
MARTIN METROPOLITAN PLANNING ORGANIZATION 
POLICY BOARD MEETING 

Martin County Administrative Building Commission Chambers 
2401 SE Monterey Road 

Stuart, FL  34996 
(772) 221-1498

www.martinmpo.com 

Monday, December 9, 2019 @ 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. APPROVE AGENDA     APPROVE 

6. APPROVE MINUTES
• Regular Meeting – September 16, 2019 APPROVE 
• Regular Meeting – October 21, 2019  APPROVE 

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

8. BUSINESS ITEMS

A. DRAFT 2045 LONG RANGE TRANSPORTATION
PLAN (LRTP) GOALS, OBJECTIVES, AND
PERFORMANCE MEASURES (GOPM’S) APPROVE 

B. FY19/20-FY23/24 TRANSPORTATION IMPROVEMENT
PROGRAM (TIP) AMENDMENT APPROVE 

C. DRAFT MOBILITY/MULTIMODAL FEE STUDY
BEST PRACTICES, GOALS/OBJECTIVES AND
GEOGRAPHIC AREAS APPROVE 

D. COMPLETE STREETS: ACCESS TO TRANSIT
STUDY UPDATE INFORMATION 
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E. SR-76/KANNER HIGHWAY STAND ALONE
LANDSCAPE PROJECT DISCUSSION 

9. COMMENTS FROM FDOT

10. COMMENTS FROM ADVISORY COMMITTEE MEMBERS

11. COMMENTS FROM BOARD MEMBERS

12. NOTES

• 2020 MPO Meeting Calendar
• MPOAC Legislative Priorities and Policy Positions
• MPOAC Weekend Institute 2020

13. NEXT MEETING – February 17, 2020 @ 9:00 a.m.

14. ADJOURN

The Martin MPO solicits public participation without regard to race, color, national origin, age, sex, 
religion, disability or family status.  Persons who require special accommodations under the American 
with Disabilities Act or persons who require language translation services (free of charge) should contact 
Bolivar Gomez, Senior Planner (Title VI/Non-discrimination Contact) at (772) 288-5412 or 
bgomez@martin.fl.us in advance of the meeting. Hearing impaired individuals are requested to telephone 
the Florida Relay System at #711. 
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MARTIN METROPOLITAN PLANNING ORGANIZATION POLICY BOARD MEETING 
Martin County Administrative Building Commission Chambers 

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

www.martinmpo.com 
Monday, September 16, 2019 @ 9:00 a.m. 

MEETING MINUTES 

1. CALL TO ORDER - Chair Vinny Barile called the meeting to order at 9:04 a.m.

2. PRAYER - Reverend James Brocious, Stuart Alliance Church

3. PLEDGE OF ALLEGIANCE

4. ROLL CALL

Members in Attendance: 
Vinny Barile, Chair, Town of Sewall’s Point Mayor  
Doug Smith, Vice Chair, Martin County Board of County Commissioners 
Sarah Heard, Martin County Board of County Commissioners 
Harold Jenkins, Martin County Board of County Commissioners  
Stacey Hetherington, Martin County Board of County Commissioners  
Eula R. Clarke, City of Stuart Commissioner  
Merritt Matheson, City of Stuart Commissioner 
Anthony Dowling, Village of Indiantown Council Member 

Staff in Attendance: 
Beth Beltran, MPO Administrator 
Bolivar Gomez, Senior Planner  
Joy Puerta, Planner 
Ricardo Vazquez, Associate Planner 
Brigitte Wantz, Administrative Specialist III 

Others in Attendance:  
Reverend James Brocious, Stuart Alliance Church     Leigh Giunta 
Christine Fasiska, FDOT         Linda Emilson 
Allison Glunt, FDOT     Maggie Overdorf  
Dan Hiden, FDOT          Alex Nathanson 
Kim De, Florida’s Turnpike            Kathy Stauffer 
Susan O’Rourke, O’Rourke Engineering & Planning        Debbie Schmidt 
Mike Munz            Ashley Cenk 
Kathy Munz        Carolyn Herman 
Jessica Ville 
Dottie Lanie 
Kathleen Dempsey 
Michele Haner 
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A quorum was present for this meeting. 

5. APPROVE AGENDA

A motion to approve the agenda with additional item Amendment to the Public 
Transportation Agreement was made by Commissioner Doug Smith and 
seconded by Commissioner Harold Jenkins. There were no objections and the 
motion passed unanimously.           

6. APPROVE MINUTES

A motion to approve the June 17, 2019, regular minutes as presented was made 
by Commissioner Doug Smith and seconded by Commissioner Sarah Heard. 
There were no objections and the motion passed unanimously. 

7. PUBLIC COMMENTS -.

Chair Barile asked to begin with public comments and called members of the public to
the podium to address the Board. The speakers offered concerns of the proposed
traffic light at the intersection of Canoe Creek Terrace and proposed four laning of
Murphy Road and increased traffic near the C-23 Canal bridge area. The residents
stated they did not receive any notifications.

Names of Speakers 
Leigh Giunta 
Linda Emilson 
Maggie Overdorf 
Alex Nathanson 
Kathy Stauffer 
Debbie Schmidt 
Ashley Cenk 
Carolyn Herman 

With no additional public comments, the Chair opened the floor to Board member 
comments. Commissioner Doug Smith asked for clarification of the plans.  Ms. Beth 
Beltran offered that the Murphy Road light had not been discussed previously at one of 
the MPO Board Meetings. She clarified that in the 2040 Long Range Transportation 
Plan (LRTP), the Murphy Road bridge replacement is not a need and there is no plan to 
widen the road. The bridge plans included weight restrictions and safety issues and 
were previously discussed last June. Ms. Lisa Wichser explained that the bridge plans 
include keeping the current capacity of two travel lanes with one bike lane but there is 
room for expansion in the future. It was noted that the bridge will remain open during 
construction. Commissioner Smith provided a recommendation to conduct a planning 
study with FDOT and for the MPO to reach out to St. Lucie TPO to look at options. 
Commissioner Sarah Heard suggested that all interested parties attend the public 
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comment portion of the next Martin County Board of County Commissioners meeting 
and to email the Commissioners to have their voice heard. Ms. Beltran offered 
clarification that Martin, St. Lucie, and Indian River Counties have a 2040 Regional 
LRTP that does not show a widening need in the area. There was discussion regarding 
the justification for the light at Canoe Creek. Lisa Wichser offered that the speed bumps 
have been removed and the mast arms are in the manufacturing stage to be installed in 
January. Commissioner Doug Smith offered that he is in support of sending a letter to 
St. Lucie TPO. Ms. Beth Beltran offered that the MPO is currently working with both St. 
Lucie TPO and Indian River MPO on the regional transportation model update. 
Commissioner Sarah Heard noted that the Martin County Board of County 
Commissioners is responsible for the changes. She suggested for the public to contact 
the Commissioners by sending an email to comish@martin.fl.us or attend the next 
BOCC meeting to voice their concerns and speak during the public comment portion. 
Commissioner Stacey Hetherington noted that time is of the essence and a letter should 
be sent to communicate with FDOT and St. Lucie County.  Commissioners Eula Clarke 
and Merritt Matheson agreed to send a letter to schedule a meeting and open regional 
discussions.  Commissioner Smith stated that it is the duty of the BOCC to get involved 
and discuss options at the next Board meeting as the problem is here now. There are 
many issues to be explored including the capacity issue.  There was discussion 
regarding the bridge design, if there is room for expansion, future construction, and 
outdated needs to be addressed.  Chair Barile offered support for the BOCC and the 
MPO to send letters to FDOT.   
 
A motion to send a letter to St. Lucie County TPO with a copy to FDOT to address 
the overall issues and components and to request that St. Lucie County TPO 
meet with us to discuss concerns was made by Commissioner Doug Smith and 
seconded by Commissioner Eula Clarke. There were no objections and the 
motion passed unanimously. 
 
8.  BUSINESS ITEMS 
 

A. AMENDMENT TO THE PUBLIC TRANSPORTATION GRANT AGREEMENT  
 
Ms. Beth Beltran offered that the Florida Department of Transportation would like to 
amend the Public Transportation Grant Agreement and add FY20 Section 5305(d) 
funds in the amount of $77,333.  
 
A motion was made to approve the Amendment to the Public Transportation 
Grant Agreement by Commissioner Eula Clarke and seconded by Commissioner 
Doug Smith. There were no objections and the motion passed unanimously. 
 

B. FY19/20-FY23/24 TRANSPORTATION IMPROVEMENT PROGRAM (TIP)  
AMENDMENT 
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Ms. Beth Beltran stated that the FY19/20-FY23/24 Transportation Improvement 
Program (TIP) Amendment was to roll forward the previous year’s funds to be 
incorporated into the FY 19/20 TIP.  
 
A motion was made to approve the FY19/20-FY23/24 Transportation Improvement 
Program (TIP) Amendment by Commissioner Doug Smith and seconded by 
Commissioner Harold Jenkins. There were no objections and the motion passed 
unanimously.  

 
C. RESOLUTION #20-01 - US-1 AT JOAN JEFFERSON WAY PLANNING 

STUDY BUILD ALTERNATIVE 
 
Ms. Beth Beltran offered the Resolution #20-01 - US-1 at Joan Jefferson Way Planning 
Study Build Alternative supporting the improvements as described within the FDOT US-
1 at Joan Jefferson Way Planning Study for Build Alternative 1, EXCEPT for the 
improvement modifying the Sailfish Circle roundabout into a single lane roundabout with 
truck apron. There was discussion as to the incorporation of the resolution to be 
factored into the TSM&O master plan improvements. Ms. Allison Glunt, FDOT Arterial 
Operations Manager addressed the Board Members. She stated that TSM&O will be 
incorporated into all future PD&E studies. Commissioner Smith questioned Joan 
Jefferson Way and the staging lane on US1 and the right-of-way for the roundabout.  He 
recommended putting a stop sign on A1A placed before the roundabout to add a few 
gaps in the traffic. There was discussion as to the traffic signals, yielding before the 
roundabout, timing traffic signals, and the amount of vehicle stacking. City of Stuart 
Commissioner Merritt Matheson offered that a study needs to be conducted to 
incorporate the entire city. Commissioner Smith noted that he does not anticipate this to 
alleviate the congestion. 
 
A motion was made to approve the RESOLUTION #20-01 - US-1 at Joan Jefferson 
Way Planning Study Build Alternative 1 by Commissioner Eula Clarke and 
seconded by Commissioner Sarah Heard. There were no objections and the 
motion passed unanimously. 

 
D. RESOLUTION #20-02 - MAST ARM TRAFFIC SIGNALS ON SR-76/KANNER 

HIGHWAY AT SW SOUTH RIVER DRIVE AND US-1 AT CONSTITUTION BLVD.                     
 

Ms. Beth Beltran offered the Resolution #20-02 - Mast Arm Traffic Signals on SR-
76/Kanner Highway at SW South River Drive and US-1 at Constitution Blvd. requesting 
Green Mast Arms. Commissioner Smith offered thanks for FDOT staff and Secretary.  
 
A motion was made to approve the Resolution #20-02 - Mast Arm Traffic Signals 
on SR-76/Kanner Highway at SW South River Drive and US-1 at Constitution Blvd. 
by Commissioner Doug Smith and seconded by Commissioner Stacey 
Hetherington. There were no objections and the motion passed unanimously.  
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E. TRANSPORTATION SYSTEMS MANAGEMENT AND OPERATIONS 
(TSM&O) MASTER PLAN 
 
Ms. Allison Glunt, FDOT Arterial Operations Manager presented the Transportation 
Systems Management and Operations (TSM&O) Master Plan and described TSM&O as 
a set of strategies that focus on operational improvements to maintain and restore the 
performance of the existing transportation system before extra capacity is needed. She 
offered the goals of the TSM&O Master Plan including to define the network for the best 
benefits, define performance indicators and targets, improve technologies, and improve 
performance. The master plan will identify locations and viable options. Ms. Glunt 
explained the categories (1) traffic (2) safety (3) transit and the list of State and Non-
State projects and included the outreach process. She explained that TSM&O identifies 
“where” and not “what” (technology, cameras, etc.). The goal is for continued 
coordination. There was discussion regarding the map and who determines the needs. 
Board comments included the Roosevelt Bridge and SW Joan Jefferson connection and 
request TSM&O be incorporated in the PD&E study. 
 
A motion to include Potential Projects specified in the TSM&O Master Plan in the 
letter to St. Lucie County TPO with a copy FDOT to address the overall issues and 
components was made by Commissioner Doug Smith and seconded by 
Commissioner Merritt Matheson. There were no objections and the motion 
passed unanimously. 
 
A motion was made to approve the Transportation Systems Management and 
Operations (TSM&O) Master Plan by Commissioner Doug Smith and seconded by 
Commissioner Eula Clarke. There were no objections and the motion passed 
unanimously. 

 
F. COMPLETE STREETS: ACCESS TO TRANSIT STUDY UPDATE 

 
Kim Delaney of Treasure Coast Regional Planning Council presented the Complete 
Streets: Access to Transit Study. She presented a summary of the work to date, 
overview, and an evaluation to make streets comfortable for all and to improve transit 
access. She also presented a summary of different types of intervention for cyclist and 
pedestrians. There was discussion regarding striped lanes.   
 
The study identified three tier levels of projects (1) first tier (15-14 points), (2) second 
tier (13-12 points) and (3) third tier (11 points). The Project Steering Committee selected 
10 segments to be illustrated and presented at the Complete Streets: Access to Transit 
Study Open House at the Clark Advanced Learning Center-Knowledge Room on 
September 26, 2019, from 4:00pm-6:30pm. 
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Break 10:48 a.m. to 11:00 a.m. 
 

 
G. 2045 LONG RANGE TRANSPORTATION PLAN (LRTP) UPDATE  

 
Mr. Bolivar Gomez provided an update on the LRTP. Residents can see the updates on 
the project online at martininmotion.com or by using the QR code. Documents and 
additional information as well as an interactive map of the project and a video are also 
available online. There will be three open houses, October 2, 2019, Stuart City Hall, 
October 3, 2019, Elizabeth Lahti Library, and October 8, 2019, Port Salerno Civic 
Center, from 4:00pm-6:00pm. There was discussion regarding the map and locations. 
Commissioner Doug Smith questioned open house locations for North and South 
County. Bolivar provided information that Port Salerno Civic Center was being used for 
the open house for South County.  Commissioner Smith discussed that there would not 
be input from South County and big population counties would be missed. He also 
mentioned scheduling and convenience to residents. Board members discussed the 
scheduling for the open house and suggested having the meetings later in the evening. 
Commissioner Eula Clark recommended that the Hoke Library in Jensen Beach and the 
Hobe Sound Library for open house notices. Board members suggested having the 
open house on the same night as a City Council meeting or add the open house to a 
CRA meeting agenda. There was further discussion on meeting dates.  
  
9.  COMMENTS FROM FDOT 
 
Ms. Yanique Kelly received requests for more landscaping on Kanner Highway and 
FDOT is developing a work program with the intent to place landscaping from the 
interchange to Monterey Road. New projects will be designed around projects currently 
in place. Commissioner Doug Smith discussed that the Board is looking for a 
presentation from FDOT on what were the plans and what are the plans. There was 
discussion on plans for landscaping. Ms. Kelly will prepare a presentation on current 
and future plans for the projects.  
 

 
10.  COMMENTS FROM ADVISORY COMMITTEE MEMBERS - None 

 
11.  COMMENTS FROM BOARD MEMBERS  
 
Council Member Anthony Dowling noted that the Village of Indiantown needs 
intersection safety improvements. Commissioner Doug Smith needed more information 
on the discussion. Mr. Dowling provided more information about intersection. Beth 
Beltran explained that the MPO would reach out to at the beginning of the calendar 
year. 

 
12.  NOTES -  

 
13.  NEXT MEETING – October 21, 2019 @ 9:00 a.m. 
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14.  ADJOURN 
Seeing no other business items remaining on the Agenda and no additional comments, 
Chair Vinny Barile adjourned the meeting at 11:30 a.m.  
 
A motion to adjourn was made by Commissioner Doug Smith and seconded by 
Commissioner Eula Clarke. There were no objections and the motion passed 
unanimously. 
 
 
Approved by: 
 
___________________________________ 
Vinny Barile, Chair 
 
 
Prepared by:   
 
__________________________________ 
Florence Allen, Administrative Specialist III 
 
 
Minutes approved on: 
 
___________________________________  
Date 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
The Martin MPO solicits public participation without regard to race, color, national origin, age, sex, 
religion, disability or family status.  Persons who require special accommodations under the American 
with Disabilities Act or persons who require language translation services (free of charge) should contact 
Bolivar Gomez, Senior Planner (Title VI/Non-discrimination Contact) at (772) 288-5412 or 
bgomez@martin.fl.us in advance of the meeting. Hearing impaired individuals are requested to telephone 
the Florida Relay System at #711. 
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MARTIN METROPOLITAN PLANNING ORGANIZATION POLICY BOARD MEETING 
Martin County Administrative Building Commission Chambers 

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

www.martinmpo.com 
Monday, October 21, 2019 @ 9:00 a.m. 

MEETING MINUTES 
 
1.  CALL TO ORDER - Chair Vinny Barile called the meeting to order at 9:00 a.m. 
 
2.  PRAYER - Reverend James Brocious, Stuart Alliance Church 

 
3.  PLEDGE OF ALLEGIANCE 
 
4.  ROLL CALL 
 
Members in Attendance: 
Vinny Barile, Chair, Town of Sewall’s Point Mayor  
Doug Smith, Vice Chair, Martin County Board of County Commissioners 
Sarah Heard, Martin County Board of County Commissioners 
Harold Jenkins, Martin County Board of County Commissioners  
Stacey Hetherington, Martin County Board of County Commissioners  
Eula R. Clarke, City of Stuart Commissioner  
Merritt Matheson, City of Stuart Commissioner 
Anthony Dowling, Village of Indiantown Council Member 
 
Staff in Attendance: 
Beth Beltran, MPO Administrator 
Bolivar Gomez, Senior Planner  
Joy Puerta, Planner 
Ricardo Vazquez, Associate Planner 
Brigitte Wantz, Administrative Specialist III 
 
Others in Attendance:  
Reverend James Brocious, Stuart Alliance Church 
Gerry O’Reilly, FDOT 
Leslie Wetherell, FDOT 
Carol Scott, FDOT 
Susan O’Rourke, O’Rourke Engineering & Planning 
 
A quorum was present for this meeting. 
 
5.  APPROVE AGENDA    
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A motion to approve the agenda was made by Commissioner Eula Clarke and 
seconded by Commissioner Anthony Dowling. There were no objections and the 
motion passed unanimously.                                                                          

 
6.  PUBLIC COMMENTS – Susan O’Rourke 
   
7.  BUSINESS ITEMS 
 

A. FLORIDA DEPARTMENT OF TRANSPORTATION (FDOT) FY2021/21-
FY2024/25 CITIZEN’S REPORT DRAFT TENTATIVE WORK PROGRAM  
 
District Secretary Gerry O’Reilly FDOT-District 4 presented and sought approval of the 
FY2020/21-FY2024/25 Citizen’s Report-Draft Tentative Work Program for Martin County. 
Secretary O’Reilly provided an update on Kanner Highway from SW Lost River Rd to 
Monterey (completed) and Kanner Highway from Pratt Whitney Rd to SW Jack James 
Dr. (in progress), High Meadow Ave. from CR-714 to Murphy Rd. (completed), Sidewalk 
on A1A (completed), Jensen Beach Blvd RRR/Resurfacing from US-1 to Savannah Rd. 
(in progress). Leslie Wetherell, District 4 Program Administrator provided an update on 
project highlights for servicing projects, signage and marketing projects, bicycle and 
pedestrian improvements, studies for future projects, and capacity improvements for right 
of way and construction.  Ms. Wetherell mentioned the Willoughby Blvd. Extension and 
informed the Board that there is funding for the PD&E study and the project is expected 
to be an Environmental Impact Statement (EIS), the highest level of a PD&E that can be 
done. Other PD&E studies on off-system facilities consist of High Meadow Avenue, Cove 
Road, and FEC at Monterey Road.  
 
There was a lengthy discussion on other projects including State Road 710; the 
intersection at Joan Jefferson, and US1 at the roundabout where Joan Jefferson meets 
incoming southbound traffic on A1A coming into the roundabout; South River and Kanner 
southbound right hand turn lanes and the traffic signal; lighting on I-95 and new lights 
being added in Martin County; and the Monterey Road project. Ms. Beth Beltran provided 
clarification that the tentative work program was designed based on the projects currently 
approved by the Board and that the Board will have another opportunity to re-prioritize 
projects. There was discussion on the motion to get clarity that it didn’t include moving 
the two traffic lights up further on the priority list.  
 
A motion was made to approve the Draft Tentative Work Program by Commissioner 
Stacey Hetherington and seconded by Commissioner Sarah Heard. Commissioner 
Doug Smith objects and the motion passed with a 5-1 vote 
 

B. FLORIDA’S TURNPIKE ENTERPRISE TENTATIVE FIVE-YEAR WORK 
PROGRAM FY2020/21-FY2024/25 

 
Carol Scott provided a Tentative Work Program summary for Florida’s Turnpike for 
FY2020/21-FY2024/25. The Tentative Work Program includes implementing All-

Page 11 of 172



Electronic Tolling (AET) Phase 8 on the Turnpike / SR 91 to convert portions of the 
Turnpike System to a cashless, all-electronic toll collection system.   
 
A motion was made to approve Florida’s Turnpike Enterprise Tentative Five-Year 
Program by Commissioner Sarah Heard and seconded by Commissioner Eula 
Clarke. There were no objections and the motion passed unanimously.                                                 
  

C. SHARED-USE NONMOTORIZED (SUN) TRAIL PROGRAM REQUEST FOR 
FUNDING-APPLICATION, RESOLUTION & PRIORITY REGIONAL TRAIL FY2024/25  
 
Joy Puerta presented the SUN Trail Program application for East Coast Greenway (ECG) 
requesting for inclusion in the Tentative Five-Year Work Program development cycle 
because the projects programmed for this cycle will be funded as early as Fiscal Year 
2024/2025. There was discussion on the ECG meandering through Jonathan Dickinson 
State Park.  
 
A motion was made to approve the Funding-Application, Resolution & Priority 
Regional Trail FY2024/25 by Commissioner Doug Smith and seconded by 
Commissioner Eula Clarke. There were no objections and the motion passed 
unanimously. 

 
D. TREASURE COAST REGIONAL TRANSPORTATION UPDATE     

 
Ms. Beth Beltran provided an update on the Treasure Coast Transportation Council 
(TCTC) on the findings of the Indian River US-1 Corridor Retrofit Study completed by 
FDOT’s consultant CTS Engineering. The TCTC approved the concept of Phase 2 of the 
US 1 Corridor Retrofit Study and directed staff to work with FDOT to develop a scope and 
identify funding. As the TCTC includes representatives from the Martin, St. Lucie and 
Indian River MPO’s, Ms. Beltran suggested that the TCTC is the forum to address regional 
issues discussed at the last MPO Board Meeting.  
 
A motion was made by Commissioner Sarah Heard and seconded by 
Commissioner Eula Clarke to send a letter to St. Lucie Transportation Planning 
Organization (TPO) and the Indian River Metropolitan Planning Organization (MPO) 
to address regional transportation issues and concerns at a TCTC meeting. There 
were no objections and the motion passed unanimously. 
         
9.  COMMENTS FROM FDOT- None  
 
10.  COMMENTS FROM ADVISORY COMMITTEE MEMBERS - None 

 
11.  COMMENTS FROM BOARD MEMBERS –  
Commissioner Eula Clarke and Councilman Anthony Dowling thanked staff and FDOT. 
Councilman Dowling also announced that he is hosting a job fair in Indiantown on Sunday, 
October 27, 2019 at Post Park in the afternoon and October 28-29, 2019 at the Indiantown 
Civic Center from 9:00am-1:00pm. There was discussion on power poles in Indiantown. 

Page 12 of 172



 
12.  NOTES - None  

 
13.  NEXT MEETING – December 9, 2019 @ 9:00 a.m. 

 
14.  ADJOURN 
Seeing no other business items remaining on the Agenda and no additional comments, 
Chair Vinny Barile adjourned the meeting at 10:15 a.m.  
 
A motion to adjourn was made by Commissioner Doug Smith and seconded by 
Commissioner Harold Jenkins. There were no objections and the motion passed 
unanimously. 
 
 
Approved by: 
 
___________________________________ 
Vinny Barile, Chair 
 
 
Prepared by:   
 
__________________________________ 
Florence Allen, Administrative Specialist III 
 
 
Minutes approved on: 
 
___________________________________  
Date 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
The Martin MPO solicits public participation without regard to race, color, national origin, age, sex, 
religion, disability or family status.  Persons who require special accommodations under the American 
with Disabilities Act or persons who require language translation services (free of charge) should contact 
Bolivar Gomez, Senior Planner (Title VI/Non-discrimination Contact) at (772) 288-5412 or 
bgomez@martin.fl.us in advance of the meeting. Hearing impaired individuals are requested to telephone 
the Florida Relay System at #711. 
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MARTIN METROPOLITAN PLANNING ORGANIZATION 
POLICY BOARD MEETING 
AGENDA ITEM SUMMARY  

 
MEETING DATE: 
December 9, 2019 

DUE DATE: 
December 2, 2019 

UPWP#:   
4.1 

WORDING: 
DRAFT 2045 LONG RANGE TRANSPORTATION PLAN (LRTP) GOALS, 
OBJECTIVES, AND PERFORMANCE MEASURES (GOPM’S) 
REQUESTED BY: 
MPO 

PREPARED BY:  
Beth Beltran/ 
Bolivar Gomez 

DOCUMENT(S) REQUIRING 
ACTION: Draft 2045 LRTP 
GOPM’s 

 
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, Fixing America’s Surface Transportation 
(FAST) Act put emphasis on planning and funding for 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 
the FAST Act must be addressed in the MPO’s transportation planning efforts. The 
careful selection of the MPO’s Goals, Objectives, and Performance Measures 
establishes the foundation for the performance based planning effort that will guide the 
Long Range Transportation Plan (LRTP) and other future planning efforts including the 
Transportation Improvement Program (TIP). 
 
ISSUES 
Staff from T.Y. Lin International will give an update on the public involvement and 
present the Draft Goals, Objectives, and Performance Measures for the Martin MPO 
2045 LRTP. 
_____________________________________________________________________ 
 
RECOMMENDED ACTION 
Approve the Draft 2045 LRTP Goals, Objectives, and Performance Measures. 
 
FISCAL IMPACT 
None 
 
APPROVAL 
MPO 
 

ITEM NUMBER: 

8A 
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ATTACHMENTS 
a. Draft 2045 LRTP Goals, Objectives, and Performance Measures (GOPM’s) 
b. PowerPoint presentation for MPO Policy Board Meeting 
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Goal Goal Statement Objectives Evaluation Criteria Performance Measure Data Source (s)
Potential 

Application(s)* 

Meets FAST Act 

PM Rules

% of pavements on the Interstate System in GOOD 

condition. (Higher is better)
Available from FDOT

Rate Projects; System 

Performance Report
X

% of pavements on the Interstate System in POOR 

condition. (Lower is better)
Available from FDOT

Rate Projects; System 

Performance Report
X

% of pavements on the non-Interstate NHS in GOOD 

condition. (Higher is better)
Available from FDOT

Rate Projects; System 

Performance Report
X

% of pavements on the non-Interstate NHS in POOR 

condition. (Lower is better)
Available from FDOT

Rate Projects; System 

Performance Report
X

% of NHS bridges by deck area classified as in GOOD 

condition. (Higher is better)
Available from FDOT

Rate Projects; System 

Performance Report
X

% of NHS bridges by deck area classified as in POOR 

condition. (Lower is better)
Available from FDOT

Rate Projects; System 

Performance Report
X

Prioritize improvements that maintain or 

improve acceptable travel performance.
Level of service 

Vehicle miles of travel operating at or better than 

adopted level of service standard. (Higher is better)

Martin County LOS 

Report, TCRPM 5.0

Rate Projects; System 

Performance Report, 

Evaluate Scenarios

Percent of jobs within 30-minute auto travel time for 

average household. (Higher is better)
TCRPM 5.0

Rate Projects; Evaluate 

Scenarios

Percent of jobs within 30-minute in-vehicle travel time 

(transit) for average household. (Higher is better)
TCRPM 5.0

Rate Projects; Evaluate 

Scenarios

Percent of jobs within a quarter mile of transit stops. 

(Higher is better)

Marty, SE data, TCRPM 

5.0

Rate Projects; Evaluate 

Scenarios

Percent of population within a quarter mile of transit 

stops. (Higher is better)

Marty, SE data, TCRPM 

5.0

Rate Projects; Evaluate 

Scenarios

Improve transit access to recreational 

activities.
Access to recreational amenities.

Number of recreational facilities served by a transit 

route. (Higher is better)
Marty, Martin County Rate Projects

Changes in frequency or headway. (Lower is better) Marty, TCRPM 5.0
Rate Projects; Evaluate 

Scenarios; CMP Update 

Changes in geographic coverage. (Higher is better) Bus routes, GIS
Rate Projects; Evaluate 

Scenarios; CMP Update 

Change in revenue hours of service relative to base 

year. (Higher is better)
Marty, TCRPM 5.0

Rate Projects; Evaluate 

Scenarios; CMP Update 

Change in revenue miles of service. (Higher is better) Marty, TCRPM 5.0
Rate Projects; Evaluate 

Scenarios; CMP Update 

Ridership (Higher is better) Marty, TCRPM 5.0
Rate Projects; Evaluate 

Scenarios; CMP Update 

Riders per revenue hour. (Higher is better) Marty, TCRPM 5.0
Rate Projects; Evaluate 

Scenarios

Total annualized capital cost and O&M cost per rider. 

(Lower is better)
Marty, TCRPM 5.0

Rate Projects; Evaluate 

Scenarios

On-time performance (Mini-bus). (Higher is better) Marty
Rate Projects; System 

Performance Report
X

On-time performance (Demand Response). (Higher is 

better)
Marty

Rate Projects; System 

Performance Report
X

On-time performance (Cutaway Bus). (Higher is better) Marty
Rate Projects; System 

Performance Report
X

Missed runs due to major breakdown, as a percentage 

of total runs by mode (Mini-bus). (Lower is better)
Marty

 System Performance 

Report
X

Missed runs due to major breakdown, as a percentage 

of total runs by mode (Demand Response). (Lower is 

better)

Marty
 System Performance 

Report
X

Missed runs due to major breakdown, as a percentage 

of total runs by mode (Cutaway Bus). (Lower is better)
Marty

 System Performance 

Report
X

Number of Vehicles out of service for 30 or more days 

by mode (MB). (Lower is better)
Marty

 System Performance 

Report
X

Number of Vehicles out of service for 30 or more days 

by mode (DR). (Lower is better)
Marty

 System Performance 

Report
X

Transit supply, demand and cost

System performance

Maintenance Resources

Martin in Motion - 2045 LRTP
Goals, Objectives and Performance Measures

Infrastructure 

Maintenance and 

Congestion 

Management Goal

An efficient multimodal 

transportation system that 

supports economic growth and 

enhances the quality of life. 

Pavement condition

NHS bridge condition

Prioritize improvements that help maintain 

existing roadways and bridges.

Improve access to jobs.

Improve transit access to employment.

Support improvements to transit service. 

Job access

System reliability
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Goal Goal Statement Objectives Evaluation Criteria Performance Measure Data Source (s)
Potential 

Application(s)* 

Meets FAST Act 

PM Rules

Number of Vehicles out of service for 30 or more days 

by mode (CB). (Lower is better)
Marty

 System Performance 

Report
X

Maintain fleet (revenue vehicles)

Age - % of revenue vehicles within a particular asset 

class (Bus and Cutaway Bus) that have met or 

exceeded their Useful Life Benchmark (ULB). (Lower is 

better)

Marty
Rate Projects; System 

Performance Report
X

Maintain equipment (Non 

revenue/service automobile)

Age - % of vehicles that have met or exceeded their 

Useful Life Benchmark (ULB). (Lower is better)
Marty

 System Performance 

Report
X

Delay
Vehicle hours of delay per capita compared to base 

year conditions. (Lower is better)
TCRPM 5.0

Rate Projects; Evaluate 

Scenarios; CMP Update 

Travel time reliability index on congested corridors on 

non-NHS facilities. (Lower is better)

Regional Integrated 

Transportation 

Information System 

(RITIS)

Rate Projects, CMP Update

% of person-miles traveled on the Interstate that are 

reliable.  (Higher is better)
Available from FDOT

Rate Projects; System 

Performance Report; CMP 

Update

X

% of person-miles traveled on the non-Interstate NHS 

that are reliable.  (Higher is better)
Available from FDOT

Rate Projects; System 

Performance Report; CMP 

Update

X

Support improvements to major freight 

corridors.

Truck Travel Time Reliability Index (TTTRI) on the 

Interstate. (Lower is better)
Available from FDOT

Rate Projects; System 

Performance Report; CMP 

Update

X

Vehicle miles traveled Vehicle miles of travel per capita. (Lower is better) TCRPM 5.0
Rate Projects; Evaluate 

Scenarios; CMP Update 

Travel demand management
High occupant vehicle (HOV) person trips. (Higher is 

better)
TCRPM 5.0

Rate Projects; Evaluate 

Scenarios; CMP Update 

Prioritize funding to support smaller scale 

congestion management 

projects and programs (TSM&O).

Dollars of funding to plan, design, and implement 

congestion management projects and programs. 

(Higher is better)

Revenue Forecast, 

FDOT and Martin MPO
Rate Projects, CMP Update

Prioritize funding for projects that improve 

existing corridors that 

address multimodal transportation needs 

with context sensitive designs.

Percent of major roadways with appropriate bicycle, 

pedestrian and transit facilties. (Higher is better)

GIS, Martin MPO and 

FDOT

Rate Projects; Evaluate 

Scenarios; CMP Update 

Support projects that enhance the quality 

of life.
Quality of life

Transportation projects that are located in Community 

Redevelopment Areas (CRAs). (Higher is better)

Martin County, Cities, 

Village of Indiantown
Rate Projects

Prioritize projects that improve hurricane 

evacuation needs.
Hurricane Evacuation

Centerline miles of roadway on evacuation routes 

operating at or belter than the adopted level of service.  

(Higher is better)

Martin County LOS 

Report, GIS,TCRPM 5.0
Rate Projects

Number of fatalities (Lower is better) X

Rate of fatalities per 100 million vehicle miles traveled 

(VMT). (Lower is better)
X

Number of serious injuries. (Lower is better) X

Rate of serious injuries per 100 million vehicle miles 

traveled (VMT). (Lower is better)
X

Implement strategies to enhance bicycle 

and pedestrian safety.
Bicycle and pedestrian crashes

Number of non-motorized fatalities and serious injuries. 

(Lower is better)
X

Number of accidents per 100,000 revenue miles by 

mode (MB). (Lower is better)
Marty

 System Performance 

Report
X

Number of accidents per 100,000 revenue miles by 

mode (DR). (Lower is better)
Marty

 System Performance 

Report
X

Number of accidents per 100,000 revenue miles by 

mode (CB). (Lower is better)
Marty

 System Performance 

Report
X

Number of facility-accident related accidents to 

employees or customers. (Lower is better)
Marty

 System Performance 

Report
X

Minimize adverse impacts to the natural 

environment.
Environmentally sensitive lands

Acres of impacted environmentally sensitive lands, such 

as, wetlands or significant wildlife habitat or 

conservation lands. (Lower is better)

GIS, Florida Geographic 

Data Library (FGDL) 

and Martin County

Rate Projects

Reduce on-road mobile source emissions
Air pollution and greenhouse gas 

emissions

Change in pollutants (tonnage) including carbon 

dioxide/greenhouse gas. (Lower is better)
TCRPM 5.0, FTA 

Rate Projects; Evaluate 

Scenarios

Safety risk
Reduce transit vehicle crashes and facility-

accidents

Crash Analysis 

Reporting System, 

Signal Four Analytics, 

Crash Modification 

Factors (CMFs) to 

evaluate project safety

Rate Projects; Evaluate 

Scenarios; System 

Performance Report; CMP 

Update 

Implement strategies to reduce per capita 

vehicle miles of travel.

Funding

Fatal and serious injury crashes

A safe multimodal transportation 

system that meets the needs of all 

the users.

Safety Goal

Prioritize projects and programs that 

improve safety on corridors with 

highest number of crashes with fatal and 

incapacitating injuries for all modes and 

users.

Manage traffic congestion.

Travel time reliability
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Goal Goal Statement Objectives Evaluation Criteria Performance Measure Data Source (s)
Potential 

Application(s)* 

Meets FAST Act 

PM Rules

Increase the sidewalk coverage on 

roadways serving concentrations of 

population and employment in urban 

areas.

Pedestrian facilities

Miles of pedestrian facilties on the major roadway 

system in areas with high population and employment 

density.  (Higher is better)

Martin County
Rate Projects; Evaluate 

Scenarios; CMP Update 

Increase the bicycle facility coverage 

throughout the planning area.
Bicycle infrastructure

Miles of bicycle facilties on the major roadway system.  

(Higher is better)
Martin County

Rate Projects; Evaluate 

Scenarios; CMP Update 

Implement strategies that increase the 

miles of shared used path to 

support the trail network.

Shared use path Miles of shared use facility. (Higher is better) Martin County
Rate Projects; Evaluate 

Scenarios; CMP Update 

Prioritize improvements that provide non-

motorized access to 

recreational opportunities.

Bicycle and pedestrian facilities 

Percent of major roadways that access recreational 

opportunities with bicycle and pedestrian facilties. 

(Higher is better)

Martin County
Rate Projects; Evaluate 

Scenarios; CMP Update 

Minimize adverse impacts to the minority 

and/or low income populations.

Investment in transportation improvement projects in 

environmental justice areas compared to the rest of the 

county.  (Higher is better)

Martin MPO, FDOT
Rate Projects; Evaluate 

Scenarios

Improve access to jobs in areas that have 

high concentration of transportation 

disadvantaged population groups.

Number of jobs within 30 minutes of in-vehicle travel 

time by public transportation during peak hour.  (Higher 

is better)

TCRPM 5.0 Evaluate Scenarios

Identify and support projects that provide 

synergy or flexibility in accommodating 

emerging transportation technologies.

Emerging technologies (ACES)
Funding for projects that have ITS components to 

advance ACES.  (Higher is better)
Martin MPO, FDOT

Rate Projects; Evaluate 

Scenarios

Prioritize projects that improve extreme 

weather resiliency and/or harden 

infrastructure against Sea Level Rise 

(SLR)

Extreme weather resiliency

Transportation improvement projects located in areas 

prone to inundation due to storm surge, king tides and 

other extreme weather events including SLR.  (Higher 

is better)

Martin County
Rate Projects; Evaluate 

Scenarios

Advance projects that the community 

supports.

Level of support for improvements in the community.  

(Higher is better)
Martin MPO, FDOT Rate Projects

Prioritize projects that can be  accelerated 

through project development process.
Right of way availability and/or cost.  (Lower is better) Martin County, FDOT Rate Projects

Support projects that are strategically 

important for Martin County.
High impact transportation projects

Funding allocation for strategic transportation 

improvement projects.  (Higher is better)
Martin MPO

Rate Projects; Evaluate 

Scenarios

*Notes:

§Performance measures for evaluating alternative planning scenarios and preparing a System Performance Report will be applied at system level or countywide .

§To rate and prioritize transportation improvements, candidate projects will be evaluated using project level performance measures based on future year data/metrics .

§Data from previous years or recent past will be used to develop performance measures for CMP Update and System Performance Report .

§All of the performance measures may not need to be operationalized for project prioritization.

§Appropriate performances measures will be applied across various modes .

§Some of the performance measures will be qualitative while others quantitative.

§Key Performance Measures (KPMs) included in the System Performance Report to be tracked on an annual basis .

Environmental and 

Equity Goal

Preserve natural environment and 

promote equity and healthy 

communities.

Environmental justice

Project 

Streamlining and 

Delivery Goal

A transportation system with an 

ability to harness changes in the 

future.

Innovation Goal

Community supportA transportation system that 

reflects the community’s needs 

and desires.
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% of pavements on the Interstate System in GOOD condition. (Higher is better)

% of pavements on the Interstate System in POOR condition. (Lower is better)

% of pavements on the non-Interstate NHS in GOOD condition. (Higher is better)

% of pavements on the non-Interstate NHS in POOR condition. (Lower is better)

% of NHS bridges by deck area classified as in GOOD condition. (Higher is better)

% of NHS bridges by deck area classified as in POOR condition. (Lower is better)

Prioritize improvements that maintain or improve acceptable travel performance. X X X X
Vehicle miles of travel operating at or better than adopted level of service standard. (Higher is 

better)

Percent of jobs within 30-minute auto travel time for average household. (Higher is better)

Percent of jobs within 30-minute in-vehicle travel time (transit) for average household. (Higher is 

better)

Percent of jobs within a quarter mile of transit stops. (Higher is better)

Percent of population within a quarter mile of transit stops. (Higher is better)

Improve transit access to recreational activities. X X X Number of recreational facilities served by a transit route. (Higher is better)

Changes in frequency or headway. (Lower is better)

Changes in geographic coverage. (Higher is better)

Change in revenue hours of service. (Higher is better)

Change in revenue hours of service relative to base year. (Higher is better)

Riders per revenue hour. (Higher is better)

Total annualized capital cost and O&M cost per rider. (Lower is better)

On-time performance (Mini-bus). (Higher is better)

On-time performance (Demand Response). (Higher is better)

On-time performance (Cutaway Bus). (Higher is better)

Missed runs due to major breakdown, as a percentage of total runs by mode (Mini-bus). (Lower 

is better)

Missed runs due to major breakdown, as a percentage of total runs by mode (Demand 

Response). (Lower is better)

Missed runs due to major breakdown, as a percentage of total runs by mode (Cutaway Bus). 

(Lower is better)

Number of Vehicles out of service for 30 or more days by mode (MB). (Lower is better)

Number of Vehicles out of service for 30 or more days by mode (DR). (Lower is better)

X X

Support improvements to transit service. 

X

X

X X

X

X

X X X

X

X X

X

X

X

Martin in Motion - 2045 LRTP
Local Goals, Objectives and Performance Measures vs. National and State Goals

Prioritize improvements that help maintain existing roadways and bridges.

Improve access to jobs.

Improve transit access to employment.

Infrastructure Maintenance and Congestion Management Goal: An efficient multimodal transportation system that supports economic growth and enhances the quality of life. 

X X

Martin in Motion  (2045 LRTP) Goals/Objectives Performance Measure

2060 Florida Transportation Plan                    

State Goals

Fixing America's Surface Transportation  

National Goals

X X
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Martin in Motion  (2045 LRTP) Goals/Objectives Performance Measure

2060 Florida Transportation Plan                    

State Goals

Fixing America's Surface Transportation  

National Goals

Number of Vehicles out of service for 30 or more days by mode (CB). (Lower is better)

Age - % of revenue vehicles within a particular asset class (Bus and Cutaway Bus) that have met 

or exceeded their Useful Life Benchmark (ULB). (Lower is better)

Age - % of vehicles that have met or exceeded their Useful Life Benchmark (ULB). (Lower is 

better)

Vehicle hours of delay per capita compared to base year conditions. (Lower is better)

Travel time reliability index on congested corridors on non-NHS facilities. (Lower is better)

% of person-miles traveled on the Interstate that are reliable.  (Higher is better)

% of person-miles traveled on the non-Interstate NHS that are reliable.  (Higher is better)

Support improvements to major freight corridors. X X X Truck Travel Time Reliability Index (TTTRI) on the Interstate. (Lower is better)

Vehicle miles of travel per capita. (Lower is better)

High occupant vehicle (HOV) person trips. (Higher is better)

Prioritize funding to support smaller scale congestion management 

projects and programs (TSM&O).
X X X

Dollars of funding to plan, design, and implement congestion management projects and 

programs. (Higher is better)

Prioritize funding for projects that improve existing corridors that 

address multimodal transportation needs with context sensitive designs.
X X

Percent of major roadways with appropriate bicycle, pedestrian and transit facilties. (Higher is 

better)

Support projects that enhance the quality of life. X X X X
Transportation projects that are located in Indiantown or other community redevelopment areas. 

(Higher is better)

Prioritize projects that improve hurricane evacuation needs. X X X X X
Centerline miles of roadway on evacuation routes operating at or belter than the adopted level of 

service.  (Higher is better)

Number of fatalities (Lower is better)

Rate of fatalities per 100 million vehicle miles traveled (VMT). (Lower is better)

Number of serious injuries. (Lower is better)

Rate of serious injuries per 100 million vehicle miles traveled (VMT). (Lower is better)

Implement strategies to enhance bicycle and pedestrian safety. X X X Number of non-motorized fatalities and serious injuries. (Lower is better)

Number of accidents per 100,000 revenue miles by mode (MB). (Lower is better)

Number of accidents per 100,000 revenue miles by mode (DR). (Lower is better)

Number of accidents per 100,000 revenue miles by mode (CB). (Lower is better)

Number of facility-accident related accidents to employees or customers. (Lower is better)

Minimize adverse impacts to the natural environment. X X X X
Acres of impacted environmentally sensitive lands, such as, wetlands or significant wildlife 

habitat or conservation lands. (Lower is better)

Reduce on-road mobile source emissions X X X Change in pollutants (tonnage) including carbon dioxide/greenhouse gas. (Lower is better)

Reduce transit vehicle crashes and facility-accidents X X

Prioritize projects and programs that improve safety on corridors with 

highest number of crashes with fatal and incapacitating injuries for all modes and users.
X X X

Safety Goal: A safe multimodal transportation system that meets the needs of all the users.

X X X X X

X

XXManage traffic congestion.

Environmental and Equity Goal: Preserve natural environment and promote equity and healthy communities.

Implement strategies to reduce per capita vehicle miles of travel.

X X X
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Martin in Motion  (2045 LRTP) Goals/Objectives Performance Measure

2060 Florida Transportation Plan                    

State Goals

Fixing America's Surface Transportation  

National Goals

Increase the sidewalk coverage on roadways serving concentrations of 

population and employment in urban areas.
X X X X X X

Miles of pedestrian facilties on the major roadway system in areas with high population and 

employment density.  (Higher is better)

Increase the bicycle facility coverage throughout the planning area. X X X X X X Miles of bicycle facilties on the major roadway system.  (Higher is better)

Implement strategies that increase the miles of multi-use trails and 

support the trail network.
X X X X X X Miles of shared use facility. (Higher is better)

Prioritize improvements that provide non-motorized access to 

recreational opportunities.
X X X

Percent of major roadways that access recreational opportunities with bicycle and pedestrian 

facilties. (Higher is better)

Minimize adverse impacts to the minority and/or low income populations. X X X
Investment in transportation improvement projects in environmental justice areas compared to 

the rest of the county. (Higher is better)

Improve access to jobs in areas that have high concentration of transportation 

disadvantaged population groups.
X X X

Number of jobs within 30 minutes of in-vehicle travel time by public transportation during peak 

hour.  (Higher is better)

Identify and support projects that provide synergy or flexibility in accommodating emerging 

transportation technologies.
X X X X X X X X Funding for projects that have ITS components to advance ACES.  (Higher is better)

Prioritize projects that improve extreme weather resiliency and/or harden infrastructure 

against Sea Level Rise (SLR)
X X X X X X X X X X X

Transportation improvement projects located in areas prone to inundation due to storm surge, 

king tides and other extreme weather events including SLR.  (Higher is better)

Advance projects that the community supports. X X X X Level of support for improvements in the community.  (Higher is better)

Prioritize projects that can be  accelerated through project development process. X X X X Right of way availability and/or cost.  (Lower is better)

Support project that are strategically important for Martin County. X X X X X X Funding allocation for strategic transportation improvement projects.  (Higher is better)

Innovation Goal: A transportation system with an ability to harness changes in the future.

Project Streamlining and Delivery Goal: A transportation system that reflects the community’s needs and desires.
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2045 Long Range 
Transportation Plan

Policy Board Meeting
December 9, 2019
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2

Today’s Agenda

▪Public Involvement Plan and Outreach Activities Update

▪Draft Goals, Objectives and Performance Measures

▪Project Schedule 

▪Next Steps
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3

Public Involvement And Outreach Activities

▪ Open house (Visioning sessions), October 2019

▪ Stuart, Indiantown and Port Salerno 

▪ Surveys 

▪ Online 

▪ In-person at Treasure Coast Regional Mall, 9/28 (Saturday)

▪ Stakeholder interviews 

▪ MPO Board members 

▪ Focus groups 

▪ Stuart/Martin County Chamber of Commerce

▪ Jenson Beach Chamber of Commerce

▪ Targeted outreach

▪ Martin County Employee Benefits Fair

▪ Project video and website

September 2019 to October 2019
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4

Open House/Visioning Sessions

▪ Flyers (Spanish and English)
▪ Public buildings (municipalities, chamber of commerce, library)

▪ MARTY bus

▪ City, County, and MPO website 

▪ Social media (Facebook)

▪ Press release (WPVT, WPBF, WPEC, WSTU and WPSL, Martin County TV, TCPalm, Palm Beach Post)

▪ E-blast 
▪ Martin County database

▪ Chamber of Commerce, City of Stuart and Martin County

▪ Stuart Martin Board of Realtors

▪ City/municipal calendars

▪ Local religious and charity Organizations

▪ Martin in Motion project website

Extensive Outreach/Advertising
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5

Open House/Visioning Sessions

▪ Approximately 50 to 55 attendees including elected officials, 
members of the press, representatives from Alzheimer’s 
Association, Kane Center and Guardians of Martin County.

Feedback
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Open House/Visioning Sessions
Feedback: Polling Exercise
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Open House/Visioning Sessions
Feedback: Mobility Bucks Exercise

Page 28 of 172



8

Open House/Visioning Sessions
Feedback Mobility Bucks Exercise
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Web Analytics (www.martininmotion.com) 
August 21, 2019 – October 31, 2019

Received more than 50 comments.

Acquisition Rate: 88% direct source 
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Survey

▪ 11 questions

▪ Consistency vs. current trends

▪ English and Spanish

▪ Online and hard copies

▪ Treasure Coast Regional Mall
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Survey
Feedback to Date

Place of Residence Place of Work or School
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Survey
Feedback to Date

Respondent’s Age Distribution

Respondent’s Gender

Page 33 of 172



13

Survey
Feedback to Date

Transportation Investment Priority

#1
#2 #3

#5

#6

#4
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Survey
Feedback to Date

Transportation Funding Allocation
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Survey
Feedback to Date

Support for Additional Funding Sources
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Survey
Feedback to Date

Existing Preferred (if available)

Mode of Transportation to Work or School
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Stakeholder Interviews
Feedback

Transportation Issues and Challenges in Martin County 

▪ Transit service expansion and better integration with land use

▪ Improve roadway access and connectivity (Port St. Lucie Blvd., US 1 north of 
Roosevelt Bridge, east-west connectivity in South County, congestion management)

▪ Pedestrian and bicycle safety as well as new mobility devices, such as e-scooters

▪ Accommodating Brightline/Virgin USA rail project

▪ Transportation investments to guide and manage growth  
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Stakeholder Interviews
Feedback

Strategic Transportation Investment Needs in Martin County 

▪ Additional transit service expansion

▪ Major arterial/improved connectivity to Indiantown especially for freight/industry growth

▪ Consider micro mobility needs

▪ Balance between roadway widening projects vs. induced growth

▪ Take advantage of waterways, e.g. water taxis
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Stakeholder Interviews
Feedback
Priorities or Themes for 2045 LRTP – Martin in Motion

▪ Better access to Indiantown 

▪ Connectivity (including coastal communities)

▪ Complete Streets

▪ Congestion relief

▪ Road maintenance

▪ Freight Logistics Plan to alleviate freight traffic on the FEC and move it out west

▪ Increased local and regional transit connectivity

▪ Last mile connections

▪ Operation of key intersections with increased rail service

▪ Preserving urban integrity/not encourage urban sprawl

▪ Protect the environment

▪ Road system expansion

▪ Shared-use paths Page 40 of 172
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Stakeholder Interviews
Feedback

Potential Additional Funding Sources for Transportation Projects

▪ Vehicle Miles Traveled (VMT) tax

▪ Usage fee for alternative fuel autos

▪ Indexing gas tax

▪ Doc stamps 

▪ Impact fees

▪ Need for more funding for transit and education

▪ Need for increased efficiency in planning and implementing transportation program/projects
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Stakeholder Interviews
Feedback

Vision for Transportation in Martin County

▪ Mobility Options

▪ Moving FEC from current location to the I-95 corridor (starting at PGA Blvd)

▪ No 8-lane or greater roadways

▪ Complete Street implementation

▪ Increased greenways

Page 42 of 172



22

Vision Statement

To create and maintain a safe, efficient and resilient 
multimodal transportation network to meet mobility and 

accessibility needs of Martin County’s residents and visitors, 
while preserving the environment, supporting economic growth 

and enhancing the quality of life.
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Goals, Objectives and Performance Measures

VISION

GOALS (5) 

OBJECTIVES (29)

Rate Projects (47)

CMP Update (19)

Evaluate Scenarios (27)

System Performance 
Report (30)

PERFORMANCE 
MEASURES (63)

Refer: GOPMs Matrix Handouts

Systemwide

Project Level
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Goals, Objectives and Performance Measures

Goal Goal Statement
Number of 
Objectives

Number of 
Performance 

Measures

Infrastructure Maintenance and 
Congestion Management Goal

An efficient multimodal transportation system 
that supports economic growth and enhances 
the quality of life. 

12 40

Safety Goal
A safe multimodal transportation system that 
meets the needs of all the users.

4 10

Environmental and Equity Goal
Preserve natural environment and promote 
equity and healthy communities.

8 8

Innovation Goal
A transportation system with an ability to 
harness changes in the future.

2 2

Project Streamlining and Delivery Goal
A transportation system that reflects the 
community’s needs and desires.

3 3
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Goals, Objectives and Performance Measures
Operationalizing Performance Measures

▪ Performance measures for evaluating alternative planning scenarios and preparing a System 
Performance Report will be applied at system level or countywide.

▪ To rate and prioritize transportation improvements, candidate projects will be evaluated using project 
level performance measures based on future year data and metrics.

▪ Data from previous years or recent past will be used to develop performance measures for CMP Update 
and System Performance Report.

▪ All of the performance measures may not need to be operationalized for project prioritization.

▪ Appropriate performances measures will be applied across various modes.

▪ Some of the performance measures will be qualitative while others quantitative.

▪ Key Performance Measures (KPMs) included in the System Performance Report to be tracked on an 
annual basis.
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Project Schedule 

2045 LRTP Cost 

Feasible Plan 

Adoption, Oct. 2020

SUMMER
2019

FALL
2019

WINTER/SPRING
2019/2020

SUMMER/FALL
2020

Technical 

Analysis

Scenario Planning,

Performance Measures, Financial 

Analysis, EJ Analysis

Refine 2045 Cost 

Feasible Plan 

Visioning, Goals & Objectives,

Develop 2045 Needs Plan

Develop Draft 2045 Cost 

Feasible Plan 

Data Compilation,  

Review & Analysis

Open House, 
October 2019 

Open House,
June 2020

PUBLIC INVOLVEMENT & AGENCY COORDINATION

We are here
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Next Steps

▪ Finalize goals, objectives, and performance measures

▪ 2045 needs assessment 

▪ Congested network analysis, CMP Update 

▪ Draft 2045 Needs Plan, February 2020 – MPO Advisory Committees and Policy Board

▪ Continue public outreach effort

Work Plan for the Next 60 days
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Thank You!!!

Contact Information:

Martin MPO Project Manager
Bolivar Gomez
Email: bgomez@martin.fl.us
Phone:772-288-5412

Consultant Project Manager
Vikas Jain, AICP, GISP
Email: vikas.jain@tylin.com
Phone: 954-308-3353
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MARTIN METROPOLITAN PLANNING ORGANIZATION 
POLICY BOARD MEETING 
AGENDA ITEM SUMMARY  

 
MEETING DATE: 
December 9, 2019 

DUE DATE: 
December 2, 2019 

UPWP#:   
5.1 

WORDING: 
FY19/20-FY23/24 TRANSPORTATION IMPROVEMENT PROGRAM (TIP) 
AMENDMENT 
REQUESTED BY: 
FDOT 

PREPARED BY:  
Beth Beltran/ 
Bolivar Gomez 

DOCUMENT(S) REQUIRING 
ACTION: FY19/20-FY23/24 TIP 
Amendment 

 
BACKGROUND 
Additional funds are needed for the Martin Weigh Station than what was previously 
reported when the Martin MPO Policy Board approved the FY19/20-FY23/24 TIP on 
June 17, 2019.  An Environmental phase has been added to the Signing & Pavement 
Markings Project (FM #445315-1) and to the Lighting and Electrical Project (FM 
#445315-2). 
 
ISSUES 
FDOT is requesting approval of this FY19/20-FY23/24 TIP Amendment to increase the 
budget of the Martin Weigh Station for Signing & Pavement Markings, and for Lighting 
and Electrical. 
_____________________________________________________________________ 
 
RECOMMENDED ACTION 
Approval of the FY2019/20 TIP Amendment for FM #445315-1 and FM #445315-2. 
 
FISCAL IMPACT 
The additional funds for FM #445315-1 and FM #445315-2 will be added after being 
approved and signed by the MPO Policy Board Chairman. 
 
APPROVAL 
MPO 
 
ATTACHMENTS 
Amendment Forms for FM #445315-1 and FM #445315-2 

ITEM NUMBER: 

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

 
MEETING DATE: 
December 9, 2019 

DUE DATE: 
December 2, 2019 

UPWP#:   
7.4 

WORDING: 
DRAFT MOBILITY/MULTIMODAL FEE STUDY BEST PRACTICES, 
GOALS/OBJECTIVES, AND GEOGRAPHIC AREAS 
REQUESTED BY: 
MPO 

PREPARED BY:  
Beth Beltran/ 
Joy Puerta 

DOCUMENT(S) REQUIRING 
ACTION: Martin MPO 
Mobility/Multimodal Fee Study 
Best Practices, Goals/Objectives 
and Geographic Areas 

 
BACKGROUND 
Tindale Oliver is the consultant that was selected through a competitive process to 
provide public finance, law, transportation, land use and comprehensive planning 
services to develop and evaluate Mobility Fee Alternatives that would adequately fund 
multi-modal transportation improvements which could potentially replace Martin County’s 
existing Roadway Impact Fees and Transportation Concurrency requirements. At the 
October 22, 2018 MPO Policy Board Meeting staff presented the scope of services for 
the project which included several tasks. The next steps were to review the tasks related 
to Goals/Objectives and Geographic Areas. The consultant has included the Best 
Practices as well.  
 
ISSUES 
At the December 9, 2019 MPO Policy Board Meeting, Tindale Oliver staff will present 
results of research related to other Florida counties that adopted a mobility/multimodal 
fee in terms of the process, fee levels/variations, incentives, and other policies. In addition, 
the Consultant will present initial study goals and geographic variations identified that 
would help determine the mobility/multimodal fee structure for Martin County and the input 
from the November 18, 2019 Joint CAC/BPAC/TAC Advisory Committee Meeting.    
______________________________________________________________________ 
 
RECOMMENDED ACTION 
Approval of Technical Memorandum #4 (TM 4) that includes deliverables for Task 4: 
Goals/Objectives and Task 6: Geographic Areas.  
 
FISCAL IMPACT 
N/A 
 

ITEM NUMBER: 

8C 
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APPROVAL 
MPO 
 
ATTACHMENTS 
a. Best Practices, Goals/Objectives & Geographic Variations PowerPoint (pdf) 
b. Draft Multimodal/Mobility Fee Study Technical Memorandum #4 (TM 4) 
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Martin MPO 
Mobility/Multimodal Fee Study 1

Best Practices
Goals/Objectives & 
Geographic 
Variations

Martin MPO Board Meeting - December 9, 2019

Presentation Overview

I. Background/Objectives
II. Technical Memorandum 3:

Best Practices
III. Technical Memorandum 4:

Goals/Objectives & Geographic Variations
IV. Summary & Decision Points
V. Next Steps

2

1

2
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Martin MPO 
Mobility/Multimodal Fee Study 2

Background/Objectives

•Martin County implemented a roadway fee with 
transit/pedestrian components

MPO study focus:
• Mobility/multimodal fee
• Adequate funding of transportation capital needs
• Fee variations by area/by land use
• Implication on proportionate share/concurrency

3

Study Schedule

4

3

4
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Martin MPO 
Mobility/Multimodal Fee Study 3

Study Deliverables

• Tech Memo #1 (Submitted)
• Summary of Coordinated Outreach 

• Tech Memo #2 (Submitted)
• Data Compilation and Review

• Tech Memo #3 (Submitted) 
• Best Practices

• Tech Memo #4 (Submitted)
• Goals and Objectives
• Geographic Districts

• Tech Memo #5 (Due 12/17/19) 
• Mobility Fee Alternatives

• Final Report

5

Presentation Overview

I. Background/Objectives
II. Technical Memorandum 3: 

Best Practices
III. Technical Memorandum 4: 

Goals/Objectives & Geographic Variations
IV. Summary & Decision Points
V. Next Steps

6

5

6
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Martin MPO 
Mobility/Multimodal Fee Study 4

Demographic Comparison

TM 3:  Best Practices Case Studies

Jurisdiction 2018 
Population

Projected Avg. 
Annual Pop. 

Growth 
2019-2045

Avg. Annual 
Residential 
Permitting
1990-2017

Average Annual 
Taxable Value % Split

2000-2018

Martin 155,560 0.76% 940 81% Res / 19% Non-Res
Alachua 263,290 0.60% 1,520 72% Res / 28% Non-Res

Orange 1,349,600 1.42% 9,800 63% Res / 37% Non-Res

Osceola 352,500 2.18% 3,900 71% Res / 29% Non-Res

Pasco 515,080 1.19% 3,440 77% Res / 23% Non-Res

Sarasota 417,440 0.96% 3,330 83% Res / 17% Non-Res

7

• Fee Levels and Calculations
• Flexibility in Use of Revenues
• Fee Reductions/Incentives
• Developer Contribution Credits
• Concurrency and Proportionate Share Mitigation
• Coordination with Cities and State
• Alternative Funding Considerations

Case Study Findings

TM 3:  Best Practices Case Studies

8

7

8
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Martin MPO 
Mobility/Multimodal Fee Study 5

Summary of Transportation Fee Rates for Selected Land Use Types

TM 3:  Best Practices Case Studies

Development
Type Unit Martin Alachua

Urban Cluster
Orange Osceola Pasco Sarasota

Study Year - 2012 2011 2012 2017 2018 2015

Adoption % - 100% 100% 56% 100% 100% 100%

Single Family Du* $2,268 - $4,063 $3,702 - $6,328 $3,761 - $3,898 $4,354 - $13,761 $0 - $10,723 $1,228 - $7,184

Multi-Family Du* $2,268 - $4,063 $2,777 - $4,746 $1,543 - $2,524 $2,656 - $6,082 $0 - $6,736 $818 - $3,116

Commercial/Retail 1,000 sf $4,224 - $7,576 $4,938 - $8,231 $5,455 - $5,700 $3,065 - $6,128 $0 - $9,858 $2,001 - $3,811

Small Office 1,000 sf $2,198 $3,429 - $4,899 $5,374 - $5,574 $1,297 - $2,594 $0 $2,272 - $4,327

Warehousing 1,000 sf $1,314 $0 - $4,384 $1,066 - $1,107 $1,922 - $3,843 $0 $1,042 - $1,984

*Residential impact fees in Alachua are assessed per 1,000 sq ft.  Therefore, the single family and 
multi-family rates shown are show for average 2,000 sq ft and 1,500 sq ft dwellings, respectively

9

Flexibility in Use of Revenues & Fee Reductions/
Incentives

TM 3:  Best Practices Case Studies

Jurisdiction Roadway  vs. 
Multimodal

Geographic 
Variation

Redevel. 
Areas TOD

TND/ 
Mixed-

Use

Target 
Land Use 

Policy 
Incentive

Affordable 
Housing

Other 
Incentive

Alachua Multimodal ✓ ✓ ✓ ✓

Orange AMA Multimodal ✓ ✓ ✓

Osceola Multimodal ✓ ✓ ✓

Pasco Multimodal 
with limits ✓ ✓ ✓ ✓ ✓ ✓

Sarasota Multimodal ✓ ✓ ✓ ✓ ✓

10

9

10
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Martin MPO 
Mobility/Multimodal Fee Study 6

• Fee rate is locked in (not units)
• HB 7103 

• Limited transferability of credits (within development or benefit 
district)

• Project needs to be in the CIP
• Time limit on credits

Developer Credits

TM 3:  Best Practices Case Studies

11

Developer Credits

TM 3:  Best Practices Case Studies

Jurisdiction
Creditable 
Improv. In 

Plan

Credit 
Transfers

Credit 
Expiration

Credit 
Value 

Indexed

Fee 
Collections 

in City

Use $$ on 
State 
Roads

Alachua ✓ ✓ ✓

Orange AMA U U U U ✓

Osceola ✓ U

Pasco ✓ ✓ ✓ ✓

Sarasota ✓ ✓ ✓ U

12

U = undetermined or currently updating

11

12
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Martin MPO 
Mobility/Multimodal Fee Study 7

• State formula for proportionate share – limited revenue
• Limited development review

• F.S. 163.3180 - “Any alternative mobility funding system adopted may not 
be used to deny, time, or phase an application for site plan approval, plat 
approval, final subdivision approval, building permits, or the functional 
equivalent of such approvals provided that the developer agrees to pay for 
the development’s identified transportation impacts via the funding 
mechanism implemented by the local government.”

• Does not disallow development review for land use amendments & re-
zonings.

Concurrency & Proportionate Share Mitigation

TM 3:  Best Practices Case Studies

13

Major Transportation Capital Funding Sources

TM 3:  Best Practices Case Studies

Jurisdiction Local Option 
Fuel Tax Rate

Charter 
County Surtax

Local 
Infrastructure 

Surtax

TIF/CRA 
Districts Other

Martin 12 pennies n/a 0% ✓ ✓
Alachua 12 pennies 0% 0.5% ✓
Orange 6 pennies 0% 0% ✓ ✓
Osceola 12 pennies 0% 1% ✓ ✓
Pasco 12 pennies 0% 1% ✓
Sarasota 12 pennies 0% 1% ✓ ✓

14

13

14
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Martin MPO 
Mobility/Multimodal Fee Study 8

TM 3:  Best Practices Case Studies

Local Option Motor Fuel Taxes, FY 2018 Local Govt Infrastructure Surtax, FY 2018

15

• Variation of Rates & Incentives: 
• By Geographic Area
• Mixed-Use/TND/TOD
• Targeted Land Uses

• Flexibility of Revenue Use
• Use of Concurrency
• Other Funding Sources

• Fuel tax
• Infrastructure sales tax
• Ad valorem (millage, TIF, MSTU, etc.)

Summary of Findings

TM 3:  Best Practices Case Studies

16

15

16
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Martin MPO 
Mobility/Multimodal Fee Study 9

Presentation Overview

I. Background/Objectives
II. Technical Memorandum 3: 

Best Practices
III. Technical Memorandum 4:

Goals/Objectives & Geographic Variations
IV. Summary & Decision Points
V. Next Steps

17

• Review of:
• Economic/demographic characteristics
• Land use patterns
• Planning documents
• Travel conditions

• Interviews with representatives from each local government, the 
CRA Director and others as appropriate

• Review of practices used by other Florida jurisdictions

Approach

TM 4: Goals/Objectives & Geographic Areas

18

17

18
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Martin MPO 
Mobility/Multimodal Fee Study 10

TM 4: Goals/Objectives & Geographic Areas

• Goal 1:
Respond to Land Use & 
Growth Management 
Goals

• Goal 2:
Provide Flexibility in Use 
of Revenues

• Goal 3:
Establish Geographic Fee 
Variations

• Goal 4:
Establish Fee Variation 
for Targeted Land Uses

• Goal 5:
Develop a Fully Funded 
Transportation Program

• Goal 6:
Update the Concurrency 
& Development Review 
Process

19

TM 4: Goals/Objectives & Geographic Areas

• Growth in unincorporated 
county & City of Stuart

• City of Stuart:  Limited 
roadway projects

• Unincorporated County:  
• 50% of land is agricultural –

potential for future 
development

• 80% of tax base is residential

Goal 1: Respond to Land Use & Growth Management 
Goals

Recommended Approach:
• Mobility/multimodal fee in 

cities and Urban Service 
Boundary

• Incentives to support mixed-
use in urbanized areas

• Incentives to support non-
residential land uses to 
improve tax base diversity

20

19

20
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Martin MPO 
Mobility/Multimodal Fee Study 11

TM 4: Goals/Objectives & Geographic Areas

• Mobility/multimodal fee:  
Allows for use of revenues on 
roadways, sidewalks, bicycle 
lanes, shared-use paths, 
transit amenities

• General support from Martin 
County and most 
municipalities

• Exception:  Town of Jupiter 
Island – built out with focus on 
maintaining existing facilities

Goal 2: Provide Flexibility in Use of Revenues

Recommended Approach:
• Mobility/multimodal 

fee countywide or at 
least in cities and 
Urban Service 
Boundary

21

• Urban/rural areas
• Density by sub-area
• Transportation network & conditions
• Location of future improvements
• Suggested fee district boundaries

Goal 3: Establish Geographic Fee Variations

22

TM 4: Goals/Objectives & Geographic Areas

21

22
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Martin MPO 
Mobility/Multimodal Fee Study 12

TM 4: Goals/Objectives & Geographic Areas

• Urban Service 
Boundary

• Municipalities
• CRAs

Martin County

23

TM 4: Goals/Objectives & Geographic Areas

• Opportunity 
Zones

Martin County

24

23

24
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Martin MPO 
Mobility/Multimodal Fee Study 13

TM 4: Goals/Objectives & Geographic Areas

• Existing Land 
Use

Martin County

25

TM 4: Goals/Objectives & Geographic Areas

• Population 
Density by 
Subarea

Martin County

26

25

26
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Martin MPO 
Mobility/Multimodal Fee Study 14

TM 4: Goals/Objectives & Geographic Areas

• Population 
Growth by 
Subarea

Martin County

27

TM 4: Goals/Objectives & Geographic Areas

• Pedestrian & 
Bicycle 
Crashes

Martin County

Urban Service Boundary

28

27

28
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Martin MPO 
Mobility/Multimodal Fee Study 15

TM 4: Goals/Objectives & Geographic Areas

29
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Source: Estimating Bicycling and Walking for 
Planning and Project Development: A Guidebook

≈25% of people will 
walk up to 1/2 of a mile

≈25% of people will 
walk up to 1/2 of a mile

TM 4: Goals/Objectives & Geographic Areas

• Transportation 
Level of Service

Martin County

30

Level of Service
Avg. Speed 
Class I 
Arterial

≈V/C Ratio
for Arterials

A – Free flow ≥35 0.00 to 0.60

B – Reasonably unimpeded operations ≥28 0.61 to 0.70

C – Stable operations ≥22 0.71 to 0.80

D – Approaching unstable operations ≥17 0.81 to 0.90

E – Significant intersection approach delays ≥13 0.91 to 1.00

F – Extremely low speeds, high delay <13 >1.00

Source: Transportation Research Board, Highway Capacity Manual, 
Special Report 209, 1994

29

30
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Martin MPO 
Mobility/Multimodal Fee Study 16

TM 4: Goals/Objectives & Geographic Areas

Martin County
• 2040 LRTP Multi-Modal 

Cost Feasible Plan
31

Urban Service Boundary

TM 4: Goals/Objectives & Geographic Areas

• Future Transit 
Needs

Martin County

32

31

32
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Martin MPO 
Mobility/Multimodal Fee Study 17

TM 4: Goals/Objectives & Geographic Areas

• Proposed 
Mobility/Multi-
Modal Fee 
Districts

Martin County

33

• Redevelopment and infill 
• Mixed-use
• Affordable housing
• Targeted industries
• Green development

Goal 4: Establish Fee Variation for Targeted Land Uses

TM 4: Goals/Objectives & Geographic Areas

34

33

34
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Martin MPO 
Mobility/Multimodal Fee Study 18

• Technical calculations (travel characteristics)
• De-minimis impact
• Buy-down options

• HB 7103 for affordable/workforce housing

Goal 4: Fee Variation for Targeted Land Uses –
Methods

TM 4: Goals/Objectives & Geographic Areas

35

• Expensive Infrastructure
Goal 5: Develop a Fully Funded Transportation Program

TM 4: Goals/Objectives & Geographic Areas

36

5-Mile of Road Construction ≈ $55 million

16 Fire Stations ≈ $55 million

35

36
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Martin MPO 
Mobility/Multimodal Fee Study 19

• Transportation Needs
• Martin County FY 2019-2023 Capital Improvement Plan
• Martin County FY 2020-2029 Transit Development Plan (Marty on the 

Move)
• Martin County MPO’s Bicycle, Pedestrian, & Trails Master Plan
• Martin County MPO’s 2040 Long Range Transportation Plan (Moving 

Martin Forward)

Goal 5: Develop a Fully Funded Transportation Program

TM 4: Goals/Objectives & Geographic Areas

37

• Transportation Capacity Projects
Goal 5: Develop a Fully Funded Transportation Program

TM 4: Goals/Objectives & Geographic Areas

Item Capacity 
Expansion

Roadway Improvements $19,932,000

Roadway Debt Service $2,578,000

Bike/Ped Improvements $2,917,000

Transit $585,000

Total $22,510,000

Annual Transportation Capacity Project Cost Estimates

38

Sources: 2040 LRTP, Martin County Budget Dept, Martin MPO Bicycle, Pedestrian 
& Trails Master Plan, Martin County FY 2020-2029 Transit Development Plan

37

38
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Martin MPO 
Mobility/Multimodal Fee Study 20

• Transportation Funding
• Fuel Taxes
• General Fund/Ad Valorem Revenues
• Transportation Impact Fees
• Grants
• Franchise Fees
• Farebox Revenues
• Federal/State Funding
• Local Option Sales Tax (potential revenue source)

Goal 5: Develop a Fully Funded Transportation Program

TM 4: Goals/Objectives & Geographic Areas

39

• State tax indexed
• Local tax not 

indexed
• Other revenues are 

indexed

Fuel Tax

TM 4: Goals/Objectives & Geographic Areas

40

0.200

0.300

0.400

0.500

0.600

0.700
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0.900

1.000

1.100
Decrease in Value of 1₵ of Fuel Tax

Local 
Federal 

Fuel Efficiency

Fuel Efficiency & Inflation (2.1%) 

≈ -19%

≈ -53%

State

≈ -73%
Fuel Efficiency & Inflation (4.3%)

39

40
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Martin MPO 
Mobility/Multimodal Fee Study 21

Goal 5: Develop a Fully Funded Transportation Program

TM 4: Goals/Objectives & Geographic Areas

Item Capacity Expansion

Local Revenues

Ad Valorem/General $480,000

Local Option Fuel Tax $1,937,000

Transportation Impact Fees $1,016,000

Subtotal $3,433,000

Federal/State

FDOT Work Program $14,157,000

Grants $585,000

Subtotal $14,742,000

Total $18,175,000

Annual Revenues Allocated for Transportation Capacity

41

Sources: Martin County FY 2019 CIP, Martin 
County Budget Dept, Martin County FY 
2020-2029 Transit Development Plan, FDOT 
Work Program

• Limited revenues under the State proportionate share 
calculations

• Option to continue concurrency review during land use 
amendments/zoning

• Review of current policies/procedures

Goal 6: Update Concurrency & Development Review Process

TM 4: Goals/Objectives & Geographic Areas

42

41

42
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Presentation Overview

I. Background/Objectives
II. Technical Memorandum 3: 

Best Practices
III. Technical Memorandum 4: 

Goals/Objectives & Geographic Variations
IV. Summary & Decision Points
V. Next Steps

43

• Moderate growth county
• Favorable travel conditions, providing time to plan

• Better travel conditions in the rural area – potential for a higher fee
• Urbanized in the eastern portion, with limited roadway projects

• Lower fee with flexibility
• Review of current development review/concurrency 

process/policies
• Primary local revenue for capacity:  impact fee + fuel taxes
• Potential revenue source:  local option infrastructure sales tax

Key Findings

TM 4: Goals/Objectives & Geographic Areas

44

43

44

Page 78 of 172



Martin MPO 
Mobility/Multimodal Fee Study 23

• Mobility/multimodal fee:  Countywide or in urban district
• Fee variation:  Urban vs. rural fee levels
• Fee incentives:  CRAs, mixed-use, affordable housing, other
• Development review/concurrency

Decision Points

TM 4: Goals/Objectives & Geographic Areas

45

Presentation Overview

I. Background/Objectives
II. Technical Memorandum 3:

Best Practices
III. Technical Memorandum 4:

Goals/Objectives & Geographic Variations
IV. Summary & Decision Points
V. Next Steps

46

45

46
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Next Steps

•Based on input from the Policy Board and others, 
develop alternative fee schedules

•TM 5 – due 12/17/19
• Fee alternatives

47

Next Steps -- Study Schedule

48

47

48
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Questions?
Thank You

49

49
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I. Introduction 

Tindale Oliver has been retained by Martin Metropolitan Planning Organization (MPO) to prepare 

a study that would develop Mobility/Multimodal Fee scenarios that will adequately fund capital 

transportation improvements of multiple modes, including roads, sidewalks, bicycle lanes, transit 

amenities, and other similar infrastructure. 

 

This technical memorandum outlines the overall study goals identified as part of this process to 

design a mobility/multimodal fee structure that is responsive to and consistent with these goals.  

These goals include the following: 

 

1. The fee structure should be responsive to Martin County’s and each municipality’s land 

use and growth management goals. 

2. The fee structure should incorporate flexibility in terms ability to spend revenues on 

multiple modes. 

3. The fee structure should consider variations by geographic areas to reflect general needs 

and achieved levels of service by each area. 

4. The fee structure should consider variations for targeted land uses to help accomplish 

land use and funding goals. 

5. The study should identify the necessary revenue sources to fully fund the additional 

transportation capacity needs in Martin County. 

6. The County’s development review process should be consistent with the proposed 

funding program. 

 

Each of these goals are reviewed in the following sections with supporting information from the 

economic, demographic and financial data analysis, review of policy documents, input from 

representatives of the County and the municipalities, and spatial and quantitative analysis along 

with strategies to meet the identified goals. 
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II. Goal 1: Respond to Land Use & Growth Management 
Goals 

To ensure that the mobility/multimodal fee structure is responsive to Martin County and its 

municipalities’ land and growth management goals, Tindale Oliver reviewed several economic 

and demographic trends in each jurisdiction. 

 

Table 1 includes demographic and land use information for the unincorporated county and 

municipalities. This data indicates the following: 

 

• Based on the permitting data, new growth is taking place primarily in unincorporated 

county, followed by the City of Stuart. 

• The remaining cities are either built out or otherwise are not seeing much development 

activity.  As such, the fee levels and structure do not impact these jurisdictions.  If these 

jurisdictions start experiencing significant levels of redevelopment, impact fee revenues 

may become important once again. 

• In the case of the City of Stuart, although the City continues to experience growth, there 

are a limited number of roadway lane addition projects, and as such, a 

mobility/multimodal fee would be beneficial by allowing the City to use revenues on 

new/additional sidewalks, bicycle lanes, and/or transit amenities. 

• There are 680 acres that are zoned vacant developable in Indiantown, approximately 580 

acres in unincorporated county, and 385 acres in the City of Stuart, which reflect future 

development potential.  In addition, approximately 50% of land area in both 

unincorporated Martin County (22,540 acres) and the Village of Indiantown (4,470 acres) 

consists of agricultural zoning.  Although currently agricultural, through necessary land 

use and zoning changes, the potential for development to occur on this land remains a 

possibility as other vacant parcels are built upon. 

• Approximately 80% of the tax base for unincorporated Martin County comes from 

residential land uses, which is not uncommon for counties; however, it does indicate a 

lack of diversity within the tax base.  

 

It is our understanding that Martin County is interested in exploring fee variations based on 

degree of urbanization.  There are certain limits in the Comprehensive Plan and Future Land Use 

designations that may minimize the amount of variability related to high density development.  

First, Comprehensive Plan Policy 2.1A.1 generally limits density in the county to 15 units per acre 

(UPA) and heights to four stories and 40 feet in height.  Moreover, the areas in the County where 
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maximum densities can be attained are limited.  Mixed-use development in Community 

Redevelopment Areas (CRAs) and developments in the High Density designation with the 

affordable housing density bonus can reach maximum densities of 15 UPA; however, a limited 

geographic area is designated as High Density (approximately 1% of the county land after 

Agricultural and Conservation designations are removed).  Adjustments to CRAs and mixed-use 

area in the Comprehensive Plan and Land Development Regulations (LDR, see Section V) will still 

allow for a maximum density of 15 UPA in the CRA Center Future Land Use designation.  Fee 

variations by geographic area will be discussed further under Goal 3. 
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Table 1 - Demographic and Land Use Information for Martin County and Municipalities 

Source: a Florida Department of Revenue, 2018; b BEBR, Volume 52, Bulletin 183, April 2019 (Medium-Level Projections); c U.S. Census Bureau. 

1 The Town of Ocean Breeze is comprised of a commercially owned mobile home park and a small number of retail commercial parcels. Due to the commercial 

nature of the mobile home park, the square footage is not calculated within the Florida Department of Revenue’s parcel data.  

Note: Population is rounded to the tens place.

County/ 
Municipality 

c 2018 
Population 

b Projected 
Average 
Annual 

Population 
Growth 

Rate (2018-
2045) 

a Average 
Annual Single-

Family and 
Multi-Family 
Residential 

Permits 
(2013-2018) 

a Estimated 
Acreage and 

Parcels Zoned 
Vacant 

a % 
Vacant 

Acreage 

a Estimated 
Agricultural 

Acreage 

a % 
Agricultural 

Acreage 

a Existing 
Tax Base 

Distribution  

a Existing 
Square 

Footage 
Distribution 

Unincorporated 
Martin County 

129,360 0.76% 390 
Acres: 578 

Parcels: 483 
1% 22,540 49% 

Res: 83% 
Other: 17% 

Res: 82% 
Other: 18% 

City of Stuart 16,430 n/a 20 
Acres: 385 

Parcels: 306 
10% 36 1% 

Res: 45% 
Other: 55% 

Res: 48% 
Other: 52% 

Town of Jupiter 
Island 

830 n/a 11 
Acres: 76 

Parcels: 84 
7% - - 

Res: 99% 
Other: 1% 

Res: 93% 
Other: 7% 

Town of Ocean 
Breeze 

160 n/a - 
Acres: 22 

Parcels: 144 
21% - - 

Res: 19% 
Other: 81% 

1 Res: 0% 
Other: 100% 

Town of 
Sewall’s Point 

2,080 n/a 7 
Acres: 58 

Parcels: 67 
9% - - 

Res: 98% 
Non-Res: 2% 

Res: 96% 
Non-Res: 4% 

Village of 
Indiantown 

6,710 n/a - 
Acres: 680 

Parcels: 374 
8% 4,470 51% 

Res: 31% 
Other: 69% 

Res: 53% 
Other: 47% 
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III. Goal 2:  Provide Flexibility in Use of Revenues 

The goal of implementing a mobility/multimodal fee that allows for funding various modes of 

transportation as opposed to primarily roadway capacity is supported by the County and many 

municipal Comprehensive Plan policies and potential projects.  The County’s current 

transportation impact fee also includes a bicyclist/pedestrian component.  A 

mobility/multimodal fee continues to incorporate this flexibility to allow jurisdictions to use 

funding for stand-alone sidewalk and bicycle lane projects as well as transit amenities on 

classified roadways.  The following includes a summary of individual jurisdictions’ goals that 

support this characteristic. 

 

Martin County 

General transportation goals identified through document review and discussions with County 

staff include: 

• Promoting multi-modal transportation, including biking, walking, and transit; and 

• Increasing flexibility of revenue spending in terms of mode. 

 

Municipalities 

Several municipalities have policies that support or management and staff that expressed 

interest to some degree in multimodal transportation.  These municipalities include the City of 

Stuart, Town of Ocean Breeze, Village of Indiantown, and Town of Sewall’s Point.  The City of 

Stuart representatives indicated that additional capital planning would be needed to identify 

multimodal improvements.  The Town of Ocean Breeze indicated that there is an opportunity for 

multi-modal improvements along West End Boulevard in the Downtown area.  The Town of 

Jupiter Island is completely built out and does not anticipate nor has a desire to explore funding 

for major capital expansions of roadways, sidewalk/bicycle lanes, or transit improvements, due 

to limited space.  The Town’s focus is maintenance of existing facilities. 
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IV. Goal 3:  Establish Geographic Fee Variations 

In addition to the flexibility of funding multiple modes, this study evaluated whether different 

fee structures may be appropriate within subareas of the county.  As shown in the following maps 

the more developed portions of the county are located within the urban service boundary (USB) 

while the remaining parts are mostly rural.  More specifically, the following maps are included: 

• Map 1 presents the location of municipalities, existing USB, and State owned/managed 

land and/or environmental land that is not likely to be developed.  As presented, most of 

the development is within the USB.  Map 1 also includes the Community Redevelopment 

Areas.   

• Map 2 includes density levels based on existing land use characteristics, which supports 

the fact that rural area has limited density while more dense areas are located within the 

USB.   

• Map 3 shows the population density per acre in urban/suburban vs. rural area.  As shown, 

the density in the urban area is three times the density exhibited in the rural area. 

• Map 4 presents the location of pedestrian and bicycle crashes, which are primarily within 

the USB as well, indicating that the mix of land uses available in this area results in a higher 

level of non-auto travel.  A mobility/multimodal fee that can be used for stand-alone 

bicycle lanes/amenities and sidewalks would be beneficial in this area. 

• Map 5 presents the County’s and State’s transportation network and current achieved 

LOS in each district.  As shown, the rural district is enjoying better travel conditions, 

measured in terms of speed of travel.  When travel conditions are measured in terms of 

vehicles/capacity (V/C) ratios, the rural area averages a V/C ratio of 0.32 while the urban 

area averages 0.59, suggesting still efficient travel conditions, but more congestion in the 

urban area.  A V/C of 0.32 suggests an average speed of higher than 35 miles per hour 

while a V/C of 0.59 suggests an average speed of 28 miles per hour. 

• Map 6 shows the 2040 Long Range Transportation Plans Cost Feasible Plan 

improvements.  As shown, all County funded (motorized) improvements are located 

within the urban service boundary. 

• Map 7 shows the proposed fee district boundaries which divides the county into two 

areas: rural and urban.  The urban area includes the current USB boundary with the 

remaining area comprise the rural district.  In the case of Indiantown, it may be 

appropriate to use the urban rate even though the Village is located in rural fee district. 

 

Based on information provided in this section, options available for Martin County and the 

municipalities include the following: 
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• A countywide mobility/multimodal fee versus a mobility/multimodal fee in the urban area 

while a roadway impact fee in the rural area.  This would reflect the limited multimodal 

needs in the rural area and a greater need for regional connectivity through roadway 

improvements that would connect this area to the urbanized section of the county. 

• The fee differential where the fee would be higher in the rural area, reflecting higher LOS 

measured in terms of better travel conditions in the rural area.  This approach may help 

encourage development toward the urban area where transportation facilities are 

available, and therefore, moderating future County investment needed.  

• Due to the limited development levels, fee exemption in the municipalities of Jupiter 

Island, Ocean Breeze and Sewall’s Point could be a consideration.  Similarly, fees in CRAs 

and/or Opportunity Zones may be reduced. 
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Map 1 – Martin County USB, Municipalities, and CRAs 
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Map 2 - Existing Land Use 
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Map 3 - Population Density by Subarea 
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Map 4 - Bicycle and Pedestrian Crashes 

 

Urban Service Boundary 
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Map 5 - Transportation Level of Service 
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Map 6 – 2040 LRTP: Multi-Modal Cost Feasible Plan 

 

Urban Service Boundary 
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Map 7 - Proposed Mobility/Multimodal Fee Districts 

  

Potential 

Urban District 
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V. Goal 4:  Establish Fee Variation for Targeted Land 

Uses and CRAs/Opportunity Zones 

The mobility/multimodal fee should consider variations to support compact and mixed-use 

development, and desired or needed land use and development types, such as affordable 

housing and target industries.  This goal is supported by the County policies as well as policies of 

several of the municipalities.  

 

Martin County 

• Redevelopment and infill in CRAs– The County staff expressed a desire to exempt fees in 

the CRAs to encourage development in these areas.  There is also interest in incentivizing 

adaptive reuse of buildings and property. 
 

• Mixed-use – Mixed-use development is currently primarily allowed in the CRAs, yet the 

CRAs are having trouble attracting mixed-use development.  The County is in the process 

of revising its Comprehensive Plan and Land Development Regulations (LDRs) to eliminate 

the mixed-use and redevelopment overlays (the Comprehensive Plan and LDRs, 

respectively) and create two Future Land Use designations for CRAs (CRA Center and CRA 

Neighborhood) that will designate the entire CRA Center areas as mixed-use, allowing 

both mixed-use developments approved as a single project and mixed-use “patterns” 

with a mix of uses within walking distance developing incrementally over time. 

 

• Opportunity Zone in Indiantown area– supplement existing tax incentives in this 

Opportunity Zone with fee incentives to promote development.  The opportunity zone in 

the Ocean Breeze area overlaps with the CRA. 

 

• Affordable housing – the County is interested in promoting affordable housing and has 

several initiatives in place to address this issue.  Currently the County has a program to 

defer impact fees for certain affordable units and allows density bonuses in Medium 

Density and High Density areas for affordable housing developments (although as noted 

previously, the area with these designations is limited).  The CRAs and County also own 

land on which they are interested in developing affordable housing.  Impact fee 

reductions would add to the existing incentives.  The recently approved House Bill 7103 

allows local governments reduce or waive impact fees for affordable housing without 

having to buy it down, which provides greater flexibility. 
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• Targeted industries – Sec. 3.83 of the LDRs currently defines use categories for life 

science, technology, and research (LSTAR) and targeted industries business (TIB). These 

uses include bioscience uses, as well as other intellectual and knowledge-based industry 

sectors.  Additional target uses are identified in Sec. 10.1.B.18 and are eligible for 

expedited review: 

Targeted businesses mean those uses as described on the State of Florida Targeted 

Industries List as produced and as updated by Enterprise Florida, Inc., and/or other 

State of Florida designated entity for economic development. Targeted businesses 

typically include: manufacturing facilities, finance and insurance services, 

wholesale trades, information industries, professional, scientific and technical 

services, management services, and administrative and support services. 

Additional specific objectives to consider in terms of industry incentives include job 

creation and promotion of marine, aviation, and hospitality (specifically breweries) 

industries. 

 

City of Stuart 

• Compact, mixed-use development – the Comprehensive Plan includes provisions that 

generally support this type of development. 

• Redevelopment area – the City of Stuart formerly had a fee reduction in the CRA, yet this 

reduction was replaced by a citywide reduction approved through the 2018 interlocal 

agreement with the County. 

• Affordable housing – the Comprehensive Plan includes language to incentivize this type 

of development, yet City management and staff noted that is has been difficult to 

measure and incentivize affordable housing; what it is typically experiencing is 

redevelopment of lots towards more numerous and smaller units, which may support 

housing supply and affordability. 

 

Town of Jupiter Island 

• Single-family residential development - the vision from the Town’s Comprehensive Plan 

focuses on single-family residential development, and the Town is generating very little 

development requiring payment of the impact fees.  

• Affordable housing coordination with County - the Town’s Comprehensive Plan indicates 

that it will address affordable housing through coordination with Martin County and ad 

valorem taxes paid to County (Policy 03.01.03.02). 
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Town of Ocean Breeze 

• Support for mixed-use and large single-use development - there is some general 

language in the Comprehensive Plan supporting compact and mixed-use development; 

the current development pattern of the 100 acres making up the town include a resort 

area, a mobile home/manufactured home area being redeveloped, a single-family home 

development that is underway, and a shopping plaza where the Town would consider 

mixed-use development (but there has been limited interest from the development 

owners up to this point).  

 

Town of Sewall’s Point 

• Single-family residential development - the Town Comprehensive Plan indicates that the 

Town’s land use at the time is predominantly single-family residential with private market 

single-family residential anticipated to meet 100% of the future housing needs.  The plan 

notes high land values, making development expensive.   

• Affordable housing coordination with County - the Town Comprehensive Plan indicated 

that the Town anticipated meeting affordable housing needs through coordination with 

Martin County and apartment uses for people with special needs. 

 

Village of Indiantown 

• Urban Core development - goals, objectives, and policies in the Comprehensive Plan 

generally support more compact development, including higher densities in the Urban 

Core.  

• Green development and affordable housing - the Comprehensive Plan includes policies 

to promote green development and affordable housing. 

 

The following strategies are available to achieve the goal of fee variations by targeted land uses 

outlined in this section: 

 

• Travel Characteristics - if it can be demonstrated that a given land use or an area 

generates less travel due to certain characteristics, it is appropriate to apply a reduced 

fee instead of the countywide average.  Examples would be a mixed-use development 

that result in lower trip generation due to the proximity of uses.  Another example is 

low/moderate income housing, which tends to generate fewer trips. 

• De-minimis Impact - if the uses that are being discounted are permitted infrequently such 

that revenues generated from these groups are considered de-minimis (less than 5% of 

total fee revenues), it is possible to provide the discount without jeopardizing the 
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transportation improvements programs.  This approach can be applied to a targeted land 

use, such as industrial or high wage office, etc. as well as to an area, such as a CRA. 

• Buy-down Option - the County and/or the municipalities have the option to buy down 

the mobility/multimodal fees for targeted land uses with general taxes or other non-

impact fee funding.  As mentioned previously, in the case of affordable housing, HB 7103 

allowed jurisdictions to buy down fees without having to backfill the associated impact 

fee revenues. 
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VI. Goal 5:  Develop a Fully Funded Transportation 
Program  

One of the important goals of the study is to identify revenue sources necessary to fully fund the 

transportation needs in Martin County.  This section reviews the projects needs identified in the 

CIPs and the Long Range Transportation Plan and provides a summary of available as well as 

potential revenue sources. 

 

Transportation Needs 

 

Martin County has several planning documents illustrating transportation needs and 

recommended improvements.  A brief summary of these plans is provided below.  In some 

instances, the same future improvement may be included in multiple planning documents. 

 

Martin County’s FY 2019-2023 adopted CIP identifies planned transportation-related 

improvements including: 

• Tax Increment Projects Located Primarily in CRAs = $7.4 million.  Projects include parking 

initiatives, “safe routes to schools” sidewalks, pedestrian and bike trails, and other 

neighborhood improvements.  In the future, some of these revenues could also be used 

to buy down mobility/multimodal fees to incentivize targeted land uses, if desired. 

• Roads = $151.1 million.  Projects include road resurfacing, sidewalks, bike lanes, road re-

alignments, multi-modal pathways, lane addition improvements, intersection 

improvements, etc. 

• Public Transportation = $2.3 million.  Projects include bus acquisition and design/build of 

a transit facility. 

 

Martin County’s FY 2020-2029 Transit Development Plan (Marty on the Move) identifies planned 

transit-related improvements including: 

• Maintaining existing fixed-route, commuter, and paratransit service ($28.0 million) 

• Replacement of vehicles, new transit technology, and bus stop infrastructure ($5.9 

million) 

 

Martin County MPO’s Bicycle, Pedestrian, & Trails Master Plan identifies $60.6 million of 

recommended improvements including: 

• Shared Use Paths 

• Bicycle facilities – buffered bike lanes, bike lanes, bike boxes, sharrows 
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• Sidewalk facilities – sidewalks, midblock crossings, pedestrian bridges 

 

Martin County MPO’s 2040 Long Range Transportation Plan (Moving Martin Forward) has 

identified several cost feasible plan projects, including: 

• New road and lane addition improvements ($174 million) 

• Bicycle and pedestrian facilities ($51 million).  Some of these projects are also included in 

the Bicycle, Pedestrian, & Trails Master Plan. 

• Congestion management and maintenance ($36 million) 

• Transit improvements ($90 million, YOE) 

 

Transportation Capacity Projects 

 

Table 2 provides a summary of transportation capacity expansion needs identified in the 

documents that were discussed previously.  Because the documents have varying time frames, 

projected costs were converted to annual figures, and the time frames were indicated in the 

footnotes.  Based on this information, transportation capacity project costs are estimated at 

$22.5 million per year for the next 7 years.  By 2026, the debt service will be paid off, which will 

enable the County to direct this dollar amount to additional projects. 

 

Table 2 

Annual Transportation Capacity Project Cost Estimates 

 
1) Source: 2040 LRTP, Cost Feasible Plan.  Costs indexed to present day values 
2) Source: Martin County Budget Department, through 2026 
3) Source: Martin MPO Bicycle, Pedestrian & Trails Master Plan, 2021-2040 
4) Source: Martin County FY 2020-2029 Transit Development Plan 

 

Transportation Funding 

 

As detailed in the Martin County FY 2019 Adopted Budget and FY 2019 Capital Improvement Plan, 

the transportation program is funded by a variety of revenue sources.  The following provides a 

summary of primary funding sources that are being used in Martin County. 

Item
Capacity 

Expansion

Roadway Improvements(1) $19,932,000

Roadway Debt Service(2) $2,578,000

Bike/Pedestrian Improvements(3) $2,917,000

Transit(4) $585,000

Total $22,510,000

Page 103 of 172



Local Funding 

 

Fuel Taxes 

In addition to the three cents of state levied fuel tax for local use, County governments are 

authorized to levy up to 12 cents of local option fuel tax.  Currently, Martin County has levied all 

12 available pennies, with the BOCC retaining approximately 87 percent of the revenues and the 

municipalities receiving the remaining 13 percent.  Most of the revenues from fuel taxes are used 

for maintenance/resurfacing projects.  Martin County also uses a portion for debt service 

payments on bonds used to fund roadway capacity projects and for intersection improvements.  

Details of state fuels taxes for local use and the local option fuel taxes are listed below: 

 

1. Constitutional Fuel Tax (2¢/gallon) 

• Tax applies to every net gallon of motor and diesel fuel sold within a county.  Collected in 

accordance with Article XII, Section 9 (c) of the Florida Constitution. 

• The State allocated 80 percent of this tax to Counties after withholding amounts pledged 

for debt service on bonds issued pursuant to provisions of the State Constitution for road 

and bridge purposes. 

• The 20 percent surplus can be used to support the road construction program within the 

county. 

• Counties are not required to share the proceeds of this tax with their municipalities. 

 

2. County Fuel Tax (1¢/gallon) 

• Tax applies to every net gallon of motor and diesel fuel sold within a county. 

• Primary purpose of these funds is to help reduce a County’s reliance on ad valorem taxes. 

• Proceeds are to be used for transportation-related expenses, including the reduction of 

bond indebtedness incurred for transportation purposes.  Authorized uses include 

acquisition of rights-of-way; the construction, reconstruction, operation, maintenance, 

and repair of transportation facilities, roads, bridges, bicycle paths, and pedestrian 

pathways; or the reduction of bond indebtedness incurred for transportation purposes. 

• Counties are not required to share the proceeds of this tax with their municipalities. 

• public safety activities, maintenance, and operation of transportation facilities. 

 

3. Ninth-Cent Fuel Tax (1¢/gallon) 

• Tax applies to every net gallon of motor and diesel fuel sold within a county. 

• Proceeds may be used to fund transportation expenditures. 
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• To accommodate statewide equalization, this tax is automatically levied on diesel fuel in 

every county, regardless of whether a County is levying the tax on motor fuel at all. 

• Counties are not required to share the proceeds of this tax with their municipalities. 

 

4. 1st Local Option Tax (6¢/gallon) 

• Tax applies to every net gallon of motor and diesel fuel sold within a county. 

• Proceeds may be used to fund transportation expenditures. 

• To accommodate statewide equalization, all six cents are automatically levied on diesel 

fuel in every county, regardless of whether a County is levying the tax on motor fuel at all 

or at the maximum rate. 

• Proceeds are distributed to a county and its municipalities according to a mutually agreed 

upon distribution ratio, or by using a formula contained in the Florida Statutes. 

 

5. 2nd Local Option Tax (up to 5¢/gallon) 

• Tax applies to every net gallon of motor and diesel fuel sold within a county. 

• Proceeds may be used to fund transportation expenditures needed to meet requirements 

of the capital improvements element of an adopted Local Government Comprehensive 

Plan. 

• Proceeds are distributed to a county and its municipalities according to a mutually agreed 

upon distribution scheme, or by using a formula contained in the Florida Statutes. 

 

Each year, the Florida Legislature’s Office of Economic and Demographic Research produces the 

Local Government Financial Information Handbook, which details the estimated local 

government revenues for the upcoming fiscal year.  Included in this document are the estimated 

distributions of the various fuel tax revenues for each county in the state.  The 2018-19 data 

represent projected fuel tax distributions to Martin County for the current fiscal year.  For FY 

2018-19, Martin County and its municipalities are estimated to receive approximately $12.6 

million for 15 pennies of fuel tax (3 pennies of state fuel tax for local use and 12 pennies of local 

option fuel tax). 

 

While a brief look at local fuel tax revenues shows increased collections each year, this is due 

mainly to population growth.  Figure 1 illustrates the declining value of a penny of fuel tax over 

the past 25 years.  In addition to revenue loss due to increases in vehicle fuel efficiency, local 

option fuel taxes are not indexed annually.  Therefore, a local penny of fuel tax adopted in 1994 

is worth less than 50 percent of its original value today.  State fuel taxes that are indexed are only 

subject to the revenue loss due to increased fuel efficiency, as seen in Figure 1.  In other words, 
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although fuel taxes represent a dedicated revenue source, they are ineffective in funding rising 

cost of transportation projects. 

 

Figure 1 – Value of a Penny Fuel Tax 

 
 

General Fund/Ad Valorem Revenues  

The general fund is the primary operating fund of the County and is primarily made up of ad 

valorem tax revenues (70 percent).  As shown in the five-year CIP, Martin County allocates 

approximately $20 million of General Fund revenues for roadway operations, maintenance and 

capacity improvements.  Of this, only 12 percent of the funds are planned for capacity expansion 

improvements with the remaining portion allocated for operations and maintenance 

improvements.  As shown in the current TDP, approximately $756,000 of General Fund revenues 

are dedicated to transit operations. 

 

In addition to General Fund revenues, Martin County has a Roads Municipal Service Taxing Unit 

(MSTU) that generates funds for roadway operations and maintenance improvements.  MSTUs 

are taxing entities established by ordinance to provide a mechanism to assess ad valorem taxes 

for specific services or projects benefitting residents in a defined geographic area.   Currently, the 

County has a Road Maintenance Unincorporated Area MSTU with a FY 2019 adopted millage rate 

of 0.3038.  As shown in the CIP, revenues are programmed for resurfacing and neighborhood 

restoration projects and this MSTU generates approximately $3.4 million per year. 
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Martin County also has several Community Redevelopment Areas (CRAs) that utilize ad valorem 

revenues.  Funding for the CRAs is provided through tax increment financing.  For each 

established CRA area, the dollar value of all real property in the CRA is “frozen” as of a fixed date 

and any future tax revenues resulting from increases in real property value (referred to as the 

“increment”) is deposited into a CRA trust fund and dedicated to the redevelopment area.  All 

expenditures must be made in accordance with Board policies and procedures.  As indicated in 

the CIP, all CRAs in Martin County generate a total of approximately $1.1 million of revenues, 

annually. 

 

Transportation Impact Fees 

For several years, Martin County has collected transportation impact fees to help fund capacity 

expansion improvements.  Impact fees are a one-time fee for new development and the revenues 

are restricted to capacity-expansion improvements such as new road construction or lane 

addition improvements.  Over the past 10 years, the County has average just over $1.0 million of 

transportation impact fee revenues, annually.  Currently, all impact fee revenues are dedicated 

to debt service repayment of the County’s gas tax refunding revenue note, series 2014. 

 

Grants 

As detailed in the CIP, the County receives over $5.2 million a year in grant revenues.  These 

revenues are primarily used to fund non-capacity expansion roadway improvements. 

 

Franchise Fees 

Martin County participates in a non-compete franchise agreement with Florida Power and Light 

(FP&L).  Under this agreement, the County receives 6 percent of the revenues from FP&L 

electricity customers.  These revenues are distributed to the County and restricted to 

maintenance/repair/reconstruction of existing roads, drainage, and bridges.  As indicated in the 

five-year CIP, this accounts for over $7.5 million annually in revenues. 

 

Farebox Revenues 

This revenue source is generated from riders of the transit service, which averages $100,000 

annually.  Revenues are used for transit operating expenses. 

 

Federal/State Funding 

 

Martin County also receives federal and state revenues which are utilized for a variety of 

transportation-related improvements.  A review of County’s historical and future work program 

indicate that the County spends approximately $11.0 million per year on roadway capacity 
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expansion projects and approximately $450,000 per year on bicycle/pedestrian facility 

improvements.  For transit improvements, Martin County is expected to receive approximately 

$1.4 million per year from Section 5307, Section 5310, Section 5311, Section 5339, FDOT State 

Block Grants, and FDT Transit Corridor Grants.   

 

Potential Revenue Sources 

 

Local Option Sales Tax 

Nine separate local discretionary sales surtaxes, also known as local option sales taxes, are 

currently authorized in law and represent potential revenue sources for county governments.  

These local discretionary sales surtaxes apply to all transactions subject to the state tax imposed 

on sales, use, services, rentals, admissions, and other authorized transactions. 

 

Currently, Martin County has not adopted any of the available local option sales taxes.  While not 

eligible for the Charter County and Regional Transportation System Surtax or the Small County 

Surtax, the County is eligible for up to 1% of the Local Government Infrastructure Surtax.  

Generally, proceeds must be expended to finance, plan, and construct infrastructure, acquire 

land for public recreation, conservation, or protection of natural resources.  It is estimated that 

a 1% sales tax would generate approximately $34.0 million annually, with the BOCC retaining 

over $28.7 million (84%).  Unlike local option fuel taxes, local option sales tax revenues account 

for inflation. 

 

Table 3 provides a summary of revenue sources available for capacity projects.  As shown, the 

Federal/State contributions comprise 80% of total available revenues.  At the local level, primary 

revenue sources are fuel taxes and impact fee dollars, which make up 86% of total local funding 

available for capacity projects.  Current adopted transportation impact fees generate 

approximately $1 million per year, or 30% of local dollars available for capacity.  Changes to the 

fee levels have the potential to significantly increase revenues available for capacity projects.  Fee 

schedule options and associated revenue estimates will be provided as part of Technical 

Memorandum 5. 
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Table 3 

Annual Revenues Allocated for Transportation Capacity 

 
1) Source: FY 2019 CIP, expenditures are for “dirt road paving” 
2) Source: FY 2019 CIP and the Martin County Budget Department 
3) Source: Martin County Budget Department 
4) Source: FDOT Work Program for Martin County, FY 2015-2024 
5) Source: Martin County FY 2020-2029 Transit Development Plan 

 

 

 

Item
Capacity 

Expansion

Local Revenues

  Ad Valorem - General
(1)

$480,000

  Local Option Fuel Tax(2) $1,937,000

  Transportation Impact Fees
(3)

$1,016,000

Subtotal (Local) $3,433,000

Federal/State Revenues

  FDOT Work Program
(4)

$14,157,000

  Section 5307 & 5339(5) $585,000

Subtotal (Federal/State) $14,742,000

Total $18,175,000
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VII. Goal 6:  Update the Concurrency & Development 

Review Process 
 

As part of this study, potential changes to the County’s and Municipalities’ current development 

review processes should be developed.  Adoption of a mobility fee triggers certain restrictions in 

the development review process while the County can continue with its current system with 

some possible modifications under a roadway-based or a multimodal fee. 

 

Martin County 

A general consideration for the County in terms of its fee is whether to retain traditional 

concurrency with the option for some enhancements or remove concurrency with the option to 

retain certain timing and phasing provisions for discretionary development approvals.  Currently, 

the County provides a positive or negative evaluation of adequate public roadway facilities after 

determining if there are facilities in place, programmed, or planned to absorb the additional 

impacts of a land use amendment.  The following lists key items of current County practices to 

consider and potentially address through fee scenarios developed in Technical Memorandum 5: 

• Traffic impact review for re-zonings - the County currently does not review re-zonings for 

traffic impacts, only land use amendments and site plans; analysis is typically based on 

the most intensive scenario of what can be built. 

• Timing to address negative transportation impact evaluations - the County may approve 

a land use amendment without having transportation impacts and concurrency needs 

addressed prior to the approval.  Additionally, Article 5 of the Land Development Code 

includes language that allows a preliminary development order lasting two years from 

date of approval may be used to define the period during which a development can solve 

a transportation concurrency constraint and reach a positive transportation impact 

evaluation.  

• CRA areas, cities, and concurrency exceptions - County CRAs are reaching capacity limits, 

which has led the County Commission to adopt Transportation Concurrency Exception 

Areas (TCEAs) in the CRAs in its new Chapter 18.  

• Proportionate fair-share - the County has used proportionate fair-share provisions very 

rarely; for more recent projects reviewed by staff and legal consultants where a 

proportionate fair-share payment was considered, findings indicated that impacted 

roadways had existing deficiencies that could not be included in the calculation of project 
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impact, leading to the conclusion that these projects were not required to pay a 

proportionate fair-share payment. 

 

Municipalities 

As discussed previously in Section II, demographic and geographic analysis, findings from a review 

of plans and policies documented in Technical Memorandum 2, and discussions with municipal 

staff indicate that most cities are built out and not anticipating major growth/intensification of 

development or they are not currently experiencing a concurrency issue. Jupiter Island and 

Sewall’s Point are relatively small and focused on single-family residential.  Ocean Breeze has one 

45-acre development presently only partially built out that may generate future revenues.  The 

City of Stuart management and staff noted the City is not currently experiencing concurrency and 

capacity issues.  Based on these findings, the municipalities are not a major focus for concurrency 

considerations. 

 

Legislative Considerations 

Chapter 163 of Florida Statutes contains provisions on concurrency.  Concurrency requirements 

have undergone changes in recent years; SB 360 in 2009 created Transportation Concurrency 

Exception Areas for “dense urban land areas” and other urbanized areas.  HB 7207 in 2011 

removed transportation facilities from the concurrency requirement on a statewide basis; HB 319 

in 2013 amended section 163.3180 to include the following language: 

Any alternative mobility funding system adopted may not be used to deny, time, or phase 

an application for site plan approval, plat approval, final subdivision approval, building 

permits, or the functional equivalent of such approvals provided that the developer agrees 

to pay for the development's identified transportation impacts via the funding mechanism 

implemented by the local government. 

However, this did not disallow for timing and phasing mechanisms applied to development with 

discretionary approvals such as land use amendments and re-zonings. 

The following strategies relate to these concurrency considerations: 

• Evaluate fee types in terms of generally retaining or removing concurrency standards – 

Legislative language allows local governments to maintain concurrency for 

transportation/multimodal impact fees, but defines how the associated proportionate 

share amounts should be calculated.  Under the State formula, proportionate share 

revenues are severely limited.  In the case of mobility fees, if the local government 

chooses to repeal the concurrency, the legislation does not disallow a review of new 
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development for timing and phasing provisions, such as land use amendments and/or 

rezoning that allows additional density.    

• Review of the County’s existing concurrency system – If Martin County chooses to 

continue to maintain the concurrency review for land use and plan amendments, it would 

be beneficial to review/revise the current procedures to ensure they are effective in 

evaluating land use and zoning amendments in maintaining the transportation system 

performance in Martin County. 
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VIII. Summary of Findings  
 

This memorandum provided a summary of study goals and fee structures/options that would 

address these goals.  Key findings related to the fee structure include the following: 

• Martin County is a moderate growth county with favorable travel conditions.  These 

conditions and growth levels will provide the County with a reasonable time frame to address 

future transportation needs that are likely to be created through new growth.  

• The County is more urbanized on the eastern side along the coast with limited roadway 

capacity needs in the cities and CRAs.  In these areas, the flexibility offered by a 

mobility/multimodal fee would be useful.  The western rural part of the county is likely to 

have roadway capacity project needs when this area starts to develop and the need to 

provide regional connectivity increases.  In this area, a roadway-based fee may be 

appropriate. 

• The travel conditions, measured in terms of travel speed, are better in the rural area 

compared to the urban area.  This differential allows the County to charge a higher fee in the 

rural area, if desired.  A lower fee in the urban area would help encourage development 

toward the area where the infrastructure is already in place. 

• The County has the option to revise its current development review and concurrency process 

for land use and plan amendments or eliminate concurrency requirements.  Regardless of 

the fee type, it will be important for the County to review its current procedures to ensure 

an effective process that help maintain the transportation system performance. 

• In terms of transportation capacity funding, the current primary revenue source is the 

Federal/State funding.  At the local levels, the primary revenue sources are impact fees, 

generating 30% of available revenues, and local option fuel taxes.  For the next seven years, 

transportation impact fee revenues are mostly being used to pay for debt service; however, 

they will be available for other projects after that.  In addition, changes to the fee levels have 

the potential to significantly increase revenues available for capacity projects.  The primary 

potential revenue source available to the County is the local option infrastructure sales tax, 

which is used by several communities for transportation capacity needs. 
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MARTIN METROPOLITAN PLANNING ORGANIZATION 
MPO POLICY BOARD MEETING 

AGENDA ITEM SUMMARY  
 

MEETING DATE: 
December 18, 2019 

DUE DATE: 
December 2, 2019 

UPWP#:   
6.2 

WORDING: 
COMPLETE STREETS: ACCESS TO TRANSIT STUDY UPDATE 
REQUESTED BY: 
MPO 

PREPARED BY:  
Beth Beltran/ 
Ricardo Vazquez 

DOCUMENT(S) REQUIRING 
ACTION: This is an information 
item. 

 
BACKGROUND 
The Martin MPO is currently conducting a Complete Streets: Access to Transit Study in 
partnership with the Treasure Coast Regional Planning Council. The project team has 
developed a selection matrix to assign points to certain segments in the County that 
would be the most likely candidates for a Complete Street Enhancement that would 
improve transit access.  
 
Through this process, the project team has identified three different tier levels of 
projects, which are the first tier (15-14 points), second tier (13-12 points) and third tier 
(11 points). The Project Steering Committee has selected 10 of these segments to be 
illustrated with redesigned cross sections with complete street enhancements.  
 
The selected segments are: 

• SE Palm City Road 
• SE Indian Street 
• SE Monterey Road 
• SE Palm Beach Road 
• SE Cove Road 
• SE Salerno Road 
• SE Ebbtide Avenue 
• SE Christie Way 
• SE Dixie in Golden Gate 
• SE Dixie in Salerno 

 
ISSUES 
At the December 9th Policy Board meeting, staff from the Treasure Coast Regional 
Planning Council will present the Complete Streets: Access to Transit Study update.   
______________________________________________________________________ 
 

ITEM NUMBER: 

8D 
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RECOMMENDED ACTION 
Provide input regarding the illustrative concepts.  
 
FISCAL IMPACT 
N/A 
 
APPROVAL 
MPO 
 
ATTACHMENTS 
Complete Streets: Access to Transit PowerPoint/Conceptual Street Section Diagrams 
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PRESENTATION OF COMPLETE STREETS CONCEPTS
MARTIN MPO POLICY BOARD

DECEMBER 9, 2019

PROJECT FACILITATED BY TREASURE COAST REGIONAL PLANNING COUNCIL
IN PARTNERSHIP WITH ALTA PLANNING & DESIGN AND NORTHSTAR GEOMATICS

MARTIN MPO
COMPLETE STREETS: ACCESS TO TRANSIT STUDY
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Complete Streets are streets for everyone.

They are designed and operated to 
enable safe access for all users, 
including pedestrians, bicyclists, 
transit riders, and motorists of all 

ages and abilities.

What are Complete Streets?
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Complete Streets Make
Access to Transit …

… safer and more convenient, 
comfortable, predictable & enjoyable.Page 118 of 172



Open House 1

9/26/2019
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SE Palm Beach Road (Stuart)
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SE Christie Way
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SE Cove Road (Stuart)

Page 127 of 172



Page 128 of 172



Page 129 of 172



SE Salerno Road (Port Salerno)
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SE Dixie Hwy (Port Salerno)
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SE Ebbtide Avenue (Port Salerno)
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SW Palm City Road (Stuart)
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SE Monterey Road (Stuart)
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SE Dixie Highway (Golden Gate)
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SE Indian Street (Stuart)
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MARTIN COUNTY
COMPLETE STREETS: ACCESS TO TRANSIT STUDY

Discussion
COMPLETE STREETS DESIGN CONCEPTS

DECEMBER 2019

PROJECT FACILITATED BY TREASURE COAST REGIONAL PLANNING COUNCIL
ON BEHALF OF THE MARTIN METROPOLITAN PLANNING ORGANIZATION

Page 151 of 172



MARTIN COUNTY
COMPLETE STREETS: ACCESS TO TRANSIT STUDY

FOR MORE INFORMATION:

RICARDO VASQUEZ
ASSOCIATE PLANNER

MARTIN MPO

(772) 223-7983
rvazquez@martin.fl.us

KIM DELANEY, PH.D.
DIRECTOR OF STRATEGIC DEVELOPMENT

& POLICY

TCRPC

772.221.4060
kdelaney@tcrpc.orgPage 152 of 172



 
  

MARTIN METROPOLITAN PLANNING ORGANIZATION 
POLICY BOARD MEETING 
AGENDA ITEM SUMMARY  

 
MEETING DATE: 
December 9, 2019 

DUE DATE: 
December 2, 2019 

UPWP#:   
5.1 

WORDING: 
SR-76/KANNER HIGHWAY STAND ALONE LANDSCAPE PROJECT 
REQUESTED BY: 
FDOT 

PREPARED BY:  
Beth Beltran/ 
Bolivar Gomez 

DOCUMENT(S) REQUIRING 
ACTION: None 

 
BACKGROUND 
The Florida Department of Transportation (FDOT) – District 4 and their Landscape 
Architectural Sub-consultant Cotleur & Hearing, have identified Landscape Design 
Solutions for SR-76/Kanner Highway from SW Lost River Road to SE Cove Road. 
 
ISSUES 
FDOT Sub-consultant Cotleur & Hearing will present the SR-76/Kanner Highway Stand 
Alone Landscape Project, from SW Lost River Road to SE Cove Road at the MPO Policy 
Board Meeting on December 9, 2019.  In addition, FDOT staff will be present to receive 
input on possible future landscape projects along SR-76/Kanner Highway. 
_____________________________________________________________________ 
 
RECOMMENDED ACTION 
Provide input on the Landscape Design Solutions for the SR-76/Kanner Highway Corridor 
from SW Lost River Road to SE Cove Road, and on possible future landscape projects 
along SR-76/Kanner Highway. 
 
FISCAL IMPACT 
SR-76/Kanner Highway Stand Alone Landscape Project Budget: $381,829 
 
APPROVAL 
MPO 
 
ATTACHMENTS 
SR-76/Kanner Highway Stand Alone Landscape Project PowerPoint Presentation 

ITEM NUMBER: 

8E 
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SR 76 (Kanner Hwy)
Stand Alone Landscape Project

From SW Lost River Rd to Cove Road

SR 76 Landscape
Martin County, Florida
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Project Team: Client & Consultants

 FDOT
• Claudia Vinitskiy-Calvo, PE, FDOT PM

• (PH# 954-777-4476, Email: Claudia.Vinitskiy-
Calvo@dot.state.fl.us)

• Bann Williams, RLA, FDOT DLA
• (PH# 954-777-4219, Email: 

Bann.Williams@dot.state.fl.us)
 Landscape Architectural Sub Consultants

• Cotleur & Hearing, RLA of Record Robert Cotleur
• (PH# 561-747-6336, Email: RCotleur@Cotleur-

Hearing.com)

SR 76 Landscape
Martin County, Florida

Page 155 of 172



Project Info: Budget & Schedule
 Budget: $381,829.00
 Schedule:

SR 76 Landscape
Martin County, Florida
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Design Solution:
 FDOT Branding Guidelines -Environmental Conservation 

- The Brand identified by the Department for the SR 
76/I-95 Interchange.

 Gateway design (repeating elements from the I-95 
Interchange)

 Native trees (Sabal and Royal Palms) outside of the 
medians and along the St Lucie river banks

 Off site views to river and pond preserved
 Solid shrub plantings in medians, (no sod)
 Irrigation system in medians only
 Future monument sign replacement by the County?

SR 76 Landscape
Martin County, Florida
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Design Solution: Shrub and Groundcover Palette

Dwarf Yaupon HollyDwarf Cocoplum Green Island Ficus

Muhly Grass Dwarf Variegated ScheffleraDwarf Podocarpus Purple Queen

SR 76 Landscape
Martin County, Florida
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Design Solution: Tree and Palm Palette

Jatropha Queen’s Crepe MyrtleBismarck Palm

Ligustrum

Copernicia PalmEuropean Fan Palm

Puerto Rican Hat 
Palm

Royal Palm Curved Sabal PalmSolitaire Palm

SR 76 Landscape
Martin County, Florida
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Design Solution: Overall Site Plan

SR 76 Landscape
Martin County, Florida
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Design Solution: Landscape Plan

BEGIN PROJECT:
MP 25.829

END PROJECT:
MP 26.082

SIGN

SR 76 Landscape
Martin County, Florida
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Design Solution: Landscape Plan with Elevations
MONUMENT SIGN

SR 76 Landscape
Martin County, Florida
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Thank You
Questions or comments?

SR 76 Landscape
Martin County, Florida
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Notes 
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Meeting Calendar for 2020 

* Joint CAC, TAC & BPAC Meeting @ 1:30 p.m. in the Martin County Administrative Center, 2401 SE Monterey Road, Stuart, FL 34996, 4th Floor, 

Workshop Room 

** LCB-TD Public Hearing @ 1:30 p.m. in the 1st Floor BOCC Chambers, Regular Meeting @ 2:30 p.m. in 4th Floor Workshop Room 

 

Meetings take place at the Martin County Administrative Center, 2401 SE Monterey Road, Stuart, FL 34996, unless otherwise noted. 
MPO Policy Board – 1st Floor, Board of County Commission Chambers 

Citizens’ Advisory Committee (CAC) – 1st Floor, Growth Management Conference Room 

Technical Advisory Committee (TAC) – 4th Floor, Workshop Room 

Bicycle Pedestrian Advisory Committee (BPAC) – 4th Floor, Workshop Room  

Local Coordinating Board for the Transportation Disadvantaged (LCB-TD) – 4th Floor, Workshop Room 

Agenda packages and meeting minutes can be found at www.martinmpo.com/meetings 

COMMITTEE/BOARD 
MEETING TIME JAN 

2020 
FEB 

2020 
MAR 
2020 

APR 
2020 

MAY 
2020 

JUNE 
2020 

JULY 
2020 

AUG 
2020 

SEPT 
2020 

OCT 
2020 

NOV 
2020 

DEC 
2020 

Martin MPO Policy Board 9:00 a.m.  17  20 11 15   21 19  14 

Citizens’ Advisory 
Committee  

(CAC) 
9:00 a.m.  5  6* 

29  3   2 5* 16*  

Technical Advisory 
Committee 

(TAC) 
1:30 p.m.  3  6* 

29  1   2 5* 16*  

Bicycle Pedestrian 
Advisory Committee 

(BPAC) 
2:00 p.m.  10  6* 4 8   14 5* 16*  

Local Coordinating Board 
for the Transportation 

Disadvantaged (LCB-TD) 
10:00 a.m.   2   1  31**    7 
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