Analysis.  The approach identifies how much the various Needs Plan improvement

projects would cost, depending on the timeframe when the projects are implemented as

summarized in Table CF-2.  Items considered in the estimates include cost associated with

preliminary engineering (PE), right-of-way (ROW) acquisition if any, base construction cost,

maintenance of traffic (MOT) during construction, construction engineering and inspection (CEI).

In addition, a 10% contingency was added for project unknowns due to the early timeframe of the

planning horizon within which these projects currently exist.

The cost estimates for Roadway Needs Plan, SIS Needs Plan, Non-Motorized Needs Plan, and

Transit Needs Plan are in Appendix B.  The cost estimates were taken from the SIS CFP 2024-

2040 and Modal Unfunded Needs Plan.  The transit cost information was developed from the

Transit Development Program (TDP).

Cost Feasible Plan Map

A map was prepared to depict the Cost Feasible Plan projects entitled Martin County Cost
Feasible Projects (DRAFT).

Supporting Documentation

Additional tables were prepared as supporting documentation for the Martin MPO Cost Feasible
Plan Projects (DRAFT) in Appendix C.

· 2040 Maintenance Revenue Summary

· Roadway Project Prioritization Criteria

· Martin MPO 2040 LRTP Prioritization Analysis

· FDOT 2040 Revenue Forecast Appendix – Table 2 (Major Capacity Programs and

Corresponding Program Categories in the Program and Resource Plan)
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APPENDIX A 
Cost Feasible Plan  
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Non-SIS State Funds
Project Description 2021-2025 2026-2030 2031-2040 Developer Funded

SR 714 (Martin Hwy) from CR 76A (Citrus Blvd) to Martin Downs Boulevard Widen from 2 lanes to 4 lanes X
CR 713 (High Meadow Ave) from I-95 to CR 714 (Martin Hwy) (1) Widen from 2 lanes to 4 lanes X
CR 713 (High Meadow Ave) from I-95 to CR 714 (Martin Hwy) (2) Widen from 2 lanes to 4 lanes X
US 1 Corridor Retrofit Project X X X
Bicycle and Pedestrian Facilities Bicycle and Pedestrian Trail X X X

County and Municipal Funds
Project Description 2021-2025 2026-2030 2031-2040 Developer Funded

CR 713 (High Meadow Ave) from I-95 to CR 714 (Martin Hwy) (2) Widen from 2 lanes to 4 lanes X
Cove Rd from SR 76 (Kanner Hwy) to Willoughby Boulevard (1) Widen from 2 lanes to 4 lanes X
Cove Rd from SR 76 (Kanner Hwy) to Willoughby Boulevard (2) Widen from 2 lanes to 4 lanes X
Cove Rd from Willoughby Boulevard to SR 5 (US 1) (1) Widen from 2 lanes to 4 lanes X
Cove Rd from Willoughby Boulevard to SR 5 (US 1) (2) Widen from 2 lanes to 4 lanes X
Cove Rd from SR 5 (US 1) to CR A1A (1) Widen from 2 lanes to 4 lanes X
Cove Rd from SR 5 (US 1) to CR A1A (2) Widen from 2 lanes to 4 lanes X
Indian St from SR 76 (Kanner Hwy) to Willoughby Blvd Widen from 4 lanes to 6 lanes X
Willoughby Blvd from Monterey Road to SR 5 (US 1) New 2-lane road X
Village Pkwy Extension from Martin Hwy to St. Lucie County New 4-lane road X
Bicycle and Pedestrian Facilities Bicycle and Pedestrian Trail X X

TMA Funds
Project Description 2021-2025 2026-2030 2031-2040 Developer Funded

Congestion Management Strategies / Livable Communities Initiative CMP / LCI Funds X X X
Cove Rd from SR 5 (US 1) to CR A1A (2) Widen from 2 lanes to 4 lanes X
Maintenance Maintenance Funds X X X

Notes:

X = Indicates planning timeframe in which project is anticipated to be funded.
(1) ROW & Design Cost
(2) Construction Cost

Table A-1. Martin MPO 2040 LRTP Update - Draft Cost Feasible Plan

Martin2040_Implementation Plan_v6.xlsx Page 46



Table A-2. Martin MPO Cost Feasible Plan - Financial Analysis Summary
Note: All values are in year of expenditure (YOE) dollars

Part A. Base Revenue Forecast

Revenue Source 2021-2025 2026-2030 2031-2040

State Non-SIS - Other Arterial $27,600,000 $26,100,000 $57,200,000

County $27,153,160 $30,093,848 $70,743,530

TMA (SU) $9,640,000 $9,640,000 $19,290,000

Total 64,393,160$       65,833,848$     147,233,530$   

Part B. Adjusted Revenue including Carry Over

Revenue Source 2021-2025 2026-2030 2031-2040

State Non-SIS - Other Arterial $27,600,000 $26,100,000 $57,200,000

County $27,153,160 $30,093,848 $70,743,530

TMA (SU) $9,640,000 $9,640,000 $19,290,000

Total 64,393,160$       65,833,848$     147,233,530$   

Part C. Value of Committed Projects

Revenue Source 2021-2025 2026-2030 2031-2040

State Non-SIS - Other Arterial $27,600,000 $26,100,000 $57,200,000

County $27,153,160 $30,093,848 $70,743,530

TMA (SU) $9,640,000 $9,640,000 $19,290,000

Total 64,393,160$       65,833,848$     147,233,530$   

Part D. Uncommitted Funds (Part B - Part C)

Revenue Source 2021-2025 2026-2030 2031-2040

State Non-SIS - Other Arterial $0 $0 $0

County $0 $0 $0

TMA (SU) $0 $0 $0

Total -$                    -$                  -$                  

Part E. Total Unfunded or Potential Developer Funded Projects

Revenue Source 2031-2040 Cost

Unfunded - State/Non-SIS $0

Developer Funded $59,061,821

Unfunded - County $0

Martin2040_Implementation Plan_v6.xlsx Page 47



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

Non-SIS State Funds 
Project Description 2021-2025 2026-2030 2031-2040 Developer Funded

SR 714 (Martin Hwy) from CR 76A (Citrus Blvd) to Martin Downs Boulevard Widen from 2 lanes to 4 lanes $14,653,488 $17,307,269 $21,922,540

CR 713 (High Meadow Ave) from I-95 to CR 714 (Martin Hwy)(1) Widen from 2 lanes to 4 lanes $2,933,677 $3,464,973 $4,388,966

CR 713 (High Meadow Ave) from I-95 to CR 714 (Martin Hwy)(2) Widen from 2 lanes to 4 lanes $1,778,814

US 1 Corridor Retrofit Project $4,117,011 $13,050,000 $28,600,000

Bicycle and Pedestrian Facilities Bicycle and Pedestrian Trail $4,117,011 $13,050,000 $28,600,000

Sub-Total $27,600,000 $46,872,242 $83,511,506

County and Municipal Funds
Project Description 2021-2025 2026-2030 2031-2040 Developer Funded

CR 713 (High Meadow Ave) from I-95 to CR 714 (Martin Hwy)(2) Widen from 2 lanes to 4 lanes $27,153,160 $34,171,623 $43,284,056

Cove Rd from SR 76 (Kanner Hwy) to Willoughby Boulevard (1) Widen from 2 lanes to 4 lanes $2,364,257 $2,792,430 $3,537,078

Cove Rd from SR 76 (Kanner Hwy) to Willoughby Boulevard(2) Widen from 2 lanes to 4 lanes $23,316,347 $27,538,993 $34,882,724

Cove Rd from Willoughby Boulevard to SR 5 (US 1) (1) Widen from 2 lanes to 4 lanes $1,187,679 $1,402,770 $1,776,842

Cove Rd from Willoughby Boulevard to SR 5 (US 1) (2) Widen from 2 lanes to 4 lanes $11,712,907 $13,834,142 $17,523,246

Cove Rd from SR 5 (US 1) to CR A1A (1) Widen from 2 lanes to 4 lanes $1,244,487 $1,469,867 $1,861,832

Cove Rd from SR 5 (US 1) to CR A1A (2) Widen from 2 lanes to 4 lanes $12,273,156 $14,495,853 $14,924,656

Indian St from SR 76 (Kanner Hwy) to Willoughby Blvd Widen from 4 lanes to 6 lanes $7,181,707 $8,482,331 $10,744,286

Willoughby Blvd from Monterey Road to SR 5 (US 1) New 2-lane road $10,129,860 $11,964,401 $15,234,671

Village Pkwy Extension from Martin Hwy to St. Lucie County New 4-lane road $39,271,473 $46,383,629 $59,061,821 $59,061,821

Bicycle and Pedestrian Facilities Bicycle and Pedestrian Trail $5,451,915 $1,551,072

Sub-Total $135,835,033 $162,536,040 $202,831,212 $59,061,821

TMA Funds
Project Description 2021-2025 2026-2030 2031-2040 Developer Funded

Congestion Management Strategies / Livable Communities Initiative CMP / LCI Funds $4,000,000 $4,000,000 $4,000,000

Cove Rd from SR 5 (US 1) to CR A1A (2) Widen from 2 lanes to 4 lanes $3,436,758

Maintenance Maintenance Funds $5,640,000 $5,640,000 $11,853,242

Sub-Total $9,640,000 $9,640,000 $19,290,000

Total Cost $173,075,033 $219,048,282 $305,632,719 $59,061,821

Notes:

Shaded blue box indicates planning timeframe in which project is anticipated to be funded.
(1) ROW & Design Cost
(2) Construction Cost

Table A-3. Martin MPO 2040 LRTP Update - YOE Cost of Needs Plan Projects
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Martin MPO 2040 LRTP
DRAFT

Table B-1. Martin County 2040 Roadway Project Cost Estimates Moving Martin Forward
martin2040.com

Project From To Type
Existing 
Lanes

Future 
Lanes

Length
(mile) Source Type

Base
Construction

Cost Construction
MOT 
(10%)

Mobilization
(10%) SubTotal

Scope 
Contingency/

Project Unkown
(10%)

ROW 
Assumption

ROW Base
(Multiplied by 2) ROW Cost

Total 
Construction

Cost
PE Design

(15%)
CEI

(15%)
CEI

(10%)

Total Project 
Cost          

(Present Day 
Value)

Present Day
Total Project 

Cost
(Value) 2021-2025 2026-2030 2031-2040

` 1.27 1.50 1.91

Willoughby Boulevard Monterey Road SR 5 (US 1) New 2 Lane Road 0 2 0.84
Urban-Roadway New Construction: 2-Lane 

Undivided Roadway with 6' Sidewalk, 4' Bike 
Lane and Curb & Gutter

$6,278,054 $5,273,565 $527,357 $5,800,922 $580,092 $6,381,014 $957,152 $638,101 $7,976,268 $7,976,268 $10,129,860 $11,964,401 $15,234,671

Village Parkway Extension SR 714 (Martin Highway) St. Lucie County Line New 4 Lane Road 0 4 3
Rural - Roadway New Construction: 4-Lane 

Roadway with 5' Bike Lane, with 5' Sidewalks
$7,397,708 $22,489,032 $2,248,903 $24,737,936 $24,737,936 $3,710,690 $2,473,794 $30,922,419 $30,922,419 $39,271,473 $46,383,629 $59,061,821

1.27 1.50 1.90

Cove Road SR 76 (Kanner Highway) Willoughby Blvd Widen to 4L from 2L 2 4 2.13
Urban - Roadway Widening: 2-Lane Roadway to

4 Lanes (45mph Design Speed) with 5' 
Sidewalk, 4' Bike Lane, and Curb & Gutter 

$5,936,228 R $760,000 $1,618,800 $1,618,800 $242,820 $1,861,620 $1,861,620 $2,364,257 $2,792,430 $3,537,078

Cove Road SR 76 (Kanner Highway) Willoughby Blvd Widen to 4L from 2L 2 4 2.13
Urban - Roadway Widening: 2-Lane Roadway to

4 Lanes (45mph Design Speed) with 5' 
Sidewalk, 4' Bike Lane, and Curb & Gutter 

$5,936,228 $12,644,166 $1,264,417 $1,264,417 $15,172,999 $1,517,300 $16,690,299 $1,669,030 $18,359,329 $18,359,329 $23,316,347 $27,538,993 $34,882,724

Cove Road Willoughby Blvd SR 5 (US 1) Widen to 4L from 2L 2 4 1.07
Urban - Roadway Widening: 2-Lane Roadway to

4 Lanes (45mph Design Speed) with 5' 
Sidewalk, 4' Bike Lane, and Curb & Gutter 

$5,936,228 R $760,000 $813,200 $813,200 $121,980 $935,180 $935,180 $1,187,679 $1,402,770 $1,776,842

Cove Road Willoughby Blvd SR 5 (US 1) Widen to 4L from 2L 2 4 1.07
Urban - Roadway Widening: 2-Lane Roadway to

4 Lanes (45mph Design Speed) with 5' 
Sidewalk, 4' Bike Lane, and Curb & Gutter 

$5,936,228 $6,351,764 $635,176 $635,176 $7,622,117 $762,212 $8,384,328 $838,433 $9,222,761 $9,222,761 $11,712,907 $13,834,142 $17,523,246

Cove Road SR 5 (US 1) CR A1A Widen to 4L from 2L 2 4 1.12
Urban - Roadway Widening: 2-Lane Roadway to

4 Lanes (45mph Design Speed) with 5' 
Sidewalk, 4' Bike Lane, and Curb & Gutter 

$5,936,228 R $760,000 $852,097 $852,097 $127,815 $979,911 $979,911 $1,244,487 $1,469,867 $1,861,832

Cove Road SR 5 (US 1) CR A1A Widen to 4L from 2L 2 4 1.12
Urban - Roadway Widening: 2-Lane Roadway to

4 Lanes (45mph Design Speed) with 5' 
Sidewalk, 4' Bike Lane, and Curb & Gutter 

$5,936,228 $6,655,580 $665,558 $665,558 $7,986,696 $798,670 $8,785,366 $878,537 $9,663,902 $9,663,902 $12,273,156 $14,495,853 $18,361,414

CR 713 (High Meadow Ave) I-95 CR 714 (Martin Highway) Widen to 4L from 2L 2 4 2.64
Urban - Roadway Widening: 2-Lane Roadway to

4 Lanes (45mph Design Speed) with 5' 
Sidewalk, 4' Bike Lane, and Curb & Gutter 

$5,936,228 R $760,000 $2,008,680 $2,008,680 $301,302 $2,309,982 $2,309,982 $2,933,677 $3,464,973 $4,388,966

CR 713 (High Meadow Ave) I-95 CR 714 (Martin Highway) Widen to 4L from 2L 2 4 2.64
Urban - Roadway Widening: 2-Lane Roadway to

4 Lanes (45mph Design Speed) with 5' 
Sidewalk, 4' Bike Lane, and Curb & Gutter 

$5,936,228 $15,689,451 $1,568,945 $1,568,945 $18,827,341 $1,882,734 $20,710,075 $2,071,007 $22,781,082 $22,781,082 $28,931,974 $34,171,623 $43,284,056

SR 714 (Martin Highway) CR 76A (Citrus) Martin Downs Boulevard Widen to 4L from 2L 2 4 0.88
Urban - Roadway Widening: 2-Lane Roadway to

4 Lanes (45mph Design Speed) with 5' 
Sidewalk, 4' Bike Lane, and Curb & Gutter

$5,936,228 $5,223,881 $522,388 $522,388 $6,268,657 $626,866 U $2,250,000 $1,980,000 $8,875,522 $1,331,328 $1,331,328 $11,538,179 $11,538,179 $14,653,488 $17,307,269 $21,922,540

Indian Street SR 76 (Kanner Highway) Willoughby Blvd Widen to 6L from 4L 4 6 0.45
Urban - Roadway Widening: 4-Lane Roadway to

6 Lanes (45 mph Design speed) with 5' 
Sidewalk, 4' Bike Lanes, and Curb & Gutter 

$6,539,832 $2,955,023 $295,502 $295,502 $3,546,028 $354,603 U $2,250,001 $1,016,663 $4,917,293 $737,594 $491,729 $5,654,887 $5,654,887 $7,181,707 $8,482,331 $10,744,286

Total of all Martin County Projects $122,205,521

New 2 Lane Road

Widen from 2 to 4 Lane

Widen from 4 to 6 Lane

New 4 Lane Road
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Martin MPO 2040 LRTP
DRAFT

Table B-2. Martin County 2040 SIS Project Cost Estimates Moving Martin Forward
martin2040.com

PDE PE Total ROW CON Total ROW CON Total

SR 710 (Warfield Boulevard) Martin Powerplant CR 609 (Allapattah Road) Widen to 4L from 2L 2 4 8.82 SIS CFP 2024-2040 6,066,000$  6,066,000$       66,886,000$    66,886,000$    72,952,000$                   

SR 710 (Warfield Boulevard) Okeechobee/Martin County Line Martin Powerplant Widen to 4L from 2L 2 4 6.14 SIS CFP 2024-2040 7,447,000$  7,447,000$  154,671,000$  154,671,000$  5,125,000$  5,125,000$       167,243,000$                 

SR 91 (Florida's Turnpike) Jupiter/Indiantown Road SR 714/Stuart Widen to 6L from 4L 4 6 16.79
SIS 2040 SIS Multi-Modal 

Unfunded Needs Plan 161,970,000$                 Mid-Term

SR 91 (Florida's Turnpike) SR 714/Stuart St. Lucie County (2)
Widen to 8L from 4L 4 8 3.45

SIS 2040 SIS Multi-Modal 
Unfunded Needs Plan 45,630,000$                   Mid-Term

I-95 Palm Beach County Line Bridge Road
Widen to 8L from 6L (Add 2 Special 
Use Lanes) 6 8 7.48 SIS CFP 2024-2040 2,062,000$  6,836,000$  8,898,000$  52,524,000$    52,524,000$    61,422,000$                   

I-95 S of Bridge Road S of High Meadows Avenue
Widen to 8L from 6L (Add 2 Special 
Use Lanes) 6 8 6.44 SIS CFP 2024-2040 2,062,000$  5,732,000$  7,794,000$  81,572,000$    81,572,000$    89,366,000$                   

I-95 S of High Meadows Avenue St. Lucie County
Widen to 8L from 6L (Add 2 Special 
Use Lanes) 6 8 10.88 SIS CFP 2024-2040 2,578,000$  5,732,000$  8,310,000$  137,823,000$  137,823,000$  146,133,000$                 

Notes:
(1) SIS project costs stated as shown in the FDOT source document.
(2) The 2040 SIS Multi-Modal Unfunded Needs Plan limit is stated from SR 714/Stuart to Becker Road. The total project cost reflects these limits.

Widen from 4 to 6 Lane

Widen from 4 to 8 Lane

Widen from 6 to 8 Lane

Widen from 2 to 4 Lane

Source (1) State Managed FundsDesign
To Type

District Managed Funds
HorizonTotal Project Cost

Existing + 
Committed Lanes

Future 
Lanes

Length 
(Miles)

Road Name From
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Table B-3. Martin County 2040 Non-Motorized Needs Plan Project Cost Estimates Moving Martin Forward
martin2040.com

Project From To Type
Length
(mile) Source Type

Base
Construction

Cost Sides

Total Base
Construction

Cost Construction
MOT 
(10%)

Mobilization
(10%) SubTotal

Scope 
Contingency/

Project 
Unknown

(10%)

Total 
Construction

Cost
PE Design

(15%)
CEI

(10%)

Present Day
Total Project 

Cost
(Value) 2021-2025 2026-2030 2031-2040

` 1.27 1.50 1.91

Anthione Way Florida Avenue End Sidewalks 0.1

Urban-Bicycle&PedestrianFacilities: 
Sidewalks Per Mile (6' Width - 1 Side) 

$118,085 2 $236,170 $18,894 $1,889 $20,783 $2,078 $22,861 $3,429 $2,286 $28,577 $36,292.24 $42,865 $54,581

Aurora Way Florida Avenue End Sidewalks 0.1

Urban-Bicycle&PedestrianFacilities: 
Sidewalks Per Mile (6' Width - 1 Side) 

$118,085 2 $236,170 $18,894 $1,889 $20,783 $2,078 $22,861 $3,429 $2,286 $28,577 $36,292.24 $42,865 $54,581

Baker Road Green River Parkway Braille Place Sidewalks 0.7

Urban-Bicycle&PedestrianFacilities: 
Sidewalks Per Mile (6' Width - 1 Side) 

$118,085 2 $236,170 $153,511 $15,351 $168,862 $16,886 $185,748 $27,862 $18,575 $232,185 $294,874.48 $348,277 $443,473

Begonia Way Lantana Avenue Florida Avenue Sidewalks 0.1

Urban-Bicycle&PedestrianFacilities: 
Sidewalks Per Mile (6' Width - 1 Side) 

$118,085 2 $236,170 $30,702 $3,070 $33,772 $3,377 $37,150 $5,572 $3,715 $46,437 $58,974.90 $69,655 $88,695

Bonita Street Birch Avenue St. Lucie Boulevard Sidewalks 0.6

Urban-Bicycle&PedestrianFacilities: 
Sidewalks Per Mile (6' Width - 1 Side) 

$118,085 2 $236,170 $148,787 $14,879 $163,666 $16,367 $180,032 $27,005 $18,003 $225,040 $285,801.42 $337,561 $429,827

Bridge Road US 1 Gomez Avenue Sidewalks 0.5

Urban-Bicycle&PedestrianFacilities: 
Sidewalks Per Mile (6' Width - 1 Side) 

$118,085 2 $236,170 $120,447 $12,045 $132,491 $13,249 $145,741 $21,861 $14,574 $182,176 $231,363.05 $273,263 $347,955

Cardinal Avenue Baker Road Dixie Highway Sidewalks 0.1

Urban-Bicycle&PedestrianFacilities: 
Sidewalks Per Mile (6' Width - 1 Side) 

$118,085 2 $236,170 $28,340 $2,834 $31,174 $3,117 $34,292 $5,144 $3,429 $42,865 $54,438.37 $64,297 $81,872

Cardinal Avenue Baker Road SE Seneca Avenue Sidewalks 0.1

Urban-Bicycle&PedestrianFacilities: 
Sidewalks Per Mile (6' Width - 1 Side) 

$118,085 2 $236,170 $33,064 $3,306 $36,370 $3,637 $40,007 $6,001 $4,001 $50,009 $63,511.43 $75,013 $95,517

Clayton Street Birch Avenue St. Lucie Boulevard Sidewalks 0.6

Urban-Bicycle&PedestrianFacilities: 
Sidewalks Per Mile (6' Width - 1 Side) 

$118,085 2 $236,170 $148,787 $14,879 $163,666 $16,367 $180,032 $27,005 $18,003 $225,040 $285,801.42 $337,561 $429,827

Citrus Way Lantana Avenue Florida Avenue Sidewalks 0.1

Urban-Bicycle&PedestrianFacilities: 
Sidewalks Per Mile (6' Width - 1 Side) 

$118,085 2 $236,170 $30,702 $3,070 $33,772 $3,377 $37,150 $5,572 $3,715 $46,437 $58,974.90 $69,655 $88,695

CR 713 (High Meadow Avenue) Bane Berry Drive Swallowtrail Way Sidewalks 0.6

Urban-Bicycle&PedestrianFacilities: 
Sidewalks Per Mile (6' Width - 1 Side) 

$118,085 2 $236,170 $141,702 $14,170 $155,872 $15,587 $171,459 $25,719 $17,146 $214,324 $272,191.83 $321,486 $409,359

Dixie Highway Wright Boulevard Existing Terminus Near Baker Road Sidewalks 0.4

Urban-Bicycle&PedestrianFacilities: 
Sidewalks Per Mile (6' Width - 1 Side) 

$118,085 2 $236,170 $87,383 $8,738 $96,121 $9,612 $105,733 $15,860 $10,573 $132,167 $167,851.63 $198,250 $252,438

Dixie Highway Green River Parkway Savannah Road Sidewalks 0.6

Urban-Bicycle&PedestrianFacilities: 
Sidewalks Per Mile (6' Width - 1 Side) 

$118,085 2 $236,170 $139,340 $13,934 $153,274 $15,327 $168,602 $25,290 $16,860 $210,752 $267,655.30 $316,128 $402,537

Dixie Highway Savannah Road Seahorse Place Sidewalks 1.0

Urban-Bicycle&PedestrianFacilities: 
Sidewalks Per Mile (6' Width - 1 Side) 

$118,085 2 $236,170 $231,447 $23,145 $254,591 $25,459 $280,050 $42,008 $28,005 $350,063 $444,579.99 $525,094 $668,620

Dixie Highway Eleanor Avenue Palmer Street Sidewalks 0.1

Urban-Bicycle&PedestrianFacilities: 
Sidewalks Per Mile (6' Width - 1 Side) 

$118,085 2 $236,170 $28,340 $2,834 $31,174 $3,117 $34,292 $5,144 $3,429 $42,865 $54,438.37 $64,297 $81,872

Eucalyptus Way Lantana Avenue Florida Avenue Sidewalks 0.1

Urban-Bicycle&PedestrianFacilities: 
Sidewalks Per Mile (6' Width - 1 Side) 

$118,085 2 $236,170 $30,702 $3,070 $33,772 $3,377 $37,150 $5,572 $3,715 $46,437 $58,974.90 $69,655 $88,695

Fern Street Lantana Avenue Florida Avenue Sidewalks 0.1

Urban-Bicycle&PedestrianFacilities: 
Sidewalks Per Mile (6' Width - 1 Side) 

$118,085 2 $236,170 $30,702 $3,070 $33,772 $3,377 $37,150 $5,572 $3,715 $46,437 $58,974.90 $69,655 $88,695

Florida Avenue Bridge Road Comus Street Sidewalks 0.3

Urban-Bicycle&PedestrianFacilities: 
Sidewalks Per Mile (6' Width - 1 Side) 

$118,085 2 $236,170 $77,936 $7,794 $85,730 $8,573 $94,303 $14,145 $9,430 $117,878 $149,705.51 $176,818 $225,148

Mars Street Florida Avenue US 1 Sidewalks 0.2

Urban-Bicycle&PedestrianFacilities: 
Sidewalks Per Mile (6' Width - 1 Side) 

$118,085 2 $236,170 $49,596 $4,960 $54,555 $5,456 $60,011 $9,002 $6,001 $75,013 $95,267.14 $112,520 $143,276

Martin Highway Martin Downs Boulevard High Meadow Avenue Sidewalks 0.3

Urban-Bicycle&PedestrianFacilities: 
Sidewalks Per Mile (6' Width - 1 Side) 

$118,085 2 $236,170 $63,766 $6,377 $70,142 $7,014 $77,157 $11,574 $7,716 $96,446 $122,486.32 $144,669 $184,212

Martin Highway Citrus Boulevard 42nd Avenue Sidewalks 0.5

Urban-Bicycle&PedestrianFacilities: 
Sidewalks Per Mile (6' Width - 1 Side) 

$118,085 2 $236,170 $118,085 $11,809 $129,894 $12,989 $142,883 $21,432 $14,288 $178,604 $226,826.52 $267,905 $341,133

Neptune Street Florida Avenue US 1 Sidewalks 0.2

Urban-Bicycle&PedestrianFacilities: 
Sidewalks Per Mile (6' Width - 1 Side) 

$118,085 2 $236,170 $49,596 $4,960 $54,555 $5,456 $60,011 $9,002 $6,001 $75,013 $95,267.14 $112,520 $143,276

NW Alice Street Dixie Highway Existing Terminus Near Alice Road Sidewalks 0.3

Urban-Bicycle&PedestrianFacilities: 
Sidewalks Per Mile (6' Width - 1 Side) 

$118,085 2 $236,170 $63,766 $6,377 $70,142 $7,014 $77,157 $11,574 $7,716 $96,446 $122,486.32 $144,669 $184,212

Osprey Street Dixie Highway E of Railroad Sidewalks 0.2

Urban-Bicycle&PedestrianFacilities: 
Sidewalks Per Mile (6' Width - 1 Side) 

$118,085 2 $236,170 $44,872 $4,487 $49,360 $4,936 $54,295 $8,144 $5,430 $67,869 $86,194.08 $101,804 $129,630

Psyche Street Florida Avenue End Sidewalks 0.1

Urban-Bicycle&PedestrianFacilities: 
Sidewalks Per Mile (6' Width - 1 Side) 

$118,085 2 $236,170 $18,894 $1,889 $20,783 $2,078 $22,861 $3,429 $2,286 $28,577 $36,292.24 $42,865 $54,581

SE Alamanda Way Lantana Avenue Florida Avenue Sidewalks 0.1

Urban-Bicycle&PedestrianFacilities: 
Sidewalks Per Mile (6' Width - 1 Side) 

$118,085 2 $236,170 $30,702 $3,070 $33,772 $3,377 $37,150 $5,572 $3,715 $46,437 $58,974.90 $69,655 $88,695

SE Comus Street Lantana Avenue End Sidewalks 0.2

Urban-Bicycle&PedestrianFacilities: 
Sidewalks Per Mile (6' Width - 1 Side) 

$118,085 2 $236,170 $49,596 $4,960 $54,555 $5,456 $60,011 $9,002 $6,001 $75,013 $95,267.14 $112,520 $143,276

Sidewalks
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Table B-3. Martin County 2040 Non-Motorized Needs Plan Project Cost Estimates Moving Martin Forward
martin2040.com

Project From To Type
Length
(mile) Source Type

Base
Construction

Cost Sides

Total Base
Construction

Cost Construction
MOT 
(10%)

Mobilization
(10%) SubTotal

Scope 
Contingency/

Project 
Unknown

(10%)

Total 
Construction

Cost
PE Design

(15%)
CEI

(10%)

Present Day
Total Project 

Cost
(Value) 2021-2025 2026-2030 2031-2040

` 1.27 1.50 1.91

SE Date Street Lantana Avenue Florida Avenue Sidewalks 0.1

Urban-Bicycle&PedestrianFacilities: 
Sidewalks Per Mile (6' Width - 1 Side) 

$118,085 2 $236,170 $30,702 $3,070 $33,772 $3,377 $37,150 $5,572 $3,715 $46,437 $58,974.90 $69,655 $88,695

SE Flamingo Avenue SE 10th Street SE Ocean Boulevard Sidewalks 0.5

Urban-Bicycle&PedestrianFacilities: 
Sidewalks Per Mile (6' Width - 1 Side) 

$118,085 2 $236,170 $122,808 $12,281 $135,089 $13,509 $148,598 $22,290 $14,860 $185,748 $235,899.59 $278,622 $354,778

SE Lantana Avenue Bridge Road Comus Street Sidewalks 0.3

Urban-Bicycle&PedestrianFacilities: 
Sidewalks Per Mile (6' Width - 1 Side) 

$118,085 2 $236,170 $80,298 $8,030 $88,328 $8,833 $97,160 $14,574 $9,716 $121,450 $154,242.04 $182,176 $231,970

SE Seneca Avenue NE Cardinal Avenue NW Greenrip Parkway Sidewalks 0.3

Urban-Bicycle&PedestrianFacilities: 
Sidewalks Per Mile (6' Width - 1 Side) 

$118,085 2 $236,170 $68,489 $6,849 $75,338 $7,534 $82,872 $12,431 $8,287 $103,590 $131,559.38 $155,385 $197,857

SW Magnolia Street SW 173rd Avenue SW 168th Avenue Sidewalks 0.4

Urban-Bicycle&PedestrianFacilities: 
Sidewalks Per Mile (6' Width - 1 Side) 

$118,085 2 $236,170 $92,106 $9,211 $101,317 $10,132 $111,449 $16,717 $11,145 $139,311 $176,924.69 $208,966 $266,084

$3,604,220

138th Street Bridge Road Powerline Avenue Bike Lanes 1.9

Urban-Bicycle&PedestrianFacilities: Bike 
Lanes

$274,015 $523,369 $52,337 $52,337 $628,042 $62,804 $690,847 $103,627 $69,085 $863,558 $1,096,719.01 $1,295,337 $1,649,396

Baker Road Green River Parkway Cardinal Avenue Bike Lanes 0.3

Urban-Bicycle&PedestrianFacilities: Bike 
Lanes

$274,015 $76,724 $7,672 $7,672 $92,069 $9,207 $101,276 $15,191 $10,128 $126,595 $160,775.56 $189,892 $241,796

Bridge Road Kanner Highway Flora Avenue Bike Lanes 10.4

Urban-Bicycle&PedestrianFacilities: Bike 
Lanes

$274,015 $2,841,536 $284,154 $284,154 $3,409,843 $340,984 $3,750,827 $562,624 $375,083 $4,688,534 $5,954,437.75 $7,032,800 $8,955,099

Canoe Creek Terrace Sand Avenue Murphy Road Bike Lanes 1.0

Urban-Bicycle&PedestrianFacilities: Bike 
Lanes

$274,015 $282,235 $28,224 $28,224 $338,683 $33,868 $372,551 $55,883 $37,255 $465,688 $591,424.39 $698,533 $889,465

Cardinal Avenue Baker Road Dixie Highway Bike Lanes 0.1

Urban-Bicycle&PedestrianFacilities: Bike 
Lanes

$274,015 $32,882 $3,288 $3,288 $39,458 $3,946 $43,404 $6,511 $4,340 $54,255 $68,903.81 $81,382 $103,627

Citrus Boulevard Martin Highway Hemingway Terrace Bike Lanes 16.0

Urban-Bicycle&PedestrianFacilities: Bike 
Lanes

$274,015 $4,381,500 $438,150 $438,150 $5,257,800 $525,780 $5,783,580 $867,537 $578,358 $7,229,475 $9,181,432.94 $10,844,212 $13,808,297

Commerce Avenue Market Place Salerno Road Bike Lanes 1.3

Urban-Bicycle&PedestrianFacilities: Bike 
Lanes

$274,015 $353,479 $35,348 $35,348 $424,175 $42,418 $466,593 $69,989 $46,659 $583,241 $740,715.98 $874,861 $1,113,990

County Line Road NE Savannah Road Indian River Road Bike Lanes 0.4

Urban-Bicycle&PedestrianFacilities: Bike 
Lanes

$274,015 $112,346 $11,235 $11,235 $134,815 $13,482 $148,297 $22,245 $14,830 $185,371 $235,421.36 $278,057 $354,059

CR 713 (High Meadow Avenue) Martin Highway Murphy Road Bike Lanes 1.8

Urban-Bicycle&PedestrianFacilities: Bike 
Lanes

$274,015 $487,747 $48,775 $48,775 $585,296 $58,530 $643,826 $96,574 $64,383 $804,782 $1,022,073.21 $1,207,173 $1,537,134

CR 714 (Martin Highway) SR 91 (Florida's Turnpike) Mapp Road Bike Lanes 2.2

Urban-Bicycle&PedestrianFacilities: Bike 
Lanes

$274,015 $594,613 $59,461 $59,461 $713,535 $71,354 $784,889 $117,733 $78,489 $981,111 $1,246,010.60 $1,471,666 $1,873,921

Dixie Highway Palmer Street Indian River Drive Bike Lanes 0.8

Urban-Bicycle&PedestrianFacilities: Bike 
Lanes

$274,015 $224,692 $22,469 $22,469 $269,631 $26,963 $296,594 $44,489 $29,659 $370,742 $470,842.71 $556,113 $708,118

Dixie Highway Green River Parkway Savannah Road Bike Lanes 0.4

Urban-Bicycle&PedestrianFacilities: Bike 
Lanes

$274,015 $117,826 $11,783 $11,783 $141,392 $14,139 $155,531 $23,330 $15,553 $194,414 $246,905.33 $291,620 $371,330

Dixie Highway Wright Blvd Green River Parkway Bike Lanes 0.4

Urban-Bicycle&PedestrianFacilities: Bike 
Lanes

$274,015 $101,124 $10,112 $10,112 $121,348 $12,135 $133,483 $20,022 $13,348 $166,854 $211,904.65 $250,281 $318,691

Dixie Highway SE Monterey Road Wright Boulevard Bike Lanes 3.1

Urban-Bicycle&PedestrianFacilities: Bike 
Lanes

$274,015 $852,187 $85,219 $85,219 $1,022,624 $102,262 $1,124,886 $168,733 $112,489 $1,406,108 $1,785,757.13 $2,109,162 $2,685,666

Fisherman's Wharf Drive Pennsylvania Avenue Yachtsman Drive Bike Lanes 0.3

Urban-Bicycle&PedestrianFacilities: Bike 
Lanes

$274,015 $68,504 $6,850 $6,850 $82,205 $8,220 $90,425 $13,564 $9,042 $113,031 $143,549.61 $169,547 $215,890

Fork Road US 1 Pine Lake Drive Bike Lanes 0.8

Urban-Bicycle&PedestrianFacilities: Bike 
Lanes

$274,015 $219,212 $21,921 $21,921 $263,054 $26,305 $289,360 $43,404 $28,936 $361,700 $459,358.75 $542,550 $690,847

Indian River Drive Palmer Street St. Lucie County Line Bike Lanes 3.1

Urban-Bicycle&PedestrianFacilities: Bike 
Lanes

$274,015 $843,966 $84,397 $84,397 $1,012,759 $101,276 $1,114,035 $167,105 $111,404 $1,392,544 $1,768,531.17 $2,088,816 $2,659,759

Jensen Beach Blvd US 1 Roundabout Bike Lanes 2.8

Urban-Bicycle&PedestrianFacilities: Bike 
Lanes

$274,015 $759,022 $75,902 $75,902 $910,826 $91,083 $1,001,908 $150,286 $100,191 $1,252,386 $1,590,529.66 $1,878,578 $2,392,056

Kanner Highway Lost River Road Monterey Road Bike Lanes 5.6

Urban-Bicycle&PedestrianFacilities: Bike 
Lanes

$274,015 $1,534,484 $153,448 $153,448 $1,841,381 $184,138 $2,025,519 $303,828 $202,552 $2,531,899 $3,215,511.22 $3,797,848 $4,835,926

Kanner Highway Monterey Road Warfield Boulevard Bike Lanes 1.1

Urban-Bicycle&PedestrianFacilities: Bike 
Lanes

$274,015 $290,456 $29,046 $29,046 $348,547 $34,855 $383,402 $57,510 $38,340 $479,252 $608,650.34 $718,878 $915,372

Kitchen Creek 138th Street Jonathan  Dickinson State Park Path Bike Lanes 0.5

Urban-Bicycle&PedestrianFacilities: Bike 
Lanes

$274,015 $137,008 $13,701 $13,701 $164,409 $16,441 $180,850 $27,127 $18,085 $226,062 $287,099.22 $339,094 $431,779

Mapp Road Hidden River Avenue Martin Downs Boulevard Bike Lanes 3.0

Urban-Bicycle&PedestrianFacilities: Bike 
Lanes

$274,015 $816,565 $81,656 $81,656 $979,878 $97,988 $1,077,865 $161,680 $107,787 $1,347,332 $1,711,111.33 $2,020,998 $2,573,404

Sidewalks (continued)
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Mapp Road Martin Downs Boulevard Silver Wolf Drive Bike Lanes 2.8

Urban-Bicycle&PedestrianFacilities: Bike 
Lanes

$274,015 $764,502 $76,450 $76,450 $917,402 $91,740 $1,009,142 $151,371 $100,914 $1,261,428 $1,602,013.63 $1,892,142 $2,409,328

Market Place US 1 Commerce Avenue Bike Lanes 0.4

Urban-Bicycle&PedestrianFacilities: Bike 
Lanes

$274,015 $109,606 $10,961 $10,961 $131,527 $13,153 $144,680 $21,702 $14,468 $180,850 $229,679.37 $271,275 $345,423

Matheson Avenue Murphy Road Martin Downs Boulevard Bike Lanes 1.0

Urban-Bicycle&PedestrianFacilities: Bike 
Lanes

$274,015 $268,535 $26,853 $26,853 $322,242 $32,224 $354,466 $53,170 $35,447 $443,082 $562,714.46 $664,623 $846,287

MLK, Jr Drive Farm Road Warfield Boulevard Bike Lanes 0.7

Urban-Bicycle&PedestrianFacilities: Bike 
Lanes

$274,015 $197,291 $19,729 $19,729 $236,749 $23,675 $260,424 $39,064 $26,042 $325,530 $413,422.87 $488,295 $621,762

Monterey Road Mapp Road Dixie Highway Bike Lanes 2.4

Urban-Bicycle&PedestrianFacilities: Bike 
Lanes

$274,015 $660,376 $66,038 $66,038 $792,451 $79,245 $871,697 $130,754 $87,170 $1,089,621 $1,383,818.22 $1,634,431 $2,081,175

Murphy Road SW Matheson Avenue St. Lucie County Line Bike Lanes 2.6

Urban-Bicycle&PedestrianFacilities: Bike 
Lanes

$274,015 $707,737 $70,774 $70,774 $849,284 $84,928 $934,212 $140,132 $93,421 $1,167,766 $1,483,062.22 $1,751,648 $2,230,432

Palm City Road Monterey Road US 1 Bike Lanes 1.2

Urban-Bicycle&PedestrianFacilities: Bike 
Lanes

$274,015 $337,038 $33,704 $33,704 $404,446 $40,445 $444,891 $66,734 $44,489 $556,113 $706,264.07 $834,170 $1,062,177

Palmer Street Dixie Highway Sewall's Point Road Bike Lanes 0.5

Urban-Bicycle&PedestrianFacilities: Bike 
Lanes

$274,015 $139,748 $13,975 $13,975 $167,697 $16,770 $184,467 $27,670 $18,447 $230,584 $292,841.20 $345,875 $440,415

Pennsylvania Avenue 96th Street/CR 711 Fisherman's Wharf Drive Bike Lanes 0.6

Urban-Bicycle&PedestrianFacilities: Bike 
Lanes

$274,015 $150,708 $15,071 $15,071 $180,850 $18,085 $198,935 $29,840 $19,893 $248,669 $315,809.14 $373,003 $474,957

Pine Lake Drive Fork Road Britt Road Bike Lanes 1.4

Urban-Bicycle&PedestrianFacilities: Bike 
Lanes

$274,015 $383,621 $38,362 $38,362 $460,345 $46,035 $506,380 $75,957 $50,638 $632,975 $803,877.81 $949,462 $1,208,982

Powerline Avenue 138th Street Bridge Road Bike Lanes 0.5

Urban-Bicycle&PedestrianFacilities: Bike 
Lanes

$274,015 $142,488 $14,249 $14,249 $170,985 $17,099 $188,084 $28,213 $18,808 $235,105 $298,583.18 $352,657 $449,050

Pratt Whitney Palm Beach County Line Kanner Highway Bike Lanes 12.7

Urban-Bicycle&PedestrianFacilities: Bike 
Lanes

$274,015 $3,488,211 $348,821 $348,821 $4,185,853 $418,585 $4,604,438 $690,666 $460,444 $5,755,548 $7,309,546.05 $8,633,322 $10,993,097

Salerno Road US 1 Dixie Highway Bike Lanes 0.9

Urban-Bicycle&PedestrianFacilities: Bike 
Lanes

$274,015 $254,834 $25,483 $25,483 $305,801 $30,580 $336,381 $50,457 $33,638 $420,476 $534,004.54 $630,714 $803,109

Salerno Road Kanner Highway Willoughby Boulevard Bike Lanes 1.6

Urban-Bicycle&PedestrianFacilities: Bike 
Lanes

$274,015 $449,385 $44,938 $44,938 $539,262 $53,926 $593,188 $88,978 $59,319 $741,485 $941,685.43 $1,112,227 $1,416,236

Sand Avenue Existing Paved Shoulder Canoe Creek Terrace Bike Lanes 0.9

Urban-Bicycle&PedestrianFacilities: Bike 
Lanes

$274,015 $254,834 $25,483 $25,483 $305,801 $30,580 $336,381 $50,457 $33,638 $420,476 $534,004.54 $630,714 $803,109

Sand Trail Sand Avenue Martin Downs Boulevard Bike Lanes 0.6

Urban-Bicycle&PedestrianFacilities: Bike 
Lanes

$274,015 $172,629 $17,263 $17,263 $207,155 $20,716 $227,871 $34,181 $22,787 $284,839 $361,745.01 $427,258 $544,042

Savannah Road Cardinal Avenue Jensen Beach Boulevard Bike Lanes 2.1

Urban-Bicycle&PedestrianFacilities: Bike 
Lanes

$274,015 $564,471 $56,447 $56,447 $677,365 $67,737 $745,102 $111,765 $74,510 $931,377 $1,182,848.77 $1,397,065 $1,778,930

SE County Line Road SE Girl Scout Camp US 1 Bike Lanes 3.0

Urban-Bicycle&PedestrianFacilities: Bike 
Lanes

$274,015 $822,045 $82,205 $82,205 $986,454 $98,645 $1,085,099 $162,765 $108,510 $1,356,374 $1,722,595.30 $2,034,561 $2,590,675

SE Horseshoe Road SE Anchor Avenue SE Kubin Avenue Bike Lanes 1.2

Urban-Bicycle&PedestrianFacilities: Bike 
Lanes

$274,015 $315,117 $31,512 $31,512 $378,141 $37,814 $415,955 $62,393 $41,595 $519,943 $660,328.20 $779,915 $993,092

SE Ocean Boulevard Palm Beach Road Martin Avenue Bike Lanes 0.6

Urban-Bicycle&PedestrianFacilities: Bike 
Lanes

$274,015 $158,929 $15,893 $15,893 $190,714 $19,071 $209,786 $31,468 $20,979 $262,232 $333,035.09 $393,349 $500,864

Sewall's Point Road Ocean A1A Palmer Street Bike Lanes 1.6

Urban-Bicycle&PedestrianFacilities: Bike 
Lanes

$274,015 $427,463 $42,746 $42,746 $512,956 $51,296 $564,252 $84,638 $56,425 $705,315 $895,749.55 $1,057,972 $1,347,151

St. George Street Yachtsman Drive Locks Road Bike Lanes 0.2

Urban-Bicycle&PedestrianFacilities: Bike 
Lanes

$274,015 $52,063 $5,206 $5,206 $62,475 $6,248 $68,723 $10,308 $6,872 $85,904 $109,097.70 $128,856 $164,076

St. Lucie Boulevard Dixie Highway Ocean Boulevard Bike Lanes 1.2

Urban-Bicycle&PedestrianFacilities: Bike 
Lanes

$274,015 $326,078 $32,608 $32,608 $391,293 $39,129 $430,423 $64,563 $43,042 $538,028 $683,296.13 $807,043 $1,027,634

SW Adams Avenue SW Palm Way SW 150th Street Bike Lanes 0.3

Urban-Bicycle&PedestrianFacilities: Bike 
Lanes

$274,015 $87,685 $8,768 $8,768 $105,222 $10,522 $115,744 $17,362 $11,574 $144,680 $183,743.50 $217,020 $276,339

SW Farm Road Andalucia Court SW Famel Avenue Bike Lanes 1.7

Urban-Bicycle&PedestrianFacilities: Bike 
Lanes

$274,015 $472,625 $47,263 $47,263 $567,150 $56,715 $623,865 $93,580 $62,387 $779,832 $990,386.17 $1,169,747 $1,489,478

SW Farm Road Warfield Boulevard Andalucia Court Bike Lanes 3.1

Urban-Bicycle&PedestrianFacilities: Bike 
Lanes

$274,015 $860,407 $86,041 $86,041 $1,032,489 $103,249 $1,135,737 $170,361 $113,574 $1,419,672 $1,802,983.08 $2,129,508 $2,711,573

US 1 Roosevelt Bridge Contractors Way Bike Lanes 1.6

Urban-Bicycle&PedestrianFacilities: Bike 
Lanes

$274,015 $427,463 $42,746 $42,746 $512,956 $51,296 $564,252 $84,638 $56,425 $705,315 $895,749.55 $1,057,972 $1,347,151

Willoughby Boulevard Cove Road Pomeroy Street Bike Lanes 1.5

Urban-Bicycle&PedestrianFacilities: Bike 
Lanes

$274,015 $411,023 $41,102 $41,102 $493,227 $49,323 $542,550 $81,382 $54,255 $678,187 $861,297.65 $1,017,281 $1,295,337

Bicycle Corridors (continued)
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Yachtsman Drive Fisherman's Wharf Drive St. George Street Bike Lanes 0.8

Urban-Bicycle&PedestrianFacilities: Bike 
Lanes

$274,015 $230,173 $23,017 $23,017 $276,207 $27,621 $303,828 $45,574 $30,383 $379,785 $482,326.68 $569,677 $725,389

$48,326,122

Allapattah Road SW Warfield Boulevard St. Lucie County Line Shared Use Path 12.1

Urban-Bicycle&PedestrianFacilities: 
Shared Use Path (12' Width)

$336,879 $4,074,799 $407,480 $4,482,278 $448,228 $4,930,506 $739,576 $493,051 $6,163,133 $7,827,178.64 $9,244,699.18 $11,771,583.63

Beeline Highway Corridor Okeechobee County Line Palm Beach County Line Shared Use Path 23.3

Urban-Bicycle&PedestrianFacilities: 
Shared Use Path (12' Width)

$336,879 $7,849,281 $784,928 $8,634,209 $863,421 $9,497,630 $1,424,644 $949,763 $11,872,037 $15,077,487.06 $17,808,055.59 $22,675,590.78

C-44 Trail Beeline Highway Corridor St. Lucie County Line Shared Use Path 14.7

Urban-Bicycle&PedestrianFacilities: 
Shared Use Path (12' Width)

$336,879 $4,942,015 $494,201 $5,436,216 $543,622 $5,979,838 $896,976 $597,984 $7,474,798 $9,492,992.93 $11,212,196.37 $14,276,863.38

Dixie Highway Seahorse Place Langford Landing Roundabout Shared Use Path 0.9

Urban-Bicycle&PedestrianFacilities: 
Shared Use Path (12' Width)

$336,879 $289,716 $28,972 $318,688 $31,869 $350,556 $52,583 $35,056 $438,195 $556,508.11 $657,293.04 $836,953.14

Dixie Highway/East Coast Greenway 5th Street St. Lucie County Line Shared Use Path 2.2

Urban-Bicycle&PedestrianFacilities: 
Shared Use Path (12' Width)

$336,879 $734,396 $73,440 $807,836 $80,784 $888,619 $133,293 $88,862 $1,110,774 $1,410,683.34 $1,666,161.42 $2,121,578.88

Dixie Highway/East Coast Greenway Florida Street 5th Street Shared Use Path 0.5

Urban-Bicycle&PedestrianFacilities: 
Shared Use Path (12' Width)

$336,879 $168,440 $16,844 $185,283 $18,528 $203,812 $30,572 $20,381 $254,765 $323,551.22 $382,147.12 $486,600.66

Dixie Highway/East Coast Greenway Palm Beach County Line Florida Street Shared Use Path 19.5

Urban-Bicycle&PedestrianFacilities: 
Shared Use Path (12' Width)

$336,879 $6,569,141 $656,914 $7,226,055 $722,605 $7,948,660 $1,192,299 $794,866 $9,935,825 $12,618,497.76 $14,903,737.51 $18,977,425.76

Gomez Avenue Bridge Road Thru Crossrip Street to Osprey Street Shared Use Path 3.2

Urban-Bicycle&PedestrianFacilities: 
Shared Use Path (12' Width)

$336,879 $1,064,538 $106,454 $1,170,991 $117,099 $1,288,091 $193,214 $128,809 $1,610,113 $2,044,843.74 $2,415,169.77 $3,075,316.17

Indian River Drive A1A St. Lucie County Line Shared Use Path 4.6

Urban-Bicycle&PedestrianFacilities: 
Shared Use Path (12' Width)

$336,879 $1,563,119 $156,312 $1,719,430 $171,943 $1,891,373 $283,706 $189,137 $2,364,217 $3,002,555.36 $3,546,325.23 $4,515,654.13

Indian Street Dixie Highway St. Lucie Boulevard Shared Use Path 1.4

Urban-Bicycle&PedestrianFacilities: 
Shared Use Path (12' Width)

$336,879 $474,999 $47,500 $522,499 $52,250 $574,749 $86,212 $57,475 $718,437 $912,414.45 $1,077,654.87 $1,372,213.86

Martin East West Corridor Lake Okeechobee SE Beach Road Shared Use Path 32.6

Urban-Bicycle&PedestrianFacilities: 
Shared Use Path (12' Width)

$336,879 $10,995,731 $1,099,573 $12,095,304 $1,209,530 $13,304,834 $1,995,725 $1,330,483 $16,631,042 $21,121,423.94 $24,946,563.71 $31,765,291.12

New Route US 98 Jonathan Dickinson State Park Shared Use Path 26.3

Urban-Bicycle&PedestrianFacilities: 
Shared Use Path (12' Width)

$336,879 $8,863,286 $886,329 $9,749,615 $974,962 $10,724,577 $1,608,686 $1,072,458 $13,405,721 $17,025,265.44 $20,108,581.22 $25,604,926.76

New Route Citrus Boulevard
Citrus Boulevard via Canal, American Street, Indian Mound 
Drive Shared Use Path 2.3

Urban-Bicycle&PedestrianFacilities: 
Shared Use Path (12' Width)

$336,879 $764,715 $76,472 $841,187 $84,119 $925,306 $138,796 $92,531 $1,156,632 $1,468,922.56 $1,734,947.90 $2,209,167.00

New Route Sand Avenue Citrus Boulevard via Turnpike Underpass Shared Use Path 0.7

Urban-Bicycle&PedestrianFacilities: 
Shared Use Path (12' Width)

$336,879 $222,340 $22,234 $244,574 $24,457 $269,032 $40,355 $26,903 $336,289 $427,087.62 $504,434.19 $642,312.87

New Route US 1 Old Dixie Highway Shared Use Path 0.6

Urban-Bicycle&PedestrianFacilities: 
Shared Use Path (12' Width)

$336,879 $215,603 $21,560 $237,163 $23,716 $260,879 $39,132 $26,088 $326,099 $414,145.57 $489,148.31 $622,848.85

New Route Jensen Beach Boulevard Thru Savannah State Park to St. Lucie County Line Shared Use Path 1.7

Urban-Bicycle&PedestrianFacilities: 
Shared Use Path (12' Width)

$336,879 $586,169 $58,617 $644,786 $64,479 $709,265 $106,390 $70,927 $886,581 $1,125,958.26 $1,329,871.96 $1,693,370.30

New Route SW Osceola Street Indianwood Drive Shared Use Path 1.9

Urban-Bicycle&PedestrianFacilities: 
Shared Use Path (12' Width)

$336,879 $640,930 $64,093 $705,023 $70,502 $775,526 $116,329 $77,553 $969,407 $1,231,147.26 $1,454,110.93 $1,851,567.92

New Route Palm Beach County Line St. Lucie County Line Shared Use Path 20.3

Urban-Bicycle&PedestrianFacilities: 
Shared Use Path (12' Width)

$336,879 $6,835,275 $683,527 $7,518,802 $751,880 $8,270,683 $1,240,602 $827,068 $10,338,353 $13,129,708.69 $15,507,529.95 $19,746,254.81

New Route Salerno Road Cove Road Shared Use Path 1.2

Urban-Bicycle&PedestrianFacilities: 
Shared Use Path (12' Width)

$336,879 $397,517 $39,752 $437,269 $43,727 $480,996 $72,149 $48,100 $601,245 $763,580.89 $901,867.19 $1,148,377.56

New Route SW Osceola Street Indianwood Drive Shared Use Path 0.1

Urban-Bicycle&PedestrianFacilities: 
Shared Use Path (12' Width)

$336,879 $47,163 $4,716 $51,879 $5,188 $57,067 $8,560 $5,707 $71,334 $90,594.34 $107,001.19 $136,248.18

New Route Flamingo Terminus Thru Jonathan Dickinson State Park Shared Use Path 2.8

Urban-Bicycle&PedestrianFacilities: 
Shared Use Path (12' Width)

$336,879 $926,417 $92,642 $1,019,059 $101,906 $1,120,965 $168,145 $112,096 $1,401,206 $1,779,531.74 $2,101,809.14 $2,676,303.63

New Route Locks Road Over Canal to Mapp Road Shared Use Path 1.8

Urban-Bicycle&PedestrianFacilities: 
Shared Use Path (12' Width)

$336,879 $603,013 $60,301 $663,315 $66,331 $729,646 $109,447 $72,965 $912,058 $1,158,313.38 $1,368,086.67 $1,742,030.36

New Route Flora Avenue Terminus Thru Jonathan Dickinson State Park Shared Use Path 1.4

Urban-Bicycle&PedestrianFacilities: 
Shared Use Path (12' Width)

$336,879 $468,262 $46,826 $515,088 $51,509 $566,597 $84,990 $56,660 $708,246 $899,472.40 $1,062,368.98 $1,352,749.84

New Route Kitchen Creek Road Terminus Thru Jonathan Dickinson State Park Shared Use Path 3.4

Urban-Bicycle&PedestrianFacilities: 
Shared Use Path (12' Width)

$336,879 $1,155,495 $115,549 $1,271,044 $127,104 $1,398,149 $209,722 $139,815 $1,747,686 $2,219,561.40 $2,621,529.21 $3,338,080.53

New Route - Martin CR 609 SR 710 Shared Use Path

Urban-Bicycle&PedestrianFacilities: 
Shared Use Path (12' Width)

$336,879 $0 $0 $0 $0 $0 $0 $0 $0 $0.00 $0.00 $0.00

Ocean to Lake Trail Corridor Palm Beach County Line Bridge Road Shared Use Path 6.7

Urban-Bicycle&PedestrianFacilities: 
Shared Use Path (12' Width)

$336,879 $2,243,614 $224,361 $2,467,976 $246,798 $2,714,773 $407,216 $271,477 $3,393,466 $4,309,702.31 $5,090,199.58 $6,481,520.80

Multi-Purpose Trail & Greenways (continued)

Multi-Purpose Trail & Greenways

Total Bicycle Corridor Projects
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Martin MPO 2040 LRTP
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Table B-3. Martin County 2040 Non-Motorized Needs Plan Project Cost Estimates Moving Martin Forward
martin2040.com

Project From To Type
Length
(mile) Source Type

Base
Construction

Cost Sides

Total Base
Construction

Cost Construction
MOT 
(10%)

Mobilization
(10%) SubTotal

Scope 
Contingency/

Project 
Unknown

(10%)

Total 
Construction

Cost
PE Design

(15%)
CEI

(10%)

Present Day
Total Project 

Cost
(Value) 2021-2025 2026-2030 2031-2040

Old Dixie Highway Jonathan Dickinson State Park Entrance Thru Jonathan Dickinson State Park to County Line Road Shared Use Path 5.7

Urban-Bicycle&PedestrianFacilities: 
Shared Use Path (12' Width)

$336,879 $1,920,210 $192,021 $2,112,231 $211,223 $2,323,454 $348,518 $232,345 $2,904,318 $3,688,483.96 $4,356,477.12 $5,547,247.53

Old Dixie Highway US 1 Bridge Road Shared Use Path 1.3

Urban-Bicycle&PedestrianFacilities: 
Shared Use Path (12' Width)

$336,879 $441,311 $44,131 $485,443 $48,544 $533,987 $80,098 $53,399 $667,484 $847,704.21 $1,001,225.44 $1,274,893.73

Pratt & Whitney Trail Corridor Palm Beach County Line Old Jupiter Road Shared Use Path 1.2

Urban-Bicycle&PedestrianFacilities: 
Shared Use Path (12' Width)

$336,879 $387,411 $38,741 $426,152 $42,615 $468,767 $70,315 $46,877 $585,959 $744,167.82 $878,938.37 $1,119,181.52

Robert B. Jenkins C-23 Trail Corridor FEC Rail Corridor Murphy Road Shared Use Path 17.6

Urban-Bicycle&PedestrianFacilities: 
Shared Use Path (12' Width)

$336,879 $5,929,070 $592,907 $6,521,977 $652,198 $7,174,175 $1,076,126 $717,418 $8,967,719 $11,389,003.10 $13,451,578.47 $17,128,343.25

SW Osceola Street SW Warfield Boulevard Citrus Boulevard Shared Use Path 1.7

Urban-Bicycle&PedestrianFacilities: 
Shared Use Path (12' Width)

$336,879 $579,432 $57,943 $637,375 $63,738 $701,113 $105,167 $70,111 $876,391 $1,113,016.21 $1,314,586.08 $1,673,906.27

SW Warfield Boulevard MLK, Jr Drive SW Citrus Boulevard Shared Use Path 1.9

Urban-Bicycle&PedestrianFacilities: 
Shared Use Path (12' Width)

$336,879 $640,070 $64,007 $704,077 $70,408 $774,485 $116,173 $77,448 $968,106 $1,229,494.65 $1,452,159.04 $1,849,082.51

Treasure Coast Loop Trail Corridor Ocean Boulevard/A1A St. Lucie County Line
Shared Use Path

8.1
Urban-Bicycle&PedestrianFacilities: 

Shared Use Path (12' Width)
$336,879 $2,735,457 $273,546 $3,009,003 $300,900 $3,309,904 $496,486 $330,990 $4,137,379 $5,254,471.89 $6,206,069.16 $7,902,394.73

US 1 Sand Road Dixie Highway Shared Use Path 3.2

Urban-Bicycle&PedestrianFacilities: 
Shared Use Path (12' Width)

$336,879 $1,078,013 $107,801 $1,185,814 $118,581 $1,304,395 $195,659 $130,440 $1,630,494 $2,070,727.84 $2,445,741.54 $3,114,244.23

Willoughby Boulevard Salerno Road Pomeroy Street Shared Use Path 1.0

Urban-Bicycle&PedestrianFacilities: 
Shared Use Path (12' Width)

$336,879 $350,354 $35,035 $385,390 $38,539 $423,929 $63,589 $42,393 $529,911 $672,986.55 $794,866.00 $1,012,129.37

$116,095,421

New Route Ault Avenue Terminus Thru Atlantic Ridge State Park Shared Use Path 2.6

Urban-Bicycle&PedestrianFacilities: 
Shared Use Path (12' Width)

$336,879 $879,254 $87,925 $967,180 $96,718 $1,063,898 $159,585 $106,390 $1,329,872 $1,688,937.39 $1,994,807.94 $2,540,055.45

New Route Halpatiokee Park Thru Atlantic Ridge and Jonathan Dickinson State Park Shared Use Path 13.3

Urban-Bicycle&PedestrianFacilities: 
Shared Use Path (12' Width)

$336,879 $4,480,491 $448,049 $4,928,540 $492,854 $5,421,394 $813,209 $542,139 $6,776,742 $8,606,462.57 $10,165,113.28 $12,943,577.57

New Route N/A Thru Atlantic Ridge State Park Shared Use Path 1.2

Urban-Bicycle&PedestrianFacilities: 
Shared Use Path (12' Width)

$336,879 $417,730 $41,773 $459,503 $45,950 $505,453 $75,818 $50,545 $631,817 $802,407.04 $947,724.85 $1,206,769.64

New Route Willoughby Boulevard Thru Atlantic Ridge State Park Shared Use Path 4.5

Urban-Bicycle&PedestrianFacilities: 
Shared Use Path (12' Width)

$336,879 $1,499,112 $149,911 $1,649,023 $164,902 $1,813,925 $272,089 $181,392 $2,267,406 $2,879,605.90 $3,401,109.33 $4,330,745.88

$11,005,837

$179,031,600

Under Study

Total Multi-Purpose Trail & Greenways Projects

Total Under Study Projects

Total of all Martin County Projects
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Martin MPO 2040 LRTP
DRAFT Table B-4. Martin County 2040 Transit Project Cost Estimates Moving Martin Forward

martin2040.com

Project Description Location/Quantity
Plan

Reference
Public Comment

 Cost (2013 
dollars) 2021-2025 2026-2030 2031-2040

1.38 1.70 2.09

Continue to maintain and operate existing bus service Systemwide TDP - 2014-2023 478,400$        659,235$        813,280$            1,000,813$      

Downtown Tram - Expand (ocean/Osceola), hospital and major employment areas Public Workshop 217,250$        299,371$        369,325$            454,487$         

Hutchinson Island bus route New Service - 45 minute headway & 2 net new vehicles TDP - 2014-2023 221,800$        305,640$        377,060$            464,006$         

Indiantown Route Increase frequency (45 minute headway) TDP - 2014-2023 162,800$        224,338$        276,760$            340,578$         

New Regional Service Treasure Coast Express (90 minute headway) TDP - 2014-2023 125,200$        172,526$        212,840$            261,918$         

Palm City bus Route New Service - 30 minute headway & 2 net new vehicles TDP - 2014-2023 212,700$        293,101$        361,590$            444,968$         

Stuart Route Increase frequency (80 minute headway) TDP - 2014-2023 249,300$        343,535$        423,810$            521,536$         

Transit Service Expand service hours to accommodate employment commuter trips Public Workshop 217,250$        299,371$        369,325$            454,487$         

Transit Service - New NW Jensen Beach Boulevard - US 1 to Indian River Drive Public Workshop 217,250$        299,371$        369,325$            454,487$         

Transit Service - New Locations along Savannah Road Public Workshop 217,250$        299,371$        369,325$            454,487$         

Transit Service - New Jensen Beach…) Public Workshop 217,250$        299,371$        369,325$            454,487$         

Transit Service - New community activity centers (YMCA, Kane Center) Public Workshop 217,250$        299,371$        369,325$            454,487$         

Transit Service - New SR-710 - Indiantown to Mangonia Park Tri-Rail Station 2040 SIS Needs Plan 217,250$        299,371$        369,325$            454,487$         

Treasure Coast Connector Increase frequency (30 minute headway) TDP - 2014-2023 335,300$        462,043$        570,010$            701,448$         

Add Bus Shelter SE Lantana Avenue, near Alamanda Public Workshop 25,333$          34,909$          43,067$              52,997$           

Add Bus Shelter Florida Avenue, near Eucalyptus Public Workshop 25,333$          34,909$          43,067$              52,997$           

Add Bus Shelter Florida Avenue, near Begonia Public Workshop 25,333$          34,909$          43,067$              52,997$           

Add Bus Shelter SE Lantana Avenue, near Comus Public Workshop 25,333$          34,909$          43,067$              52,997$           

Bus Stop Improvements 45  (shelters and ADA upgrades, new shelters, and bike racks) TDP - 2014-2023 1,140,000$     1,570,920$     1,938,000$         2,384,880$      

APC software (including interface to AVL) Systemwide TDP - 2014-2023 95,700$          131,875$        162,690$            200,204$         

Bus acquisition (fleet replacement and new buses) 15 buses TDP - 2014-2023 5,247,100$     7,230,504$     8,920,070$         10,976,933$    

Bus equipment upgrade (AVL, APC, E-reader, Wi-Fi) 5 buses TDP - 2014-2023 117,500$        161,915$        199,750$            245,810$         

Fixed route scheduling software (including hardware and CAD interface) Systemwide TDP - 2014-2023 405,200$        558,366$        688,840$            847,678$         

Fleet parking and wash station 20 buses TDP - 2014-2023 2,706,000$     3,728,868$     4,600,200$         5,660,952$      

New Administration and operations center 5,300 sqft TDP - 2014-2023 1,584,000$     2,182,752$     2,692,800$         3,313,728$      

Park-and-Ride Lots (Expansion* (1) and new (4)) 136 spaces TDP - 2014-2023 992,800$        1,368,078$     1,687,760$         2,076,938$      

Transit pass holder program 6 kiosks TDP - 2014-2023 168,600$        232,331$        286,620$            352,711$         

*Expansion of park-and-ride facility is for Florida's Turnpike - Mile Marker 133
$15,864,483

Service

Amenities

Maintenance & Operations

Total of all Martin County Projects
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Table C-1. Martin County
2040 Maintenance Revenue Summary

Moving Martin Forward
martin2040.com

County Revenues 2021-2025 2026-2030 2031-2040 Total
Constitutional Fuel Tax 9,075,147$ 9,575,905$ 20,766,134$ 39,417,186$

Ninth - Cent Voted Fuel Tax 4,095,884$ 4,321,891$ 9,372,375$ 17,790,150$

First Local Option Fuel Tax 20,319,406$ 21,440,612$ 46,495,724$ 88,255,743$

County Fuel Tax 4,095,884$ 4,321,891$ 9,372,375$ 17,790,150$

TMA Funds (SU) 5,640,000$ 5,640,000$ 11,853,242$ 23,133,242$

TOTAL 43,226,321$ 45,300,300$ 97,859,851$ 186,386,472$
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Description of Criteria Score

< 0.80 0

0.80 ‐ 0.89 2

0.90 ‐ 0.99 4

1.00 ‐ 1.09 6

1.10 ‐ 1.19 8

> 1.20 10

< 0.80 0

0.80 ‐ 0.89 2

0.90 ‐ 0.99 4

1.00 ‐ 1.09 6

1.10 ‐ 1.19 8

> 1.20 10

Not a capacity project 0

Improves capacity/provides new connection 5

Improves capacity/provides new connection and eliminates the need to widen adjacent deficient roadway(s) 10

Not an evacuation route 0

Collector road designated as evacuation route 4

Arterial road designated as evacuation route 7

Interstate road designated as evacuation route 10

Project serves communities with less than 5 percent of TD population within a one‐mile radius 0

Project serves communities with 5 ‐ 10 percent of TD population within a one‐mile radius 4

Project serves communities with 10 ‐ 20 percent of TD population within a one‐mile radius 7

Project serves communities with more than 20 percent of TD population within a one‐mile radius 10

Not a truck route 0

County truck route 5

State truck route 10

Not designated as intermodal access route or multimodal corridor 0

Intermodal access route or includes corridor improvements for transit and/or non‐motorized transportation 10

Improves a road that does not provide connection to adjacent county/counties 0

Improves a county/local road that provides connection to adjacent county/counties or to a SIS/State roadway 5

Improves a SIS/State roadway that provides connection to adjacent county/counties 10

High impact 0

Medium impact 5

Low impact 10

Project may include aspects that significantly deviate from goals and objectives 0

Project is consistent with goals and objectives 10

Table	C‐2.	Roadway	Project	Prioritization	Criteria	(Draft)

Environmental/Community Impacts

Consistency with Goals and Objectives

Truck Routes

Multimodal Connectivity

Regional Connectivity

Future (2040) Volume to Capacity Ratio

Existing Volume to Capacity Ratio

Capacity Benefit

Emergency Evacuation Routes

Transportation Disadvantaged
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Table C-3. Martin MPO 2040 LRTP Prioritization Analysis Moving Martin Forward
martin2040.com

Willoughby Boulevard Monterey Road SR 5 (US 1) New 2 Lane Road 0 2 0.84 0 0 5 0 7 0 10 0 5 10 37 7

Cove Road SR 76 (Kanner Highway) Willoughby Blvd Widen to 4L from 2L 2 4 2.13 2 6 10 7 4 5 10 5 5 10 64 2

Cove Road Willoughby Blvd SR 5 (US 1) Widen to 4L from 2L 2 4 1.07 2 6 10 7 4 5 10 5 5 10 64 2

Cove Road SR 5 (US 1) CR A1A Widen to 4L from 2L 2 4 1.12 0 2 10 7 4 5 10 5 5 10 58 6

CR 713 (High Meadow Avenue) I-95 CR 714 (Martin Highway) Widen to 4L from 2L 2 4 2.64 2 6 5 0 4 5 10 5 5 10 52 5

SR 714 (Martin Highway) CR 76A (Citrus Boulevard) Martin Downs Boulevard Widen to 4L from 2L 2 4 0.88 2 10 5 7 4 10 10 5 5 10 68 1

Indian Street SR 76 (Kanner Highway) Willoughby Boulevard Widen to 6L from 4L 4 6 0.45 0 2 5 7 7 5 10 0 10 10 56 4

Exist  
V/C

Length 
(Miles)

Environmental/ 
Community 

Impacts
Type

Existing + 
Committed 

Lanes

Regional 
Connectivity

Transportation 
Disadvantaged

2040 
Prioritization 

Rank

Multimodal 
Connectivity

Widen from 2 to 4 Lane

Truck 
Routes

Road Name From To
Future 
2040 
V/C

Capacity 
Benefit

Emergency 
Evacucation 

Routes

New 2 Lane Road

Widen from 4 to 6 Lane

Consistency 
with Goals and 

Objectives

2040 
Prioritization 
Score Total

Future 
Lanes
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Florida Department of Transportation 4  May 2014 

TABLE 2 
Major Capacity Programs Included in the 2040 Revenue Forecast 

and Corresponding Program Categories in the Program and Resource Plan (PRP) 
 
 
 
2040 Revenue Forecast Programs  PRP Program Categories 
 
SIS Highways Construction & ROW ‐ Construction, 
improvements, and associated right of way on SIS highways 
(i.e., Interstate, the Turnpike, other toll roads, and other 
facilities designed to serve interstate and regional 
commerce including SIS Connectors). 

Interstate Construction 
Turnpike Construction 
Other SIS Construction 
SIS Traffic Operations 
SIS Right of Way 
SIS Advance Corridor Acquisition 

 
Other Arterial Construction/ROW ‐ Construction, 
improvements, and associated right of way on State 
Highway System roadways not designated as part of the 
SIS.  Also includes funding for the Economic Development 
Program, the County Incentive Grant Program, the Small 
County Road Assistance Program, and the Small County 
Outreach Program. 

Arterial Traffic Operations 
Construction 
County Transportation Programs 
Economic Development 
Other Arterial & Bridge Right of Way 
Other Arterial Advance Corridor Acquisition 

 
Aviation ‐ Financial and technical assistance to Florida’s 
airports in the areas of safety, security, capacity 
enhancement, land acquisition, planning, economic 
development, and preservation. 

Airport Improvement 
Land Acquisition 
Planning 
Discretionary Capacity Improvements 

Transit ‐ Technical and operating/capital assistance to 
transit, paratransit, and ridesharing systems. 

Transit Systems 
Transportation Disadvantaged – Department 
Transportation Disadvantaged – Commission 
Other; Block Grants; New Starts Transit 

 
Rail ‐ Rail safety inspections, rail‐highway grade crossing 
safety, acquisition of rail corridors, assistance in developing 
intercity and commuter rail service, and rehabilitation of 
rail facilities. 

High Speed Rail 
Passenger Service 
Rail/Highway Crossings 
Rail Capacity Improvement/Rehabilitation 

 
Intermodal Access ‐ Improving access to intermodal 
facilities, airports and seaports; associated rights of way 
acquisition. 

Intermodal Access 

 
Seaport Development ‐ Funding for development of public 
deep‐water ports projects, such as security infrastructure 
and law enforcement measures, land acquisition, dredging, 
construction of storage facilities and terminals, and 
acquisition of container cranes and other equipment used 
in moving cargo and passengers. 

Seaport Development 

 
Documentary Stamps Funds – Improving intermodal 
facilities and acquisition of associated rights of way. 

Documentary Stamps Funds not in Adopted 
Work Programs by July 1, 2013. 
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MARTIN METROPOLITAN PLANNING ORGANIZATION POLICY BOARD  
AGENDA ITEM SUMMARY  

 
MEETING DATE: 
September 21, 2015 

DUE DATE: 
September 14, 2015 

UPWP#: 
5.5 

WORDING: 
INTERACTIVE TIP – MAINTENANCE AGREEMENT 
REQUESTED BY: 
MPO 

PREPARED BY:  
Beth Beltran/ 
Bonnie C. Landry 

DOCUMENT(S) REQUIRING 
ACTION:  Interactive TIP - 
Maintenance Agreement  

 
BACKGROUND 
Data Transfer Solutions, LLC (DTS) has been providing ongoing support for web-hosting and 
maintenance of the Martin MPO Interactive TIP. This is a renewal for a 12 month period from 
October 1, 2015 – September 30, 2016. Support includes annual website hosting; testing and 
troubleshooting of the website; minor updating of the website for graphics, links and test 
changes; phone and e-mail technical support; minor programming changes to support needed 
updates; and access to newly developed TIP reports and enhancements. The total annual cost is 
$7,200.  This figure represents no cost increase from last year’s rate. 
 
ISSUES 
Martin MPO is piggy-backing on the annual agreement between the Palm Beach MPO and DTS. 
______________________________________________________________________________ 
RECOMMENDED ACTION 
Authorize the MPO Administrator to sign the attached Agreement with Data Transfer Solutions. 
 
FISCAL IMPACT 
$7,200 
 
APPROVAL 
MPO 
 
ATTACHMENTS 
Interactive TIP Maintenance Agreement with Data Transfer Solutions 

ITEM NUMBER: 

8C 
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ANNUAL MANTENANCE AND WEB-HOSTING 
AGREEMENT 

(this “Agreement”) 
 
Data Transfer Solutions, LLC (“DTS”) shall support annual maintenance and hosting of the Martin 
/TPO Interactive TIP (“TIP”) previously developed to ensure the website is maintained and runs 
properly on a day-to-day basis for a period of one year (12 months). 
 

• Annual website hosting 
• Testing and troubleshooting of website 
• Minor updating of website for graphics, links, and test changes 
• Phone and email technical support 
• Minor programming changes to support needed updates 
• Access to newly developed TIP reports and enhancements  

 
Additional support or development services are available and will be detailed and mutually agreed 
to in writing.  Services beyond typical technical support and maintenance shall be invoiced at an 
hourly rate of: 

• Project Manager:    $140/hour 
• Application Developer:  $115/hour 
• Database Administrator: $105/hour 

 
Compensation 
 
Annual maintenance and hosting will be invoiced in full for the period of October 1, 2015-
September 30, 2016.  The total cost of the annual maintenance and hosting shall be seventy 
two hundred $7,200 (the “Fee”). The Fee shall be due and payable upon receipt of the invoice. The 
right to access and use the TIP shall continue for only so long as the Fee is paid in full.   
 
ACCEPTANCE of the terms of this Agreement is acknowledged by the following signatures of 
the authorized representatives of the parties to this Agreement. 
 
[CUSTOMER NAME]   DATA TRANSFER SOLUTIONS, LLC 
 
 

By:__________________________  By:__
___________________________ 
Name:      Name:Cynthia Novoa 
Title:      Title:CFO  
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MARTIN METROPOLITAN PLANNING ORGANIZATION  
POLICY BOARD MEETING  
AGENDA ITEM SUMMARY  

 
MEETING DATE: 
September 21, 2015 

DUE DATE: 
September 14, 2015 

UPWP#: 
5.1 

WORDING: 
2016 LEGISLATIVE PRIORITIES 
REQUESTED BY: 
MPO 

PREPARED BY:  
Beth Beltran 

DOCUMENT(S) REQUIRING 
ACTION: 2016 Legislative Priorities 

BACKGROUND 
Historically, the Martin MPO Policy Board has supported the Legislative Priorities of the 
Metropolitan Planning Organization Advisory Council (MPOAC).  The Florida MPOAC is an 
organization that provides information and a forum for discussing issues of concern to MPOs in 
Florida, and some of these issues are foumulated into proposed legislation.  The MPOAC will 
review and approve their 2016 Legislative Priorities at their next meeting.  
 
ISSUES 
There are important Legislative issues for the MPO Policy Board to consider and to coordinate 
with local government. Staff is recommending the following Legislative platform for the Martin 
MPO Policy Board’s approval:   
 

1) Funding the Small County Dredging Program 
The Small County Dredging Program identified in Florida Statute 311.22 funds dredging 
projects in counties having a population of fewer than 300,000. The MPO encourages 
FDOT to administer this Program and to include shallow draft commercial inlets in the 
options for approved dredging projects and allow the Board of County Commissioners to 
be the direct grant recipient of the Program. 

 
2) Local Bridge Program 

The MPO requests that FDOT increase the funding available for County and municipal 
bridge repairs in order to enable these critical upgrades to aging infrastructure. 

____________________________________________________________________________ 
RECOMMENDED ACTION 

a) Support the MPOAC 2016 Legislative Priorities, the two additional local issues and 
support the MPO Policy Board Chair speaking on behalf of these priorities at the 
September 24 Martin County Delegation  meeting. 

b) Provide comments. 
 
APPROVAL 
MPO 

ITEM NUMBER: 

8D 
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MARTIN METROPOLITAN PLANNING ORGANIZATION  
POLICY BOARD MEETING  
AGENDA ITEM SUMMARY  

 
MEETING DATE: 
September 21, 2015 

DUE DATE: 
September 14, 2015 

UPWP#: 
5.5 

WORDING: 
SR 76/KANNER HIGHWAY PROJECT UPDATE 
REQUESTED BY: 
MPO 

PREPARED BY:  
Beth Beltran/Bonnie 
C. Landry 

DOCUMENT(S) REQUIRING 
ACTION: N/A 

BACKGROUND 
FDOT will provide an update on this 6-lane divided roadway project located on SR 76/Kanner 
Highway.  The project update will include an updated timeline and the updated typical section 
with bicycle lanes expanded from four feet to six feet.   
 
ISSUES 
At the September 21, 2015 Policy Board Meeting, FDOT will provide an update on the SR 76 
Kanner Highway Project.   
____________________________________________________________________________ 
RECOMMENDED ACTION 
This is an informational item. 
 
FISCAL IMPACT 
N/A 
 
APPROVAL 
MPO 
 
ATTACHMENTS 

a. PowerPoint slides 

ITEM NUMBER: 

8E 
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SR 76/KANNER HIGHWAY
FINAL DESIGN PROJECT

Martin MPO Board Meeting
September 21, 2015

State Road 76 (Kanner Highway)
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SR 76/KANNER HIGHWAY
FINAL DESIGN PROJECT Design Limits

FDOT FPID No. 422641-3-52-01
State Road 76 (Kanner Highway)
in Martin County, FL
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SR 76/KANNER HIGHWAY
FINAL DESIGN PROJECT Design Timeline

Timeline
Final 

Design 
Project 
Began

Public 
Information 
Workshop

Submit 
Construct.   

Plans

Production 
RFP  

Submittal

Final Design 
Project 

Completed

Submit Initial 
Engineering 

Plans

Anticipated 
Construction 

Start

Open                    
Bids
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SR 76/KANNER HIGHWAY
FINAL DESIGN PROJECT Road Cross Section Types

SR 76 Proposed Roadway Sections

6-Lane Divided
from SW Lost River 
Rd. to SE Cove Rd.

END
PROJECT

BEGIN 
PROJECT

6’ 6’20’
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SR 76/KANNER HIGHWAY
FINAL DESIGN PROJECT Road Cross Section Types

SR 76 Proposed Roadway Sections

from SE Cove Rd. 
to South of SR 714 
(SE Monterey Rd.)

6-Lane Divided

BEGIN 
PROJECT

END
PROJECT

6’ 20’ 6’11’11’

Page 71



August 19, 2014 Martin MPO Board Meeting

6

September 21, 2015 Martin MPO Board Meeting

SR 76/KANNER HIGHWAY
FINAL DESIGN PROJECT Stormwater Management

• 9 Existing Drainage Sub-basins 
• FDOT has acquired 5 pond sites for expansion or 

construction of new Stormwater Management 
Facilities (SMF) to accommodate corridor 
improvements

• Acquisition locations are shown below
• South Florida Water Management District (SFWMD) 

Already Issued Permit No. 43-00785-S

Proposed Stormwater Management Facilities (SMF)

SMF 8
SMF 4

SMF 3
SMF 2B

BEGIN 
PROJECT

END
PROJECT
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SR 76/KANNER HIGHWAY
FINAL DESIGN PROJECT Access Management

D – Directional Median Opening F – Full Median Opening
Changes will be Shown at the Public Meeting in Accordance with Florida Statute 335.18

F D F D

• No Change to Access Class 5 Restricted
• Minor Access Changes Based on New Approved                   

Permits/Requests from Martin County
• Six (6) Signalized Intersections
• Twelve (12) Directional Median Openings
• Six (6) Full Median Openings

– Median ChangeX

Kanner Business 
Park Changed from 
Directional to Full 
Opening

Added a Directional 
Opening
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SR 76/KANNER HIGHWAY
FINAL DESIGN PROJECT Noise Analysis

• In accordance with the current noise criteria                 
(23 CFR 772) a Noise Study Report was prepared for the 
project

• Noise barriers were evaluated for 107 receptors 
predicted to be affected by the proposed improvements

• Coordination with the property owners is complete
• Approved noise barrier locations are shown below

BEGIN 
PROJECT

END
PROJECT

Potentially Feasible/Cost Feasible Noise Barrier Locations 

Martin’s 
Crossing Somerset
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SR 76/KANNER HIGHWAY
FINAL DESIGN PROJECT Reevaluations

• FDOT Project 422641.3 was reevaluated by FHWA three times 
in the past few years as shown below.

1. Once before the design phase began (September 6, 2011)
2. Once before the right of way acquisition phase began (December 11, 2013)
3. Once before it was advertised for construction (October 1, 2014)

At all three of these reevaluations, FHWA concurred that this 
project met planning consistency. 

Planning Consistency = agreement between Transportation 
Improvement Program (TIP), State Transportation 

Improvement Program (STIP), and Long Range Transportation 
Plan (LRTP)
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SR 76/KANNER HIGHWAY
FINAL DESIGN PROJECT Public Involvement

• A public information meeting was held on September 12, 2013.
– Approximately 23 members of the public attended.

• Nine written comments were received.
• None of the comments objected to the widening of Kanner Highway.

• A presentation describing the project was made to the Martin 
County MPO on September 16, 2013 and on February 24, 2014.

• A presentation describing the project to the Martin County 
Board of County Commissioners was made on August 19, 
2014. 

At all of these meetings a project schedule was shown that 
identified construction to begin in either Fall or Summer of 2015.
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SR 76/KANNER HIGHWAY
FINAL DESIGN PROJECT Landscaping

•  The Department will begin a $1.4M landscaping project at the 
SR 76 (Kanner Highway) and I-95 interchange.  This project will 
begin upon completion of the County’s project at the 
interchange.   (Estimated Completion October 2016)

Sample Interchange Landscaping
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SR 76/KANNER HIGHWAY
FINAL DESIGN PROJECT Landscaping

•  The Department has agreed to set aside funds ($200K - $300K) 
to landscape Kanner Highway east of the I-95 interchange.  This 
project can be programmed once a Maintenance Memorandum of 
Agreement (MMOA) is executed between FDOT and Martin 
County.

Sample Corridor Landscaping
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SR 76/KANNER HIGHWAY
FINAL DESIGN PROJECT Design Limits

FDOT FPID No. 422641-3-52-01
State Road 76 (Kanner Highway)
in Martin County, FL
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