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AGENDA 

THE METROPOLITAN PLANNING ORGANIZATION (MPO) WILL MEET AT 10:00 
AM ON WEDNESDAY, AUGUST 10,2011 IN CONFERENCE ROOM B1-501, COUNTY 
ADMINISTRATION BUILDING B, 1800 27TH STREET, VERO BEACH. 

1. Call to Order 

2. Pledge of Allegiance 

3. Approval of Minutes 
June 8, 2011 

4. Status Report of MPO Advisory Committees 
No Action Required 

5. Approval of Resolution Authorizing the Execution of the 2011/2012 Transportation 
Disadvantaged Trust Fund Planning Grant Agreement 

Action Required 

6. Consideration of Consultant Rankings for General Planning Consultants for the 
Indian River County MPO 

Action Required 

7. Consideration of the MPO's 2011 Priority Projects Report 
Action Required 
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8. Request to Approve Maintenance Agreement for Automated Transportation 
Improvement Program (TIP) Software 

Action Required 

9. Reconsideration of MPO Resolution Supporting Passenger Rail Service on the FEC 
Rail Corridor 

Action Required 

10. Review of MPO Certification Statement 
No Action Required 

11. Quarterly Status Report of MPO Staff Activities 
No Action Required 

12. Other Business 

13. Comments from the Public 

14. Adjournment 

Next Meeting 
MPO: September 14, 2011; 10:00 AM; Conference Room B1-501. 

To view the MPO Agenda packet on-line please go to the following link: 

http://www.ircgov.com/Boards/MP0/2011/agendas/MP0081011A.pdf 

IF YOU HAVE QUESTIONS CONCERNING THE ITEMS ON THIS AGENDA, PLb'ASE CONTACTMPO STAFF AT (772) 226-I455. 

ANYONE WHO MAY WISH TO APPEAL ANY DECISION WHICH MAY BE MADE AT THIS MEETING WILL NEED TO ENSURE THAT A VERBATIM RECOIW 

OF THE PROCEEDINGS IS MADE WHICH INCLUDES THE EVIDENCE AND TESTIMONY UPON WHICH THE APPEAL WILL BE BASED. 
i 

ANYONE WHO NEEDS A SPECIAL ACCOMMODATION FOR THIS MEETING WILL NEED TO CONTACT THE COUNTY'S AMERICANS WITH DISABILI71ES 

ACT (ADA) COORDINATOR AT 567-8000, EXT. 223 AT LEAST 48 HOURS IN ADVANCE OF THE MEETING. 
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METROPOLITAN PLANNING ORGANIZATION 

A meeting of the Indian River County (IRC) Metropolitan Planning 
Organization (MPO) was held at 10:00 a.m. on Wednesday, June 8, 2011, in the 
County Administration Building, 1800 2ih Street, Building B, Room B1-501, Vero 
Beach, Florida. 

Present were: Chairman Bob Solari, Wesley Davis and Joe Flescher, 
Commissioners, IRC; Richard Gillmor and Eugene Wolff, Council Members, 
City of Sebastian; Craig Fletcher, Councilmember, City of Vero Beach; Susan 
Adams (called in at 10:46 a.m.), Mayor, City of Fellsmere; Richard Dunlop, 
Councilmember, Non-voting member, Town of Orchid; Marjorie Hilaire and 
Arlene Tanis, FOOT District 4 Representatives. 

Absent were: Gary Wheeler and Peter O'Bryan, Commissioners, IRC; 
Brian Heady, Councilmember, City of Vf?ro Beach; Dick Haverland, 
Councilman, Town of Indian River Shores; and Jeff Pegler, IRC School Board 
(all excused). 

Also present were IRC staff: Phil Matson, I'RC MPO Director; Chris Mora, 
Public Works Director; Bob Keating, Community Development Director; Brian 
Freeman, MPO Senior Planner; and Darcy Vasilas, Commissioner Assistant, 
District 3. 

Others present: Tamara Christian, Federal Highway Administration; 
Claudia Devitt, Transfield Services; Karen Diegl, Senior Resource Association; 
Henry Stephens, Scripps News/Press Journal; Debbie Carson, Vero News.com; 
Eric Menger, City of Vero Beach Municipal Airport; and Honey Minuse, Interested 
Citizen. 

Call to Order 

Chairman Solari called the meeting to order at 10:00 a.m., at which time it 
was determined a quorum was not yet present so all items not requiring action 
would be moved up on the agenda. All stood for the Pledge of Allegiance. 

Chairman Solari introduced Tamara Christian, Liaison for Districts 4 and 6 
from the Federal Highway Administration. Ms. Christian asked that any concerns 
or questions regarding federal highway transportation be given to either Phil 
Matson, IRC MPO Director, or Arlene Tanis, Florida Department of 
Transportation (FOOT) representative, as they work closely together and the 
concerns or questions could be addressed. 

MPO- Unapproved 1 June 8, 2011 
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Status Report of MPO Advisory Committees - No Action Required 

Mr. Matson reviewed his memorandum dated May 27, 2011 included in the 
agenda packet and on file in the Commission Office. He highlighted there was 
an interesting item regarding bicycles. On May 20, 2011 the MPO Bicycle 
Advisory Committee met to consider a presentation by Bill Nesper of the League 
of American Bicyclists on the League's "Bicycle Friendly America" program. 

Mr. Matson reported Mr. Nesper briefly mentioned recent policy 
developments impacting bicycling and how to create a Bicycle Friendly 
Community (BFC) in Indian River County. He explained a free online application 
was available with 70 criteria questions (divided into five "E's": Engineering, 
Education, Encouragement, Enforcement, Evaluation & Planning) to assist in 
recognizing a community achieving one of the 4 levels of the program: 
Platinum, Gold, Silver & Bronze. He felt we were eligible to become a bronze 
level community. There was no cost to apply, and many Chambers of 
Commerce were using the designation as selling points for communities. 

It was the consensus of the BAC for Indian River County to apply and 
become a BFC. 

Discussion of Passenger Rail Service on the FEC Rail Corridor in Indian 
River County- No Action Required 

Chairman Solari noted this item was put on the agenda at his request and 
would be an action item on the next MPO agenda. He was giving a heads up 
that he would be asking the MPO to rescind the Resolution done previously in 
support of the Amtrak Project. He continued there were many reasons for his 
request but the three main reasons were as follows: 

1 . There had never been good financial information presented to elected 
officials concerning this project; he had never been able to find anything 
considered financial information which would be sufficient for a 
fiduciary, which he was for the tax payers' money, to actually vote on 
the project. 

2. In terms of the economy, he did not feel we could afford the project. 

3. He also feared money currently going to projects such as the Goline 
public transportation, which he opined was a beneficial program for our 
community, would be diminished in the future if funds had to go to the 
Amtrak project. 

MPO- Unapproved 2 June 8, 2011 
F:\BCC\AII Committees\MP0\2011 Minutes\06.08.11.doc 



Councilmember Fletcher stated he also had huge concerns about the 
financial feasibility of the Amtrak project. He too had never been able to get 
dollar amounts for the cities' cost per capita. 

Commissioner Davis arrived at 10:10 a.m. , 

Presentation by the Senior Resource Association (SRA) on the 2011 FOOT 
Service Development Grant- No Action Required 

Mr. Matson explained for the past several years, Indian River County had 
applied for and received mass transit operating assistance from the Florida 
Department of Transportation (FOOT). Those funds, combined with local funds, 
serve as the required match towards federal transit operating assistance 
received under the Urbanized Area Formula Grant program. Those local, state 
and federal funds are then passed through to the Senior Resource Association 
(SRA), Indian River County's designated transit service provider. SRA operates 
the Goline (fixed route) and the Community Coach (demand response) transit 
services. 

He continued two state transit operating grants had recently expired and in 
place of those grants, FOOT had allocated $900,000 over a five-year period, 
beginning FY 2011/12 in the form of a new Service Development grant. While 
the new FOOT funding can be applied towards existing service, a portion of it 
must be used to fund a service improvement. In this case, MPO staff 
coordinated with SRA staff to perform an analysis of possible service 
improvements as well as efficiency improvements that can be made to existing 
routes. Possible improvements include extending weekday service hours (from 8 
a.m. - 6 p.m. to 7 a.m. - 7 p.m.); expanding service on holidays; and expanding 
Saturday service to routes not currently operating on Saturdays. 

Mr. Matson gave a PowerPoint presentation on the Goline. A copy of this 
presentation is on file in the Commission Office. Highlights of this presentation 
were as follows: 

• Currently offers 14 fixed routes 
• Available to everyone - persons under age 12 must be accompanied 
• No fare - donations appreciated 
• 2007- 330,324 fixed route trips 
• 2008-482,962 fixed route trips 
• 2009- 509,057 fixed route trips 
• 2010- 708,941 fixed route trips 
• 2011 - 849,511 fixed route trips 
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• Cost per fixed-route trip comparison: 
- IRC- $2.09/trip 
- Peer Group Average- $4.49/trip 

• Cost per para-transit trip comparison: 
- IRC - $19.83/trip 
- State- $21.60/trip 

• Funding Sources: 
- Federal Transit 
- FOOT Grant Programs 
- Local tax dollars - matching funds for Federal and State grant 

programs 
- Federal Transit Administration (FT A) Grant Programs 

* 5 Separate Operating Grants & Medicaid 
* Flexibility in Spending -Ample Matching Ability 

* $1 Million + 

• Funding Trends: 
· - Old Discretionary Grants Expiring 

-Slight Increase in Total Discretionary Grants 
*Old Grants: approx. $150,000/year 
* New Grant: $900,000 (up to 5 years) 

Ms. Karen Diegl, SRA Executive Director, added for the past three years 
the City of Fellsmere has contributed $50,000 and for the past two years the City 
of Sebastian has contributed $50,000. She noted the City of Vero Beach had not 
made any contributions as of yet, but she will be asking again that they make a 
contribution. Other sources of income will be coming from the transit system 
itself through its advertising program by selling ads to place on the sides of the 
buses. 

Council Member Wolff recommended the City of Vero Beach be 
approached and encouraged to make a generous contribution to the 
transportation system. 

Chairman Solari called for a break from 10:30 a.m. to 10:46 a.m. to allow 
the final member to attend the meeting making a quorum. 

Mayor Adams joined the meeting via phone to make a quorum. 

MPO- Unapproved 4 June 8, 2011 
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Review of Progress Report and Reimbursement Invoices #2 and #3 for the 
2010/11 Planning Grant- Action Required 

Mr. Matson reviewed his memorandum dated May 26, 2011 included in the 
agenda packet and on file in the Commission Office. He recapped as part of the 
Transportation Disadvantaged Planning Grant contract between the Indian River 
County MPO as the Designated Official Planning Agency and the State of Florida 
Commission for the Transportation Disadvantaged, that periodic progress reports 
and reimbursement invoices be submitted. He reviewed the progress report and 
reimbursement invoice #2, covering the period for October 1, 2010 to December 
31, 2010, and progress report and reimbursement invoice #3 covering the period 
from January 1, 2011 to March 31, 2011 and requested approval from the MPO. 

10:52:13 
ON MOTION BY Council Member Gillmor, 
SECONDED BY Commissioner Davis, the members 
voted unanimously (7-0) to appr~ve the Progress 
Report and Reimbursement Invoices #2 and #3 as 
presented. 

Approval of Minutes of February 9, 2011 

10:52:28 
ON MOTION BY Commissioner Davis, SECONDED 
BY Commissioner Flescher, the ' members voted 
unanimously (7-0) to approve the minutes of the 
February 9, 2011 Metropolitan Planning 
Organization meeting as submitted. 

Consideration of Fiscal Year 2011/11 Transportation Improvement Program 
(TIP) -Action Required 

Mr. Matson related the TIP was a staged, multi-year intermodal program of 
all transportation improvements within our metropolitan area. He gave a 
PowerPoint presentation, which is on file in the Commission Office, of a five-year 
summary of state and federal gas taxes and other funding sources that had been 
collected and allocated in Indian River County for future transportation projects. 

The six major projects the FY 2011/12- 2016/16 TIP funds would be used 
for are as follows: 
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1. Widening of US 1 from south of Oslo Road to the St. Lucie County Line. 
This segment of US 1 is to be widened to six lanes in two phases. The 
first phase is from Oslo Road to Highland Drive, while the second 
phase is from Highland Drive to the St. Lucie County Line. Both phases 
are to be constructed as Design-Build projects and will commence 
in2011/12. 

2. Widening of SR 60 from 1-95 to 82nd Avenue. Through a joint 
participation agreement between the state and Indian River County, 
funding for the six-laning of SR 60 from 1-95 to 66th Avenue was 
advanced, and project construction is now complete. This project is 
reflected in the TIP as a local agency reimbursement for SR 60 from 1-
95 to 82nd Avenue. Reimbursement for SR 60 from 82nd Avenue to 66th 
Avenue has been completed. 

3. Widening of 1-95 from the St. Lucie County Line to the Brevard County 
Line. The entire length of 1-95 through Indian River County is to be 
widened to six lanes by FOOT. In Indian River County, the widening 
will occur in three phases. The first phase, from the St. Lucie County 
Line to SR 60, is now underway as a Design-Build project. For the 
other phases (from SR 60 to CR 512 and from CR 512 to the Brevard 
County Line), preliminary engineering is scheduled to begin in FY 
2011/12, with construction to commence in FY 2014/15. 

4. New interchange at 1-95 and Oslo Road. The 1-95 & Oslo Road 
Interchange project is pending approval of an IJR (Interchange 
Justification Report) by the Federal Highway Administration. The 
project's PD&E (project development .and environmental) phase is 
scheduled for FY 2014/15. 

5. Widening of 66th Avenue from SR 60 to 41st Street. This segment of 
66th Avenue is to be widened from two to four lanes. Construction is 
scheduled to commence in FY 2011/12. 

6. Construction of 82nd Avenue from 26th Street to CR 510. 82nd Avenue is 
to be constructed as a two:-lane paved road from 26th Street to CR 510. 
Right-of-way acquisition is scheduled to begin in FY 2011/12, with 
construction to occur later. 

Commissioner Davis inquired about the 82nd Avenue construction 
phase. Mr. Matson explained the construction phase was added in this 
TIP, but in the outer years. The right-of-way acquisition funding for 82nd 
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Avenue was in the FY 2011/12 timeframe. The actual construction 
appeared in FY 2014/15. 

Ms. Arlene Tanis, FOOT, pointed out on Page 8 of the Index, there 
should also be the LRTP (long range transportation plan) page reference 
number column. 

11:02:41 
ON MOTION BY Commissioner Davis, SECONDED 
BY Councilmember Fletcher, the members voted 
unanimously (7-0) to approve the Transportation 
Improvement Program as presented with the 
addition of the Long Range Transportation Plan 
page reference number column. 

Status Report of MPO Staff Activities - No Action Needed 

Mr. Matson referred to his Quarterly Status Report for January 1, 2011 -
March 31, 2011, included in the agenda packet and on file in the Commission 
Office. 

Other Business 

Chairman Solari reported on Royal Palm' Pointe explaining a five-way 
intersection was converted into a four-way intersection off Indian River 
Boulevard. He expressed his gratitude to FOOT stating the project had made an 
improvement in travel along that roadway. 

Comments from the Public 

Ms. Claudia Devitt, Transfield Services, ' stated she was the private 
maintenance contractor in Indian River County for A-1-A, US 1, and the two 
bridges. She related their 7-year contract ends on June 30, 2011 and her 
company had been servicing Indian River County under the FOOT Asset 
Management Contract. She stated it had been a pleasure working with everyone 
in Indian River County and a new company had been contracted to take over our 
county effective July 1, 2011. 

Adjournment 

There being no further business, the meeting adjourned at 11:09 a.m. 
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INDIAN RIVER COUNTY, FLORIDA 

MEMORANDUM 

TO: Members of the Indian River County Metropolitan Planning Organization (MPO) 

THROUGH: Robert M. Keating, AICP £111tl( 

FROM: 

DATE: 

Community Development Director 

Phillip J. Matson /J/JA 
MPO StaffDire~ tV( 

August 3, 2011 

SUBJECT: STATUS REPORT OF MPO ADVISORY COMMITTEES 

It is requested that the information presented herein be given formal consideration at the MPO 
meeting of August 1 0, 2011. 

TAC MEETINGS 

The TAC met on July 29, 2011. At that meeting, the Technical Advisory Committee (TAC) 
considered the 2011 Priority Projects Report. After discussing the report, the TAC recommended 
that the MPO approve the report. 

CACMEETING 

The CAC met on August 2, 2011, to consider the 2011 Priority Projects Report. After discussing 
the report, the CAC also recommended that the MPO approve the report. 

At the request of one of the members, the CAC also discussed the issue of landscaping and 
maintenance on FDOT roadways. Specifically, the member expressed concern regarding the large 
number of dead and irregularly shaped palm trees on SR 66 west of 66th A venue. The member also 
commented on the infrequent mowing on the sides of US 1 south of 4th Street. At the request of the 
Chairman, the CAC voted to recommend that the MPO request FDOT assistance in addressing 
these issues. Staff will research these issues and present the results at the September MPO 
meeting. 

UPCOMING MEETINGS 

i 

The MPO and its advisory committees will next meet as follows: 

MPO Meeting: September 14,2011-10:00 am 
TAC Meeting: August 26,2011-10:00 am 
BAC Meeting: October 25, 2011 - 2:00 pm 
CAC Meeting: September 6, 2011 - 2:00 pm 
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INDIAN RIVER COUNTY, FLORIDA 

MEMORANDUM 

TO: Members of the Indian River County Metropolitan Planning Organization (MPO) 

THROUGH: Robert M. Keating, AICP ~!A.K 
Community Development Staff Director 

Phil Matson o~ 
MPO Staff Dhector 

FROM: Brian Freeman, AICP Pf1 ~I' ..bF 
Senior Transportation Planner 

DATE: July 29,2011 

SUBJECT: Approval of Resolution Authorizing the Execution of the 2011/2012 
Transportation Disadvantaged Trust Fund Planning Grant Agreement 

It is requested that the information presented herein be given formal consideration by the Indian 
River County Metropolitan Planning Organization (MPO) at its meeting of August 10, 2011. 

SUMMARY 

On January 1, 2000, the Indian River County MPO officially became the county's 
Designated Official Planning Agency (DOPA). In its capacity as the DOPA, the MPO 
is responsible for executing grant agreements for administering the transportation 
disadvantaged program. For FY 201112012, the Florida Commission for the 
Transportation Disadvantaged (CTD) has allocated $19,875 for transportation 
disadvantaged planning-related services. In order to receive these funds, the MPO 
must approve the attached resolution authorizing the execution of the Transportation 
Disadvantaged Trust Fund Planning Grant Agreement. Staff recommends that the 
MPO approve the attached resolution authorizing the execution of the agreement. 

DESCRIPTION & CONDITIONS 

As the Designated Official Planning Agency (DOPA) for the transportation disadvantaged program, 
the MPO provides administrative support for the transportation disadvantaged program and applies 
for and executes the annual transportation disadvantaged planning grant. For FY 2011/2012, the 
Florida Commission for the Transportation Disadvantaged (CTD) has allocated $19,875 for 
transportation disadvantaged planning-related services. The grant funds are available for the specific 
purpose of accomplishing the duties and responsibilities of the DOPA as identified in Chapter 427, 
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F.S. and Rule 41-2, F.A.C. 

ANALYSIS 

The purpose of the planning grant is to obtain funds to cover the planning related costs incurred by 
MPO staff in fulfilling the MPO's duties and responsibilities associated with the state-mandated 
transportation disadvantaged program. These responsibilities consist primarily of staffing the 
Transportation Disadvantaged Local Coordinating Board (TJ?LCB), the committee responsible for 
coordinating the Indian River County transportation disadvantaged program, as well as working with 
the Senior Resource Association (SRA), the Community Transportation Coordinator (CTC) for 
transportation disadvantaged services. 

At this time, the MPO must authorize execution of the 2011/2012 grant agreement. Failure to 
authorize the grant agreement will result in a lack of funding from the state for planning related 
services which are mandated by the transportation disadvantaged program. 

RECOMMENDATION 

Staff recommends that the MPO approve the attached resolution authorizing the execution of the FY 
2011/2012 Transportation Disadvantaged Trust Fund Planning Grant agreement. 

ATTACHMENTS 

1. Planning Grant Information Form and Authorizing Resolution 
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Transportation Disadvantaged Planning Grant 
Information Form 

GRANT RECIPIENT LEGAL NAME: I"' d; •>-"' R ~v-vv- Cour,-l-1 fY1 p D 

FEDERAL IDENTIFICATION NUMBER: S" <1 - ~ C)OO Cr:> 7'-1 ----------------------------------
REGISTERED ADDRESS: I 8" o I 2 7 -¥..b_ S ·f-re~+-

em AND STATE: Ve ro i3 ea. c.-J"\ I r:: L ZIP CODE: 3 "'Z.. qeo ~ 

CONTACT PERSON FOR THIS GRANT: _____ f3 __ ,_;-_o.._n. _____ F_r __ e_e.-_W'\-__ =_""-_______ _ 

PHONE NUMBER: /72- Z2(p-l C!CjO FAX NUMBER: 772- 97~-/8'0& 

(REQUIRED) E-MAIL ADDRESS: ___ 6_____:.f_· r-__ e_e_~ __ o.._..., __ ~_; _r_c~:J.._o_· _V_-_co_·-_r'Vl. _____ _ 

PROJECT LOCATION [County(ies )] : ___ T_..-._J_._-a._h ___ R_.-_ve;r-"--___ G:._' _u_"""_i-_,_'j ____ _ 

PROPOSED PROJECT START DATE: 7 I 1 I 2 ° II ENDING DATE: <J 13 ~ /-zo /2._ 

PLANNING FUNDS TRANSFERRED TO GRANT AMOUNT REQUESTED FOR THIS 
TRIP & EQUIPMENT GRANT CONTRACT PERIOD 
$ 

0 
$ I 9, g7.s-

I ~ h d L· p · J' (Y) ah 0 1'1 , as the authorized Grant 
Recipient Representative, hereby certify that the information contained in these forms is 
true and accurate and is submitted in accordance with the instructions. 

Grant Recipient Representative (Signature) 

TO Planning Grant Manual 
Form Rev. 5/23/2011 

Date 

Attachment 1 



AUTHORIZING RESOLUTION 

A RESOLUTION of the Indian River County MPO (Recipient), hereinafter BOARD, authorizing 
the execution of a Transportation Disadvantaged Trust Fund Grant Agreement with the Florida 
Commission for the Transportation Disadvantaged. 

WHEREAS, BOARD is eligible to receive a Transportation Disadvantaged Trust Fund Grant 
and to undertake a transportation disadvantaged service project as authorized by Section 427.0159, 
Florida Statutes, and Rule 41-2, Florida Administrative Code. 

NOW, THEREFORE, BE IT RESOLVED BY BOARD THAT: 

1. BOARD has the authority to enter into this grant agreement. 

2. BOARD authorizes Phillip J. Matson to execute the grant agreement on behalf of the 
Indian River County MPO with the Florida Commission for the Transportation 
Disadvantaged. 

3. BOARD'S Registered Agent in Florida is Bob Solari. The Registered Agent's address 
is: 1801 27th Street. Vera Beach, FL 32960. 

4. BOARD authorizes Phillip J. Matson to sign any and all agreements or contracts which 
are required in connection with the grant agreement. 

5. BOARD authorizes Phillip J. Matson to sign any and all assurances, reimbursement 
invoices, warranties, certifications and any oth.~r documents which may be required in 
connection with the agreement or subsequent agreements. 

DULY PASSED AND ADOPTED THIS 10th DAY OF August. 2011. 
BOARD OF Indian River County MPO 

Bob Solari 
Typed name of Chairperson 

Signature of Chairperson 

ATTEST: 
Signature 



INDIAN RIVER COUNTY, FLORIDA 

MEMORANDUM 

TO: Members of the Indian River County Metropolitan Planning Organization (MPO) 

THROUGH: Robert M. Keating, AICP (L Ml( 

FROM: 

DATE: 

SUBJECT: 

Community Development Director 

Phillip J. Matson /7r 
MPO Staff Directtr'' 

July 26, 2011 

Consideration of Consultant Rankings for General Planning Consultants for 
the Indian River County MPO 

It is requested that the information presented herein be given formal consideration by the Indian 
River County Metropolitan Planning Organization (MPO) at its meeting of August 10,2011. 

SUMMARY 

At its February 9, 2011 meeting, the MPO authorized staff to begin the consultant 
selection process for obtaining General Planning Consultant (GPC) services for 
the Indian River County MPO. Subsequently, staff developed and advertised a 
Request for Letters of Interest (RLI) for General Planning Consultant services. 
The RLI included both highway planning tasks and transit planning tasks. By the 
closing date, seven consultant firms had responded to the RLI. 

Because of the large number of responses, the Indian River County MPO 
consultant selection committee met and developed two "shortlists", one for the 
Highways GPC and one for the Transit GPC. The same three firms appear as the 
top ranked firms on both shortlists. Those firms were requested to make brief 
presentations to the consultant selection committee on July 25, 2011. 

After considering the presentations, the selection committee ranked the 
consultants. The committee chose Kimley-Hom and Associates as the top ranked 
Highway and Systems GPC and Stanley Consultants as the top ranked Transit, 
Intermodal and Special Studies GPC. Staff recommends that the MPO approve 
the Consultant Selection Committee's rankings; authorize staff to negotiate 
contracts with the top ranked consultants; authorize the MPO Chairman to 
execute the contracts with the top-ranked firms; and authorize the MPO Staff 
Director to issue Work Orders to the GPCs up to the amount of$10,000. 

DESCRIPTION, CONDITIONS, AND ANALYSIS 

Since 2003, the MPO has used General Planning Consultants (GPCs) to perform a number of 
major and minor planning tasks. By using GPCs, much of the administrative time and cost 
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associated with soliciting and obtaining consultants for, MPO projects can be reduced or 
eliminated. In the past, the MPO has advertised for and obtained two General Planning 
Consultants: a Highways and Systems Planning GPC and a Transit, Intermodal, and Special 
Studies GPC. The MPO's most recent GPC contracts, which were executed in 2007 and 
renewed for one year in 2010, expired in May ofthis year. 

At its February 9, 2011 meeting, the MPO authorized staff to begin the GPC consultant selection 
process. Subsequently, staff developed and advertised a Request for Letters of Interest (RLI) for 
General Planning Consultant Services. By the closing date, seven (7) consultant firms had 
responded to the RLI. Five of the firms expressed an interest in performing both the Highway 
and Systems Planning tasks and the Transit, Intermodal and Special Studies tasks. Those 
responding firms are: 

• Renaissance Planning Group 
• Cambridge Systematics 
• Stanley Consultants 
• Kimley-Horn and Associates 
• CivilSurv 

In addition, two firms (Neel-Schaffer and Associates and Land Design South) expressed interest 
in performing only the Highway and Systems Planning tasks. 

Because of the large number of responses, the Indian River County MPO consultant selection 
committee met and developed two "shortlists", one for tpe Highways GPC and one for the 
Transit GPC. The same three firms appeared as the top ranked firms on both shortlists. Those 
firms were requested to make brief presentations to the consultant selection committee on July 
25, 2011. After considering the presentations, the selection committee ranked the consultants. 
The final rankings are as follows: 

Highway and Systems Planning 
1. Kimley-Horn and Associates 
2. Stanley Consultants 
3. Renaissance Planning Group 

Transit, Intermodal and Special Studies Planning 
1. Stanley Consultants 
2. Kimley-Horn and Associates 
3. Renaissance Planning Group 

At this time, staff is seeking the MPO's authorization to negotiate a contract with the top ranked 
Highway consultant and is also seeking the MPO's authorization to negotiate a contract with the 
top ranked Transit consultant. If negotiations with the top ranked consultants are unsuccessful, 
staff will then negotiate with the second ranked firms. This procedure is mandated by the 
Consultants Competitive Negotiation Act (CCNA) which applies to procurement of consultant 
services. 

Staff is also seeking authorization for the Chairman of the MPO to execute the contracts. 
Legally, the Chairman of the MPO can be authorized to execute contracts if drafts of the 

Fo \COtllmunity De.velopment\Usera\MPO\Meetinga\MP0\2011 \08·10·11 \GPC Staff Report. doc 



contracts have been approved by the MPO. The attached draft MPO contracts will form the basis 
for the contracts to be executed with the consultants. 

As stated in the contracts, specific work tasks, time frarpes, and costs will be identified in 
individual Work Orders to be approved by the MPO. With respect to minor planning tasks that 
have already been approved by the MPO in the UPWP, MPO staff is seeking authorization for 
the MPO Staff Director to issue Work Orders to the General Planning Consultants up to the 
amount of $10,000. 

RECOMMENDATION 

Staff recommends that the MPO approve the Consultant Selection Committee's rankings; 
authorize staff to negotiate contracts with the top ranked consultants; authorize the MPO 
Chairman to execute the contracts with the top ranked consultants; and authorize the MPO Staff 
Director to issue Work Orders up to the amount of $10,000. 

ATTACHMENTS 

1. Draft Contract for a General Planning Consultant for the Indian River County MPO -
Highway and Systems Planning Tasks 

2. Draft Contract for a General Planning Consultant for the Indian River County MPO -
Transit, Intermodal and Special Studies Planning Tasks 
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AGREEMENT FOR HIGHWAY AND SYSTEMS GENERAL TRANSPORTATION 
PLANNING CONSULTING SERVICES 

by and between 

INDIAN RIVER COUNTY METROPOLITAN PLANNING ORGANIZATION 
and 

KIMLEY-HORN AND ASSOCIATES, INC. 

THIS AGREEMENT FORHIGHWA Y AND SYSTEMS GENERAL TRANSPORTATION 
PLANNING CONSULTING SERVICES ("Agreement") entered into this __ day of __ _ 
2011, by and between the Indian River County Metropolitan Planning Organization, hereinafter 
referred to as the "MPO," and Kimley-Horn and Associates, Inc., hereinafter referred to as the 
"Consultant." 

WITNESSETH THAT: 

WHEREAS, the MPO has entered into an agreement with the State of Florida, Department of 
Transportation, hereinafter referred to as the "Department," providing for financial assistance for 
transportation planning purposes; and 

WHEREAS, the MPO desires to engage the Consultant to render such assistance and advice 
necessary to complete the responsibilities of the MPO under the foregoing agreement. 

NOW, THEREFORE, in accordance with the mutual covenants herein contained and other 
good and valuable consideration, the receipt and sufficiency of which are hereby acknowledged, the 
parties hereto do mutually agree as follows: 

I. GENERAL IDENTIFICATION OF SERVICES 

1. All professional services provided by the Consultant for the MPO shall be identified in Work 
Orders and performed in a timely, efficient, cost effective manner, and in accordance with the 
current professional standards of the applicable discipline. Work Orders shall include a 
description of services to be performed, a statement of fees, proposed schedule for 
compensation and a projected schedule for completion of the work to be performed by the 
Consultant. 

2. Whenever the term "Work Order" is used herein, it is intended to mean that formal document 
that is dated; serially numbered; and executed by both the MPO and the Consultant by which 
the MPO accepts Consultant's proposal for specific services and Consultant indicates a 
willingness to perform such specific services for the terms and under the conditions specified 
in this Agreement. 
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3. A Work Order shall not give rise to any contractual rights until it meets the foregoing 
requirements. Each written Notice to Proceed and specific Work Order, as approved by the 
MPO, shall constitute an addendum to this Agreement. Nothing contained in any Work 
Order shall conflict with the terms of this Agreement, and the terms of this Agreement shall 
be deemed to be incorporated in each individual Work Order as if fully set forth therein. 

II. RESPONSIBILITIES OF THE CONSULTANT 

1. The Consultant shall abide by all agreements between the MPO and the Department. The 
executed Indian River County MPO/State of Florida Department of Transportation, 
Transportation Planning Funds Joint Participation Agreement (JP A) is hereby attached to this 
Agreement as Exhibit "A" and made part of this Agreement by reference. 

2. The services rendered by the Consultant shall be commenced upon written notice from the 
MPO. The Consultant agrees to complete the Project within the time frame specified in the 
Work Order. 

i 

3. The Consultant shall not commence work under any Work Order until it receives a written 
Notice to Proceed from the MPO. A separate Notice to Proceed may, at the sole option of 
the MPO, be given for each phase of the services contained in any Work Order hereunder. 

4. The Consultant shall submit copies of all proposed changes to the project scope of services 
for review and approval by the MPO staff before authorization of any contract change order. 
After said review and approval by the MPO, changes shall not be effective unless in writing 
and properly executed by the parties. 

5. The Consultant, as a part of the consideration hereof, does hereby covenant and agree that: 1) 
in connection with the furnishing of services to the MPO hereunder, no person shall be 
excluded from participation in, denied the benefits of, or otherwise subjected to 
discrimination in regard to the services to be performed by Consultant under this Agreement 
on the grounds of such person's race, color, creed, national origin, religion, physical 
disability, age or sex; and 2) the Consultant shall comply with all existing requirements 
concerning discrimination imposed by any and all applicable local, state, and federal rules, 
regulations, or guidelines, as such rules, regulations, or guidelines may be from time to time 
amended .. 

6. The Consultant shall designate a representative to keep MPO staff informed as to all aspects 
of the project work. The name and address of consultant's designated representative is: 
Greg Kyle, 5200 NW 33rd Ave, Suite 109, Ft. Lauderdale, FL 33309. 

7. The Consultant shall have all records and project work accessible for inspection and review 
by MPO staff at such time as is mutually agreeable to all parties. 

8. The Consultant shall keep and maintain financial, invoice, and employment records 
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pertaining to the contractual obligation between the MPO and the Consultant for pre-audit 
and post-audit purposes for a period of three (3) years following the completion of all project 
work, or until all claims and audit findings involving the records have been received, 
whichever is later. The MPO, the Department, or any oftheir duly authorized representatives 
shall have access to any books, documents, papers, and records of the Consultant which are 
directly pertinent to this Agreement, for the purpose of making audit, examination, excerpts, 
and transcription. 

9. The Consultant shall forward all documentation as it pertains to the project to the designated 
MPO Project Manager. Name: Phillip J Matson Address: Indian River County MPO, 1801 
2ih Street, Vero Beach, FL 32960. 

10. It is understood and agreed that all documents, including reports and other data prepared or 
obtained by the Consultant in connection with its services hereunder, shall be delivered to, 
and become the property of, the MPO prior to final payment to the Consultant. 

11. In connection with professional services to be rendered pursuant to this Agreement, the 
Consultant further agrees to: 

A. Maintain an adequate staff of qualified personnel. 
B. Ensure that plans meet all current federal, state and local laws, rules, or 

ordinances applicable to the work. 
C. Cooperate fully with the MPO in the scheduling and coordination of all 

phases of the work. 
D. Cooperate and coordinate with other MPO consultants, as directed by the 

MPO. 
E. Report the status of the work to the MPO upon request and hold pertinent 

data, calculations, field notes, records,,sketches and other projects open to the 
inspection of the MPO or its authorized agent at any time. 

F. Confer with the MPO during the further development and implementation of 
improvements for which the Consultant has provided design or other 
services. 

G. Interpret plans and other documents; correct errors and omissions and prepare 
any necessary plan revisions not involving a change in the scope of the work 
required, at no additional cost within thirty (30) calendar days of notice by the 
MPO, or upon a determination of the Consultant of the existence of such 
errors or omissions, whichever event shall first occur. 

12. The Consultant shall, during the entire term of this Agreement, procure and keep in full 
force, effect, and good standing any and all necessary licenses, registrations, certificates, 
permits, and any and all other authorizations as are required by local, state, or federal law, in 
order for the Consultant to render its services as described in this Agreement. The 
Consultant shall also require all sub-consultants to cog1ply by contract with the provisions of 
this section 
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III. RESPONSIBILITIES OF THE MPO 

1. The MPO shall provide the Consultant access to appropriate records, documents, and other 
materials necessary to complete the project. 

2. The MPO Project Manager shall represent the MPO in all technical matters pertaining to the 
work and performance of this Agreement, and his responsibilities shall include: 

A. Examination of all reports, surveys, and other documents presented by the 
Consultant and rendering, in writing, decisions pertaining thereto within a 
reasonable time so as not to materially delay the work of the Consultant. For 
purposes of this agreement, reasonable period of time will mean four (4) 
weeks from receipt of applicable material. 

B. Transmission of instructions, receipt of information, interpretation and 
definition ofMPO policies and decisions with regard to the work covered by 
this Agreement. 

C. Transmission of prompt written notice to the Consultant whenever the MPO 
observes or otherwise becomes aware of any defects or changes necessary in 
the project. 

IV. TIME OF COMPLETION 

1. The services to be rendered by the Consultant for each Work Order shall be completed within 
the time stated in the Work Order. The Consultant shall commence work within ten (1 0) 
days after receiving the Notice to Proceed, unless the Notice to Proceed indicates otherwise. 

2. As additional consideration for this Agreement, the Consultant agrees that a reasonable 
extension of time shall be granted by and at the discretion of the MPO in the event there is a 
delay on the part of the MPO in fulfilling its part of the Agreement or should weather 
conditions, acts of God or hidden conditions delay performance of the Consultant's duties, 
and such. Extensions of time shall be the sole remedy of the Consultant for such delays, and 
the Consultant will not be entitled to any damages or any claim for extra compensation. 

V. TERMINATION 

1. This Agreement may be terminated: 1) by the MPO,'for any reason, upon thirty (30) days' 
prior written notice to the Consultant; or 2) by the Consultant, for any reason following 
thirty (30) days' prior written notice to the MPO; or 3) by the mutual agreement of the 
parties; or 4) as may otherwise be provided below. In the event of the termination of this 
Agreement, any liability of one party to the other arising out of any Services rendered, or for 
any act or event occurring prior to the termination, shall not be terminated or released. 
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2. In the event of termination by the MPO, the MPO's sole obligation to the Consultant shall be 
payment for those portions of satisfactorily completed performed work previously authorized 
by approved Work Order. Such payment shall be determined on the basis of the hours of 
work performed by the Consultant, or the percentage of work complete as estimated by the 
Consultant and agreed upon by the MPO up to the time of termination. In the event of such 
termination, the MPO may, without penalty or other obligation to the Consultant, elect to 
employ other persons to perform the same or similar services. 

3. The obligation to provide services under this Agreement may be terminated by either party 
upon seven (7) days prior written notice in the event of substantial failure by the other party 
to perform in accordance with the terms hereof through no fault of the terminating party. 

4. In the event that the Consultant merges with another company, becomes a subsidiary or 
makes any other substantial change in structure or in the following principals or project 
managers Greg Kyle, AICP; Russell Barnes, P.E., the MPO reserves the right to terminate 
this Agreement in accordance with its terms. 

5. In the event of termination of this Agreement, the Consultant agrees to surrender any and all 
documents prepared by the Consultant for the MPO in connection with this Agreement, of 
which the MPO will shall have full ownership thereof. The Consultant shall retain copies of 
such documents for record purposes. 

6. In the event that this Agreement is terminated by either party prior to the Consultant's 
satisfactory completion of all work as described in any individual Work Orders, the project 
will be deemed abandoned, and no compensation will be paid by the MPO to the Consultant 
for tasks or portions thereof not yet satisfactorily completed. 

7. The MPO may unilaterally cancel this Agreement for refusal by the Consultant to allow 
public access to all documents, papers, letters, or other material subject to the provisions of 
Chapter 119 Florida Statutes and made or received by the Consultant in conjunction with this 
Agreement. 

8. The MPO may terminate this Agreement in whole or in part if the Consultant submits a false 
invoice to the MPO. ' 

VI. DURATION OF AGREEMENT 

This Agreement shall remain in full force and effect for a period of three (3) years after its date of 
execution, although actual completion of the services hereunder may extend beyond such term, 
unless this Agreement is terminated by mutual consent of the parties as otherwise provided herein. 
The performance of specially and properly authorized projects may extend beyond the Agreement's 
three-year effective term and shall be compensated in accordance with the terms of this Agreement. 
In addition, subject to the MPO's sole discretion, this Agreement may be extended by the MPO Staff 
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Director or designee in for an additional one (1) year beyond the initial three (3) year period of the 
Agreement, if specifically delegated this authority by the MPO. 

VII. AUDIT RIGHTS 

The MPO reserves the right to audit the records of the Consultant related to this Agreement at any 
time during the execution of the work included herein and for a period of three years after final 
payment is made. Bills for fees or other compensation for services or expenses shall be submitted to 
the MPO in detail sufficient for a proper pre-audit and post audit thereof. 

VIII. CCNA WARRANTY AND TRUTH-IN-NEGOTIATION CERTIFICATE 

1. The Consultant warrants that he has not employed or retained any company or person other 
than a bona fide employee working solely for the Consultant to solicit or secure this 
Agreement and that he has not paid or agreed to pay any company or person other than a 
bona fide employee working solely for the Consultant any fee, commission, percentage fee, 
gifts or any other consideration, contingent upon or resulting from the award of making of 
this Agreement. For breach of violation of this warranty, the MPO shall have the right to 
terminate this Agreement without liability. 

2. Execution of this Agreement by the Consultant shall act as the execution of a truth-in
negotiation certificate certifying that the wage rat~s and costs used to determine the 
compensation provided for in this Agreement are accurate, complete and current as of the 
date of the Agreement and no higher than those charged the Consultant's most favored 
customer for the same or substantially similar service. The wage rates and costs shall be 
adjusted to exclude any significant sums should the MPO determine that the wage rates and 
costs were increased due to inaccurate, incomplete or noncurrent wage rates or due to 
inaccurate representations of fees paid to outside consultants, if any such outside consultants 
are used with the prior written approval of the MPO. The MPO shall exercise its rights under 
this "Certificate" within one (1) year following final payment. The MPO has the authority 
and right to audit Consultant's records under this provision. The MPO does not hereby waive 
any other right it may have pursuant to Florida Statutes section 287.055, as it may be from 
time-to-time amended. 

IX. ENTIRE AGREEMENT 

This Agreement and its Attachments hereto embody the whole agreement of the parties, and there are 
no provisions, terms, conditions, or obligations other than those contained herein. This agreement 
shall supersede all previous communications, representations, or oral agreements between the parties, 
and no amendment hereto shall be effective unless reduced to writing and signed by the parties 
hereto. 
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X. INDEPENDENT CONTRACTOR 

It is specifically understood and acknowledged by the parties ijereto that the Consultant or employees 
or subcontractors of the Consultant are in no way to be considered employees of the MPO, but are 
independent contractors performing solely under the terms of the Agreement and not otherwise. 

XI. SUBCONTRACTING 

Services assigned to sub-consultants must be approved in advance by the MPO. The sub-consultants 
must be qualified by the MPO to perform all work assigned to them. 

XII. COMPENSATION AND METHOD OF PAYMENT 

1. The MPO shall pay to the Consultant a mutually agreed upon lump sum professional fee for 
each work order activity, to be paid in monthly installments as invoiced by the Consultant. 
Each monthly invoice will document the work performed. Upon submittal of an invoice 
documenting the completion of all or a portion of one or more ofthe Tasks listed in the Work 
Order, the MPO Project Manager will determine if the Tasks or portions thereofhave been 
satisfactorily completed. Upon a determination of satisfactory completion, the MPO Project 
Manager will authorize payment to be made for the Task, Tasks, or portions thereof. All 
payments for services shall be made to the Consultant by the MPO in accordance with the 
Florida Prompt Payment Act (Florida Statutes §218.70 et seq.) 

2. The MPO Project Manager shall have the sole right to reduce (or eliminate, in whole or in 
part) any portion of the services under any Work Order at anytime and for any reason, upon 
written notice to the Consultant specifying the nature and extent of the reduction. In such 
event, the Consultant shall be fully compensated for the services already performed and also 
for the services remaining to be done and not reduced or eliminated. 

3. The MPO Project Manager may, at any time and for any reason, direct the Consultant to 
suspend services (in whole or in part) under this Agreement. Such direction shall be in 
writing, and shall specify the period during which services shall be stopped. The Consultant 
shall resume its Services upon the date specified, or upon such other date as the MPO Project 
Manager may thereafter specify in writing. Where the MPO has suspended the services 
under this Agreement for a period in excess of six (6) months, the compensation of 
Consultant for such suspended services may be subject to modification. The period during 
which the services are stopped by the MPO shall be added to the time of performance of this 
Agreement; provided, however, that any stoppage of services not approved or caused by the 
actions or inactions of the MPO shall not give rise to any claim against the MPO by the 
Consultant. 

i 

4. The MPO, during any fiscal year, shall not expend money, incur any liability, or enter into 
any contract which, by its terms, involves the expenditure of money in excess of the amounts 
budgeted as available for expenditure during such fiscal year. Accordingly, the MPO's 
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performance and obligation to pay under this Agreement is contingent upon any annual 
appropriation by the Federal Highway Administration, the Federal Transit Administration, 
the State of Florida, and the Indian River County Board of County Commissioners. 

XIII. INSURANCE AND INDEMNIFICATION 

1. The Consultant shall not commence work on this Agreement until it has obtained all 
insurance required under this paragraph and such insurance has been approved by the MPO's 
representative. 

2. The Consultant shall indemnify and hold harmless the MPO, its officers and employees, from 
liabilities, damages, losses, and costs, including, but not limited to, reasonable attorneys' 
fees, to the extent caused by the negligence, recklessness, or intentionally wrongful conduct 
of the consultant and other persons employed or utilized by the consultant in the performance 
of this Agreement. 

3. The Consultant shall maintain during the term of this Agreement the following insurance: 

A. Business Automobile Liability Insurance covering all owned, non-owned and hired 
vehicles with minimum limits of liability of $1,000,000 per occurrence Combined 
Single Limit for bodily injury and property damage. 

i 

B. Commercial General Liability Insurance for premises/operations, products/completed 
operations, contractual liability, and independent contractors with minimum limits of 
liability of $1,000,000 per occurrence Combined Single Limit for bodily injury and 
property damage. 

C. Worker's Compensation Insurance in compliance with Chapter 440, Florida Statutes, 
as presently written or hereinafter amended. , The policy must include Employers 
Liability with a limit of $100,000 for each accident, $500,000 for disease (policy 
limit), and $100,000 for disease (employee limit). 

4. All insurance policies shall be issued by companies authorized to do business under the laws 
of the State of Florida. All such insurers must have an A.M. Best rating of no less than A -
VII. 

5. The Consultant shall furnish certificates of insurance tb the MPO prior to the commencement 
of operations, which certificates shall clearly indicate that the Consultant has obtained 
insurance in the type, amount, and classification as required for strict compliance with this 
section and that no material change or cancellation of this insurance shall be effective 
without thirty (30) days prior written notice to the MPO. 

6. Compliance with the foregoing requirements shall not relieve the Consultant of its liability 
and obligations under this section or under any other portion of this Agreement. 
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XIV. PROHIBITED INTERESTS 

No member, officer, or employee of the MPO or ofthe member governments during his/her tenure or 
for two years thereafter shall have any interest, direct or indirect, in this Agreement or the proceeds 
thereof. This requirement also applies to any subcontract entered into by the Consultant concerning 
this project. 

XV. MISCELLANOUS PROVISIONS 

1. The terms of this Agreement may be modified upon the mutual agreement of the Consultant 
and the MPO as confirmed in writing. 

2. It is mutually agreed between the MPO and Consultant that this Agreement, including all 
attachments to it, constitutes an agreement, made in Florida, and that it shall be construed 
according to the laws of the State of Florida. Venue for any lawsuit brought by either party 
against the other party or otherwise arising out of this agreement shall be in Indian River 
County, Florida, or, in the event of federal jurisdiction, in the United States District Court for 
the Southern District of Florida. 

3. All remedies provided in this Agreement shall be deemed cumulative and additional, and not 
in lieu or exclusive of each other or of any other remedy available to either party, at law or in 
equity. If any legal action or other proceeding is brought for the enforcement of this 
Agreement or because of an alleged dispute, breach, default or misrepresentation in 
connection with any provisions of this Agreement, each party shall bear its own costs. 

4. If any term or provision of this Agreement or the application thereof to any person or 
circumstance shall, to any extent, be held invalid or unenforceable for the remainder of this 
Agreement, then the application of such term or provision to persons or circumstances other 
than those as to which it is held invalid or unenforceable shall not be affected, and every 
other term and provision of this Agreement shall be deemed valid and enforceable to the 
extent permitted by law. 
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IN WITNESS OF THE FOREGOING, the parties have read this Agreement and attachments 
to it and have affixed their signatures, effective on the date first appearing above. 

ATTEST: 

BY: ________________________ _ 

Darcy V asilas 

ATTEST: 

BY: ---------------------------

NAME: ____________________ ___ 

Approved as to Form and 
Legal Sufficiency 

William K. DeBraal 
Assistant County Attorney 
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Indian River County MPO 

INDIAN RIVER COUNTY 
METROPOLITAN PLANNING 
ORGANIZATION 

BY: ________________________ ___ 

Bob Solari, Chairman 

KIMLEY-HORN AND ASSOCIATES, 
INC. 

BY: ________________________ ___ 

NAME: Russell Barnes, Principal 

ITS: (title) _______________ _ 
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AGREEMENT FOR TRANSIT, INTERMODAL, AND SPECIAL STUDIES GENERAL 
TRANSPORTATION PLANNING CONSULTING SERVICES 

by and between 

INDIAN RIVER COUNTY METROPOLITAN PLANNING ORGANIZATION 
and 

STANLEY CONSULTANTS, INC. 

THIS AGREEMENT FOR TRANSIT, INTERMODAL, AND SPECIAL STUDIES 
GENERAL TRANSPORTATION PLANNING CONSULTING SERVICES ("Agreement") entered 
into this day of , 2011, by and between the Indian River County Metropolitan 
Planning Organization, hereinafter referred to as the "MPO," and Stanley Consultants, Inc., 
hereinafter referred to as the "Consultant." 

WITNESSETH THA r: 

WHEREAS, the MPO has entered into an agreement with the State ofFlorida, Department of 
Transportation, hereinafter referred to as the "Department," providing for financial assistance for 
transportation planning purposes; and 

WHEREAS, the MPO desires to engage the Consultant to render such assistance and advice 
necessary to complete the responsibilities of the MPO under the foregoing agreement. 

NOW, THEREFORE, in accordance with the mutual covenants herein contained and other 
good and valuable consideration, the receipt and sufficiency of which are hereby acknowledged, the 
parties hereto do mutually agree as follows: 

I. GENERAL IDENTIFICATION OF SERVICES 

1. All professional services provided by the Consultant for the MPO shall be identified in Work 
Orders and performed in a timely, efficient, cost effective manner, and in accordance with the 
current professional standards of the applicable discipline. Work Orders shall include a 
description of services to be performed, a statement of fees, proposed schedule for 
compensation and a projected schedule for completion of the work to be performed by the 
Consultant. 

2. Whenever the term "Work Order" is used herein, it is intended to mean that formal document 
that is dated; serially numbered; and executed by both,the MPO and the Consultant by which 
the MPO accepts Consultant's proposal for specific services and Consultant indicates a 
willingness to perform such specific services for the terms and under the conditions specified 
in this Agreement. 

3. A Work Order shall not give rise to any contractual rights until it meets the foregoing 
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requirements. Each written Notice to Proceed and specific Work Order, as approved by the 
MPO, shall constitute an addendum to this Agreement. Nothing contained in any Work 
Order shall conflict with the terms of this Agreement, and the terms of this Agreement shall 
be deemed to be incorporated in each individual Wo~k Order as if fully set forth therein. 

II. RESPONSIBILITIES OF THE CONSULTANT 

1. The Consultant shall abide by all agreements between the MPO and the Department. The 
executed Indian River County MPO/State of Florida Department of Transportation, 
Transportation Planning Funds Joint Participation Agreement (JPA) is hereby attached to this 
Agreement as Exhibit "A" and made part of this Agreement by reference. 

2. The services rendered by the Consultant shall be commenced upon written notice from the 
MPO. The Consultant agrees to complete the Project within the time frame specified in the 
Work Order. 

3. The Consultant shall not commence work under any Work Order until it receives a written 
Notice to Proceed from the MPO. A separate Notice to Proceed may, at the sole option of 
the MPO, be given for each phase of the services contained in any Work Order hereunder. 

i 

4. The Consultant shall submit copies of all proposed changes to the project scope of services 
for review and approval by the MPO staff before authorization of any contract change order. 
After said review and approval by the MPO, changes shall not be effective unless in writing 
and properly executed by the parties. 

5. The Consultant, as a part of the consideration hereof, does hereby covenant and agree that: 1) 
in connection with the furnishing of services to the. MPO hereunder, no person shall be 
excluded from participation in, denied the benefits of, or otherwise subjected to 
discrimination in regard to the services to be performed by Consultant under this Agreement 
on the grounds of such person's race, color, creed, national origin, religion, physical 
disability, age or sex; and 2) the Consultant shall comply with all existing requirements 
concerning discrimination imposed by any and all applicable local, state, and federal rules, 
regulations, or guidelines, as such rules, regulations, or guidelines may be from time to time 
amended .. 

6. The Consultant shall designate a representative to keep MPO staff informed as to all aspects 
of the project work. The name and address of consultant's designated representative is: 
N arne- Freddie Vargas, Project Principal Address - Stanley Consultants, 1641 Worthington 
Road, Suite 400, West Palm Beach, Florida 33409. 

7. The Consultant shall have all records and project work accessible for inspection and review 
by MPO staff at such time as is mutually agreeable t9 all parties. 

8. The Consultant shall keep and maintain financial, invoice, and employment records 
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pertaining to the contractual obligation between the MPO and the Consultant for pre-audit 
and post-audit purposes for a period of three (3) years following the completion of all project 
work, or until all claims and audit findings involving the records have been received, 
whichever is later. The MPO, the Department, or any of their duly authorized representatives 
shall have access to any books, documents, papers, and records of the Consultant which are 
directly pertinent to this Agreement, for the purpose of making audit, examination, excerpts, 
and transcription. 

9. The Consultant shall forward all documentation as it pertains to the project to the designated 
MPO Project Manager. Name: Phillip J Matson Address: Indian River County MPO, 1801 
2ih Street, Vero Beach, FL 32960. 

10. It is understood and agreed that all documents, including reports and other data prepared or 
obtained by the Consultant in connection with its services hereunder, shall be delivered to, 
and become the property of, the MPO prior to final p,ayment to the Consultant. 

11. In connection with professional services to be rendered pursuant to this Agreement, the 
Consultant further agrees to: 

A. Maintain an adequate staff of qualified personnel. 
B. Ensure that plans meet all current federal, state and local laws, rules, or 

ordinances applicable to the work. 
C. Cooperate fully with the MPO in the scheduling and coordination of all 

phases of the work. 
D. Cooperate and coordinate with other MPO consultants, as directed by the 

· MPO. 
E. Report the status of the work to the MPO upon request and hold pertinent 

data, calculations, field notes, records, sketches and other projects open to the 
inspection of the MPO or its authorized agent at any time. 

F. Confer with the MPO during the further development and implementation of 
improvements for which the Consultant has provided design or other 
services. 

G. Interpret plans and other documents; correct errors and omissions and prepare 
any necessary plan revisions not involving a change in the scope of the work 
required, at no additional cost within thirty (30) calendar days of notice by the 
MPO, or upon a determination of the Consultant of the existence of such 
errors or omissions, whichever event shall first occur. 

12. The Consultant shall, during the entire term of this Agreement, procure and keep in full 
force, effect, and good standing any and all necessary licenses, registrations, certificates, 
permits, and any and all other authorizations as are required by local, state, or federal law, in 
order for the Consultant to render its services as described in this Agreement. The 
Consultant shall also require all sub-consultants to comply by contract with the provisions of 
this section 
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III. RESPONSIBILITIES OF THE MPO 

1. The MPO shall provide the Consultant access to appropriate records, documents, and other 
materials necessary to complete the project. 

2. The MPO Project Manager shall represent the MPO in all technical matters pertaining to the 
work and performance of this Agreement, and his responsibilities shall include: 

A. Examination of all reports, surveys, and other documents presented by the 
Consultant and rendering, in writing,' decisions pertaining thereto within a 
reasonable time so as not to materially delay the work of the Consultant. For 
purposes of this agreement, reasonable period of time will mean four (4) 
weeks from receipt of applicable material. 

B. Transmission of instructions, receipt of information, interpretation and 
definition ofMPO policies and decisions with regard to the work covered by 
this Agreement. 

C. Transmission of prompt written notice to the Consultant whenever the MPO 
observes or otherwise becomes aware of any defects or changes necessary in 
the project. 

IV. TIME OF COMPLETION 

1. The services to be rendered by the Consultant for each·W ork Order shall be completed within 
the time stated in the Work Order. The Consultant shall commence work within ten (1 0) 
days after receiving the Notice to Proceed, unless the Notice to Proceed indicates otherwise. 

2. As additional consideration for this Agreement, the Consultant agrees that a reasonable 
extension of time shall be granted by and at the discretion of the MPO in the event there is a 
delay on the part of the MPO in fulfilling its part of the Agreement or should weather 
conditions, acts of God or hidden conditions delay performance of the Consultant's duties, 
and such. Extensions of time shall be the sole remedy'ofthe Consultant for such delays, and 
the Consultant will not be entitled to any damages or any claim for extra compensation. 

V. TERMINATION 

1. This Agreement may be terminated: 1) by the MPO, for any reason, upon thirty (30) days' 
prior written notice to the Consultant; or 2) by the Consultant, for any reason following thirty 
(30) days' prior written notice to the MPO; or 3) by the, mutual agreement of the parties; or 4) 
as may otherwise be provided below. In the event of the termination of this Agreement, any 
liability of one party to the other arising out of any Services rendered, or for any act or event 
occurring prior to the termination, shall not be terminated or released. 
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2. In the event of termination by the MPO, the MPO's sole obligation to the Consultant shall be 
payment for those portions of satisfactorily completed performed work previously authorized 
by approved Work Order. Such payment shall be determined on the basis of the hours of 
work performed by the Consultant, or the percentage of work complete as estimated by the 
Consultant and agreed upon by the MPO up to the time of termination. In the event of such 
termination, the MPO may, without penalty or other' obligation to the Consultant, elect to 
employ other persons to perform the same or similar services. 

3. The obligation to provide services under this Agreement may be terminated by either party 
upon seven (7) days prior written notice in the event of substantial failure by the other party 
to perform in accordance with the terms hereof through no fault of the terminating party. 

4. In the event that the Consultant merges with another company, becomes a subsidiary or 
makes any other substantial change in structure or in the following principals or project 
managers Freddie Vargas P.E., David W. Grounds, P.E., the MPO reserves the right to 
terminate this Agreement in accordance with its terms. 

5. In the event of termination of this Agreement, the Consultant agrees to surrender any and all 
documents prepared by the Consultant for the MPO in connection with this Agreement, of 
which the MPO will shall have full ownership thereof. The Consultant shall retain copies of 
such documents for record purposes. 

6. In the event that this Agreement is terminated by either party prior to the Consultant's 
satisfactory completion of all work as described in any individual Work Orders, the project 
will be deemed abandoned, and no compensation will be paid by the MPO to the Consultant 
for tasks or portions thereof not yet satisfactorily completed. 

7. The MPO may unilaterally cancel this Agreement f9r refusal by the Consultant to allow 
public access to all documents, papers, letters, or other material subject to the provisions of 
Chapter 119 Florida Statutes and made or received by the Consultant in conjunction with this 
Agreement. 

8. The MPO may terminate this Agreement in whole or in part if the Consultant submits a false 
invoice to the MPO. 

VI. DURATION OF AGREEMENT 

This Agreement shall remain in full force and effect for a period of three (3) years after its date of 
execution, although actual completion of the services hereunder may extend beyond such term, 
unless this Agreement is terminated by mutual consent of the parties as otherwise provided herein. 
The performance of specially and properly authorized projects may extend beyond the Agreement's 
three-year effective term and shall be compensated in accordance with the terms of this Agreement. 
In addition, subject to the MPO's sole discretion, this Agreement may be extended by the MPO Staff 

i 
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Director or designee in for an additional one (1) year beyond the initial three (3) year period ofthe 
Agreement, if specifically delegated this authority by the MPO. 

VII. AUDIT RIGHTS 

The MPO reserves the right to audit the records of the Consultant related to this Agreement at any 
time during the execution of the work included herein and for a period of three years after final 
payment is made. Bills for fees or other compensation for services or expenses shall be submitted to 
the MPO in detail sufficient for a proper pre-audit and post audit thereof. 

VIII. CCNA WARRANTY AND TRUTH-IN-NEGOTIATION CERTIFICATE 

1. The Consultant warrants that he has not employed or retained any company or person other 
than a bona fide employee working solely for the Consultant to solicit or secure this 
Agreement and that he has not paid or agreed to pay any company or person other than a 
bona fide employee working solely for the Consultant any fee, commission, percentage fee, 
gifts or any other consideration, contingent upon or resulting from the award of making of 
this Agreement. For breach of violation of this warranty, the MPO shall have the right to 
terminate this Agreement without liability. 

2. Execution of this Agreement by the Consultant shall act as the execution of a truth-in
negotiation certificate certifying that the wage rates and costs used to determine the 
compensation provided for in this Agreement are accurate, complete and current as of the 
date of the Agreement and no higher than those charged the Consultant's most favored 
customer for the same or substantially similar service. The wage rates and costs shall be 
adjusted to exclude any significant sums should the MPO determine that the wage rates and 
costs were increased due to inaccurate, incomplete or noncurrent wage rates or due to 
inaccurate representations of fees paid to outside consultants, if any such outside consultants 
are used with the prior written approval of the MPO. The MPO shall exercise its rights under 
this "Certificate" within one (1) year following final payment. The MPO has the authority 
and right to audit Consultant's records under this provision. The MPO does not hereby waive 
any other right it may have pursuant to Florida Statutes section 287.055, as it may be from 
time-to-time amended. ' 

IX. ENTIRE AGREEMENT 

This Agreement and its Attachments hereto embody the whole agreement of the parties, and there are 
no provisions, terms, conditions, or obligations other than those contained herein. This agreement 
shall supersede all previous communications, representations, or oral agreements between the parties, 
and no amendment hereto shall be effective unless reduced to writing and signed by the parties 
hereto. 
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X. INDEPENDENT CONTRACTOR 

It is specifically understood and acknowledged by the parties hereto that the Consultant or employees 
or subcontractors of the Consultant are in no way to be considered employees of the MPO, but are 
independent contractors performing solely under the terms of the Agreement and not otherwise. 

XI. SUBCONTRACTING 

Services assigned to sub-consultants must be approved in advance by the MPO. The sub-consultants 
must be qualified by the MPO to perform all work assigned to them. 

XII. COMPENSATION AND METHOD OF PAYMENT 

1. The MPO shall pay to the Consultant a mutually agreed upon lump sum professional fee for 
each work order activity, to be paid in monthly installments as invoiced by the Consultant. 
Each monthly invoice will document the work performed. Upon submittal of an invoice 
documenting the completion of all or a portion of one or more of the Tasks listed in the Work 
Order, the MPO Project Manager will determine if the Tasks or portions thereof have been 
satisfactorily completed. Upon a determination of satisfactory completion, the MPO Project 
Manager will authorize payment to be made for the Task, Tasks, or portions thereof. All 
payments for services shall be made to the Consultant by the MPO in accordance with the 
Florida Prompt Payment Act (Florida Statutes §218.70 et seq.) 

2. The MPO Project Manager shall have the sole right to reduce (or eliminate, in whole or in 
part) any portion of the services under any Work Order at any time and for any reason, upon 
written notice to the Consultant specifying the nature and extent of the reduction. In such 
event, the Consultant shall be fully compensated for the services already performed and also 
for the services remaining to be done and not reduced or eliminated. 

3. The MPO Project Manager may, at any time and for any reason, direct the Consultant to 
suspend services (in whole or in part) under this Agreement. Such direction shall be in 
writing, and shall specify the period during which services shall be stopped. The Consultant 
shall resume its Services upon the date specified, or upon such other date as the MPO Project 
Manager may thereafter specify in writing. Where the MPO has suspended the services 
under this Agreement for a period in excess of six (6) months, the compensation of 
Consultant for such suspended services may be subject to modification. The period during 
which the services are stopped by the MPO shall be added to the time of performance of this 
Agreement; provided, however, that any stoppage of services not approved or caused by the 
actions or inactions of the MPO shall not give rise to any claim against the MPO by the 
Consultant. 

4. The MPO, during any fiscal year, shall not expend money, incur any liability, or enter into 
any contract which, by its terms, involves the expenditure of money in excess of the amounts 
budgeted as available for expenditure during such fiscal year. Accordingly, the MPO's 
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performance and obligation to pay under this Agreement is contingent upon any annual 
appropriation by the Federal Highway Administration, the Federal Transit Administration, 
the State of Florida, and the Indian River County Board of County Commissioners. 

XIII. INSURANCE AND INDEMNIFICATION 

1. The Consultant shall not commence work on this Agreement until it has obtained all 
insurance required under this paragraph and such insurance has been approved by the MPO's 
representative. 

2. The Consultant shall indemnify and hold harmless the MPO, its officers and employees, from 
liabilities, damages, losses, and costs, including, but not limited to, reasonable attorneys' 
fees, to the extent caused by the negligence, recklessness, or intentionally wrongful conduct 
of the consultant and other persons employed or utilized by the consultant in the performance 
of this Agreement. 

3. The Consultant shall maintain during the term of this Agreement the following insurance: 

A. Business Automobile Liability Insurance covering all owned, non-owned and hired 
vehicles with minimum limits of liability of $1,000,000 per occurrence Combined 
Single Limit for bodily injury and property damage. 

B. Commercial General Liability Insurance for premises/operations, products/completed 
operations, contractual liability, and independent contractors with minimum limits of 
liability of $1,000,000 per occurrence Combined Single Limit for bodily injury and 
property damage. 

C. Worker's Compensation Insurance in compliance with Chapter 440, Florida Statutes, 
as presently written or hereinafter amended. The policy must include Employers 
Liability with a limit of $100,000 for each accident, $500,000 for disease (policy 
limit), and $100,000 for disease (employee limit). 

i 

4. All insurance policies shall be issued by companies authorized to do business under the laws 
of the State of Florida. All such insurers must have an A.M. Best rating of no less than A -
VII. 

5. The Consultant shall furnish certificates of insurance to the MPO prior to the commencement 
of operations, which certificates shall clearly indicate that the Consultant has obtained 
insurance in the type, amount, and classification as n;quired for strict compliance with this 
section and that no material change or cancellation of this insurance shall be effective 
without thirty (30) days prior written notice to the MPO. 

6. Compliance with the foregoing requirements shall not relieve the Consultant of its liability 
and obligations under this section or under any other portion of this Agreement. 
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XIV. PROHIBITED INTERESTS 

No member, officer, or employee of the MPO or of the memb~r governments during his/her tenure or 
for two years thereafter shall have any interest, direct or indirect, in this Agreement or the proceeds 
thereof. This requirement also applies to any subcontract entered into by the Consultant concerning 
this project. 

XV. MISCELLANOUS PROVISIONS 

1. The terms of this Agreement may be modified upon the mutual agreement of the Consultant 
and the MPO as confirmed in writing. 

2. It is mutually agreed between the MPO and Consultant that this Agreement, including all 
attachments to it, constitutes an agreement, made in Florida, and that it shall be construed 
according to the laws ofthe State ofFlorida. Venue for any lawsuit brought by either party 
against the other party or otherwise arising out of this agreement shall be in Indian River 
County, Florida, or, in the event of federal jurisdiction, in the United States District Court for 
the Southern District of Florida. 

3. All remedies provided in this Agreement shall be deemed cumulative and additional, and not 
in lieu or exclusive of each other or of any other remedy available to either party, at law or in 
equity. If any legal action or other proceeding is brought for the enforcement of this 
Agreement or because of an alleged dispute, breach, default or misrepresentation in 
connection with any provisions of this Agreement, each party shall bear its own costs. 

4. If any term or provision of this Agreement or the ,application thereof to any person or 
circumstance shall, to any extent, be held invalid or unenforceable for the remainder of this 
Agreement, then the application of such term or provision to persons or circumstances other 
than those as to which it is held invalid or unenforceable shall not be affected, and every 
other term and provision of this Agreement shall be deemed valid and enforceable to the 
extent permitted by law. 
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IN WITNESS OF THE FOREGOING, the parties have read this Agreement and attachments 
to it and have affixed their signatures, effective on the date first appearing above. 

ATTEST: 

BY: ____________________ __ 
Darcy Vasilas 

ATTEST: 

BY: ________________________ _ 

NAME: ___________ __ 

Approved as to Form and 
Legal Sufficiency 

William K. DeBraal 
Assistant County Attorney 
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INDIAN RIVER COUNTY 
METROPOLITAN PLANNING 
ORGANIZATION 

BY: ________________________ ___ 
Bob Solari, Chairman 

STANLEY CONSULTANTS, INC. 

BY: -------------------

NAME: David W. Grounds, P.E. 

ITS: (title) Vice President 
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Contract No.: AA=O=B"'-0 ____ _ 

Fund: --------
Function: -------,....-

Federal No.: ------

DUNS No.: --------

FLAIRApprop.: ------

FLAIR Obj.: -------

Org. Code: -------
Vendor No.: VF596000674022 

CFDA Number: 20.205 CSFA Number: 

ll t"'-
THIS JOINT PARTICIPATION AGREEMENT (Agreement) is made and entered into this 1:l_ 

day of January 2009, by and between the STATE OF FLORIDA, DEPARTMENT OF 
TRANSPORTATION (Department), an agency of the State of Florida, whose address is Office of the 
District Secretary, 3400 West Commercial Boulevard, Ft. Lauderdale, FL 33309 and the Indian River 
County Metropolitan Planning Organization (MPO), whose address is 1801 2ih Street, Vero Beach, 
FL 32960. 

RECITALS 

WHEREAS, the Federal Government, under the authority of 23 U.S.C. 134 and any 
subsequent applicable amendments, requires that each urbanized or metropolitan area, as a 
condition to the receipt of federal capital or operating assistance, have a continuing, cooperative, and 
comprehensive transportation planning process that results in plans and programs reflecting 
consideration of the likely effect of transportation policy decision's on land use and development and 
the consistency of transportation plans and programs with the provisions of all applicable short and 
long term land use and development plans; 

-.. 

WHEREAS, 23 U.S. C. 134, 23 CFR 450.306, and Section 339.175, Florida Statutes, provide 
for the creation of metropolitan planning organizations to develop transportation plans and programs 
for urbanized areas; 

WHEREAS, pursuant to 23 U.S.C. 134, 23 CFR 450.306,, and Section 339.175, Florida 
Statutes, a metropolitan planning organization has been designated and apportioned by the Governor 
of the State of Florida, with the agreement of the affected units of general purpose local government, 
to organize and establish the MPO; 

WHEREAS, pursuant to the lnterlocal Agreement executed on August 22, 2002 and filed with 
the Clerk of the Circuit Court of Indian River County, the MPO was established, with specific 
transportation planning duties and responsibilities identified therein; 

WHEREAS, the aforementioned Federal laws require that the Department and the MPO shall 
enter into an agreement clearly identifying the responsibilities for cooperatively carrying out 
transportation planning (including corridor and subarea studies pursuant to 23 CFR Sections 450.316 
and 450.318) and programming pursuant to the provisions of 23·CFR 450.310(a); 

WHEREAS, the MPO is to be the recipient of metropolitan planning funds (PL Funds) 
authorized under 23 U.S.C. 104 (f) to carry out the provisions of 23 U.S.C. 134; 

WHEREAS, the Department is authorized to allocate said funds for all metropolitan planning 
organizations throughout the State of Florida; ' 

WHEREAS, the Department is authorized to transmit to the MPO its proportionate share of PL 
Funds approved by the Federal Highway Administration (FHWA) appropriated for the purpose of 
aiding the metropolitan transportation planning process; and 
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WHEREAS, the MPO has the authority to enter into this Agreement and to undertake the 
responsibilities hereinafter described, and the Department has been granted the authority to function 
adequately in all areas of appropriate jurisdiction, including the implementation of an integrated and 
balanced transportation system. 

NOW, THEREFORE, in consideration of the mutual covenants, promises, and representation 
herein, the parties desiring to be legally bound, do agree as follpws: 

ARTICLE 1 
RECITALS; DEFINITIONS; PURPOSE 

Section 1.01 Recitals. Each and all of the foregoing recitals are incorporated herein and 
acknowledged to be true and correct to the best of the parties' knowledge. Failure of any of the 
foregoing recitals to be true and correct shall not operate to invalidate this Agreement. 

Section 1.02 Definitions. The following words when used in-this Agreement (unless the context 
shall clearly indicate to the contrary) shall have the following meanings: 

(a) Multimodal, Systems Level Corridor or Subarea Planning Study shall mean and refer to 
studies involving major investment decisions or as otherwise identified in 23 CFR 450.318 and 
450.322. 

(b) Long-Range Transportation Plan is the 20-year plan which: identifies transportation 
facilities; includes a financial plan that demonstrates how the plan can be implemented and assesses 
capital investments necessary to preserve the existing metropolitan transportation system and make 
efficient use of existing transportation facilities; indicates proposed transportation enhancement 
activities; and in ozone/carbon monoxide nonattainment areas_!§ coordinated with the State 
Implementation Plan, as required by 23 USC Section 134(f), 23 CFR 450.322, and Section 339.175, 
Florida Statutes. 

(c) Metropolitan Planning Area means and refers to the planning area as delineated by the 
MPO for the urbanized area as described in 23 U.S.C. 134 (b)(1), and Section 339.175, Florida 
Statutes, which shall be subject to the MPO. 

(d) Task and or subtask refer to the individual work items or programs listed within the 
respective Unified Planning Work Program (UPWP). 

(e) Transportation Improvement Program or TIP is the transportation document which includes 
the following components: a priority list of projects and project phases; a list of projects proposed for 
funding; including all regionally significant transportation projects even if no Federal funding is 
involved (23 CFR 450. 216); a financial plan demonstrating how the TIP can be implemented; a listing 
of group projects; an indication of whether the projects and project phases are consistent with 
applicable local government comprehensive plans adopted pursuant to Section 163.3161 et seq., 
Florida Statutes; an indication of whether the projects and phases are consistent with the Long Range 
Transportation Program (23 CFR 450.216); and an indication of how improvements are consistent, to 
the maximum extent feasible, with affected seaport and airport master plans and with public transit 
development plans of the units of local government located within the boundaries of the MPO, all as 
required by 23 U.S.C. 1340), 23 CFR 450.324, and Section 339.175(8), Florida Statutes. 

(f) Unified Planning Work Program or UPWP is the biennial plan developed in cooperation with 
the Department and public transportation providers, that lists all planning tasks to be undertaken 
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during a program year, together with a complete description thereof and an estimated budget, as 
required by 23 CFR 450.314, and Section 339.175(9), Florida Statutes. 

Section 1.03 UPWP and PL Funds. As more fully set forth in Article 2 of this Agreement, the 
purpose of this Agreement is: (1) To ensure the PL Funds portion of the biennial UPWP for the 
Metropolitan Planning Area is prepared by the MPO in conformance with 23 CFR 450.314 and 
Section 339.175(9), Florida Statutes, (2) To provide financial assistance to the MPO for transportation 
related planning activities, as required under 23 U.S.C. 134, (3) To state the terms and conditions 
upon which such assistance will be provided, and (4) To recite the understanding as to the manner in 
which the biennial UPWP will be undertaken and completed. 

ARTICLE 2 
TRANSPORTATION PLANNING; PL FUNDS; UPWP PREPARATION 

Section 2.01 The Project. The Project under this Agreement is defined as the preparation and 
adoption of the biennial UPWP for the Metropolitan Planning Area which is supported by PL Funds. 
Approval of the Project shall consist of approval of each biennial UPWP by the MPO, and the 
appropriate Federal funding agencies, including the FHWA and/or Federal Transit Agency (FTA). 
Individual tasks or subtasks of the UPWP, although accepted by the federal funding agencies, may 
be subject to further applicable conditions outlined in federal law or state statutes The Project 
approval for any specific UPWP extends for only the two year fiscal period for which the Project was 
developed. Portions of the Project not completed during the indicated fiscal years are not eligible for 
funding, unless specifically included in the succeeding UPWP. Notwithstanding that the Project may 
be implemented over a two year period, funding will be authorized on an annual basis. 

Section 2.02 Accomplishment of the Project. 

(a) General Requirements. The MPO shall commence,' carry on, and complete the Project 
with all practicable dispatch, in a sound, economical, and efficient manner, and in accordance with 
the provisions hereof, and all applicable laws, including all applicable transportation planning 
responsibilities identified in the lnterlocal Agreement establishing the MPO. 

(b) Funds of the MPO. The MPO shall initiate and prosecute to completion all proceedings 
necessary, including federal-aid requirements, to enable the MPO to provide the necessary funds for 
completion of the Project. 

(c) Submission of proceedings. contracts and other docu'ments. Subject to requirements of 
confidentiality of public records under Florida law and the right to claim an exemption from the Florida 
Public Records Law, Chapter 119, Florida Statutes, the MPO shall submit to the Department such 
data, reports, records, contracts, and other documents relating to its performance as a metropolitan 
planning organization as the Department may require. The MPO shall have a right to charge 
reasonable charges for reproduction of public records as permitted by Chapter 119, Florida Statutes. 

(d) Notification. Within (1 0) business days of receipt by the Department, the Department 
shall forward to the MPO all correspondence pertaining to the approval of the individual work tasks 
contained within the UPWP, and copies of other FHWA and FTA regulations, notices, orders, 
manuals, handbooks, and transmittals, relating to the duties of the MPO pursuant to 23 U.S.C. 134, 
23 CFR Parts 420 and 450; and 49 CFR Parts 18 and 20. As so stated, the approved amount for 
each specific work task will be consistent with the budgeted amount as defined in the draft UPWP. 
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(a) The Department agrees to participate in the Project, such participation to be limited to: (1) 
a cash reimbursement to the MPO in the amount of PL Funds approved for reimbursement in the 
Project and made available by the FHWA; and (2) except as otherwise authorized by the Department, 
in-kind services (including Departmental consultant contracts for applicable planning work within the 
MPO's Metropolitan Planning Area), the value of which services in any given year should not exceed 
one-half of the amount of matching funds required for the MPO's PL Funds approved for expenditure 
in the Project. The remaining required match, if any, shall be provided by the MPO in the form of in
kind services or cash. In some circumstances, the Department may elect to furnish additional in-kind 
services. 

(b) Reimbursement will be made on monthly or quarterly billings, based upon actual expenses 
incurred by the MPO in furtherance of the Project. Requests for payment shall include documentation 
of expenditures as required by 49 CFR 18.41, as appropriate, and of work accomplished by the MPO, 
and shall also include a narrative progress report. 

Section 2.04 Rights of Review. As required by 49 CFR 18.42(e), the FHWA and the FTA shall 
have the right of review of the work (and approval or concurrence as appropriate), including, but not 
limited to: the UPWP, the TIP, the Long-Range Transportation Plan, a Multimodal, Systems Level 
Corridor or Subarea Planning Study, the Transportation Systems Management Element, all technical 
reports, the annual report, and all planning data prepared by the MPO. If the FHWA or the FTA finds 
that the work performed fails to comply with any requirement (e.g., work tasks are not conducted in 
?Ccordance with approved work programs, or work tasks are found to be inconsistent with federal or 
state guidelines), the FHWA or the FTA may use the enforcement actions contained in 49 CFR 18.43 
to remedy the situation. 

Section 2.05 The UPWP Budget. The UPWP Budget shall consist of that portion of the two 
budget statements included in the UPWP which covers PL and Section 5303 funded work. One 
statement identifies funding sources (federal, state, local) by work task and subtask. The other 
statement identifies funding, by work task and subtask, agency participation, and consultant services. 
The MPO shall maintain said UPWP Budget, carry out the UPWP, and shall incur obligations against 
and make disbursements of UPWP funds only in conformity with the latest approved budget for the 
UPWP. Revisions to the UPWP budget may occur periodically. Revisions do not change the FHWA 
approved UPWP final total budget or the scope of FHWA approved work task(s). The Department 
and the FHWA shall be notified of all revisions prior to approval by the MPO. Changes in the scope 
of an approved work task or additions or deletions of funds which change the total funding of an 
FHWA approved UPWP shall be considered amendments. Amendments must be approved by the 
FHWA. Proposed amendments shall be filed with the Department. The Department shall transmit 
the amendment and supporting documents to the FHWA with a recommendation for approval or 
denial. The MPO shall limit the total amount of Project funds programmed in the UPWP for a 
particular two year fiscal period to the following: 

(1) Project funds allocated to the MPO for the subject two year fiscal period; 

(2) Any unspent Project funds that had been programmed in UPWPs from the previous two 
year fiscal period for which final billing had been received and those funds have been 
deobligated; or , 
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(3) Any Project funds not previously programmed in the UPWP. The unspent balance from 
each of the previous years' UPWPs will not be available for reprogramming until final billing for 
the earlier years is received by the Department. 

Section 2.06 Accounting Records. 

(a) Establishment and Maintenance of Accounting Records. The MPO shall establish for the 
Project, in accordance with the requirements of 49 CFR 18.20, separate accounts for each task and 
subtask of the Project Budget, to be maintained within its existing accounting system or set up 
independently. Such accounts are referred to herein collectively as the Project Account. The Project 
Account and supporting documentation as set forth in 49 CFR 18.20, shall be made available upon 
request for examination by the FHWA, the FTA or the Comptroller General of the United States in 
accordance with the requirements of 49 CFR 18.42. 

(b) Funds Received or Made Available for the Project. Pursuant to the requirements of 49 
CFR 18.20, the MPO shall record in the Project Account all payments received by it from the 
Department pursuant to this article and all other funds provided for, accruing to, or otherwise received 
on account of the Project, which Department pay~ents and other funds are herein collectively 
referred to as Project Funds. 

(c) Costs Incurred for the Project. The MPO shall charge to the Project Account all eligible 
costs of the Project. Costs in excess of the latest approved budget or attributable to actions which 
have not received the required approval of the FHWA shall not be considered eligible costs. 
Determination of eligible costs shall be in accordance with the requirements of 49 CFR 18.22. 

(d) Documentation of Project Costs. All costs charged to the Project, including any approved 
services contributed by the MPO or others, shall be supported as required by 49 CFR 18.20 and 
18.22 and the cost principles cited in Office of Management and Budget (OMB) Circular A-87 (Cost 
Principles for State, Local and Indian Tribal Governments). 

(e) Checks, Orders, and Vouchers. Any check or order,drawn by the MPO with respect to 
any item which is or will be chargeable against the Project Account will be drawn only in accordance 
with a properly signed voucher then on file with the MPO stating in proper detail the purpose for which 
such check or order is drawn. All checks, payrolls, invoices, contracts, vouchers, orders, or other 
accounting documents pertaining in whole or in part to the Project shall be clearly identified, readily 
accessible, and, to the extent feasible, kept separate and apart from all other such documents, and 
shall be maintained for at least 5 years after final payment. 

(f) Indirect Costs. The rate used for billing indirect costs shall be established in accordance 
with the requirements of the Office of Management and Budget (OMB) Circular A-87. 

Section 2.07 Audit. 

The administration of resources awarded by the Department to the Indian River County Metropolitan 
Planning Organization may be subject to audits and/or monitoring by the Department, as described in 
this section. 

(a) Monitoring. In addition to reviews of audits conducted in accordance with OMB Circular A-
133 and Section 215.97, F.S., as revised (see below), monitoring procedures may include, but not be 
limited to, on-site visits by Department staff, limited scope audits as defined by OMB Circular A-133, 
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as revised, and/or other procedures. By entering into this Agreement, the MPO agrees to comply and 
cooperate fully with any monitoring procedures/processes deemed appropriate by the Department. In 
the event the Department determines that a limited scope audit of the MPO is appropriate, the MPO 
agrees to comply with any additional instructions provided by the Department staff to the Indian River 
County Metropolitan Planning Organization regarding such audit. The Indian River County 
Metropolitan Planning Organization further agrees to comply and cooperate with any inspections, 
reviews, investigations, or audits deemed necessary by the FOOT's Office of Inspector General (OIG) 
and Florida's Chief Financial Officer (CFO) or Auditor General. 

(b) Federally funded. Recipients of federal funds (i.e. state, local government, or non-profit 
organizations as defined in OMB Circular A-133, as revised) are to have audits done annually using 
the following criteria: 

1. In the event that the MPO expends $500,000 or more in Federal awards in its fiscal 
year, the MPO must have a single or program-specific audit conducted in accordance 
with the provisions of OMB Circular A-133, as revised. EXHIBIT 1 to this agreement 
indicates Federal resources awarded through the Department by this agreement. In 
determining the Federal awards expended in its fiscal year, the MPO shall consider all 
sources of Federal awards, including Federal resources received from the Department. 
The determination of amounts of Federal awards expended should be in accordance 
with the guidelines established by OMB Circular A-133, as revised. An audit of the 
MPO conducted by the Auditor General in accordance with the provisions OMB Circular 
A-133, as revised, will meet the requirements of this part. 

2. In connection with the audit requirements addressed in Part (b), paragraph 1., the MPO 
shall fulfill the requirements relative to auditee responsibilities as provided in Subpart C 
of OMB Circular A-133, as revised. 

3. If the MPO expends less than $500,000 in Federal awards in its fiscal year, an audit 
conducted in accordance with the provisions of OMB Circular A-133, as revised, is not 
required. However, if the MPO elects to have an audit conducted in accordance with 
the provisions of OMB Circular A-133, as revised, the cost of the audit must be paid 
from non-Federal resources (i.e., the cost of such an audit must be paid from MPO 
resources obtained from other than Federal entities). 

4. Federal awards are to be identified using the Catalog of Federal Domestic Assistance 
(CFDA) title and number, award number and year, and name of the awarding federal 
agency. 

(c) State funded. MPO's receiving s.tate funds (i.e. a nonstate entity as defined by Section 
215.97(2)(m)Fiorida Statutes) are to have audits done annually using the following criteria: 

1. In the event that the MPO expends a total amount' of state financial assistance equal to 
or in excess of $500,000 in any fiscal year, the MPO must have a State single or 
project-specific audit for such fiscal year in accordance with Section 215.97, Florida 
Statutes; applicable rules of the Department of Financial Services and the CFO; and 
Chapters 10.550 (local governmental entities) or 10.650 (nonprofit and for-profit 
organizations), Rules of the Auditor General. EXHIBIT 1 to this agreement indicates 
state financial assistance awarded through the Department by this Agreement. In 
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determining the state financial assistance expended in its fiscal year, the MPO shall 
consider all sources of state financial assistance, including state financial assistance 
received from the Department, other state agencies, and other nonstate entities. State 
financial assistance does not include Federal direct or pass-through awards and 
resources received by a nonstate entity for Federal program matching requirements. 

2. In connection with the audit requirements addressed in Part (c), paragraph 1, the MPO 
shall ensure that the audit complies with the requirements of Section 215.97(7), Florida 
Statutes. This includes submission of a financial reporting package as defined by 
Section 215.97(2(e), Florida Statutes, and Chapters 10.550 (local governmental 
entities) or 10.650 (nonprofit and for-profit organizations), Rules of the Auditor General. 

3. If the MPO expends less than $500,000 in state financial assistance in its fiscal year, an 
audit conducted in accordance with the provisions of Section 215.97, Florida Statutes, is 
not required. However, if the MPO elects to have an audit conducted in accordance 
with the provisions of Section 215.97, Florida Statutes, the cost of the audit must be 
paid from the nonstate entity's resources (i.e., the cost of such an audit must be paid 
from the f MPO's resources obtained from other than State entities). 

4. State awards are to be identified using the Catalog of State Financial Assistance 
(CSFA) title and number, award number and year, and name of the state agency 
awarding it. 

(d) Other audit requirements 

The MPO shall follow up and take corrective action on audit findings. Preparation of summary 
schedule of prior year audit findings, including corrective action and current status of the audit 
findings is required. Current year audit findings require corrective action and status of findings. 

Records related to unresolved audit findings, appeals, or litigation shall be retained until the 
action is completed or the dispute is resolved. Access to project records and audit work papers shall 
be given to the FOOT, the Department of Financial Services, and the Auditor General. This section 
does not limit the authority of the Department to conduct or arrange for the conduct of additional 
audits or evaluations of state financial assistance or limit the authority of any other state official. 

(e) Report submission 

1. Copies of reporting packages for audits conducted in accordance with OMS Circular A-
133, as revised, and required by PART I of this agreement shall be submitted, when 
required by Section .320 (d), OMB Circular A-133, as revised, by or on behalf of the PO 
directly to each of the following: 

a. The Department at each of the following addresses: 

District Program Manager 
FDOT -District 4 
3400 West Commercial Boulevard 
Fort Lauderdale, Florida 33309-3421 
(i.e. District Program Manager or Audit Director for, this contract) 
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b. The Federal Audit Clearinghouse designated in OMB Circular A-133, as revised (the 
number of copies required by Sections .320 (d)(1) and (2), OMB Circular A-133, as 
revised, should be submitted to the Federal Audit Clearinghouse), at the following 
address: 

Federal Audit Clearinghouse 
Bureau of the Census 
1201 East 101

h Street 
Jeffersonville, IN 47132 

c. Other Federal agencies and pass-through entities in accordance with Sections 320 
(e) and (f), OMB Circular A-133, as revised. 

2. In the event that a copy of the reporting package for an audit required by PART I of this 
agreement and conducted in accordance with OMB Circular A-133, as revised, is not 
required to be submitted to the Department for reasons pursuant to section .320 (e)(2), 
OMB Circular A-133, as revised, the MPO shall submit the required written notification 
pursuant to Section .320 (e)(2) and a copy of the MPO's audited schedule of 
expenditures of Federal awards directly to each of-the following: 

District Program Manager 
FDOT -District 4 
3400 West Commercial Boulevard 
Fort Lauderdale, Florida 33309-3421 
(i.e. District Program Manager or Audit Director for this contract) 

In addition, pursuant to Section .320 (f), OMB Circ.ular A-133, as revised, the MPO shall 
submit a copy of the reporting package described in Section .320 (c), OMB Circular A-
133, as revised, and any management letters issued by the auditor, to the Department 
at each of the following addresses: 

District Program Manager 
FDOT -District 4 
3400 West Commercial Boulevard 
Fort Lauderdale, Florida 33309-3421 
(i.e. District Program Manager or Audit Director for this contract) 

3. Copies of financial reporting packages required by PART II of this agreement shall be 
submitted by or on behalf of the MPO directly to each of the following: 

a. The Department at each of the following addresses: 

District Program Manager 
FOOT -District 4 
3400 West Commercial Boulevard 
Fort Lauderdale, Florida 33309-'3421 
(i.e. District Program Manager or Audit Director for this contract) 
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Tallahassee, Florida 32399-1450 
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4. Copies of reports or the management letter required by PART Ill of this agreement shall 
be submitted by or on behalf of the MPO directly to: 

a. The Department at each of the following addresses: 

District Program Manager 
FOOT -District 4 
3400 West Commercial Boulevard 
Fort Lauderdale, Florida 33309-3421 
(i.e. District Program Manager or Audit Director for this contract) 

b. Any reports, management letter, or other information required to be submitted to the 
Department pursuant to this agreement shall be submitted timely in accordance with 
OMB Circular A-133, Florida Statutes, and Chapters 10.550 (local governmental 
entities) or 10.650 (nonprofit and for-profit organizations), Rules of the Auditor 
General, as applicable. 

c. MPO's , when submitting financial reporting packages to the Department for audits 
done in accordance with OMB Circular A-133 or Chapters 10.550 (local 
governmental entities) or 10.650 (nonprofit and for-profit organizations), Rules of the 
Auditor General, should indicate the date that the reporting package was delivered 
to the MPO in correspondence accompanying the reporting package. 

(f) Record retention. The MPO, along with contractors and subcontractors, shall retain 
sufficient records demonstrating its compliance with the terms of this Agreement for a period of at 
least five years from the date the audit report is issued, and shall allow the Department, or its 
designee, FHWA, FTA, CFO, or Auditor General access to such records upon request. The MPO 
shall ensure that audit working papers are made available to the Department, or its designee, CFO, 
or Auditor General upon request for a period of at least five years from the date the audit report is 
issued, unless extended in writing by the Department. 

Section 2.08 Requisitions and Payments 

(a) Preliminary Action by the MPO. In order to obtain any payment, the MPO shall: 

(1) Submit to the Department its request on a form or forms prescribed by the FHWA, 
and such other data pertaining to the Project Account and the Project as the FHWA may 
require, to justify and support the payment requested; and 

(2) Submit with the payment requisition a progress report, acceptable to the 
Department, describing the work and products accomplished which adequately justify and 
support the payment requested; · 
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(3) The MPO shall be fully responsible for the proper billing of any federal reimbursable 
costs or charges, including those incurred by its contractors and subcontractors. 

(4) Comply with all applicable provisions of this Agreement. 

(b) The Department's Obligations. The Department's obligation to pay is contingent upon an 
annual appropriation by the Florida Legislature. Subject to other provisions hereof, the Department 
will honor such requisitions in amounts and at times deemed by the FHWA to be proper to ensure the 
implementation of the Project and payment of the eligible costs .thereof in accordance herewith. In 
accordance with 23 U.S.C. 104 and specific guidance from FHWA, the Department will reimburse the 
MPO for PL funds no later than 40 days from receipt of the request for reimbursement. If the 
Department believes the MPO did not provide adequate supporting documentation for reimbursement 
claims and needs more than the 40 days to verify the claims, the Department shall reimburse the 
MPO and then deduct any charges later determined to be unallowable from the MPO's next claim for 
reimbursement. Notwithstanding any other provision of this article, the FHWA may, by providing 
written notice, elect not to make a payment on account of the Project if: 

(1) Misrepresentation. The MPO made a misrepresentation of a material nature in its 
UPWP, or any supplement thereto or amendment thereof, or in or with respect to any 
document of data furnished therewith or pursuant hereto; 

(2) Litigation. There is then pending litigation with respect to the MPO's performance 
of any of its duties or obligations which may jeopardize or adversely affect the Project, this 
Agreement, or payments to the Project; 

(3) Concurrence by the Department. The MPO pas taken any action pertaining to the 
Project which requires the prior approval of the Department or FHWA or has made related 
expenditures or incurred related obligations without having been advised by the FHWA that the 
same are satisfactory; 

(4) Conflict of Interests. The MPO has violated any of the conflict of interest 
provisions of this article. 

(c) Disallowed Costs. In determining the amount of the payment, the Department will exclude 
all Project costs incurred by the MPO prior to the effective date of this Agreement, costs incurred by 
the MPO which are not provided for in the latest approved budget for the Project, and costs 
attributable to goods or services received under a contract or other arrangements which have not 
been approved in writing by the Department. It is agreed by the MPO that where official audits by the 
federal agencies disclose that the MPO has been reimbursed by the Department for ineligible work, 
under applicable federal and state regulations, that the value of such ineligible items may be 
deducted by the Department from subsequent reimbursement requests following determination of 
ineligibility. Upon receipt of a notice of ineligible items the MPO may present evidence supporting the 
propriety of the questioned reimbursements. Such evidence will be evaluated by the Department, 
and the MPO will be given final notification of the amounts, if any, to be deducted from subsequent 
reimbursement requests. 

In addition, the MPO agrees to promptly reimburse the Department for any and all amounts for which 
the Department has made payment to the MPO is such amounts become ineligible, disqualified, or 
disallowed for federal reimbursement due to any act, error, omission, or negligence of the MPO. This 
includes mission or deficient documentation of costs and charges, untimely, incomplete, or insufficient 
submittals, or any other reason declared by the applicable Federal Agency. 
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The MPO agrees that the Department may offset such amounts from payments due for work or 
services done under any agreement between the parities if payment from the MPO is not received by 
the Department after 90 days written notice from the Department. Offsetting any amount pursuant to 
this paragraph shall not be considered a breach of contract by the Department. 

(d) Billing Limitation. The MPO shall timely submit invoices and documents necessary for the 
close out of the project. In accordance with 49 C.F.R. 18.50, within 90 days of the expiration or 
termination of the grant of PL funds for a UPWP, the MPO shall submit all financial, performance and 
related reports. If an MPO anticipates that it will not have its final invoices submitted to the 
Department in time to allow the closeout process to occur by September 30, the MPO shall notify the 
Department in writing. The Department will request a time extension from FHWA. The Department 
will accept no further billings for work accomplished on the task or sub task as defined in the UPWP 
after the 90-day period unless a time extension has been requested and approved. 

The MPO understands that if it fails to timely perform its obligations, or in a timely manner submit 
invoices and documents necessary for the close out of the project, the maximum limiting amount may 
become unavailable or reduced due to a removal or withdrawal of federal funds or a loss of state 
appropriation, and the Department will have no obligation to provide funds from other sources. The 
MPO agrees that in the event the maximum limiting amount of this Agreement is reduced by such 
removal, withdrawal, or loss of funds, the MPO will be solely responsible for payment of costs and 
outstanding invoices no longer reimbursable due to the loss offunding. 

Section 2.09 Termination or Suspension. The Project may be terminated in whole or in part only 
in accordance with the requirements of 49 CFR 18.43 and 18.44. 

Section 2.1 0 Contracts of the Department Consultant contracts shall be in accordance with the 
applicable requirements of federal and Florida law. The Department, during any fiscal year, shall not 
expend money, incur any liability, or enter into any contract which, by its terms, involves the 
expenditure of money in excess of the amounts budgeted as available for expenditure during such 
fiscal year. Any contract, verbal or written, made in violation of this subsection is null and void, and 
no money may be paid on such contract. The Department shall require a statement from the 
comptroller of the Department that funds are available prior to entering into any such contract or other 
binding commitment of funds. Nothing herein contained shall prevent the making of contracts for 
periods exceeding one year, but any contract so made shall be executory only for the value of the 
services to be rendered or agreed to be paid for in succeeding fiscal years; and this paragraph shall 
be incorporated verbatim in all contracts of the Department which are for an amount in excess of 
twenty five thousand dollars ($25,000.00) and which have a term for a period of more than one year 
per Section 339.135 (6) (a), Florida Statutes. 

Section 2.11 Contracts of the MPO 

(a) When a contract is written for multiple years and each year's funding is not specified in the 
written agreement, a two party document (amendment or signed acknowledgement) must be 
executed by the MPO and its consultant that specifies the next fiscal year's funding approval upon 
availability of funds. 

(b) In subcontracting for any professional services within the scope of the practice of 
architecture, professional engineering, landscape architecture, or registered surveying and mapping, 
as defined by Florida law, the MPO shall comply With the Consultants' Competitive Negotiation Act 
(CCNA), Section 287.055, Florida Statutes, as aniended from time to time. The MPO shall publicly 
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announce, in a uniform and consistent manner, and comply with the competitive selection 
requirements of the CCNA, on each occasion when architectural, professional engineering, 
landscape architectural, or registered surveying and mapping services, are to be purchased for a 
project, the basic construction cost of which is estimated by the MPO to exceed the threshold for 
Category Five in Section 287.017, Florida Statutes, or for a planning or study activity when the fee 
exceeds the threshold for Category 2 in Section 287.017, Florida Statutes, except that a public 
announcement is not required in cases of a valid public emergency so certified by the MPO. The 
competitive negotiation requirements of the CCNA shall be complied with as required by Florida law. 

Section 2.12 Restrictions, Prohibitions, Controls. and Labor Provisions. 

(a) Inspection. Review, Approval. and Audit. It is understood and agreed that all rights of the 
Department relating to inspection, review, approval, and audit of the work, tracings, plans, 
specifications, maps, data, and cost records relating to this Agreement shall also be reserved and 
held by authorized representatives of the United States of America. 

(b) Federal Participation. It is understood and agreed that, in order to permit federal 
participation in the expenditure of PL Funds, no supplemental agreement of any nature may be 
entered into by the parties hereto with regard to the work to be performed hereunder without the 
approval of FHWA or as otherwise provided for in this article. 

(c) Compliance with Title VI of the Civil Rights Act of 1964 and Related Statutes. During the 
performance of this contract, the MPO, for itself, its assignees and successors in interest agrees as 
follows: 

(1) Compliance with Regulations. The MPO shall comply with the regulations relative 
to non-discrimination in federally assisted programs of the U.S. Department of Transportation 
Title 49, Code of Federal Regulations, Part 21, as they m'ay be amended from time to time, 
which are herein incorporated by reference and made a part of the contract. 

(2) Nondiscrimination. The MPO, with regard to the work performed by it during the 
contract will not discriminate on the grounds of race, color, disability, religion, sex, national 
origin, or familial status in the selection and retention of contractors and subcontractors, 
including procurement of material and leases of equipment. The MPO will not participate either 
directly or indirectly in discrimination prohibited by 49 CFR 21.5, including employment 
practices when the contract covers a program set forth in,A9 CFR part 21, Appendix A. 

(3) Solicitations for subcontractors. including procurement of materials and equipment. 
In all solicitations made by competitive bidding or negotiation by the MPO for work to be 
performed under a subcontract, including procurement of materials and leases of equipment, 
each potential subcontractor, supplier, or lessor shall be notified by the MPO of the MPO's 
obligations under this contract and the regulations relative to nondiscrimination on the grounds 
of race, color, disability, religion, sex, national origin, or familial status. 

(4) Information and Reports. The MPO shall prov~de all information and reports 
required by the regulations or directives issued pursuant thereto, and shall permit access to its 
books, records, accounts, other sources of information, and its facilities as may be determined 
by the Department, the FHWA, or the FTA to be pertinent to ascertain compliance with such 
regulations, orders, and instructions. Where any information required of the MPO is in the 
exclusive possession of another who fails or refuses to furnish this information, the MPO shall 
so certify to the Department, the FHWA, and the FTA, as appropriate, and shall set forth what 
efforts it has made to obtain the information. 
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(5) Sanctions for Non-Compliance. In the event of the MPO's non-compliance with the 
non-discrimination provisions of this Agreement, the Department shall impose such sanctions 
as it, the FHWA, or the FTA determine to be appropriate, including, but not limited to: 
withholding of payments to the MPO under the Agreement until the MPO complies, and/or 
cancellation, termination, or suspension of the Agreement, in whole or in part. 

(d) Incorporation of Provisions. The MPO will include the provisions of Paragraphs (1) 
through (5) above in every contract, including procurement of materials and leases of equipment, 
unless exempt by the regulations, order, or instruction issued pursuant thereto. The MPO will take 
such action with respect to any subcontract or procurement as the FHWA may direct as a means of 
enforcing such provisions, including sanctions for noncompliance, provided, however, that, in the 
event the MPO becomes involved in, or is threatened with, litigation with a subcontractor or supplier 
as a result of such direction, the MPO may request the State to enter into such litigation to protect the 
interests of the State, and in addition, may request the United States to enter into such litigation to 
protect the interests of the United States. 

(e) Participation by Disadvantaged Business Enterprises (DBE): The MPO shall agree to 
abide by the statements in Paragraph (1) and (2) which follow. These statements shall be included in 
all subsequent agreements between the MPO and any sub-consultant or contractor. 

(1) As required by 49 CFR 26.13, the MPO shall not discriminate on the basis of race, 
color, national origin, religion, gender, age or disability in the award and performance of any 
United States Department of Transportation (USDOT)-assisted contract or in the 
administration of its DBE program or the requirements of 49 CFR Part 26. The MPO shall take 
all necessary and reasonable steps under 49 CFR Part 26 to ensure nondiscrimination in the 
award and administration of USDOT-assisted contracts. The MPO's DBE program, as 
required by 49 CFR Part 26 and as approved by USDOT, is incorporated by reference in the 
Planning Funds agreement between the MPO and the Department. 

i 

(2) Implementation of this program is a legal obligation and failure to carry out its terms 
shall be treated as a violation of the agreement. Upon notification to the MPO of its failure to 
carry out its approved program, the USDOT may impose sanctions as provided for under part 
26 and may, in appropriate cases, refer the matter for enforcement under 18 U.S.C. 1001 
and/or the Program Fraud Civil Remedies Act of 1986 (31 U.S.C. 3801 et seq.). 

(f) Record-keeping and document retention. The Department and the MPO shall prepare 
and retain all records in accordance with the federal and state r~quirements, including but not limited 
to 23 CFR Part 420, 49 CFR Part 18, 49 CFR 18.42, and Chapter 119, Florida Statutes. 

(g) Prohibited Interests. Neither the MPO nor any of its contractors or their subcontractors 
shall enter into any contract, subcontract, or arrangement in connection with the Project or any 
property included or planned to be included in the Project, in which a member, officer, or employee of 
the MPO either during his tenure or for one year thereafter has any interest, direct or indirect. If any 
such present or former member, officer, or employee involuntarily acquired or had acquired prior to 
the beginning of his or her tenure any such interest, and if such interest is immediately disclosed to 
the MPO and such disclosure is entered in the minutes of the MPO, the MPO may waive the 
prohibition contained in this paragraph, provided, that any such present member, officer, or employee 
shall not participate in any action by the MPO or the locality relating to such contract, subcontract, or 
arrangement. 
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The MPO shall insert in all contracts entered into in connection with the Project or any property 
included or planned to be included in any Project, and shall require its contractors to insert in each of 
their subcontracts, the following provision: 

No member, officer, or employee of the MPO either during his or her tenure or for one year thereafter 
shall have any interests, direct or indirect, in this contract or the proceeds thereof. 

The provisions of this paragraph shall not be applicable to any agreement between the MPO and its 
fiscal depositories, or to any agreement for utility services the rates for which are fixed or controlled 
by a governmental agency. 

Section 2.13 Procurement. 

(a) Procurement. Use. and Disposition of Real Property, Equipment, and Supplies. The 
procurement, use, and disposition of real property, equipment and supplies shall be consistent with 
the approved UPWP and in accordance with the requirements of 49 CFR Section 18.3 (definitions of 
Real Property, Equipment, and Supplies) and 49 CFR Part 18, Subpart C. 

(b) Vehicles. PL Funds may not be used to purchase vehicles. When funds are to be used 
to provide part or all of the cost of the lease of motor vehicles, such expenditures must be consistent 
with the approved UPWP. 

(c) Travel. Subject to the provisions of Section 112.061, Florida Statutes, all travel may be 
directly approved by the MPO consistent with and in support of identified work tasks contained within 
the approved UPWP. The Chairperson of the MPO, or the person or office to whom such authority 
may be delegated in writing by the Chairperson, may approve lawful and justifiable travel requests 
submitted by the MPO's staff subject to the availability of funds when such travel furthers the interests 
of the MPO and the purposes of this Agreement. The Chairperson of the MPO, or the person to 
whom such authority may be delegated in writing by the Chairperson, shall approve requests for 
reimbursement of travel expenses incurred pursuant to an approved travel request for lawful 
expenses incurred by the traveler. Reimbursement of lawful travel expenses incurred by members of 
the MPO shall be from funds made available to the MPO for travel and per diem expenses incurred in 
the performance of this Agreement and as provided in Sections ,.112.061 and 339.175, Florida 
Statutes, subject to the availability of funds. 

Section 2.14 Inventory report. The MPO agrees to inventory, to maintain records of and to insure 
the proper use, control, and disposal of all nonexpendable tangible property, equipment, computer 
hardware, and furniture, acquired pursuant to funding under this article. This shall be done in 
accordance with the requirements of 23 CFR Part 420, and 49 CFR Part 18, and all other applicable 
federal regulations. 

ARTICLE 3 
CONFLICT AND DISPUTE RESOLUTION PROCESS 

Section 3.01. Disputes and conflicts under this Agreement. This article shall apply to conflicts and 
disputes relating to matters subject to this Agreement, or conflicts arising from the performance of this 
Agreement. 

Section 3.02. Initial resolution. The affected parties to this Agreement shall, at a minimum, 
ensure the attempted early resolution of conflicts relating to such matters. Early resolution shall be 

I 
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handled by direct discussion between the following officials: for the Department- the lntermodal 
Systems Development Manager; and for the MPO -the Staff Director. 

Section 3.03. Resolution by senior agency official. If the conflict remains unresolved, the conflict 
shall be resolved by the following officials: for the Department -the District Secretary; and for the 
MPO - the Chairperson of the MPO. 

Section 3.04. Alternative Regional Planning Council dispute resolution. If resolution is not 
possible, the parties may undertake dispute resolution pursuant to the Treasure Coast Regional 
Planning Council procedure set forth in Rule 29-K-4, Florida Administrative Code. All parties to the 
dispute must agree to undertake this procedure before it may be invoked. 

Section 3.05. Resolution of Conflict by the Office of the Governor. If the conflict is not resolved 
through conflict resolution pursuant to Sections 3.02, 3.03, or 3.04 of this article the parties shall 
petition the Executive Office of the Governor for resolution of the conflict pursuant to its procedures. 
Resolution of the conflict by the Executive Office of the Governor shall be binding on all parties. 
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Section 4.01. Constitutional or statutory duties and responsibilities of parties. This Agreement 
shall not be construed to authorize the delegation of the constitutional or statutory duties of any of the 
parties. In addition, this Agreement does not relieve any of the parties of an obligation or 
responsibility imposed upon them by law, except to the extent of actual and timely performance 
thereof by one or more of the parties to this Agreement or any legal or administrative entity created or 
authorized by this Agreement, in which case the performance may be offered in satisfaction of the 
obligation or responsibility. 

Section 4.02. Amendment of Agreement. Amendments or modifications of this Agreement may 
only be made by written agreement signed by all parties hereto with the same formalities as the 
original Agreement. 

Section 4.03. Duration; Termination procedure. 

{a) Duration. This Agreement shall have a term of five years. At least 90 days prior to 
expiration of the term, the parties shall review and update the Agreement as needed and re-adopt 
every five years. 

(b) Termination procedure. Either party to this Agreement may terminate said Agreement by 
presenting in writing a notice of intent to terminate to the other party to this Agreement at least 90 
days prior to the intended date of termination; provided, that financial commitments made prior to 
termination are effective and binding for their full term and amount regardless of termination. 

Section 4.04. Notices. All notices, demands, and correspondence required or provided for under 
this Agreement shall be in writing and delivered in person or dispatched by certified mail, postage 
prepaid, return receipt requested. Notice required to be given shall be addressed as follows: 

FOOT: 3400 West Commercial Boulevard, Fort Lauderdale, Florida 33309-3421 
Indian River County MPO: 1801 27th Street, Vero Beach, FL 32960 

A party may unilaterally change its address or addressee by giving notice in writing to the other 
parties as provided in this section. Thereafter, notices, demand$, and other pertinent 
correspondence shall be addressed and transmitted to the new address. 

Section 4.05. Interpretation. 

(a) Drafters of Agreement. All parties hereto were each represented by, or afforded the 
opportunity for representation by legal counsel, and participated in the drafting of this Agreement and 
in the choice of wording. Consequently, no provision hereof should be more strongly construed 
against any party as drafter of this Agreement. 

(b) Severability. Invalidation of any one of the provisions of this Agreement or any part, 
clause, or word hereof, or the application thereof in specific circumstances, by judgment, court order, 
or administrative hearing or order shall not affect any other provisions or applications in other 
circumstances, all of which shall remain in full force and effect; provided, that such remainder would 
then continue to conform to the terms and requirements of applicable law. 

(c) Rules of construction. In interpreting this Agreement, the following rules of construction 



shall apply, unless the context indicates otherwise: 

(1) The singular of any word or term includes the plural; 

(2) The masculine gender includes the feminine gender; and 

(3) The word "shall" is mandatory, and "may" is permissive. 
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Section 4.06. Enforcement by parties hereto. In the event of any judicial or administrative action 
to enforce or interpret this Agreement by any party hereto, such party shall bear its own attorney's 
fees in·connection with such proceeding. 

Section 4.07. Agreement execution; Use of counterpart signature pages. This Agreement, and 
any amendments hereto, may be simultaneously executed in several counterparts, each of which so 
executed shall be deemed to be an original, and such counterparts together shall constitute one and 
the same instrument. 

Section 4.08. Effective date. This Agreement shall become effective upon its execution by all 
parties hereto. 

Section 4.09. Pursuant to Federal, State and Local Law. In the event that any election, 
referendum, approval, permit, notice, or other proceeding or authorization is required under 
applicable law to enable the parties to enter into this Agreement or to undertake the provisions set 
forth hereunder, or to observe, assume, or carry out any of the provisions of the Agreement, said 
parties will initiate and consummate, as provided by law, all actions necessary with respect to any 
such matters for required. 

Section 4.1 0. Parties not Obligated to Third Parties. No party hereto shall be obligated or liable 
hereunder to any party not a signatory to this Agreement. There are no express or intended third 
party beneficiaries to this Agreement. 

Section 4.11. When Rights and Remedies Are Not Waived. In no event shall the making by the 
Department of any payment to the MPO constitute or be construed as a waiver by the Department of 
any breach of covenant or any default which may then exist on the part of the MPO, and the making 
of any such payment by the Department while any such breach or default exists shall in no way 
impair or prejudice any right or remedy available to the Department in respect of such breach or 
default. 

Section 4.12. Bonus or Commission. By execution of the Agreement, the MPO represents that it 
has not paid and, also agrees not to pay, any bonus or commission for the purpose of obtaining 
approval of its application for the financial assistance hereunder. 

Section 4.13. State or Territorial Law. Unless required by federal law, nothing in the Agreement 
shall require the MPO, or any other party hereto, to observe or enforce compliance with any provision 
thereof, perform any other act or do any other thing in contravention of any applicable State law; 
provided, that if any of the provisions of the Agreement violate any applicable State law, the parties 
will at once notify the FHWA and or FTA in writing in order that appropriate changes and 
modifications may be made by the FHWA and or FTA. To that end the MPO or any other party 
hereto may proceed as soon as possible with its responsibilities hereunder. 

Section 4.14. Lobbying. Restrictions on using federal funds for lobbying are governed by the 
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Office of Management and Budget (OMB) Circular A-87, Attachry1ent B, Paragraph 27 (Lobbying). 

Section 4.15. Vendors Rights. Vendors (in this document identified as MPO) providing goods and 
services to the Department should be aware of the following time frames. Upon receipt, the 
Department has 5 working days to inspect and approve the goods and services unless the bid 
specifications, purchase order or contract specifies otherwise. The Department has 20 days to 
deliver a request for payment (voucher) to the Department of Financial Services. The 20 days are 
measured from the latter of the date the invoice is received or the goods or services are received, 
inspected and approved. If a payment is not available within 40 days after receipt of the invoice and 
receipt, inspection and approval of goods and services, a separate interest penalty, as established 
pursuant to Section 215.422(3)(b), Florida Statutes, will be due and payable, in addition to the invoice 
amount to the MPO. Interest penalties of less than 1 dollar will not be enforced unless the MPO 
requests payment. Invoices which have to be returned to an MPO because of vendor preparation 
errors will result in a delay of the payment. The invoice payment requirements do not start until a 
properly completed invoice is provided to the Department. A Vendor Ombudsman has been 
established within the Department of Financial Services. The duties of this individual include acting 
as an advocate for MPOs who may be experiencing problems in obtaining timely payment(s) from the 
Department. The Vendor Ombudsman may be contacted ·at (85.0) 41 0-9724 or by calling the 
Department of Financial Services at (800) 848-3792. 

Section 4.16. Public Entity Crime. Pursuant to Section 287.133(3)(a), Florida Statutes, the 
following is applicable to contracts the MPO enters into in connection with this Agreement. Section 
287.133(2)(a), Florida Statutes, states: 

A person or affiliate who has been placed on the convicted vendor list following a 
conviction for a public entity crime may not submit a bid on a contract to provide 
any goods or services to a public entity, may not submit a bid on a contract with a 
public entity for the construction or repair of a public building or public work, may 
not submit bids on leases of real property to a public entity, may not be awarded 
or perform work as a contractor, supplier, subcontractor, or consultant under 
contract with any public entity, and may not transact business with any public 
entity in excess of the threshold amount provided in Section 287.017 for 
CATEGORY TWO for a period of 36 months from the date of being placed on the 
convicted vendor list. 

; 

Section 4.17 Discriminatory Vendor List. An entity or affiliate that has been placed on the 
discriminatory vendor list may not submit a bid on a contract to provide any goods or services to a 
public entity, may not submit a bid on a contract with a public entity for the construction or repair of a 
public building or public work, may not submit bids on leases of real property to a public entity, may 
not be awarded or perform work as a.contractor, supplier, subcontractor, or consultant under a 
contract with any public entity, and may not transact business with any public entity. 

Section 4.18. Previous agreement superseded. Upon execution by both parties, this Agreement 
shall supersede the Urban Transportation Planning Agreement between this MPO and the 
Department dated March 21, 2006. 
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IN WITNESS WHEREOF, the undersigned parties have executed this Joint Participation Agreement 
on behalf of the referenced legal entities. 

Signed, Sealed and Delivered in the presence of: 

MPO Florida Department of Transportation 

Indian River County 
MPOName 

GERRY O'REILLY P.E. 

Signature 

Dirc~tar of Transportation Development 



EXHIBIT 1 

Federal Agency: Federal Highway Adminis.tration, Department of Transportation 

Catalog of Federal Domestic Assistance #: 20.205 Highway Planning and Construction 

Amount: $555,145 
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Authorization: Safe, Accountable , Flexible, Efficient Transportation Equity Act: A Legacy for Users 
(SAFETEA-LU), Public Law 109-59, 23 U.S.C 101 et seq., as amended. 

Compliance Requirements: 

1. 23 USC 104 (f) sets aside metropolitan planning funds (PL funds) for metropolitan planning 
organizations (MPOs) to carry out the transportation planning provisions of 23 USC 134. 

2. 23 USC 134 requires in general that an MPO plan for the transportation needs of its area in a 
. manner that is continuing, cooperative, and comprehensive. In particular, it requires the MPO to 
develop specific plans and programs such as a long range transportation plan, a transportation 
improvement program, and a unified planning work program. 

3. In addition to the broad provisions of 23 USC 104 and 134, eligible uses of PL funds are governed 
by OMS Circular A-87 (Cost Principles for State, Local, and Indian Tribal Governments). 

4. Federal funds can be used only to reimburse costs that are (a) incurred subsequent to the date of 
authorization to proceed, except for certain property acquisition costs permitted under 23 USC 1 08; 
(b) in accordance with the conditions contained in the project agreement and the plans, 
specifications, and estimates (PS&E); (c) allocable to a specific project; and (d) claimed for 
reimbursement subsequent to the date of the project agreement (23 CFR sections 1.9, 630.106, and 
630.205). 

5. Costs incurred by the MPO for planning and research work are subject to prior approval from 
FHWA. 

6. The Department provides the local match of PL funds through toll credit revenues. 

C.,. COUNTY AlTORNEY'S OFFICE 
INDIAN RIVER COUNTY 

1801 27th Street 
Vero Beach, Florida 32960 . 



INDIAN RIVER COUNTY, FLORIDA 

MEMORANDUM 

TO: Members of the Indian River County Metropolitan Planning Organization 
(MPO) 

THROUGH: Robert M. Keating, AICP IZM)\ 
Community Development Director 

FROM: Phillip J. Matson PA 
MPO Staff Director 

DATE: August 3, 2011 

SUBJECT: Consideration of the MPO's 2011 Priority Projects Report 

It is requested that the information presented herein be given formal consideration by the 
Indian River County Metropolitan Planning Organization (MPO) at its meeting of August 
10,2011. 

SUMMARY 

The MPO 2035 Long Range Transportation Plan includes an adopted cost 
feasible list of improvements that will meet the projected needs of the 
county through the year 2035. To implement these improvements, the 
MPO each year must rank and place projects in an annual Priority Projects 
Report and submit this report to FDOT. FDOT then uses the MPO's lists 
of unfunded priorities in developing the next five year work program. 
Staff recommends that the MPO review the attached information, make 
any necessary changes, and approve the 2011 Priority Projects Report. 

DESCRIPTION & CONDITIONS 

Each year, all Florida MPOs are required to submit to FDOT a priority projects report 
which lists the MPO's highway, enhancement, congestion management process (formerly 
congestion management system), transit, and airport priority projects. FDOT uses these 
priority lists as the basis for developing its five year work program. When developing its 
work program, FDOT considers projects in the first three years of its work program as 
committed. Most new projects are added to the new fifth year of the five year work 
program. 

This year, due to changes in the normal state legislative calendar, FDOT District IV has 
asked all MPOs to submit Priority Project Lists by September 1 instead of September 30. 
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Therefore, the MPO's Priority List will be considered at the August 10, 2011 MPO 
meeting. 

The MPO's annual priority projects report is important because it is the means by which 
transportation improvement projects are funded through FDOT's five year work program. 
Since funding for transportation improvements is limited, only a few new projects are 
added to the new fifth year of FDOT's work program each year. For that reason, the 
priority projects report does not contain exhaustive lists of all long range plan 
improvements, but instead represents those improvements needed the soonest. 

Improvements generally included in a highway priority list are road widenings, new 
roadways, and substantial intersection improvements. It is important to note, however, 
that listing a major improvement as a high priority does not necessarily mean that the 
improvement will be constructed in the next work program cycle. Implementing a 
highway improvement, for instance, usually requires several steps, including Project 
Development and Environmental (PD&E) studies, right-of-way acquisition, engineering 
and design, and actual construction. While the conventional wisdom has always held that 
it may take thirteen years to see a high priority project constructed, recent cost increases 
and difficulty obtaining right-of-way have resulted in even greater delays. 

ANALYSIS 

Many inputs were used in developing the priority projects lists contained in the MPO's 
2011 Priority Projects Report (Attachment 1). The Priority Projects Report identifies 
those inputs and includes a detailed description of the specific methodologies utilized to 
prepare the priority highway, enhancement, congestion management process (CMP), 
transit, and airport project lists. A summary of the results of the 2011 priority projects 
analysis is presented below. ' 

PRIORITY HIGHWAY PROJECTS 

A variety of data and inputs were utilized to develop and rank the highway priority 
projects. The primary data and inputs included: 

• the 2035 MPO Long Range Transportatio,n Plan (LRTP); 
• coordination with municipal, County, and FDOT staff; 
• status review of the MPO's 2010 priority highway projects list; and 
• FDOT's current five year work program (FY 2011/12-2015116) 

In order to adopt a priority list that more closely approximates the major classifications of 
the roadway network, the MPO divided its highway priority list into three categories: SIS 
Highways, Regional Highways, and Other Highways. 

The MPO's top unfunded highway priorities are as follows: 

2011 List of Priority Highway Projects- SIS 
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1. Oslo Road Interchange at Interstate 95- The project was included in the MPO's 
2035 LRTP- Cost Feasible Plan based on anticipated future travel demand in the 
Oslo Road corridor. Not only will the project help meet demand, but the project 
will also assist in generating commercial/industrial activity. Finally, this 
interchange will enhance hurricane evacuation capabilities in the county. Right-of
way and Construction funding is requested for this'project. 

2011 List of Candidate TRIP Grant Priority Highway Projects- Regional 

1. 66th Avenue from SR 60 to CR 510 - This project involves four laning 66th 
A venue from CR 510 to SR 60. This roadway serves as the primary connector 
between Sebastian and the SR 60 area near the Indian River Mall, one of the 
County's largest employers. Construction funding is requested for the segment of 
the project between 7ih Street and CR 510. ' 

2. CR 510 from CR 512 to US 1- This project involves four laning CR 510 from US 
1 to CR 512. This roadway serves as the primary evacuation route from the 
northern barrier island to 1-95 and is also northern Indian River County's major 
east-west arterial. Construction funding is requested for the first phase of the 
project, the widening of CR 510 from 75th court to 61 st Drive. 

2011 List of Priority Highway Projects- Other 

1. 82nd Avenue, two Ianing from 26th Street to CR 510- The MPO's 2035 LRTP 
includes a project to construct 82nd Avenue as a two lane facility from its current 
terminus near 26th Street to CR 510. Right-of-way acquisition funds have been 
allocated in 2011/12 and some construction funding has been allocated in 2015116. 
Sufficient construction funding to complete the project is requested at this time. 

2. Oslo Road, four Ianing from 58th Avenue to I-95- This project is a continuation 
of two widening projects (the four-laning of Oslo Road from 2ih Avenue to 43rd 
Avenue and the four-laning of Oslo Road from 43rd Avenue to 58th Avenue) 
currently being undertaken by the County. The widening of Oslo Road from 58th 
Avenue to 1-95, in conjunction with a proposed 1-95 interchange at Oslo Road, will 
alleviate anticipated congestion and capacity issues on Oslo Road. PD&E funding 
is requested for this project. 

i 

3. US 1, six Ianing from 53rd Street to CR 510 - The widening of US 1 from 53rd 
Street to CR 510 addresses a future capacity deficiency and appears in the 2035 
Long Range Transportation Plan as a near term (2016- 2020) priority. Funding is 
requested to begin the PD&E phase of the project. 
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PRIORITY ENHANCEMENT PROJECTS 

The federal Enhancements Program is an important component of SAFETEA-LU, the 
federal highway act. Funded with 10% of Surface Transportation Program allocations, 
the enhancement program focuses on improvements that complement the transportation 
system. Last year, FDOT District Four allocated $366,200 in year 2013114 of the most 
recent 5 year work program to construct the top Enhancement priority, the South 
Sebastian Greenway (from Thunderbird Drive to Kildare Drive). That priority was 
identified in the North Indian River County Greenways Plan, adopted by the MPO in 
2007. The 2011 top Enhancement priority, also taken from one of the MPO's Greenways 
Plans (the Central Indian River County Greenways Plan), is the 43rd Avenue segment of 
the Airport Loop Greenway trail. 

1. Airport Loop Greenway trail - The Vero Beach Airport Greenway trail runs 
along 4 3 rd A venue, 41st Street, Aviation Boulevard/26th Street, and the FEC 
Railroad corridor parallel to US 1. It is planned as a 10' wide shared-use path, 
approximately 6.6 miles in length. The MPO is currently requesting funds for the 
construction of the trail that runs along 43rd Avenue. This segment is 1.5 miles 
long and has an estimated cost of $700,000. 

PRIORITY CONGESTION MANAGEMENT PROCESS (CMP) PROJECTS 

In 2011, MPO staff reviewed uncompleted CMP priorities from the previous year's CMP 
priority list and performed a new CMP analysis. That analysis involved evaluating a new 
congested corridor, the Old Dixie Highway corridor between gth and 1ih Streets, and 
identifying strategies applicable to the Old Dixie Highway corridor. With the addition of 
Old Dixie Highway to last year's CMP priorities of2ih Avenue (4th Street- 12th Street) 
and Indian River Boulevard, the resulting CMP priorities are as follows: 

CORRIDOR STRATEGY 

2ih A venue (4th 
Street- 1ih 

Add tum lanes at 2ih Avenue and 1ih Street 

Street) Implement intersection improvements at 1st and 5th Streets SW 

Indian River 
Blvd (3ih Street Connect 5th A venue to the Miracle Mile Shopping Center 
-Miracle Mile) 

Old Dixie Add paved shoulders 
Highway (8th i 

Street- 1ih Add tum lanes at major driveways 

Street) Install Bus Shelters 
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PRIORITY TRANSIT PROJECTS 

A transit project priority list was developed based on the MPO's 2008 Transit 
Development Plan (TDP) major Update and input from Senior Resource Association 
transportation staff. The top transit priority projects are: 

Ranking Project Unit Cost Funding Source 

1 

2 

3 

4 

Expand Operating hours to 7pm on Routes 1- 4 & 8 $10 1,794/yr State/Federal 

Implement Vero Beach Intermodal Hub Improvements $500,000 State/Federal 

Construct Shelters and Benches $60,000/yr State/Federal 

Expand Saturday Service Hours $114,113/yr State/Federal 

PRIORITY AIRPORT PROJECTS 

An airport project priority list was developed and is included in the 2011 Priority Projects 
report. The basis for developing the airport list was the'adopted Joint Automated Capital 
Improvement Program (JACIP) and input from airport staff. The complete list of airport 
priority projects is provided in the attached report. 

On July 29, 2011, the Technical Advisory Committee (TAC) reviewed the Priority 
Projects Report and recommended that the MPO approve the report. On August 2, 2011, 
the Citizens Advisory Committee (CAC) also reviewed the Priority Projects Report and 
recommended approval. 

RECOMMENDATION 

MPO staff recommends that the MPO review the attached information, as well as 
information to be presented at the August 1 0, 2011 MPO meeting, make any necessary 
changes, and approve the 2011 Priority Projects Report. 

ATTACHMENT 

1. Indian River County MPO 2011 Priority Projects Report 
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INDIAN RIVER COUNTY 
METROPOLITAN PLANNING ORGANIZATION 

2011 PRIORITY PROJECTS REPORT 

INTRODUCTION 

In September of each year, MPOs in Florida are required to submit priority projects lists to the 
Florida Department of Transportation (FDOT). The September priority projects submittal date 
allows FDOT time to incorporate MPO priorities in a new draft tentative Five Year Work 
Program, transmit the draft tentative work program to MPOs in November, present the work 
program to MPOs in early December, and hold public hearings in mid-December. The Five 
Year Work Program is then submitted to the Legislature in January, sixty days prior to the start 
of the legislative session. 

To meet these deadlines, FDOT requests MPO adoption of the priority project lists by 
September 30th. This year, due to changes in the normal state legislative calendar, FDOT has 
requested that the MPO Priority Lists be submitted by September 1, 2011. 

This report contains the Indian River County MPO's 2011 priority projects lists. The MPO 
priority lists are used by FDOT as the basis for developing its annual five year work program. 
The projects included in this report will be considered for funding by FDOT, primarily in the 
fifth year (FY 2016/2017) of its FY 2012/13-2016/17 Five Year Work Program. 

As it did in 2010, the MPO has developed lists for priority highway, congestion management 
process, enhancement, transit, and aviation projects. With respect to highway projects, the 
MPO divided the highway priorities list into three categories, roughly mirroring three major 
available funding sources: Strategic Intermodal System (SIS) projects; Regional Highway 
projects; and Other Highway projects. This is slightly different from the approach taken in 
2010, when the Regional Highways category was replaced with a "Regional Intermodal 
Projects" list, so that FDOT could allocate regional transportation funds to passenger rail 
improvements on the FEC corridor. 

PRIORITY HIGHWAY PROJECTS 

This section explains the specific methodology utilized to prepare the MPO's 2011 Priority 
Highway Projects List. In this section, the inputs and data used to develop and rank the 
projects are explained, and a brief explanation of each project and its rank are also provided. 

The primary input used in developing the 2011list of priority highway projects was the MPO's 
adopted 2035 Long Range Transportation Plan (LRTP). Besides the 2035 LRTP, routine 
system monitoring and discussions with staff from other MPOs, local governments, and FDOT 
were also used as inputs in developing the list. 

The 2035 LRTP (Table A-10 of the Appendix) was used as the primary basis in developing the 
priority highway projects list. The reasons for this include: 
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• SAFETEA-LU and state regulations require projects funded through FDOT to 
be consistent with the MPO's adopted LRTP; 

• the LRTP's recommended roadway improvement projects are consistent with 
adopted local government comprehensive plans, including the Transportation 
Element of the County's adopted 2030 Comprehensive Plan; 

• the improvements listed in the MPO's adopted LRTP were analyzed for need 
using sound transportation planning and engineering practices; and 

• the MPO's LRTP was adopted after considerable involvement of citizens, 
technical experts, and elected officials. 

In addition to using the LRTP, MPO staff reviewed the status of the projects listed in the 
MPO's 2010 priority highway projects list and compared those projects to FDOT's current (FY 
2011/12- 2015/16) adopted Five Year Work Program. Finally, meetings and discussions with 
municipal, County, and FDOT staff provided additional information utilized in preparing the 
2011 list. In those meetings, local government staff familiar with localized capacity and safety 
problems provided additional information regarding needed projects, while FDOT staff 
provided input regarding potential projects based on the results and recommendations of 
numerous FDOT corridor studies undertaken within the County. 

In order to adopt a priority list that more closely approximates the major classifications of the 
roadway network, the MPO has divided its highway priority list into three categories: SIS 
Highways, Regional Highway and Other Highways. 

SIS Highways 

The Strategic Intermodal System in Indian River County consists of I-95, the Florida 
Turnpike, and SR 60 West of I-95 to Osceola County. Projects on the SIS generally serve an 
interstate and inter-regional function and carry high volumes of traffic and goods across long 
distances. FDOT allocates funding specifically for Strategic Intermodal System (SIS) projects 
and has requested local input into the SIS funding prioritization process. This year's top SIS 
project in Indian River County remains the Oslo Road Interchange. Right-of-Way acquisition 
and Construction funding is requested at this time. 

Regional Highways 

Regional roadways serve a function of connecting major population or activity concentrations 
that are separated by some distance. With the Growth Management Legislation that was 
signed into law in July of 2006, regional roadways became more important, because that 
legislation established a new grant program, known as the Transportation Regional Incentive 
Program (TRIP), for use on roadways determined to be regional in nature. 

In order to qualify for TRIP funding, the MPO engaged in a number of actions. Those 
included establishing a new regional entity, the Treasure Coast Transportation Council 
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(TCTC), with Martin and St. Lucie Counties; developing a regional roadway network map; 
and developing a set of interim criteria for prioritizing TRIP project candidates on a regional 
basis. In 2008, the interim prioritization criteria were applied to the list of regional projects 
identified in the Long Range Plans of the individual counties. The results of that prioritization, 
which were subsequently adopted by the TCTC and all three MPOs, are contained in Table A
ll of this report. 

According to state regulations, a TRIP funded project phase may not begin until the TRIP 
funds have been allocated by FDOT. In addition, the project must be at least 50% funded with 
local money. Unlike every other priority list in this document, the Regional priorities list is 
not adopted solely by the MPO. After approval of Indian River County's regional priority 
candidates by the MPO, the candidate projects from all three counties will be ranked and 
approved by the TCTC. After approval, the TCTC regional priorities will be submitted to 
FDOT. According to FDOT, funds will be awarded to eligible priority projects that are 
construction ready. If none of the top priorities are construction ready, then funds will be 
allocated for the right-of-way and design phases of the top-ranked priorities. 

In each of the last several years, the amount of funding allocated by the State of Florida to the 
TRIP program in the three-county Treasure Coast area has been declining. That is because 
the source of funds allocated to regional priority projects is documentary stamp fees associated 
with real estate transactions. Indian River County has, nonetheless, identified two regional 
highway projects as TRIP project candidates. These projects, the 66th Avenue and County 
Road 510 widening projects, are the top unfunded or partially-funded Indian River County 
projects on the TCTC regional priority list. 

Other Highways 

Non-SIS roadways for which the MPO is seeking federal and state funding are included on the 
Other Highways priority list. Last year, the MPO's top priority was the widening of US 1 
from Highlands Drive to the St. Lucie County Line, a project which was subsequently fully 
funded in the 2011112- 2015/16 TIP. As a result, last year's second ranked priority project, 
the paving of 82nd Avenue (CR 510- 26th Street), has now become the MPO's top unfunded 
priority. 

The complete list of highway priorities is included as Tables A-1 and A-2 in the Appendix. 
That list is consistent with the 2035 LRTP interim year project sets, as well as local 
comprehensive plans, MPO plans, and FDOT's work program. A summary description of 
each project in order of priority ranking and an explanation of its ranking is presented below. 

2011 List of Priority Highway Projects- SIS 

1. Oslo Road Interchange at Interstate 95- The project was included in the MPO's 2035 
LRTP- Cost Feasible Plan based on anticipated future travel demand in the Oslo Road 
corridor. Not only will the project help meet demand, but the project will also assist in 
generating commercial/industrial activity. Finally, this interchange will enhance 
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hurricane evacuation capabilities in the county. Right-of-way and Construction funding 
is requested for this project. 

2011 List of Candidate TRIP Grant Priority Highway Projects- Regional 

1. 66th Avenue from SR 60 to CR 510 - This project involves four laning 66th 
Avenue from CR 510 to SR 60. This roadway serves as the primary connector between 
Sebastian and the SR 60 area near the Indian River Mall, one of the County's largest 
employers. Construction funding is requested for the segment of the project between 7ih 
Street and CR 510. 

2. CR 510 from CR 512 to US 1- This project involves four laning CR 510 from US 
1 to CR 512. This roadway serves as the primary evacuation route from the northern 
barrier island to 1-95 and is also northern Indian River County's major east-west arterial. 
Construction funding is requested for the first phase of the project, the widening of CR 
510 from 75th court to 61st Drive. 

2011 List of Priority Highway Projects- Other 

1. 82nd Avenue, two Ianing from 26th Street to CR 510 - The MPO's 2035 LRTP 
includes a project to construct 82nd Avenue as a two lane facility from its current 
terminus near 26th Street to CR 510. Right-of-way acquisition funds have been allocated 
in 2011/12 and some construction funding has been allocated in 2015116. Construction 
funding is requested to complete the project. 

2. Oslo Road, four Ianing from 58th Avenue to 1-95- This project is a continuation oftwo 
widening projects (the four-laning of Oslo Road from 27th Avenue to 43rd Avenue and 
the four-laning of Oslo Road from 43rd Avenue to 58th Avenue) currently being 
undertaken by the County. The widening of Oslo Road from 58th Avenue to 1-95, in 
conjunction with a proposed 1-95 interchange at Oslo Road, will alleviate anticipated 
congestion and capacity issues on Oslo Road. Funding for the PD&E phase of the 
project is requested at this time. 

3. US 1, six Ianing from 53rd Street to CR 510- The widening of US 1 from 53rd Street to 
CR 510 addresses a future capacity deficiency and appears in the 2035 Long Range 
Transportation Plan as a near term (2016- 2020) priority. Funding is requested to begin 
the PD&E phase of the project. 

Conclusion 

As structured, the MPO's 2011 List of Priority Highway Projects identifies only those projects 
for which state and/or federal funding is requested. As indicated in the MPO's 2035 LRTP, 
many of the plan's cost-feasible roadway improvements will be funded with local revenues 
and constructed by the County or local municipalities. Because locally funded roadway 
improvement projects can generally be completed in shorter timeframes than state or federally 
funded projects, it is often preferable not to include projects on the MPO's priority highways 
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list where local funding is available for those projects. Therefore, the priority highway 
projects list includes only roadway projects which require state or federal funds and which are 
not needed for several years. 

PRIORITY CONGESTION MANAGEMENT PROCESS (CMP) PROJECTS 

Beginning with the 1998 Priority Projects Report, MPO staff utilized the MPO's Congestion 
Management System (CMS) plan to identify and prioritize improvement strategies for the 
county's most congested corridors. In 2004, the MPO prepared a CMS Plan Major Update. 
With the 2006 passage of SAFETEA-LU, the new federal highway authorization bill, the 
Congestion Management System was renamed the "Congestion Management Process," or 
CMP. 

In 2011, the MPO reviewed uncompleted CMP priorities from previous CMP priority lists. 
The roadways with uncompleted CMP priorities included 27th Avenue (4th Street- 12th Street) 
and Indian River Boulevard (37th Street - Miracle Mile). To identify additional CMP 
priorities, the MPO also performed a new CMP analysis. That analysis involved evaluating a 
new congested corridor, the Old Dixie Highway corridor between gth and 12th Streets. 

The Old Dixie Highway corridor was identified using the MPO's adopted CMP methodology. 
Under that methodology, staff identified the most congested corridors in the county based on 
existing and vested trips; eliminated those corridors which are programmed in the short term 
for widening; and eliminated those corridors which have already been evaluated through the 
CMP process. Old Dixie Highway was then subjected to a screening process to identify 
appropriate CMP strategies and projects. 

With the addition of Old Dixie Highway to last year's CMP priorities of 2ih Avenue (4th 
Street- 12th Street) and Indian River Boulevard, the resulting CMP priorities are as follows: 

CORRIDOR I STRATEGY 

27th Avenue (4th Add tum lanes at 2ih Avenue and 12th Street 
Street- 12th Street) 

Implement intersection improvements at 1st and 5th Streets SW 

Indian River Blvd 
(Miracle Mile -
37th Street) 

Connect 5th A venue to the Miracle Mile Shopping Center 

Old Dixie 
Add paved shoulders 

Highway (8th Street Add tum lanes at major driveways 
- 1ih Street) 

Install Bus Shelters 

Although there is no specific allocation of FDOT funding reserved exclusively for CMP 
projects, MPOs have the option to program CMP projects for funding with federal highway 
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money. Since MPO formula highway funding has been significantly curtailed in recent years, 
the MPO will not request the allocation of funds that would otherwise be used for MPO 
highway priorities but will instead seek alternative funding sources (such as County Incentive 
Grant, Intermodal, and ITS funding) for the construction of CMP projects. 

PRIORITY ENHANCEMENT PROJECTS 

One important component of SAFETEA-LU, the federal highway act, is the federal 
enhancements program. Funded with ten percent of Surface Transportation Program 
allocations, the enhancement program focuses on improvements that complement the 
transportation system. In Florida, enhancement funds are allocated to each FDOT district, 
which then determines how these funds will be distributed among the MPOs in its jurisdiction. 

Since 2007, the MPO has utilized Indian River County's Greenways Plans to identify 
enhancement priorities. Greenways projects in those plans were identified and ranked 
according to criteria that includes connectivity, constructability, quality of life benefits, agency 
support, and cost. Those criteria are contained in Table A-12 of this report. 

Through the Enhancement program, the MPO has funded a number of Greenways projects, 
including the South Sebastian Corridor Greenway and the Trans-Florida Rail Corridor 
Greenway. For 2011, the MPO is seeking funding for the 43rd Avenue segment of the Airport 
Loop Greenways Trail project. 

2011 List of Priority Enhancement Projects 

1. Airport Loop Greenway Trail - The Vero Beach Airport Greenway trail runs along 
43r Avenue, 41st Street, Aviation Boulevard/26th Street, and the FEC Railroad corridor 
parallel to US 1. It is planned as a 1 0' wide shared-use path, approximately 6.6 miles in 
length. The MPO is currently requesting funds for the construction of the trail that runs 
along 4 3 rd A venue from Aviation Boulevard to 41st Street. This segment is 1. 5 miles 
long and has an estimated cost of $700,000. 

PRIORITY TRANSIT PROJECTS 

Because of the way that transit projects are funded, transit priorities were not included in the 
MPO's priority projects list until the year 2000. Prior to that time, the MPO had not 
considered it necessary to develop transit priority lists, because transit capital and transit 
operations are funded by FT A and because a separate grant application is submitted directly to 
FTA. In the last several years, however, the MPO obtained funds from a variety of sources, 
including discretionary state grants. In order to apply for many federal and state grant 
programs, proposed projects must be included on an adopted MPO priority list. In addition, 
fixed route transit travel has gained in popularity in recent years, which has made it necessary 
to prioritize available resources in order to meet demand. For those reasons, FDOT encouraged 
the MPO to develop a transit priority list as a mechanism to implement the MPO's transit 
plans. 
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For 2011, the primary source of projects in the transit priority list was the MPO's Transit 
Development Plan (TDP) - Major Update. Since a major update of the TDP in 2008, the 
county has been implementing a number of TDP strategies, such as new service, new facilities, 
and adjustments to existing routes. In fact, the county recently implemented two of the MPO's 
top three priorities: providing new service in the West SR 60 corridor, which was made 
possible by an FDOT grant; and providing service on South Indian River Boulevard, which 
was also a CMP priority. 

Many of the projects in the 2008 TDP, however, have not been implemented. Those projects 
form the basis of the transit priority list. 

Priority Transit Projects 

Ranking Project Unit Cost Funding Source 

I Expand Operating hours to 7pm on Routes I - 4 & 8 $101,794/yr State/Federal 

2 Make Vero Beach Intermodal Hub Improvements $500,000 State/Federal 

3 Construct Shelters and Benches $60,000/yr State/Federal 

4 Expand Saturday Service Hours $114,113/yr State/Federal 

PRIORITY AIRPORT PROJECTS 

In Indian River County, there are two publicly owned general aviation airports, each of which 
qualifies for state and federal funding. Separate priority project lists have been established for 
each airport. This report includes a Vero Beach Airport priority projects list and a Sebastian 
Airport priority projects list. 

To develop the airport priority projects list, MPO staff reviewed the current JACIPs (Joint 
Automated Capital Improvement Programs) for each of the two public airports in the county, 
identified which projects in the JACIPs were unfunded, and coordinated with respective 
airport staffs. The following airport priority projects were identified for 2011/12-2016/17. 

Vero Beach Airport Priority Projects 

1 Rehabilitate Runway 4/22 
2 Airport Access Improvements, Phase 1 
3 Construct/Mark/Light West GA Apron, Phase 3 
4 Wildlife Hazard Management Plan 
5 Airport Master Plan 
6 Rehabilitate Taxiway A and E 
7 Airport Access Improvements, Phase 2 
8 Redevelop Core Commercial Park 
9 Repair/Replace Security Fence 
10 Rehabilitate Taxiway B 
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Rehabilitate Taxiway C 
Rehabilitate/Mark/Li ht North GA A ron 

Sebastian Airport Priority Projects 

1 Security Camera Upgrades 
2 Construct Main Street I Airport Drive East-West Access 
3 Construct Taxiway C,D,E and install lighting 

Conclusion 

The five components of the Indian River County MPO's 2011 Priority Projects Report-the 
priority highway projects list, the priority CMP projects list, the priority enhancement projects 
list, the priority transit projects list, and the priority airport projects list-were reviewed by the 
MPO Technical Advisory Committee (TAC), the MPO Citizens Advisory Committee (CAC), 
and by the MPO Board. Opportunities for public comment were available at the TAC, CAC, 
and MPO meetings. Before making decisions regarding the five priority projects lists, the 
MPO and its advisory committees considered public input. 

At its meeting of August 10, 2011, the Indian River County MPO considered the 2011 Priority 
Projects Report. The MPO also reviewed the accompanying staff report, considered the 
recommendations of the TAC and CAC, and discussed various issues. The MPO then adopted 
the priority projects report containing the MPO's 2011 lists of priority highway, 
regional/intermodal, CMP, enhancement, transit, and airport projects. 
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APPENDIX 
Summary Tables and Reference Material 

Table A-1 
Priority Highway Projects, SIS Highways 

Project Rank Location FDOT FY 2011112-2015/16 

Roadway 
Length Improvement 

Jurisdiction 
Five Year Work Program Funding Source 

(miles) Type Programmed Requested 
2011 2010 2009 2008 From To FIIFM# 

Improvements ($000s) 
Oslo Road 

1 1 1 1 Interchange at - - n/a Add interchange Federal 4130482 FY 14/15 PE $3,400 State/Federal 
Interstate 95 

Table A-2 
Priority Highway Projects, Other Highways 

Project Rank Location 
FDOT FY 2011112-2015/16 

Roadway 
Length Improvement 

Jurisdiction 
Five Year Work Program Funding Source 

(miles) Type Programmed Requested 
2011 2010 2009 2008 From To FIIFM# 

Improvements ($000s) 

1 2 3 4 82nd Ave 26th St CR510 7.0 New Road two lane undivided County 2308791 FY 11112 ROW $8,300 State IF ederal 

2 - - - Oslo Road I-95 58th Avenue . 3.0 Widening to four lane undivided County N/A N/A State/Federal 

3 - - - us 1 53ro Street CR510 4.0 Widening to four lane divided State NIA N/A 
.... --L. .. --

TableA-3 
Priority Regional Highways 

Project Rank Location 
FDOT FY 2011112-2015/16 

Project 
Length Improvement Jurisdiction 

Five Year Work Program Funding Source 

2011 2010 2009 2008 From To 
(miles) Type 

FIIFM# 
Programmed Requested 

Improvements ($000s) 

1 2 1 2 66th Avenue CR510 SR60 7.5 Widen from two to four lanes County 4258831 FY 11112 CST $2,000 
State only 
(TRIPS) 

2 3 2 3 CR510 CR512 us 1 5.82 Widen from two to four lanes County n/a No Phase Programmed , State/Federal j 
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TableA-4 
CMP Priority Projects 

I 
CORRIDOR 

I 
STRATEGY 

27th Avenue (4th 
Street- 12th 

Add turn lanes at 2ih Avenue and 1ih Street 

Street) Implement intersection improvements at 1st and 5th Streets SW 

Indian River 
Blvd (37th Street Connect 5th A venue to the Miracle Mile Shopping Center 
-Miracle Mile) 

Old Dixie Add paved shoulders 
Highway (8th 
Street- 12th Add turn lanes at major driveways 

Street) Install Bus Shelters 
L_____ 

--~ --

Table A-5 
Priority Enhancement Project 

Project Rank Location FDOT FY 2011112-2015/16 

Prioritiz- Length Improvement Five Year Work Program Funding Source 
ation Score 

Roadway 
(miles) Type Jurisdiction 

Requested 
2011 2010 From To FIIFM# Programmed 

Improvements ($000s) 

Airport Loop Aviation Pave Trails, Add Trail 
1 2 77.29 TraiV43'd 

Boulevard 41" Street 1.5 Infrastructure City NIA N/A State/Federal 
Avenue 

-~ 
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Table A-6 
2011 Enhancement Prioritization 

Criteria I 

Projects Transportation 
System Regional Multiple Agency 

Constructability Total 
(15) 

Connectivity Benefits Use (10) Support Cost (10) 
(10) (100) I 

(20) (15) (20) 

Airport Loop Trail 11 18.57 10.14 6.86 - 16.51_ 7.14 L__~ --· ___]__ ' __ 77.2.Jj 
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Ranking 

1 

2 

3 

4 

1 
2 
3 
4 
5 
6 
7 
8 
9 
10 
11 
12 

1 

2 
3 
4 

Table A-7 
Priority Transit Projects 

Project Unit Cost 

Expand Operating hours to 7pm on Routes 1 - 4 & 8 $101,794/yr 

Vero Beach Intermodal Hub Improvements $500,000 

Shelters and Benches Program $60,000/yr 

Expand Saturday Service Hours $114,113/yr 

Table A-8 
Priority Aviation Projects for Vero Beach Airport 

Rehabilitate Runway 4/22 
Airport Access Improvements, Phase 1 
Construct/Mark/Light West GA Apron, Phase 3 
Wildlife Hazard Management Plan 
Airport Master Plan 
Rehabilitate Taxiway A and E 
Airport Access Improvements, Phase 2 
Redevelop Core Commercial Park 
Repair/Replace Security Fence 
Rehabilitate Taxiway B 
Rehabilitate Taxiway C 
Rehabilitate/Mark/Light North GA Apron 

TableA-9 
Priority Aviation Projects for Sebastian Airport 

Airport Master Plan Update 
Construct Corporate Hangers 
Construct Main Street I Airport Drive East-West Access 

Construct Taxiway C,D,E and install lighting 

Indian River County MPO 

Funding Source 

State/Federal 

State/Federal 

State/Federal 

State/Federal 
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Table A-10 
2035 Long Range Transportation Plan, Cost Affordable Plan 

Table 9-15. Cost Feasible Roadway Projects and Implementation Plan 

us 1 

CR510 

66th Avenue 

98th Avenue 

1~95 

Oslo Road 

CRS10 

CRS12 

4th Street 

12th Street 

53rdStreet 

66th Avenue 

74th Avenue 

Indian River Boulevard 

CRS10 

5th Street SW 

25th Street SW 

43rdAvenue 

53rd Street 

58th Avenue 

82nd Avenue 

82ndAvenue 

Indian River Boulevard 

Roseland Road 

26th Street 

27th Avenue 

69th Street 

82nd Avenue 

1-95 Interchange• 

Indian River County MPO 

Highland Dr. to St Lucie C.L. 

CR 511 to 66th Avenue 

41st Street to 69th Street 

4th.~treet t:() .sth Street 

Project Description 

Widen to 6 lanes 

Widen to 41anes 

Widen to 4 lanes 

St, lucie c.L. to Brevard C.L. Widen to 6 lan~s 

1-95 to 58th Avenue Widen to 4 lanes 

66th Avenue to us 1 Widen to 41anes 

1-95 to Willow Street Widen to 4 lanes 

6.6th Avenue to 98th Avenue Extend as 2-lane road 

58th Avenue to 66th Avenue Extend as 2-lane road 

58th Avenue to 66th Avenue Extend as 2-lane road 

69th Street to Barber Street Widen to 4 lanes 

Oslo ROad to 8th Street Extend as 2-lane road 

2oth Street to Me.rril Barber Bridge Widen to 6 lanes 

US 1 to ICWW Widen to 4 lanes 

Old Dixie Hwy to 20th Avenue Extend as 2-lane road 

27th Avenue to 58th Avenue Improved 2-lane road 

St. lucie C.L to 16th Street Widen to 4 lanes 

66th Avenue to 82nd Avenue Extend as 2-lane road 

Oslo Road to St; Lucie c. L. Extend as 2-lane road 

26th Street to 69th Street Extend as 2-lane road 

CR 510 to Laconia Street Extend as 2-lane road 

MerrtlBarber Brtdg~ to 45th Street. Widen to 6 lanes 

CR 512 to US 1 Widen to 4 lanes 

43rd Avenue to 5.8th Avenue Widen to 41anes 

St. Lucie C.L to Oslo Road Widen to 4 lanes 

66th Avenue to Fellsmere N-S Rd 1 Extend as 2~1ane road 

69th Street to CR 510 Extend as 2-lane road 

At Oslo Road New Interchange 
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Table A-ll 
Regionally Ranked 2030 Needs Projects 
Regionat Project Prioritization 
Indian River, St. lucie and Martin MPOs 
Tab I&$ [Summary Table} 
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Transportation: Increases the 
use of non-motorized travel to 
destinations within 0.5 mile of 
the proposed corridor. 

System Connectivity: 
Provides an essential link in 
creating a continuous 
greenway system within the 
study area. 

Quality of Life Benefits: 
Project will provide quality of 
life benefits to the residents, 
visitors and businesses of 
Indian River County. 

Multiple Use: Allows for a 
variety of trail users 

Agency Support: Project is 
supported by the 
organization(s) responsible for 
its implementation and 
management 

Cost: Project can be 
implemented within the unit 
costs provided based on 
identified opportunities and 
constraints 

Constructability: Project is 
ready to be advanced to design 
and construction 

Indian River County MPO 

Table A-12 

Access to Schools: 0-3 points max 
Access to Employment and Retail: 0-3 
Access to Parks & Recreation: 0-3 
Access to Transit: 0-3 
Access to Residential N : 0-3 
Provides an essential link in the proposed 
network; without this link, the system could not 
be completed: 15-20 points 

Important as a 'stand alone project, but not 
critical to the overall system: 5-15 points 

A long-term element and potential future link in 
the · 0-5 
Increases Tourism visits from outside of the 
County: 0-3 points max 
Connects people to Conservation Lands: 0-3 
Potential to attract I retain businesses: 0-3 
Increases Public Health I Fitness: 0-3 

Traffic 0-3 

Project has full agency support (15-20 points) 

Project has potential to receive agency support 
(5-15) 

Less than $200k I mile (8-1 0 points max) 
$200k - $500k I mile (3-7 points) 
Greater than $500k I mile (0-2 points) 

Project presents significant constraints to 
construction (0-2 points) 

Project requires further study but has the 
potential to be advanced (3-7 points) 

Project is feasible and ready for implementation 
10 

15 

20 

15 

10 

20 

10 

10 
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Table A-13 
SAFETEA LU Planning Factors 

Subtitle B, Section 1203(f) of SAFETEA lists eight metropolitan planning areas that must 
be considered as part of the planning process for all MPOs. The following eight areas 
have been explicitly considered, analyzed as appropriate, and reflected in the Indian 
River County MPO's 2010 Priority Projects Report: 

(1) Support the economic vitality of the metropolitan area, especially by enabling 
global competitiveness, productivity, and efficiency; 

(2) Increase the safety of the transportation system for motorized and nonmotorized 
users; 

(3) Increase the security of the transportation system for motorized and nonmotorized 
users; 

( 4) Increase the accessibility and mobility options available to people and for freight; 

( 5) Protect and enhance the environment, promote energy conservation, and improve 
quality of life, and promote consistency between transportation improvements and 
state and local planned growth and economic development patterns; 

(6) Enhance the integration and connectivity of the transportation system, across and 
between modes, for people and freight; 

(7) Promote efficient system management and operation; and 

(8) Emphasize the preservation of the existing transportation system. 

Project Phases 
CST 
DES 
PD&E 
PE 
ROW 

Other Terms 
FDOT 
LOS 

Table A-14 

Definitions Used in the 2011 Priority Projects Report 

Construction 
Design 
Project Development and Environmental Study 
Preliminary Engineering 
Right of Way 

Florida Department of Transportation 
Level of Service (measure of roadway traffic congestion) 
Long Range Transportation Plan LRTP 

PLEMO Planning and Environmental Management Office (FDOT planning 
study) 

SAFETEA-LU Safe, Efficient Transportation Equity Act- a Legacy for Users 
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INDIAN RIVER COUNTY, FLORIDA 

MEMORANDUM 

TO: Members of the Indian River County Metropolitan Planning Organization (MPO) 

THROUGH: Robert M. Keating, AICP /{ MJ( 
Community Development Director 

FROM: Phillip J. Matson p/\. 
MPO Staff Director 

DATE: August 3, 2011 

SUBJECT: Request to Approve Maintenance Agreement for Automated Transportation 
Improvement Program (TIP) Software 

It is requested that the information presented herein be given formal consideration by the Indian 
River County MPO at its meeting of August 10, 2011. 

SUMMARY 

Task 3.3 of the current FY 2010111 - 2011112 Unified Planning Work Program 
(UPWP) indicates that the MPO will explore automation options for making the 
Transportation Improvement Program (TIP) more user-friendly and accessible. In 
so doing, the MPO will reduce the time it takes to produce and update the annual 
TIP by establishing a direct, real-time link to FDOT's work program. 

Recently, the five MPOs of FDOT District IV undertook an analysis of the 
available automated TIP software products. That analysis resulted in the 
endorsement of one product, Interactive TIP produced by Data Transfer Solutions 
of Orlando, as the districtwide standard. In conjunction with the five MPOs in the 
District, FDOT was able to negotiate an annual software license fee of $7,200 per 
MPO or the product. To assist in the implementation of the product, FDOT has 
offered to pay for initial startup costs. 

Staff recommends that the MPO review the information on the DTS product and 
approve the attached maintenance agreement with Data Transfer Solutions in the 
amount of$7,200. 

DESCRIPTION AND CONDITIONS 

The FY 2010/11 - 2011/12 Unified Planning Work Program (UPWP) for the Indian River 
County MPO is a detailed description and budget of all transportation planning tasks expected to 
be undertaken over a two-year period. Task 3.3 of that UPWP indicates that the MPO will 
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develop an annual Transportation Improvement Program (TIP), a five-year listing of state and 
federally-funded projects in the MPO area. In addition, Task 3.3 indicates that the MPO will 
explore automation options for making the TIP more user-friendly and accessible. 

Recently, the five MPOs of FDOT District IV undertook an analysis of the available automated 
TIP software products. That analysis resulted in the endorsement of one product, Interactive TIP 
produced by Data Transfer Solutions of Orlando, as the districtwide standard. In conjunction 
with the five MPOs in the District, FDOT was able to negotiate an annual software license fee of 
$7,200 per MPO for the product. To assist in the implementation of the product, FDOT has 
offered to pay for initial startup costs. 

ANALYSIS 

Interactive TIP is currently used by over half of the MPOs in Florida. As structured, the 
software prepares project tables and financial summary tables for inclusion in the TIP document; 
downloads data directly from the FDOT Work Program database; and generates maps to 
accompany the document. 

A useful feature of the software is a searchable web component hosted by the company. Once the 
software is installed on the MPO's system, a link to the searchable TIP will be provided on the 
MPO's website (www.irmpo.com). Since the software downloads data directly from FDOT's 
mainframe, MPO staff and the public will be able to get up-to-date information on a project 
without having to contact FDOT staff. In addition, the product will also standardize TIPs 
throughout the district, saving FDOT staff time in reviewing the document and enabling MPO 
staff to easily research projects in other MPOs. 

The annual maintenance agreement covers website hosting, technical support, database 
integration with FDOT, and product updates. If approved, the Interactive TIP software will be 
used to develop the FY 2012/13 TIP next year. 

On July 29, 2011, the MPO's Technical Advisory Committee (TAC) considered the maintenance 
agreement with Data Transfer Solutions and recommended that the MPO approve the agreement. 
On August 2, 2011, the Citizen's Advisory Committee (CAC) also considered the agreement and 
recommended approval of the agreement by the MPO. 

RECOMMENDATION 

Staff recommends that the MPO review the information on the DTS product and approve the 
attached maintenance agreement with Data Transfer Solutions in the amount of $7,200. 

ATTACHMENTS 

1. Annual Maintenance and Web-Hosting Agreement with Data Transfer Solutions, 
LLC 

2. Interactive TIP Brochure 
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ANNUAL MAINTENANCE AND WEB-HOSTING 
AGREEMENT 

Data Transfer Solutions, LLC shall support annual maintenance and hosting of the Indian River County 
MPO Interactive TIP previously developed to ensure the website is maintained and runs properly on a 
day-to-day basis for a period of one year (12 months) after the date of going "live" to include: 

• Annual website hosting 
• Testing and troubleshooting of website 
• Minor updating of website for graphics, links, and test changes 
• Phone and email technical support 
• Minor programming changes to support needed updates 
• Support for GIS data development 
• Database integration with FDOT/local governments 
• Access to newly developed TIP reports and enhancements (i.e., comparison reporting, maintain 

TIP databases across multiple years, multiple secure login feature, amendment tracking, etc.) 

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

• Project Manager: 
• Application Developer: 
• Database Administrator: 

Compensation 

$140/hour 
$115/hour 
$105/hour 

Annual maintenance and hosting will be invoiced in full starting on the "Go Live" date (or the 
anniversary thereof) and will automatically renew unless terminated in writing thirty (30) days prior to 
the expiration of the agreement. The total cost of the annual maintenance shall be seven thousand 
two hundred dollars ($7,200). 

ACCEPTANCE of the terms of this Work Order is acknowledged by the following signatures of the 
Authorized Representatives of the parties to the Subcontract. 

ASTO: ASTO: 
INDIAN RIVER COUNTY MPO DATA TRANSFER SOLUTIONS, LLC 

Signature Date Signature Date 

A. M. "Trey" Fragala, III, AICP, PMP 
Printed Name Printed N arne 

Chief Operating Officer 
Title Title 

1 

AttachmEmt 1 



Welcome to the METROPLAN ORLANDO Interactive Transportation Improvement Program (TIP). 
The TIP is the official document that identifies all those projects programmed over a five year 
period that are funded with State and Federal Transportation dollars and are located within the 
METROPLAN ORLANDO planning area. 

This web-based service has been designed to provide this critical information in a flexible 
format that allows anyone to generate either the entire TIP document or a smaller custom 
designed document covering only those projects that are of particular interest. Using the 
three search options (t"1aps, Custom Reports, and the TIP Search) visitors to this website 
can locate and learn about projects by road name, by state road designation, by state 
program number, by political jurisdiction, or by geographic location. 

If you have any questions1 please feel free to e-mail us your comments or call us at 
(407) 481-5672 ext 317. 

Features & Highlights: 

>Endorsed by Florida MPOAC 

>Implemented in more than 
half of Florida MPOs 

>Reduces compilation time for 
TIP reports by up to 60% 

}>Automatically formats reports 
required by FHWA/FTA 

J. .. Client-driven customization 

" ... the biggest benefit has to be the ease with which our Board 
members, advisory committee members and the general public 
can access and query the TIP via the Internet." 

Robert Keeth, Senior Planner 
Volusia County MPO, DTS TIP Tool User since 2006 

Up and Going Before You Know It 

1 2 3 4. 5 6 7 8 
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INDIAN RIVER COUNTY, FLORIDA 

MEMORANDUM 

TO: Members of the Indian River County Metropolitan Planning Organization (MPO) 

THROUGH: Robert M. Keating, AICP I{ All K 
Community Development Director 

FROM: 

DATE: 

SUBJECT: 

Phillip J. Matson U/)1\ 
MPO Staff Directck" 

August 2, 2011 

Reconsideration of MPO Resolution Supporting Passenger Rail Service on 
the FEC Rail Corridor 

It is requested that the information presented herein be given formal consideration by the Indian 
River County MPO at its meeting of August 10, 2011. 

DESCRIPTION, CONDITIONS, AND ANALYSIS 

On July 8, 2009, the Indian River County MPO, at the request of the Treasure Coast Regional 
Planning Council, considered and approved a resolution of support for a federal grant application 
for construction of passenger rail improvements on the FEC (Florida East Coast) Rail Corridor 
(Attachment 1 ). Those improvements, which include double tracking portions of the corridor 
and constructing passenger stations, would enable intercity passenger rail service to resume on 
the FEC corridor. In conjunction with the application, Amtrak, the publicly-owned national 
passenger rail service provider, committed to provide daily passenger service to 8 new locations 
in the corridor, including Vero Beach. 

On October 28th, 2010, USDOT announced that it would not fund the FEC passenger rail 
proposal. Subsequently, FDOT programmed $119 Million in its current five-year work program 
to make the same improvements that were requested in the grant application. That funding, 
however, is subject to executive review by the governor's office, which makes the final 
determination with respect to pending work program projects. The Amtrak funding 
determination is anticipated to be made over the course of the summer. 

While FDOT has generally received positive public support for passenger rail service on the FEC 
corridor, concerns have also been expressed about the project. At the June 8, 2011 MPO 
meeting, the MPO Chairman requested the opportunity to present information regarding his 
concerns to the MPO at a future meeting. That information is attached to this staff report 
(Attachment 2). The attachment contains a memorandum to the MPO from the MPO Chairman, 
indicating that he has four major concerns with the project at this time. Those concerns involve 

F:\Community Development\Users\MPO\Meetings\MP0\2011\08-10-11\Discussion of Amtrak FEC Project.doc 1 



the lack of an investment-grade financial plan for the project; the possibility of the project adding 
to the federal deficit; the potential for the project to lead to increased densities in Vero Beach; 
and possible future competition for scarce transit resources between modes. Also contained in 
Attachment 2 are a number of articles and correspondences about the economics of passenger 
rail service and the Amtrak FEC proposal. In his memoralldum, the Chairman requests that the 
MPO consider withdrawing its earlier resolution of support for the Amtrak FEC proposal. 

In response to a newspaper article on the proposal, the MPO recently received a letter in support 
of the proposal from a representative of the Indian River County Historical Society (Attachment 
3). In addition to addressing the economics of the rail proposal, the letter of support indicates 
that the new service would have economic development, emergency evacuation, and other 
benefits. 

RECOMMENDATION 

Staff recommends that the MPO consider the attached information and also consider the 
Chairman's request to rescind the MPO's resolution of support for the Amtrak rail proposal. 

ATTACHMENTS 

1. Resolution 2009-05 of the Indian River County MPO in Support of the Intercity Rail 
Component of the FEC Corridor Project dated July 8, 2009 

2. Memorandum from MPO Chairman Bob Solari dated August 10,2011 
3. Letter from Richard Votapka dated July 28, 2011 
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RESOLUTION 2009-05 

A RESOLUTION OF THE INDIAN RIVER COUNTY METROPOLITAN PLANNING 
ORGANIZATION REQUESTING THE ASSISTANCE OF GOVERNOR CRIST AND 
FLORIDA DEPARTMENT OF TRANSPORTATION SECRETARY KOPELOUSOS TO 
PRIORITIZE THE INTERCITY RAIL COMPONENT OF THE FEC CORRIDOR 
PROJECT (FROM JACKSONVILLE TO MIAMI) AS PART OF THE FEDERAL 
ECONOMIC STIMULUS PACKAGE FOR THE STATE OF FLORIDA 

WHEREAS, the FEC corridor historically functioned as a passenger rail line along Florida's east 
coast, traversing or providing rail connections to urban areas such as V ero Beach and Sebastian in 
Indian River County; and 

WHEREAS, Florida's east coast historically developed around train stations along the FEC 
railroad; and 

WHEREAS, local governments and the private sector along Florida's east coast are currently 
implementing programs to redevelop historic downtowns built around train stations; and 

WHEREAS, improved mobility is highly desired in Indian River County and throughout the State 
of Florida; and 

WHEREAS, transit, including rail transit, is a key component of improved mobility, especially 
between cities and throughout the Florida's east coast; and 

WHEREAS, the 2006 Florida Rail Plan identifies passenger transit along the FEC corridor as a 
potential "Coastal Route" for new passenger rail service in the State of Florida; and 

WHEREAS, Amtrak is well-suited to provide passenger rail service along Florida's east coast; 
and 

WHEREAS, the reintroduction of Amtrak service along Florida's east coast would provide near
term jobs and economic stimulus for Florida's residents and businesses; and 

WHEREAS, the Federal Government is seeking appropriate projects for inclusion in the Federal 
economic stimulus package to provide immediate and near-term job opportunities for projects; and 

WHEREAS, the Intercity FEC Corridor Project (Jacksonville/Miami) is an appropriate project for 
inclusion by the State of Florida in the American Recovery and Reinvestment Plan; and 

WHEREAS, former work by Amtrak and FDOT includes plans for the improvements necessary to 
initiate Amtrak service on the FEC corridor; 

NOW THEREFORE BE IT RESOLVED THAT: 

The INDIAN RIVER COUNTY METROPOLITAN PLANNING ORGANIZATION strongly 
supports inclusion of the Amtrak/FEC Corridor Project (from Jacksonville to Miami) as part of the 
Federal economic stimulus package for the State of Florida. 
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THIS RESOLUTION was moved for adoption by , and the 
motion was seconded by , and, upon being put to a vote, the vote 
was as follows: 

Chairman Peter D. O'Bryan , 
Vice Chairman Debbie MacKay (School Board) 
Commissioner Bob Solari 
Commissioner Joseph Flescher 
Commissioner Gary Wheeler 
Commissioner Wesley Davis 
Mayor of V ero Beach, Sabin Abell 
Councilmember ofVero Beach, Bill Fish 
Councilmember of Sebastian, Dale Simchick 
Vice Mayor of Sebastian, Jim Hill 
Mayor of Fellsmere, Susan Adams 
Councilmember of Indian River Shores, Frannie Atchison 

The Chairman thereupon declared the resolution duly passed and adopted this 8th day 
of July , 2009. 

ATTEST: 

APPROVED AS TO FORM AND 
LEGAL SUFFICIENCY 

COUNTY ATTORNEY 

INDIAN RIVER COUNTY 
METRO PO LIT AN PLANNING ORGANIZATION 

Peter D. O'Bryan, Chairman 
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INDIAN RIVER COUNTY, FLORIDA 

MEMORANDUM 

TO: Members of the Indian River County Metropolitan Planning Organization 
(MPO) 

FROM: Bob Solari 
Board of County Commissioners 

DATE: August 10,2011 

SUBJECT: Amtrak/Florida East Coast (FEC) Corridor Project 

It is easy to understand the attraction that a passenger train running through Vero 
Beach would have for many of our citizens. Trains bring us back to an earlier time, a 
time, which for many was somehow better and simpler. Many are emotionally 
connected with trains and believe in having the ability to, once again, experience a 
ride on the rails to be a good thing. The emotional pull is real and easy to 
understand. However, as an elected official, I believe I should at least try to make 
decisions based on the best information available at the time of the decision. The 
information provided to date leads me to vote no to an Indian River County 
connection with the Amtrak /Florida East Coast (FEC) Corridor Project (AMTRAK). 

Based on the information made available to me both as a member of the Treasure 
Coast Regional Planning Council (TCRPC) and as a member of the Indian River 
Metropolitan Planning Organization (MPO), I have come to be against the AMTRAK 
project primarily because of four concerns. These are, the lack of an investment 
grade investment plan, the current economic crisis in our Country, the call for high 
densities in rail plans and what I see as the future competition for scarce resources 
which may have a negative impact on our presently successful bus system. 

Before discussing why I am against the Amtrak project let's be clear about what the 
AMTRAK project is not. It is not high-speed rail (HSR). As stated in the March 19, 
2010 "Backgrounder" published by The Heritage Foundation, Revised and updated 
April13, 2010 (Heritage): 

"Although there is no fixed rule as to what constitutes HSR, a 
common definition is a rail line that operates at an average 
speed of at least 125 miles per hour (mph). Some HSR lines in 
France and Japan maintain speeds in excess of 180 mph. While 
Acela averages 85 mph, it can reach about 150 mph on a short 
section of the line between New York City and Boston." 

Madnto~h HD:U.Iel'll:robert:Otliklop:Solari Tcmplalc.doc 
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The AMTRAK line would be more like "ordinary passenger rail, which operates at 
average speeds between 50 mph and 85 mph." (Heritage) · 

The AMTRAK Project is not a commuter train, which might help get people from one 
county to work in another. It is a conventional passenger train, which will give a 
person one opportunity to travel north or south in the morning, and a single 
opportunity to return in the evening. 

My questioning of the Amtrak project began as a member of the TCRPC. We were 
asked to vote for the project but were not presented with significant financial 
information. We were finally given some very sketchy information at a May 21, 2010 
TCRPC meeting. But this information was significantly less than what I believe 
should be required for a $300 million plus project. I asked follow up financial 
questions in an email to the Executive Director on June 11, 2010 however, the 
responses I received in a June 17th letter were not particularly helpful. 

An editorial entitled "Subsidy Trains to Nowhere', in the December 11, 2010 Wall 
Street Journal, discussing a California rail project, states: "The authority failed to 
produce an investment -grade business plan before the initiative was put to voters, 
and it still hasn't produced a credible economic plan. Maybe they don't have one." 

Unfortunately, this seems to be the case with the AMTRAK project. While digging for 
financial information the only thing I have been able to find is the "Financial Plan 
for the Florida East Coast (FEC) Corridor Amtrak Service High Speed Intercity 
Passenger Rail (HSIPR) Program". Basically, the financial information in the plan 
is consistent with the name of the plan. 

There has been no investment-grade financial plan presented to any elected board, 
which has voted for the project. This makes me wonder: "How does an elected 
official fulfill his fiduciary duty to his constituents if he votes to commit nearly $300 
million taxpayer dollars before the financial information is provided to him and the 
public at large?" 

I do believe someone connected with AMTRAK has some financial information. I 
now believe they do not want elected offidals to have it. This belief was reinforced 
after I asked the Florida Department of Transportation a fairly clear question about 
the subsidy for the service. The response was a great piece of Orwellian 
bureaucratese: 

"The related subsidy cost defined by Amtrak to correlate 
with a 23% cost recovery percentage is similar to the 
fare box return for most major transit systems in Florida." 

Bureaucratese because the only thing it clearly does is avoid a real answer to the 
question. 
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Orwellian because of its use of language: "Farebox return" I take to be ticket 
revenue. But if you read the Plan, you find out the ticket revenue includes what a 
passenger pays for a ticket and food and drink revenue. 

At the end of the day when looking for the financial analysis that backs-up the 
AMTRAK proposal one does not get clarity. 

Beyond the financial specifics of the AMTRAK plan, it is important to put it in the 
proper economic context, which quite simply is this: The United States is going 
broke. This is the summer of the debt ceiling crisis. America is in debt to the tune of 
$14.5 trillion and is on course to increase that debt by another $2 trillion by the end 
of 2012. America's Triple A rating is in jeopardy. 

The March 7, 2011 issue of Barron's (p. 39) puts this in perspective: 

"... all our taxes only pay for Social Security, Medicare, 
Medicaid, veterans programs, federal retirement funds and 
some lesser "mandatory programs". This year the 
government is borrowing for all its regular government 
programs, all federal and military salaries, all military and 
civilian procurement, and all the interest on the national 
debt." 

And this does not include unfunded future liabilities, which have already been 
estimated to be as high as an additional $130 trillion. 

America has too much debt. What do we know about the proposed AMTRAK 
project? It will require more debt. We know, at least on the Federal level, as these 
are marginal dollars, all the money to pay the capital and future operating subsidies 
will be borrowed money: 

1. In year one we (that is our Federal government) will borrow money to pay 
the capital costs. 

2. In year two we will borrow to pay for both some of the Amtrak operating 
costs and for the capital cost interest payments. 

3. In year three we will be borrowing to pay for the new Amtrak operating 
subsidies, the interest on the capital costs, the interest on the operating 
subsidies and the interest on the interest. 

Given the horrendous debt burden we are building for future generations of 
Americans there should be only one real mantra for all levels of government, "It's 
the debt, stupid!" 

The third reason for being against the AMTRAK project is that it is inconsistent with 
our residents' clear and oft voiced desire to be an ultra low-density county. What 
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has been left unsaid in the AMTRAK discussions is that rail projects are often about 
more intense redevelopment. As stated in a July 18, 2011 American Chronicle 
article: "SunRail's primary objective is to provide 'concurrency' so downtown 
Orlando business interests can build more buildings and make more money." 

The "Financial Plan for the Florida East Coast (FEC) Corridor Amtrak Service High 
Speed Intercity Passenger Rail (HSIPR) Program", is not clear when it comes to 
finances but, it is clear that it brings greater intensity of development stating that 
the service," ... promotes more geographically concentrated real estate development 
or re-development, which is more environmentally sustainable in the long run." 
(Page 2-1) 

At a December 9, 2010 meeting I asked the TCRPC's Kim Delaney: "What is the 
density per acre appropriate for the core area of the AMTRAK/FEC corridor such as 
downtown Vero Beach?" She replied the appropriate minimum density would be 
"10 to 15 units per acre." One should ask, how will the residents of Original Town, 
with its density of three to four units per acre, who recently have fought nearly 
every attempt at more intense uses in the neighborhood, feel about 15 units per 
acre? 

The fourth reason for being against AMTRAK is because I am very much for our 
successful Go Line system. In the past year the Go Line has had about 840,000 riders. 
It is clear many of these are elderly who cannot drive, people without other 
transportation options and students. The system has seen a significant increase in 
ridership in the past years. It is also a very efficient system. It is clear the next years 
will bring with it many battles for scarce resources. With limited transportation 
dollars in the future my fear is AMTRAK will end up taking away dollars from our 
successful local system. AMTRAK is a want for a few daily passengers; GoLine is a 
need for thousands of our residents. I can not see risking a well used local system 
needed by so many of our residents for a rail line down Florida's East Coast, which 
will be used by the occasional traveler. 

Others have brought up reasons for AMTRAK. I will briefly address a few of these 
subjects. To the idea that AMTRAK helps air quality, Jonathan Richman of Harvard 
University stated, "In no way has rail service shown to have a noticeable impact 
upon highway congestion or air quality". (American Chronicle) 

Some people use a jobs argument when promoting AMTRAK. The American 
Chronicle article cites a study by Dr. Gabriel Calzada, an economics professor at Jaun 
Carlos University in Madrid. Calzada said: "Spain's experience (cited by President 
Obama as a model) reveals with high confidence, by two different methods, the U.S. 
should expect a loss of at least 2.2 jobs on average for every job created." 

"The study proved mathematically government stimulus 
projects use capital less efficiently than the private sector 
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therefore taking money out of the private sector results in a net 
loss of jobs. The higher taxes from capital costs and operating 
losses will also reduce the disposable income of consumers and 
further starve small business of revenue." (American Chronicle 
page 2) 

America's recent experience of spending $800 billion to stimulate our economy, 
with so little to show for it, is testimony to the fact government spending can 
enervate rather than energize our economy. 

My best estimate is that the AMTRAK service will require nine dollars of subsidy for 
each dollar of ticket revenue. Some say this is not a problem because all forms of 
transportation require subsidies. As noted in the Heritage article: 

"In the United States, passenger rail (Amtrak) is the most 
heavily subsidized of all passenger travel modes, requiring a 
federal subsidy of $237.53 per 1,000 passengers miles, 
compared with $4.23 for commercial aviation and $1.50 for 
intercity buses. Rail subsidies in Europe are just as high if not 
higher." (Page 2) 

A final argument I will address here is rail is necessary to relieve congestion on our 
roads. It certainly will not do that in Indian River County. A rough estimate has 
about 15,000 passenger cars a day exiting I-95 in Indian River County. My estimate 
is that perhaps as many as 20 passengers a day could be expected to get on the 
proposed AMTRAK train. AMTRAK will simply do nothing to reduce congestion. But 
if the worst case is realized, where AMTRAK swallows dollars necessary for our 
Go Line system, AMTRAK could easily result in more congested roads in Indian River 
County. 

So, who wants AMTRAK? Clearly a number of people with nostalgic ties to this 
romantic "jazzed-up 19th century technology". Perhaps more importantly, who is 
pushing this venture, which commits "the taxpayers to a perpetual stream of vast 
operating subsidies to keep the system running"? (Heritage Page 1) The American 
Chronicle article notes most ofthe support comes from three groups. 

"The first is job security. For government workers rail projects 
create an endless supply of government work. The second is 
ideological. Many progressives believe American's need to give 
up their cars and take mass transit the way Europeans do. But 
the main reason rail projects are being pushed in Florida is 
money. 

Rail projects create income for dozens of special interests 
including engineers, lawyers, lobbyists, contactors and 
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manufacturers. For the past two past two weeks Siemens has 
been advertising the benefits of rail. They are the likely 
contractor for the $3.5 billion high speed rail project. These 
special interest groups influence our elected officials." 
(American Chronicle Page 3) 

If the private sector wishes to come and bring passenger rail down the east coast of 
Florida risking their own money while doing so, I am all for it. But to add to the 
national debt, which is already unsustainable, for a project which brings so little 
benefit to so few, is not only fiscally foolhardy it is immoral. Washington is waking 
up to the problems that incontinent spending has caused. It is time for all elected 
officials in Indian River County to support those who are trying to address the 
problem and stop supporting those who are simply working to increase its size and 
scope. 
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DRAFT 
Subject to Modifications 

TREASURE COAST REGIONAL PLANNING COUNCIL 

MEMORANDUM 

To: Council Members ADDENDUM TO AGENDA ITEM 10 

From: Staff 

Date: May 21, 2010 Regional Planning Council Meeting 

Subject: Economics of Amtrak/FEC Project 

Introduction 

At previous Council meetings where this item was discussed, Council requested some additional 
information on the economics and cost of the Amtrak/FEC proposal. Following is a summary of 
the latest information obtained from the Florida Department of Transportation's federal funding 
application for the project. 

Total P:roject Cost = 

Rolljng Stock 
Northwood Crossing 
Miami Intermodal Center 
Jacksonville Rail Improvements 
Other Rail Improvements 
Station Costs 

Job Creation · 

First 3 years: 

First 10 Years: 

Estimated Costs 

$268,000,000 (326 Miles of Track Returned to 
Passenger Service) 

132,000,000 
40,000,000 
25,000,000 
15,000,000 
24,000,000 
32,000,000 (8 stations @ an average cost of 

$4,000,000 per station) 

1,400 Construction Jobs 
700 Indirect Jobs 

2,100 Jobs 

6,300 Permanent Jobs 



DRAFT 
Subject to Modifications 

Grant Requirements/Local Costs 

Station cities will be required to fund 20 percent of station costs or an average of about $800,000 
per station. This is a one-time cost. This is a new requirement versus last years funding 
application cycle. 

Each of the eight station cities are working through this requirement. None of the cities have 
indicated they cannot address this cost issue. 

Most of the preferred station locations are within designated Community Redevelopment Areas 
(CRA) and· some cities are looking towards CRA Tax Increment Finance funds as part of the 20 
percent match. 

Station cities woUld receive the station buildings when completed and will be responsible for 
operating/maintenance costs (this is not a new requirement). 

Operational Costs 

In the FDOT application prepared last summer, there was an estimated $1 to $5 million annual 
operating subsidy that would be required of the state to help offset the cost of Amtrak's operation 
of two trains per day northbound and two trains per day southbound. 

Estimated Fare Price 

A one-way fare from West Palm Beach to Jacksonville is estimated to be $29.00. This is based 
on fares of similar distance trips on Amtrak already running in Florida. 

Amtrak Trips Per Year 

Amtrak riders in Florida account for about 1,000,000 trips per year on existing routes. Amtrak 
expects the FEC route running between Jacksonville and Miami to achieve a ridership of about 
176,000 per year, runi:rlng two northbound and two southbound trains each day. 
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June 17,2010 

The Honorable Bob Solari, Vice Chair 
Indian River County Board of County Commissioners 
1801 27th Street 
Vero Beach, Fl 32960-3365 

Subject: Amtrak Questions 

Dear Vice Chair Solari: 

Thank you for the Amtrak questions in advance. I will do the best I can to answer them based on 
what information can be gathered from FDOT's 2009 funding application and conversations with 
FDOT planners working on the 2010 application. 

1. What is the basis for saying that 6,300 permanent jobs will be created by the project? 

FDOT utilized the consultant AECOM to develop this jobs figure as part of the 2009 
funding application. From what I am told, AECOM is recognized internationally as ''the" 
expert in establishing employment projections for transportation-related projects. They are 
also known to be conservative in their projections. · Having never worked with AECOM in 
this area, I cannot vouch for any of this personally. 

AECOM uses a proprietary economic model to make their projections. The 6,100 figure is 
a 10-year projection of new jobs created based on the increase in economic activity 
expected from new and improved travel and access opportunities for residents and tourists 
within the nine-county, 326 mile rail corridor. These 6,100 jobs are separate from the 2,100 
jobs projected within the first three years, that are directly and indirectly reiated to 
construction .of the project. 

2. What are the estimates of the operating/maintenance costs of the stations to be added 
to the Jacksonville/Miami route? For example; what is the projected annual operating 
and maintenance cost for a station such as the one that the City of Vero Beach will be 
responsible for operating and maintaining? (Information on the annual operating and 
maintenance costs of similar stations, which already exist, must be available SQ this 
should be a fairly easy number to establish). 

nRegionalism One Neighborhood At A Time" • Est. 1976 
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The Honorable Bob Solari, Vice Chair 
June 17, 2010 
Page Two 

Amtrak estimates cities typically spend $15-$35,000 annually on station maintenance costs 
depending on size of station (variable electricity costs) and size of property (variable 
maintenance costs for parking, landscaping, etc.). Operating costs (which primarily include 
the part-time manning of the statiQn) vary depending on relationships the city develops with 
others for use of the building. Many cities allow non-profits (e.g., IRC Historical Society, 
Vero Beach Main Street, Chamber of Commerce) to utilize the building in exchange for 
providing the caretaker function (opening the building four times per day to receive 
passengers). For Vero Beach, the Historical Society has already expressed an interest in 
this role, with a noted challenge for weekend service. The city may need to fund a part-time 
position for manning the station on the weekends (which would likely correspond to the 
parks/recreation staff that currently mans the community center next door. Alternatively, an 
automated ticket dispenser could be made available when the station cannot be manned. 

3. Station costs are estimated to be $4,000,000 per station. Does this include land costs? 

In Vero's Beach's situation, the City already owns the land, parking, and has utilities at the 
site, so the costs would be far lower - construction of platform (est. $1 million) and 
construction of small caretaker building, which the City has suggested it could potentially 
build itself. It is possible the existing improvements, ownership of land, and construction of 
the small caretaker building could satisfy the 20 percent match requirement. 

4. Will the cities responsible for the operation and maintenance of the stations share in 
the revenue generated by the passenger service? 

There is no precedent in the nation for cities sharing in revenue or charging a fee for tickets 
at a particular station to offset station costs. 

5. The information states that a one way fair of $29.00 from West Palm Beach to 
Jacksonville is anticipated and that a ridership of about 176,000 a year is expected. 
What is the anticipated annual yield per passenger, that is, what will be paid for an 
average ticket? 

Amtrak has not yet calculated these figures. The $29.00 ticket price number in the previous 
memorandum was a Council staff estimate. The current charge for an Amtrak ticket from 
West Palm Beach to Jacksonville is actually $39.00. This figure represents Amtrak's 
"cheapest" ticket for the ride, or an off,;.peak, early purchase ticket. The ticket price will 
increase some for tickets purchased closer to the departure date and at peak times. 
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6. The memo states that the route expects "to achieve a ridership of about 176,000 riders 
per year". How many years is it expected to take before the ridership achieves the 
176,000 riders per year level? 

This is the estimate for the second year of service. Amtrak is already running new ridership 
estimates with other potential train service combinations which could exceed 225,000 riders 
per year. 

7. The memo states that the State will be required to pay an annual subsidy of up to $5 
million per year: 

a. What information was used to come up with this figure? 

This figure was developed through discussions between the FEC Railroad, Amtrak ·and 
the State as an estimate of the State's annual cost/fee for use or lease of the FEC tracks 
for passenger service. 

b. Has the State committed to pay this subsidy and given assurances that it will not 
end up forcing local governments to pay all or part of this subsidy? 

In the application, FDOT indicated it would be a State cost and there was no indication 
it would be local. The service is a statewide service, crossing 9 counties and providing 
statewide benefit. 

Finally, and most importantly, at what point is it expected that there wiU be the type of 
financial information upon which one could make a reasonable and informed decision? As 
is fairly clear from past conversations I am at a loss to see how any reasonable and 
responsible person could vote on an issue as significant as this without some significant 
financial detail and analysis. Given that Amtrak has operated for years going up and down 
parts of the east coast of America it is clear that they have the type of information 
necessary to generate a good financial package with a set of pro formas, which can, at a 
minimum, be used to estimate future costs to our taxpayers and allow us to at least begin a 
discussion on the financial aspects of this project. 

FDOT is continuing to work on the financial estimates associated with the project and Will 
release data as it becomes available. 
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While I know some of the information falls short of what you are looking for, it is the best 
information Council has at this time. Please give me a call if you would like to discuss. Thanks 
again. 

Michael J. Busha, AICP 
Executive Director 
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·· Bob-.So.Za-r-i
Chairman 
District 5 

Gary C. Wheeler 
Vice Chairman 

District3 

Gerry O'Reilly 

BOARD OF COUNTY COMMISSIONERS 

December 30, 2010 

Director of Transportation Development 
FOOT District IV 
3400 W. Commercial Blvd., 3rd Floor 
Ft. Lauderdale, FL 33309-3421 

Dear Mr. O'Reilly, 

w~sJ~y s. J)_~JJ~~ 
District1 

Joseph E. Flescher 
District2 

Peter D. O'Bryan 
District4 

At the December 8, 2010 Indian River County Metropolitan Planning Organization 
(MPO) meeting I raised two questions regarding the FEC/Amtrak Corridor Project; the 
answers to which you did not know off-hand, however, you indicated you would try to 
find out and would get back to me. 

The first question was asking for a good pro-forma on the project. A December 11, 
2010 Wall Street Journal editorial notes in regard to a Golden State rail authority 
project: "The authority failed to produce an investment-grade business plan before the 
initiative was put to voters, and it still hasn't produced a credible economic plan." As a 
member of the Treasure Coast Regional Planning Council, I have been asking for such 
a document for over a year, but to no avail. The closest I have come to some financial 
information is an August 2010 "Financial Plan for the Florida East Coast (FE C) Corridor 
Amtrak Service High Speed Intercity Passenger Rail {HSIPR) Program," which despite 
its title, falls short of being an investment grade plan. 

My second question was simply asking the total subsidy per dollar of ticket revenue 
generated, but I would need this with all of the underlying assumption. 

Thank you very much for your consideration and help with this matter. 

Sincerely, 

Bob Solari 
Commissioner, District 5 

BS:mlp 
Building A 

1801- 21h Street 
Vero Beach. FL 32960-3388 
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• JliGARD OF COUN1'Y Florida Department of Transportalllt1b.llMJ.SSION 
RICK SCOTT 
GOVERNOR 

3400 West Commercial Boulevard STEPHANiE C. KOPELOUSOS 

The Honorable Bob Solari, Chairman 
Indian River County MPO 
1801 27th Street, Building B 
Vero Beach, Florida 32960 

Dear Commissioner Solari: 

Fort Lauderdale, FL 33309 SECRETARY 

February 2, 2011 

SUBJECT: Amtrak-Florida East Coast (FEC) Rail Corridor Project 

Thank you for your interest in the Amtrak-Florida East Coast (FEC) Rail Corridor project, which 
proposes Amtrak passenger service on the FEC railroad from Jacksonville to Miami. As you 
may know, this project has been under consideration for almost a decade based on the need to 
facilitate transportation choices in the congested 1-95 corridor area of the State. It was just 
through the recently initiated High Speed Intercity Passenger Rail (HSIPR) grant program with 
the Federal Railroad Administration (FRA) that a funding opportunity was identified for the 
project. In accordance with the guidelines provided by FRA, the Department in concert with 
Amtrak prepared the required grant application which included a financial plan. This fmancial 
plan, as was referenced in your letter, met the intent of the grant program and provided the 
pertinent information on the capital and operating costs associated with the proposed passenger 
service. 

With regards to your question regarding the total subsidy for the service, the August 2010 
financial plan lays·out all the specific.cietails with reference to the phase 1 proposal which was 
inciuded in the previous grant application. The related subsidy cost defined by Amtrak to 
correlate with a 23% cost recovery percentage is similar to the farebox return for most major 
transit systems in Florida. Those figures are only pertinent to last August's application and may 
change in a subsequent application, should it occur. As you are aware, all transportation modes 
including roadways have subsidy costs that are associated with continued operations of the 
related facilities. 

The intent of this project has always been to provide mobility options which would address 
efficient north-south travel·Y;l the eastern core area of cities throughout the State of Florida. This 
project will also bring a unique opportunity for economic development to a number of smaller 
cities along the route from Jacksonville to Miami where Amtrak Stations are proposed. These 
resultant benefits from this statewide project account for the enthusiastic local support received 
to date which includes upwards of 160 resolutions of support. 

www.dot.state.fl.us 
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We certainly understand your financial concerns regarding this project during these tough 
economical times. The Department believes this project could provide a benefit to the state in 
addressing regional mobility and economic development. If you have any further questions 
regarding this information, please let me know and we would be happy to meet and discuss in 
more detail. 

GO:ag 

Sincerely, 

l ' 'It) 1;o(ld!J&J 
Gerry O'Reilly, P.E. 
Director of Transportation Development 
District Four 

cc: Gustavo Schmidt, District Planning and Environmental Engineer, FDOT 
Arnie Goddeau, Mobility Development Manager, FDOT 

Tracker 11-00192 
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Gary C. Wheeler 
Vice Chairman 

District3 

Gerry O'Reilly 

·February 14, 2011 

Director. of Transportation Development 
FOOT District IV 
3400 W. Commercial Blvd., 3rd Floor 
Ft. Lauderdale, FL 33309-3421 

Dear Mr. O'Reilly, 

Joseph E. Flescher 
District2 

Peter D. O'Bryan 
District4 

Thank you very much for your February 2, 2011 response to my letter of December 30, 
2011. In my letter I asked two questions relating to the finance of the FEC/Amtr~k 
Corridor Project. Your responses·did not answer my questions. 

My. first question was for a good pro-forma on the project. I specifically noted, "the 
closest I have come to some financial information is an August 2010 'Financial Plan for 
the Florida East Coast (FEC) Corridor Amtrak Service High Speed Intercity Passenger 
Rail (HSIPR),' which despite its title, falls short of being an investment grade plan." 

You r~ply in part: "In accordance with the guidelines provided by FRA, the Department 
in concert with Amtrak prepared the required grant application which included a 
financial plan. This financial plan, as was referenced in your letter, met the il}tent of the 
grant program and provided the pertinent information on the costs associated with the 
proposed passenger service." 

This plan, while it may meet the· requirements of the grant, certainly falls short of a 
investment grade pial! and would probably not be found useful by a. taxpayer trying to 
determine how his tax dollars are being spent. As an elected official, I certainly could 
not use it to inform a taxpayer how his tax dollars are being spent nor as a tool to ·meet 
my fiduciary duty to spend taxpayer dollars wisely. 

My second qu~stion relating to the total subsidy for the service was answered in 
Orwellian bureaucratese. You stated, "The related subsidy cost defined by Amtrak to 
correlate with a 23% cost recovery percentage is similar to the farebox return for most 
major transit systems in Florida." 

. Building A 
1801- 211

' Street 

--...--·........----·------·-· ~· 

Vero Beach, FL 32960-3388 
Teleplwne: 772-226-1490 FAX: 772-770-5334 
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I know of no one in my County who could tell me what that sentence means. In my 
letter regarding this que~tion, I specifically asked for the underlying assumptions which 
are missing from your letter. I will note that in the above referenced financial plan, they 
say that ticket revenue, in another Orwellian use of language, includes food and 
beverage sales. Based on information provided, I can only guess by stripping food and 
.beverage sales, which do not match the plain meaning of ticket revenue i.n any rational 
use of the phrase, that the actual "cost recovery percentage" is closer to 10%. Or, in 
language that I am more comfortable with, the rail corridor project would result in ten 
dollars of government subsidy for every dollar of ticket revenue. 

If the Florida Department of Transportation ever does receive or develop any 
information on the rail corridor project which could be. understood by an average citizen, 
or be used by an elected official to fill his fiduciary duty to their citizens prior to a vote, I 
would very much appreciate being provided that information. 

Thank you very much for your consideration and help with this matter. 

Sincerely, 

Bob Solari 
Commissioner, District 5 

BS:mlp 

Attachment 



Florida Department of Transportation 
RICK SCOTT 
GOVERNOR 

3400 West Commercial Boulevard 
Fort Lauderdale, FL 33309 

February 28, 2011 

The Honorable Bob Solari, Chairman, District 5 
Board of County Commissioners 
Indian River County 
1801 271

h Street, Building A 
Vero Beach, Florida 32960 

Dear Commissioner Solari: 

SUBJECT: Amtrak- Florida East Coast (FEC) Rail Corridor Project 

RECEIVED 

MAR OA 2011 

BOARD OF COUNTY 
COMMISSION 

OFFICE OF THE 
SECRETARY 

Thank you for your February 14, 2011letter regarding the Amtrak-Florida East Coast (FEC) Rail 
Corridor project which proposes Amtrak passenger service on the FEC railroad from Jacksonville to 
Miami. We have provided you with all the available financial information developed for the Amtrak
FEC project. 

As noted in our February 2, 2011 response letter to you, this financial information meets the intent of 
the Federal Railroad Administration (FRA) guidelines for the-grant program under which this project 
was submitted. The Financial Plan for a Service Development Progi:atri had to · 
address two major areas of the projects financing: 

• The financing of the development and implementation of the capital projects identified as 
necessary to support the Service Development (referred to as "Capital Financing") 

• The financing of the operations of the service itself, including provisions for financing any 
ongoing operating deficits (referred to as "Operating Financing"). 

Should the project move forward; any additional inforrn,ation developed by the 
Department regarding the financing or subsidy costs for the project will be forwarded to you. Thank 
you again for your interest in this project. 

~ :.~ 

.•·.• 

.·.: ;_ · .. 
: ·• ~-

GO:ag 

Tracker.: li-D fl88 

'·· 

Sincerely, 

4 · o·~ 
o4:::Z.P.E. J 
Director ofTrarisportatioii Development 
Distrie<t F oili" · · ' · · · · · 

www .dot.state.±l us 



Chairman Bob Solari 

Indian River County Metropolitan Planning Organization 

1801 27th Street 

Vero Beach, Florida 32960 

Dear Chairman Solari: 

8405 75th Court 

Vero Beach, Fl 

32967 

July 28, 2011 

The Press Journal reported in its editorial on July 7, 2011 that you are opposed to an Amtrak passenger 

station in downtown Vero Beach because it is "unaffordable". Also, on June 9, 2011, the Press Journal 

reported that from what you have read, it takes $9 in tax subsidies for every $1 in rider money collected. 

I ride Amtrak at least once per year to New York City and have been a member of the National 

Association of Railroad Passengers (NARP) for many years. The June 2011 issue of the NARP News 

(copy attached) contains an article entitled "Amtrak CEO Addresses NARP's Council of Representatives, 

in which Amtrak President and CEO Joseph Boardman stated " For every operating dollar we spend, we 

only depend on the federal government for 15 cents. We are the most profitable passenger railroad in 

the United States." This is a big difference from the $9 subsidy for every $1 in rider money collected that 

you read in some unnamed source. 

The Treasure Coast Regional Planning Council has been working on the Amtrak/Florida East Coast (FEC) 

Coalition project for many years. It reports that the Florida Department of Transportation (FOOT) has 

included the cost of the stations, the rail improvements, and other work in its five (5) year work plan. 

How then is the station "unaffordable" as you claim? 

I was on the special Amtrak/FEe train on May 1, 2010 when it traveled from Miami to Jacksonville. For 

whatever reason, you were not on the train although the invitation was extended to all of the Indian 

River County Commissioners. Unfortunately, you missed a golden opportunity to talk to Amtrak, FEC, 

and FDOT officials about the project. You missed the enthusiastic crowds of people along the way who 

greeted the train to show their support as it stopped in the towns where stations were proposed. You 

missed the people of Bunnell, Florida, who turned out en masse with fire trucks, police cars, banners, 

and a parade of other vehicles to show their overwhelming desire for an Amtrak station in their town. 

Furthermore, you seem oblivious to the tide of public opinion at the public meetings in Vero Beach and 

in other cities where citizens are in favor of railroad passenger service returning to the Florida East Coast 

Railway. 

Attachment 3 
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Beach/Indian River County, Florida 

I look forward to the day when passenger service returns to Vero Beach instead of driving to Orlando or 

Winter Park to board the Amtrak train and leave my car there. The parking lot for the proposed station 

in Vero Beach is already in existence on the south side of the old train station at 2336 14th Avenue, so 

there is no cost to Vero Beach or Indian River County in providing parking for railroad passengers. 

As my wife and I do every time we take a train trip, we eat in restaurants and shop in businesses in the 

immediate vicinity of the station. Not only do the businesses in the vicinity seem to thrive but also the 

taxi cab and rental car companies as well. Hotels provide shuttles for railroad passengers in other cities 

where Amtrak provides passenger service and they can do the same in Vero Beach. Tourism packages 

can be offered to passengers who wish to take a train trip to Vero Beach, even if it is just for a weekend. 

Hotels, restaurants, special attractions such as the Environmental Learning Center, McKee Botanical 

Gardens, Riverside Theatre, the Vero Beach Museum of Art, the Vero Beach Theatre Guild to name a 

few could all enjoin in offering special promotions for those people coming to town by train. These are 

examples of some of the benefits that railroad passenger service can bring to Vero Beach and Indian 

River County. 

Furthermore, railroad passenger service can also provide another means of transportation for 

evacuating people when the approach of a menacing hurricane threatens to descend upon Indian River 

County. I personally would take the train to leave town than to be stuck in my car on 1-95 due to the 

sheer volume of traffic of those fleeing impending disaster. 

On behalf of the Indian River County Historical Society of which I am the Board Secretary, I can report 

that the entire Board of Directors is in favor of Amtrak passenger service returning to Vero Beach/Indian 

River County. Frankly, your position on this issue has the Board seriously alarmed about your desire for a 

positive future for Indian River County. 

In conclusion, I ask you to re-consider your position on having an Amtrak railroad passenger station in 

Vero Beach. I would urge you to sit down and talk with Amtrak, FEC, and FOOT officials about costs, and 

to re-examine the benefits to the community that Amtrak railroad passenger service will provide before 

you make any recommendations to the Indian River County Metropolitan Planning Organization. 

Richard B. Votapka 

c: IRC Board of County Commissioners & IRC MPO 
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NARP NEWS 
June 
2011 

Vol. 45, No.6 

Trains: A Travel Choice Americans Want 

Addressing NARP, LaHood Says Commitment to Rai is Firm 
US Transportation Secretary Ray La

Hood, flanked by Federal Railroad Ad
ministrator Joseph Szabo and Deputy 
Administrator Karen Rae, addressed 
NARP's annual Capitol Hill Reception 
May 3 in the Rayburn House Office Build
ing. 

"We would not be in the position we're 
in if it weren't for the advocacy of so 
many of you, over a long period of time, 
who have believed in passenger rail, and 
believe that passenger rail should really 
be a part of America's intermodal trans
portation system. 

"We've invested $11 billion. And we're 
not going to let an election or two dis
suade us from our idea that we're going 
to connect 80% [of Americans __ viCLhigh
speed and intercity passenger rail]. 

"It's just so important that we continue 
the momentum, and we will continue the 
momentum. There's just no stopping us 
now. 

"People like riding [Amtrak's] trains. 
The passenger loads are way, way up. In 
some instances ... 

"We could not have made the kind of 

"-.IVIQUals 
SOring Our 

'" 
ta Flint 
ilia 

enson 
r~o.un 

on 
)!iC 

Secretary LaHood addressing NARP mem
bers and supporters at the annual Capitol Hill 
Reception on May 3. 

investments we're making without the 
freight [railroads]. There's not enough 
money to build all the track we need to be 
building [for passenger trains] if we didn't 
have the opportunity to use the freight rail 
system. 

"It's so important that [passenger rail] 
is included in the [surface transportation 
authorization] bill. That's what Americans 
want...They're looking for other ways to 
get around this country. 

"Some of us will never ride on [a high
speed train in America]. But our pre
decessors ... built an Interstate system. 

(continued on p. 3) 

DOT: $2.1 Billion to CA, NJ, Other Rail Projects 
Transportation Secretary Ray La

Hood announced the last $2.1 billion of 
High-Speed and Intercity Passenger Rail 
grants on May 9-82 days after Florida 
Gov. Rick Scott (R) rejected those funds. 

The biggest share ($450 million) will 
create a 24-mile stretch of 160-mph track 
between Morrisville, PA, and New Bruns
wick, NJ, by installing modern overhead 
catenary (wires) and improving tracks 

and signals. 
New, US-built rail cars and locomo

tives are coming. Illinois, Indiana, Iowa, 
Michigan and Missouri will get $268 mil
lion total for 48 cars and seven locomo
tives. California will get $68 million for 15 
cars and four locomotives. 

Here are the other awards: 
• $295 million for a bypass at the busy 

(continued on p. 2} 

Amtrak CEO Addresses NARP1s Council of Representatives 
Amtrak President & CEO Joseph 

Boardman told NARP's Council on May 
4 what Amtrak needs most from its sup
porters is that they "understand what the 
issues are and help Amtrak stop taking 
cheap shots. That doesn't mean you 
shouldn't criticize Amtrak when we don't 
get it right." 

Here are some of his key points: 
• "For every operating dollar we spend, 
we only depend on the [federal govern
ment] for 15 cents. We are the most prof
itable [passenger] railroad in the United 
States." 
• A system without the long-distance 
trains is "totally unacceptable. If it's not 

Federal Railroad Administrator 
Joseph Szabo also addressed the 
NARP Council. See page 2. 

connected, it doesn't work .... Amtrak is a 
network." The direct and indirect costs 
of abolishing the long-distance trains far 
outweigh the cost of continuing their op
eration. 
• "Even if you cut costs, you still won't see 
profitable long-distance services. They 
have to be provided as a public policy 
decision. Sleeper passengers pay a lot 
of money to ride our trains, and sleepers 
and diners are essential to successful 
long-distance services." 
• Funding for long-distance equipment 
must come from Congress, but we can 
finance NEC equipment with debt "be
cause we see more money over cost in 
the future .... But we've taken risks be
cause we've said it's time to get it done." 
• Amtrak needs to "walk the talk" when it 
comes to on-board cleanliness. 

(continued on p. 3} 

• Amtrak/Doug Riddell 

NARP Chairman Bob Stewart (r) presents Am
trak Pres. Boardman with a plaque saluting 
the people of Amtrak for 40 years of service to 
the American travelers, at a May 2 ceremony 
at Washington, DC Union Station. A cross
section of Amtrak employees gathered for the 
occasion, visible in background. 



INDIAN RIVER COUNTY, FLORIDA 

MEMORANDUM 

TO: Members of the Indian River County Metropolit'!n Planning Organization (MPO) 

THROUGH: Robert M. Keating, AICP ,/lMK. 
Community Development Director 

FROM: Phillip J. Matson PI{ 
MPO Staff Director 

DATE: July 26,2011 

SUBJECT: REVIEW OF MPO CERTIFICATION STATEMENT 

It is requested that the information presented herein be given formal consideration by the Indian 
River County Metropolitan Planning Organization (MPO) at its meeting of August 10, 2011. 

SUMMARY 

As required by federal regulations, FDOT and the Indian River County MPO annually 
conduct a joint certification review of the MPO's transportation planning process to 
ensure that the MPO is adhering to all applicable laws and regulations. Recently, 
MPO and FDOT staff met to conduct the 2011 certification review. Subsequently, 
FDOT approved the MPO certification statement and checklist. To finalize the MPO 
certification process, the certification statement was approved administratively by 
MPO staff. Approval of minor MPO plans and documents is allowed pursuant to 
MPO resolution No. 99-02, adopted on July 14, 1999. That resolution allows such 
administrative approvals with the requirement that the MPO Staff Director provide a 
status report of any such action to the MPO at the next regularly scheduled meeting. 
This is an informational item; no action is required. 

DESCRIPTION & CONDITIONS 

One requirement of the federal transportation planning process is that MPOs be certified on an 
annual basis. The purpose of certification is to ensure that each MPO is adhering to all 
applicable laws and regulations as well as undertaking all required planning activities. 

Accordingly, the certification process involves a review of MPO requirements and procedures to 
ensure that they are still current. It also entails a review of planning activities, public 
involvement activities, and intergovernmental coordination activities. Basically, certification is 
comparable to a performance audit of the MPO. 

F: \Community Development \Use:r:s \MPO\Meetinga\MP0\2011 \06 ~10 -11 \Cert if ;~.cation .doe 
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For MPOs with a population of under 200,000, such as the Indian River County MPO, joint 
certification reviews with FDOT are conducted annually. Larger MPOs are reviewed directly by 
the Federal Highway Administration (FHW A) and the Federal Transit Administration (PTA) 
every three years, and conduct joint certification reviews with FDOT in other years. 

On May 24, 2011, FDOT representatives met with MPO staff to conduct the 2011 certification 
review. On July 27, 2011, FDOT approved the MPO certification statement (Attachment 1). To 
finalize the MPO certification process, MPO staff administratively approved the certification 
statement. Approval of minor MPO plans and documents is allowed pursuant to MPO resolution 
No. 99-02, adopted on July 14, 1999 (Attachment 2). That resolution allows such administrative 
approvals with the requirement that the MPO Staff Director provide a status report of any such 
approval to the MPO at the next regularly scheduled meeting. 

ANALYSIS 

As indicated in the attached certification statement, FDOT and the MPO recommend that the 
MPO Area Transportation Process for the Indian River County'MPO be certified. By accepting 
the certification statement and signing the statement, the MPO has formally concurred with the 
certification review results. 

Attached to the certification statement is a copy of the certification checklist for 2011. That 
checklist identifies the planning activities and requirements which must be undertaken by the 
MPO. The completed checklist also generally describes how the MPO complies with each 
requirement. Finally, the checklist contains a number of notewprthy practices undertaken by the 
MPO. 

RECOMMENDATION 

This is an informational report. No action is necessary. 

ATTACHMENT 
i 

1. 2011 Indian River County MPO Certification Statement and Checklist 
2. MPO Resolution No. 99-02 

F: \COQlltiUnity Developw.ent \Uae:r:a\MPO\Meetinga\MP0\2011 \08 • 10-11 \Ce~t ifica.t.1.on .doc;o 
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2011 JOINT CERTJFICATION STATEMENT ON THE 
METRO~OLITAN TRANSPORTATION PLANNING PROCESS 

Pursuant to the requirements of23 USC 134 and 23 CFR 450.334, the Florida Department of 
Transportation (FDOT) and the. Indian River County Metropolitan Planning Organization (MPO) 
performed a review of the certification status of the metropolitan transportation planning process for the 
Indian River County MPO with respect to the requirements of: 

1. 23 USC 134, 49 USC 53 03, and 23 CFR P?rt 450; 

2. Title VI of the Civil Rights Act of 1964, as am~nded(42 USC 2000d-1) and 49 CFR Part 2i; 

3. 49 USC 5332 prohibiting discrimination on the basis of race, color, creed, national origin, sex, 
or age in employment or business opportunity; 

4. Section llOl(b) ofSAFE'IEA-LU (Public Law 109-59) and 49 CFRPart26 regarding the 
involvemer1t of disadvantaged business enterprises in USDOT fimded projects; 

I' 

5. 23 CFR Part 230 regarding the implementation of an equal employment opportunity program on 
Federal and Federal-aid highway construction projects; 

6. The provisions of the Americans with Disabilities Act of 1990 (42 USC 12101 et seq.) and 
49 CPR Parts 27, 37 and 38; . 

7. The Older Americans Act, as amended (42 USC 6101) prohibiting discrimination on \he basis of 
age .in programs or activities receiving Federal financial assistance; 

8. Section 324 of23 USC regarding the prohibition ofdiscrjmination on the basil? of gender; and 

9. Section 504 of the Rehabilitation Act of 1973 (29 USC 79.4) and 49 CFR Part27 regarding 
. discrimination against individuals with disabilities. . 

Included in this certification package is a summary of noteworthy achievements by the Indian River 
County MPO, attachmei1ts assQCiated With these achii.wements, and a list of any recommendations and/or 
corrective actions. The contents of this Joint Certification Package have been reviewed by the Indian 
River Cou:nty MPO and accurately reflect the results of the joint. certification review meeting held on May 
23, 2011. Based oil this joint review and evaluation, FDOT and the Indian Riv~ County MPO agree that 
the metropolitan transPorWion planning process for the Indian River County WO be certifi~d. 

Date 

Date 

Vero Beach-sebastian Urbanized Area (UZA) 

2 
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2011 State Certification Review 
Indian River County Metropolitan Planning Organization (MPO) 

Findings, Recommendations and Notewort~y Practice's Report 

Introduction 

On May 23,2011, the Florida Department of Transportation (FDOT) conducted a modified annual state 
certification ofthe MPO planning process. The certification consisted of progress made on the 2010 state 
certification recommendations and discussion of new areas of con.centration which should be in.corpor~ed 
into MPO functions. 

This report assesses the written and verbal answers to the questions presented to the MPO, observations 
throJ,lghout the year ~d additional follow-up iilformation when requested by the federal agencies and 
district staff. The completed MPO written responses and noteworthy practices are attached to this report. 

Findings 

The MPO continues to coordinate and work with FDOT, local municipalities, regional planrung agencies, 
and other transportation related agencies to support the needs in Indian River County. The Indian River 
County MPO should be recognized for the sustained effort to plan and priontize projects of imPortance 
within Indian River County. The following summarizes the key findings that are based on a review of the 
MPO's 2011 modified state certification and the key activities and' accomplishments in 2010. 

The :MPO has successfully completed the annual coordination and reporting efforts on sch~ule as 
follows: 

0 Signed 2010 CertifiCation Package 
0 Signed 2010 DBE Verification 
0 Adopted 10111 TIP 
0 Held informal unfunded priorities meeting in 2010 with FDOT and stakeholders 
0 Transmitted official unfunded priorities 
0 Adopted 2010/2011 to 2014/2015 FOOT Tentative Work Program 
0 Held Modified Certification Review meeting with FOOT in May 2011 
0 Responded to Certification Review Questions/Issues in May 2011. 

Implementation of2010 State Recommendations 

1) CONTINUE TO REVISIT The MPO shall review and revise (as necessary) the MPO's 
existing Staff Agreement by September 1, 2010. 
Progress: The MPO will be using the updated lVIPOAC Model Staff Agreement to revise the 
existing Staff Agreement to be considered by the MPO Board at the September 15, 20 11 
meeting. 

2) SATISFIED and ON-GOING: The MPO should continue to participate in Title VI and DBE 
training as available and ensure full compliance with the MPO's Title VI/Non-Discrimination 
and DBE Utilization policy statements. 

3) SATISFIED: The MPO shall participate in the FOOT best practices workshop for public 
involvement. The workshop will include all MPOs within District Four. 
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4) SATISFIED: The MPO should insure through timely updates that all 203 5 LR1P specific 
recorrunendations. from the state certification reports are addressed by the consultant and 
incorporated into in the document prior to the 2010 final adoption date. (These areas include 
but are not limited to; transit, freight, expansion of consultation with various resource agencies, 
environmental mitigation activities and the CMP). 

5) SATISFIED: Partnership with FDOT; the MPO should continue to work with District Four on 
exploring and deploying interactive TIP software capable of .enhancing the fonnat and content 
of the MPO's TIP, including its .usefulness to the public. Emphasis will be placed on 
identifying software that could be used by all the MlfPOs in District Four, promoting the 
usefulness of the TIPs at~ regional level. 

6) SATISFIED AND ON-GOING: The MPO should update its Congestion Manag~ment Plan 
(CMP) t0 integrate all modes of transportation and add more focus to strategies that are aimed 
at reducing single-occupant vehicle (SOV) travel. 

7) SATISF1ED AND ON-GOING: The MPO should work closely with FDOT and remain 
flexible to adjust to potential new designations for air quality attainment, a new federal 
transportation bill, and a 2060 Florida Transportation Plan. 

2011 State Recommendations 

• Staff Agreement: The previous certification review in 2010 recommended the MPO shall review 
and revise (as necessary) the MPO's existing Staff Agreement by September l, 2010. The MPO 
should update the agreement by September 15, 20 11. 

• Interactive TIP: The MPO [s participating in the 5 M!fPO agreement, along with Broward, Palm 
Beach, Martin, and St. Lucie to implement the sanie Intemctive TIP software this calendar year. 
The FDOT recommends the MPO continue to participate in public involvement activities including 
attending annUal best practices workshops if sponsored by the FDOT. 

• LRTP and Document Transmittal: During the next LRTP update, the MPO in conjunction .with 
FDOT should partiCipate in regularly scheduled coordination meetings With the adjacent MPOs. 
The MPO should transmit the required number of hard copies of the adopted document to the 
FDOT. 

• CMP Monitoring: The MPO should continue to monitor its congestion management procffis and 
. evaluate meas1,1rable objectives. 
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• Freight: The Federal review recommendations for 2011 ins:lude an emphasis on freight planning. 
The J.\.1PO in conjunction with other District 4 MPOs should participate in the South Florida 
Regional Freight Stakeholder Committee Meetings dedicated· to future regional freight 
visioning for incorporation into MPO's plans and processes. 

2011 Noteworthy Practices 

• The MPO has updated its website to more effectively support public outreach. 
• The MPO has been a supportive partner in the development of a regional interactive TIP to 

promote improved public participation. The MPO attended an FDOT-sponsored Best Practices 
Workshop in November 2010. 

• The MPO has implemented innovative public outreach cictivJties such as a bike rodeo for the 
residents of Fellsmere. 

• Public iirvolvement. The MPO has experienced dramatic increases in MPO meeting attendance 
and pcrrticipation by the public and has incorporated a number of creative visualization 
techniques in iis presentations. Some of the techniques include producing and airing MPO public 
service announcement (PSA) videos o.n cable television; participating in commWiity access TV 
discussions of relevant MPO issues; creating a 3-Dimensional Model ojGreenways in Indian 
River County; and, most recently, developing an MPO annual report. The MPO also peiforms an 
annual evaluation of public involvement strategies and objectiveS. 

• Regional Planning & Coordination. The MPO has utilized the services ofthe· Treasure Coast 
Regional Planning Council (TCRPC) to develop a vision/or the coWity, drawing on its 
knowledge base and experience with similar visioning efforts in St. Lucie arid Martin Counties. 

• Transit planning. Close coordination between agencies has led to a very successful transit system 
in Indian River County. The Indian River County MPO is' active in planning of transit centers; 
developing sampling techniques for ridership statistics; and producing and airing transit system 
P SAs. This type of system & operation is a prototype for other small urbanized areas. 

• Continuity a/Operations (COOP) plan. The Indian River County MPO war the first MPO in the 
·state and among the first nationwide to develop (.liZ MPO-speci.fic COOP plan for continuing 
. MPO activities during emergencies. 

• Flexible Funding. The MPO prioritized a number of rrs prqjects on its Highway Priorities List, 
resulting in the reallocation of over $5 million in Federal and State funds .from roadway to ITS 
projects in Indian River County. 

• Scifety. The MPO developed q "safe routes to school" study for a neighborhood elementary 
school. The study included field observations of student travel patterns, interviews with school 
officials, and attendance at numerous PTA and Student Advisory Council (SAC/ meetings. The 
results were incorporated into a "Safe Routes to School"· grant application to provide 
reco71Jmended improvement-s. The MPO has also pcrrticipated in the Walking School Bus efforts 
in the county; resulting in regulcrr Walking School Buses at three Elementary Schools, including 
one of the largest in the State (the Fellsmere Elementary Walking School Bus, with 83 daily 
participants). 
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2011 Modified State Certification Review Questions and MPO Responses 

Federal Requirement #1- Metropolitan Planning Process 

1. ·Is the MPO properly designated by agree·ment between the Governor and .units of general 
purpose local governmennhat together represent at least 75% of the affected population 
(including the largest incorporated city (based on population), and in accordance with 
procedures setforth in state and local law? 

The Indian River County MPO was properly created in accordance with all state and 
federal procedures and represents over 75% of the affected population. The 
membership composition ofthe MPO was based on a. post-2000 Census apportipnment 
plan and includes five members from the Board of Coun.ty Commissioners; six members 
from the County's five lnc;orporated municipalities (two. of which are from the largest 
incorporated municipality in 2000, Vera Beach); and one member ffom the School 
Board. -

2. Does the MPO policy board include local elected officiaJs, officials that administer or operate 
major modes of transportation, ahd appropriate state officials? 

In addition to the local elected officials described above, the MPO board includes three non
voting members: The FDOT State Transportation Planner; the FDOT District IV Secretary; 
a lid a rep.resentative of the Town· of Orchid. Representatives from the area's transit agency 
(the Senior Resource Association) as well as from the two rnajorGeneral Aviation airports 
are vo.ting members of the MPO Technical Advisory Committee. 

3. Does the MPO have up to date agreements for the: 

a. lnterlocal Agreement that creates the MPO, 
b. Transportation Planning (FHWA PL) Funds Joint Participation Agreement (JPA), 
c. Intergovernmental Coordination and Review and Public Transportation Coordination 

JPA, 
d. Public Transportation (FTA 5303) JPA, and an 
e. lnterlocal agreement between MPOs, State, and public transportation operators where 

more than one MPO has l:)eeri designated to serve an urbani:zed· area? 

Most ofthe MPO's standard agreements have been executed within the 6 years. The 
lnterlocal Agreement for the creation of the MPO was.executed on October 6, 2004. The 
Transportation Planning Funds JPA was executed on January 29J 2009. New audit provisions 
Were amended into the MPO agreements effective September 2, 200&. The ICAR agreement 
was executed March 29, 1999. The Section 5303 Agreement was executed on September 20, 

2010. 

The MPO staff services agreement was executed March 21, 1995. The MPO is considering 
the model staff services agreement drafted by the MPOAC. It anticipates executing a new 
staff services agreement which acknowledges the autonomou·s functions of the MPO in the 
·near future. ' 
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4. Does the MPO boundary encompass the existing urbanized area.and contiguous area 
expected to become urbanized within the 20-year forecast period? · 

5. Did the MPO send a copy of the boundary map to FHWA and FTA? 

(4 & 5} The MPO PL Area Boundary Map is in the process of being evaluated for expansion in 
light of recent annexations, land use changes, Census results, and updated 2035 Long Range 
Population Forecasts. The current PL boundary map was sent to and approved by FHWA and 
FTA in 2004. 

6. For projects that cross the· boundaries of more than one MPO, does the MPO Goordinate the 
planning of these projects with the other MPO(s)? 

The MPO continuously engages in coordination activities with the adjacent MPOs. MPO staff 
has helped establish the Treasure Coast Transportation Cot,~ncil {TCTC); has served on the Space 
Coast and Martin/St. Lucie LRTP Technical Committees; has served on the selection committees 

· for the Martin/St. Lucie LRTP consultant and Martin CTC; has attended CR 609PACE {Planning, 
Alignment, and Conceptual Engineering Study) meetings with the Martin and St. Lucie T/MPOs;. 
has helped established a greater Treasure Coast Regional Planning Model; and has coordinated 

· a large number of other planning efforts. 

7. Does the MPO planning process provide for consideration of the 8 SAFE1EA-LU planning 
factors? 

Ea{;h of the SAFETEA-LU planning factors is incorporate.d into the MPO's plans and projects. For 
example, increasing safety is an objective ofi:he MPO Long Range Transportation Pian, TOP, 
TDSP, Bike/Ped and Truck Traffic Routing Pfan and the indian River County Comprehensive Plan 
-Transportation Element and is also a criterion used in prioritizing highway and enhancement 
projects. 

8. Were the MPO's transportation plans and programs based on a continuing, comprehensive, 
and cooperative process? 

The MPO planning process is clearly based on a 3-C proce5s as evidenced by its-continuous 
evaluation and adoption of major modal plans~ its in-depth technical ana!ysis of transportation 
conditions, and its extensive public and inter-agency outreach efforts. 

9. Has the MPO incorporated the area's Intelligent Transportation Syste'!ls (Its) Architecture 
into its planning processes? 

The County; the Senior Res.ource Association, and the MPO (through the TDLCB} have,_ in the 
past_ formally adopted ITS regional architecture- These organization have also agreed that any 
improvements made in the county will be compliant with,state and national ITS standards. 

10. Has the MPO coordinated its plans with the area's Human Services Transportation Plan, 
a.k.a. the Transportation Disadvantaged Service Plan (TDSP)? 

The MPO, as the Designated Official Planning Agency (DOPA) for Indian River County, is 
responsible for the development of the TDSP. The MPO ensures consistency between the TDP, 
LRTP, and all other plans with the adopted TDSP. 
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11. Has the MPO incorporated its plans with the State's Strategic Highway Safety Plan? 

The MPO has considered the Goals and Objectives of the SHSP in the development of its major 
plans and projects, including· the LRTP. The MPO also provides recommendations to ensure 
consistency between the SHSP and other relevant plans, incl_uding local government 
Comprehensive Plans in Indian River County. 

12. LRTPs must address all19 areas listed below. Please indicate, by page number(s), where 
each issue is located in the adopted LRTP. The LRTP shoultl be b<;Jsed on and include:. 

a. 20-year planning horizon- Section 5, Socio-economic Data Development (page 5-1); Section 
7, Needs Plan Development (page 7-1); Section 9, Cost Feasible Plan Development (Page 9-1). 

b. Long-range and short-range strategies- Section 9, Cost Feasible Plan Development (Page 9-
1). ' 

c. Update frequency (every 5 years in attainment areas- 4 years in noncattalnment areas)
Section 1, Introduction (Page 1-1). 

d. Latest available estimates and assumptions for population, land use, travel, employment, 
congestion, and economic activity- Section 4, Land Use Vision (Page 4-1}; Section 5, Socio
economic Data Development (page 5-1). 

e. Projected demand of persons and goods -Section 4, Land Use Vision (Page 4-1)i Section 5, 
Socio-economic Data Development (page 5-1). 

f. Identification of transportation facilities-Section 6, Study Area Data revieW (Page 6·1.). 
g. Project descriptions in sufficient detail to develop cost estimates- Section 9, Cost Feasible 

Plan Development {Page 9-1). 
h. Operational and management strategies- Section 2, Goa,ls, Objectives, and Policies, {Page 2-

6); 
Section 9, Cost Feasible Plan Development (Page 9-1). 
i. Consideration of the congestion management process (CMP) for TMA areas- N/A 
j. Capital investment strategies- Section 9, Cost Feasible Plan Development (Page 9-1). 
k. Mitigation activities- Section 9, Cost Feasible Plan Development (Page 9-1). 
I. Pedestrian and bicycle facilities~ Section 9, Cost Fea.sible Plan Development (Page 9~1}. 

, m. Transportation and transit enhancement activities 
n. Financial Pran (costs and revenues) in "year of expenditure dollars~· -Section 8, Financial 

Resources Analysis (Page 8-1}. . · 
o. Consultation with State and local agencies responsil:)le fo~ land use management, natural 

resources1 environmental protection, conservation, and historic preservation- Section 31 

Public Participation (Page 3-1). 
p. Safety Element that incorporates the Strategic Highway Safety Plan- While a formal Safety 

Element was not included in the LRTP, the Plan establishes separate Objectives for safety for 
all mode of transportation in the county (Section 2, Goals, Objectives, and Policies} Page 2-1, 

2-6) 
q. Public Participation Plan· Section 3, Public Participation (Page 3-1). 
r. Conformity requirements {for non-attainment areas)- N/A 
s. Publication- Section 1, Introduction {Page 1-1). ' 

13. TIPs must address all17 areas listed below. Please indicate, by page number(s), where each 
issue is located in the adopted TIP. The TIP should be based on and include: 
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(location/page numbers are in parentheses) 
// 

a·. Planningtimeframe I horizon ofTIP (page 1) 

b. Update and approval process (page 1) 
c. Included projects (page 3, 7) 
d. Regionally significant projects (page 4) 
e. Project descriptions (page 3) 
f. Project phasfng (pages 8-25) 
g. list of Priority Projects (page 3) 
h. Financial Plan (page 1) 
L Requirement of anticipated fuJI. funding (pages 31-33) , 
j. Consistency with long .Range Transportation Plan (page 2) 
k. Consideration of the CMP (for TMA areas) (N/A) 

I. Conformity requirements (for non-attainment areas) (N/A) 
m. Annual list of obligated projects- This fist Is published separately from the TIP to avoid 

confusion between programmed and previously funded projects. 
n. Public participation and comment (page 5) 
o. Publication (Cover, page 5) 

p. Cooperation with State. arid local transit operators (pag,e 1) 

q. Criteria and process for prioritizing implementation, inclu.ding intermodal trade-offs- This 
discussion is included in the MPO's Annual Prioritization Report. 

14. UPWPs must address all 6 areas listed below~ Please indicate, by page number(s), where 
each issue is located in the adopted UPWP. The UPWP should be based oil and include: 

a. Work proposed for next 1 or 2 year period by major activity and task 

This information appears by major activity and task on .. pages 1-56 and on the summary 
tables on pages 57-58. 

b. Who will perform work for each task? 

This is identified as part of each task description on pages 1-56. 

c. Schedule for completing work for each task 

This is identified as part of each.task description on pages 1-56. 

d. Defined end products 

These are i~entified as part of each task description on pages 1-56. 

e. Proposed funding 

Each task description contains the proposed amount and source on pages 1-56. Proposed 
funding is also included on the summary tables on pages 57 and 58. 

f. Summary of amounts and sources of Federal and matching funds 
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Proposed funding by source is also included on the summary tables on pages 57 and 58. 

15. Public Participation Plans must address all 14 areas listed below. Please indicate, by page 
number(s), where each issue is located in the adopted PPP. The PPP should be based on and 
include: 

(Corresponding PIP page numbers listed below in parenth~ses) 

a. Adequate public notice time for public comment (LRTP, TIP, transportation issues and 
processes} (page 17) 
b. Visualization techniques (page 17, 21} 
c.lnfonmation available via electronically such as on the World Wide Web (page 17, 21, 23) 
d. Public meetings held at convenient and accessible locations (page 17) 
e. Conside0tion and response to public input (LRTP and TIP) (page 21, 24-25) 
f. Seek out and consider needs of traditionally underserved (page 21) 

g. Provide additional input if LRTP or TIP differ substantially from draft plans submitted to 
public (page 21) · 
h. Coordination and consultation with st;;~tewide public involvement (page 23) 

i. Periodically review effectiveness of Public Participation Plan (page 25-27) 
j. Incorporate summary of significant public comment in finallRTP and Tl P (page 21, 24-25) 
k. Minimum public comment period of 45 days on Public Participation Pian (page 25-27) 
L Consultation with other MPOs and agencies and officials responsible for other planning 
activities for LRTP and TIP (page 21, 23) 
m. Tribal coordination and federal lands coordination (page 23) 
n. Outlines roles, responsibilities and key decision points for consulting with other 

governments and agencies (page 21, 23} 

16. CMPs (for TMA MPOs) must address all 7 areas listed below. Please indicate, by page 
number(s), where each iss'ue is located in the adopted CMP. The CMP should be based on an.d 

include: 

a. Methods to monitor and evaluate performance of the transportation system- The annual 
corridor monitoring process is described on pages 2 and 3 and the listing of congested 

corridors appears on page 6. 

b. Define congestion management objectives and develop appropriate performance 
measures to assess extent of congestion- page 4. 

c. Establishment of coordinated data collection and system performance monitoring- Data 

collection and corridor monitoring is describ~d on pages 2. and 3. 

d. Identification and evaluation of anticipated performance and benefits of appropriate 

strategies- page 10. 

e. Identification of implementation schedule, responsibilities, and possible funding sources 

for each strategy- page 10. 
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f. Implementation of periodic assessment of implementE:d strategies- Assessment of 
strategies was last conducted as part of the CMP plan m'ajor update in 2004. Assessment of 
the entire system is performed continuously, and is described on pages 2 and 3. 

g. Funding for and analysis of primarily single-occupant vehicle projects (for non-attainment 
areas) 

N/A 

17. Has the MPO consulted with other MPOs, the State, and/or public transportation operator(s) 
as part of any multimodal, systems-level corridor, or subarea planning studies? 

The MPO has continuously participated in inter-MPO, statewide, and regional planning 
efforts and multi-modal studies. Some rece.nt examples include the FDOT US 1 Multimodal 
TSMO study; the FEC Passenger Rail Corridor study; th~ Sustainable Communities Initiative 
Work Group and Executive Committee; and the CR 609 PACE study. 

Federal Requirement #2- Air Quality (not currently applicable to D4 M/TPOs) 

Federal Requirements #3, #4, #7, #8, #9 and #10- Prohibition of Discrimination overlap and are fisted 
·on next page. 

Federal Requirement #5- Disac;lvantaged l}usiness Enterprise 

1. Does the MPO have an FDOT approved DBE plan? 

Yes. The latest plan was developed in February of 2010, 

2. Does the MPO track DBE participation? 
Yes. The MPO submits semi-annual uniform reports on DBE participation. 

3. Does the MPO include the DBE policy statement in its boilerplate contract language for 
cons.ultants and sub-cons·uJtants? 

Yes. The DBE policy statement i-? included in all contracts and all solicitations for contracts. 

Federal Requirement #6- Equal Opportunity Employment 

The FDOT's MPO Program Management Handbook 2007, page 7-27, states, "At this time, there 
is no guidance from FHWA on how MPOs are expected t~.comply with this provision." 

Federal Requireme,nts #3, #4, #7, #8, #9 and #10- .Prohibition of Discrimination 

1. Does the MPO.have a signed Title VI policy statement expressing commitment to non

discrimination? 

The MPO has a Title VI Plan and signed policy statement and has adopted a number of 
goals, objectives, and policies that address Title VI requirements. 
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2. Does the MPO take action to correct any deficiencies found by the Department within a 
·reasonable time period, not to exceed 90 days, in order to implement Title vrcompliance? 

The MPO will take prompt action with respect to any Title VI deficiencies. While there have 
been no deficiencies or concerns identified with respect to the program, the Federal Transit 
Administratron in February of 2010 requested additional information on the MPO's Draft 
Title VI plan. The additional information was furnished to the Federal Transit Administration 
within 2 weeks, and the plan was approved shortly thereafter. 

3. Does the MPO have a staff person assigned to. handle Title VI and. ADA related issues? 

Y~s. The MPO Staff Director and the County Attorney are assigned to these respective 
duties. In addition, the County Attorney seNes as the DBE Liaison Officer. . ' . 

4. Does the MPO have a procedure in place for the prompt processing and disposition ofTitle 
VI and Title VIII complaints, and does this procedure oomply wfth the Department's 
procedure? 

.Yes, the procedure is detailed in the approved Title VI Plan. 

5. Does the MPO collect statistical data {race, color, national origin, creed, sex, age, disability) 
of participants in, and benE!ficiaries of the programs and activities of the MPO?. 

6. Does the MPO conduct an annual review of their program areas to determine their level of 
effectiveness in satisfying the requirements of Title V!,? 

(5&6): Not only does the MPO collect statistics to the best of its abilities, but the MPO also 
adopts measureable objectives for traditionally underrepresented populations in its annual 
public involvement evaluation. · 

7. Does the MPO have a signed Non Dis~riminatlon Agreement, including Title VI Assurances, 
with the State.? 

Yes, the MPO Non-Discrimination Agreement is on file with the state. 

8. Do the MPO's contracts and bids include the appropriate language as shown in the 
appendices of the Non Discrimination Agreement with the State? 

Yes, all contracts and bids contain the appropriate language. 
9. Does the MPO hold its meetings in locations that are ADA accessible? 

Yes. All meetings are in ADA accessible locations . 

10. Does the MPO take appropriate steps to ensure its communications are available to. 
persons with impaired vision and hearing? 

Yes. Provisions for the visually and hearlng_impaired are available upon request. 
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11. Does the MPO keep on file for 1 year all complaints of ADA non-compliance received and 
for 5 years a record of all complaints in summary form? 

Yes. To date, no complaints have been received. 

Noteworthy Practices or Achievements 

One purpose of MPO certification reviews is to promote improvements in the metropolltan . 
transportation planning process thrpugh recognition and sharing of,noteworthy practices. Please 
provide a list and description of any noteworthy practices or. achievements to highlight from the MPO. 

1) Public involvement. The MPO has experienced dramatic incrEi!ases in MPO meeting attendance and 
participation by the public and has incorporated a number of creative visualization techniques in its 
presentations. Some ofthe.techniques include producing and airing MPO public service 
announcement {PSA} videos on cable television; participating in community access TV discussions of 
relevant MPO issues; creating a 3-Dimensional Model of Greenways in Indian River County; arid, most 
recently, developing an MPO annual report. The MPO also performs an annual evaluation of public 
involvement strategies and objectives. 

2} Intergovernmental coordination with adjacent MPOs. The Indian River County MPO actively 
participates in, s.hares with, and is cognizant of relevant issues it.l adjacent MPO jurisdictions and 
cooperates with public agenCies on an E)veryday basis. Some examples include MPO development of 
draft scopes of service for three-county Transit Development Plan (TOP) and 2035 LRTP '(Long Range 
Transportation Plan) needs plan development; serving on the Space Coast LltTP Subcommittee; and 
participation in Treasure Coast Transportation Council (TCTC)" meetings. 

3) Regional Planning & Coordination. The· MPO has utilized the services of the Treasure Coast Regional 
Planning Council (TCRPC) to develop a vision for the county, drawi'ng on its knowledge base and 
experience with similar visioning efforts in St. Lucie and Martin ~ounties. 

4) iransit planning. Close coordination between agencies has led to a very successful transit system in 
Indian River County. The Indian River County MPO is active in demonstrating continuing control of the 
county's transit service provider; planning for the construction of transit centers; developing sampling 
techniques for ridership statistics; and producing and airing transit system PSAs. this type of system & 
oper<ltion is a prototype for other small urbanized areas. 

5) Continuity of Operations (COOP) plan. The Indian River County 'ivJpo was the first ~PO in the state 
and among the first nationwide to develop an MPO~speci.fic COOP plan forco·ntinuing MPO activities 
during emergencies. 

6) Flexible Funding. The MPO prioritized a number of ITS projects on its Highway Priorities List, 
resulting in the reallocation of over $5 million in Federal and State funds from roadway to ITS projects 

in Indian River County. 

7) Safety. The MPO developed a "safe routes to school" study for a neighborhood elementary school. 
The study included field observations of student travel patterns, interviews with school officials, and 
attendance at numerous PTA and Student Advisory Council (SAC) meetings. The results were 
incorporated into a "Safe Routes to School'' grant application to provide recommended 
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improvements. The MPO has also participated in the Walking School Bus efforts in the county, 
resulting in regular Walking Schoo I Buses at three Elementary Schools, including one of the largest in 
the State (the Fellsmere Elementary Walking School Bus, with83 daily participants). 

8) Efficient use of PL funds. Where possible, the MPO has attempted to minimize the expenditure of 
PL funds through harnessing existing planning data. For instance, the MPO has recently attempted to 
ret;iuce the number of items In the scope of services for a corridor study by replacing these items with 
ETDM and other available data SO\.Irces. Also, the MPO has been able to conduct all UPWP planning 
activity while leaving one full~time staff position unfilled. 

10) land Use/Transportation. The MPO developed a unique "Jobs~Housing Balance Analysis" for 
Indian River County in the Evaluation Appraisal Report of the Comprehensive Plan. The analysis 
consisted of dividing the county up into major activity centers and determining the jobs to dwelling 
unit ratio within a four-mile radius. · 

.. ,· 
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Federal Register/Val. 75, No. 211/Tuesday, November 2, 2010/Notices 

APPENDIX A 

FEDERAL FISCAL YEAR 2011 FTA CERTIFICATIONS AND ASSURANCES SIGNATURE PAGE 
(Required of all Applicants for PTA assistance and all FTA Grantees with an active capital or fonnula project) 

AFFIRMATION OF APPLICANT 

67449 

Name of Applicant: ____ ...__. _h_J_. ·_\ o.._V\ __ (2.._r_v_e..-v-___ C::> __ o,J_""_I--_'-/..__ _________ _ 

Name and Relationship of Authorized Representative: Ph ; I Mo..-\S.,d/j , JVI Po St-cft' D:.-e~r 

BY SIGNING BELOW, on behalf of the Applicant, I declare that the Applicant has duly authorized me to make 
these certifications and assurances and bind the Applicant's compliance. Thus, the Applicant agrees to comply with 
all Federal statutes and regulations, and follow applicable Federal directives, and comply with the certifications and 
assurances as indicated on the foregoing page applicable to each application it makes to the Federal Transit 
Administration (FT A) in Federal Fiscal Year 2011. 

Ff A intends that the certifications and assurances the Applicant selects on the other side of this document, as 
representative of the certifications and assurances in this document, should apply, as provided, to each project for 
which the Applicant seeks now, or may later, seek FfA assistance during Federal Fiscal Year 2011. ·. 

The Applicant affirms the truthfulness and accuracy of the certifications and assurances it has made in the 
statements submitted herein with this document and any other submission made to FfA, and acknowledges that the 
Program Fraud Civil Remedies Act of 1986, 31 U.S.C. 3801 et seq., and implementing U.S. DOT regulations, 
"Program Fraud Civil Remedies," 49 CFR part 31 apply to any certification, assurance or submission made to FI'A. 
The criminal provisions of 18 U.S.C. 1001 apply to any certification, assurance, or submission made in cormection 
with a Federal public transportation program authorized in 49 U.S.C. chapter 53 or any other statute 

In signing this document, I declare under penalties of perjury that the foregoing certifications and assurances, and 
any other statements ~ge by me ~.behf.;ofthe Applicant are true and correct. 

I 7 } If/{ N fl/'\...- ' il - I o -- i c::, Signature G . · Date: ______ _ 

Name .. Ph,' I IV\ ""'4- .. r "'~ ,.,...., 
Authorized Representative of Applicant 

AFFIRMATION OF APPUCANT'S ATTORNEY 

For (Name of Applicant): ____ J: __ Yl_J_· .-_.,_~""-_;__Q_·_~_~ ___ ...;:G,:::...__"-'_V'\.._ry-;;;·,__ ______ _ 

As the undersigned Attorney for the above named Applicant, I hereby affirm to the Applicant that it has authority 
under State, local, or tribal government law, as applicable, to make and comply with the certifications and 
-assurances as indicated on the foregoing pages. I further affirm that, in my opinion, the certifications and assurances 
have been legally made and constitute legal and binding obligations on the Applicant 

I further affumto the Applicant that, to th best of my knowledge, there is no legislation or litigation pending or 
imminent that might adversely affect the· alidity of these certifications and assurances, or of the performance of the 
·proj~ct. 

S~nature·----------~~==~--~--------------------------~ 

Name me l;s->a P. a~~, 
Date: 

Attorney for Applicant 

Each Applicant for FI'A fmancial assistance and each FI'A Grantee with an active capital or formula project must provide an Affirmation of 
Applicant's Attorney pertaining to the Applicant's legal capacity. The Applicant roay enter its signature in Ueu of the Attorney's signature, 
provided the Applicant has on file lhls Affirmation, signed by the attorney and dated this Federal fiscal year. 
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APPENDIX A 

FEDERAL FISCAL YEAR 2011 CERTIFICATIONS AND ASSURANCES FOR 
FEDERAL TRANSIT ADMINISTRATION ASSISTANCE PROGRAMS 

(Signature page alternative to providing Certifications and Assurances in TEAM-Web) 

Name of Applicant: T V"l Jl~"' R 1 ~....v Co'"'....., ·1 
The Applicant agrees ~o comply with applicable provisions of Categories 01- 24. __ _ 

OR 
The Applicant agrees to comply with applicable provisions of tbe Categories it has selected: 

Category 

01. 

02. 

03. 

04. 

05. 

06. 

07. 

08. 

09. 

10. 

11. 

12. 

13. 

14. 

15. 

16. 

17. 

18. 

19. 

,20. 

.. (';\ 21~' ' 

22. 
23. 

24. 

Description 

Assurances Required For Each Applicant. 

Lobbying. 

Procurement Compliance. 

Protections for Private Providers of Public Transportation. 

Public Hearing. 

Acquisition of Rolling Stock for Use in Revenue Service. 

Acquisition of Capital Assets by Lease. 

Bus Testing. 

Charter Service Agreement. 

School Transportation Agreement. 

Demand Responsive Service. 

Alcohol Misuse and Prohibited Drug Use. 

Interest and Other Financing Costs. 

Intelligent Transportation Systems. 

Urbanized Area Formula Proguun. 

Clean Fuels Grant Program. 

Elderly Individuals and Individuals with Disabilities Formula Program and Pilot Program. 

Nonurbanized Area Formula Program for States. 

Job Access and Reverse Commute Program. 

New Freedom Program. 

· Pabl S. Sarbanes Transit in Parks Program. 

/ 
7 
/ 
_,.---
~ 
~ 

t!A
~ 

~ 
~ 

------~· 

~ 
~ 

-----NA 
~ 

...L": 
~ 
~· 

AlA 
Tribal Transit Program. -·~··.IV' A '.:·.:~;.:' ~· /~ 

TIFIA Projects 

Deposits of Federal Financial Assistance to a State Infrastructure Banks. 

NA 
/\If\-
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INTRODUCTION 

INDIAN RIVER COUNTY 

METRO PO LIT AN PLANNING ORGANIZATION 

Quarterly Status Report 
Aprill, 2011 - June 30, 2011 

This status report for the fourth quarter of FY 201 0/2011 identifies the activities undertaken by the 
Indian River County MPO during the reporting period. 

WORK PROGRAM STATUS 

During the fourth quarter of FY 201 0/2011, MPO staff completed various activities related to the 
approved UPWP. These are identified below. 

• Task 1.1 - Program Management 

From April 1, 2011 to June 30, 2011, MPO staff undertook all applicable MPO program 
management functions. This involved general administration and financial management 
activities, as well as coordination with various local governments and with FDOT. Specific 
activities included: 

attendance at one MPO meeting, one Technical Advisory Committee (TAC) meeting, 
one Citizens Advisory Committee (CAC) meeting, and one Bicycle/Pedestrian 
Advisory Committee (BAC) meeting 
attendance at one MPO Advisory Council (MPOAC) staff directors meeting 
provision of technical assistance to the MPO, TAC, CAC and BAC 
development of agendas, staff reports, and minutes for MPO, TAC, CAC and BAC 
meetings 
preparation of various MPO-related correspondences 
supervision of MPO staff activities 
coordination of MPO activities with local governments and FDOT 
maintenance of the MPO's web site 
circulation of orientation materials to new MPO and advisory board members 
distribution of new MPO mailing address and contact information to public agencies, 
local governments, consultants, and citizens 
development, reproduction and distribution of the MPO newsletter 
preparation of the third quarter progress report and invoice for FY 201 0111 
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• Task 1.2 - Program Development: UPWP 

During the reporting period, the MPO initiated end-of-fiscal year closeout activities and 
amended its UPWP. 

• Task 1.3 and Task 1.4 

These are FDOT tasks relating to support/match for the Federal Highway Administration 
Planning (PL) fund program and the Section 5303 program, respectively. No MPO activities 
are associated with these tasks. 

• Task 1.5- Training 

During the quarter, MPO staff attended Federal Highway Administration and US Census 
Bureau training in Traffic Analysis Zone (T AZ) delineation held at the Palm Beach County 
MPO headquarters in West Palm Beach. Among the topics discussed were T AZ delineation 
software; TAZ submission deadlines; and American Community Survey (ACS) data. 

Also during the quarter, MPO staff attended a seminar on the Walkable Communities Toolkit 
that is being developed by FDOT and Dan Burden of Burden and Associates. The seminar 
was conducted at the Treasure Coast Regional Planning Council office in Stuart. 

• Task 1.6 - Public Involvement 

During the reporting period, MPO staff responded to inquiries from citizens, local 
governments, business and community groups, and other parties about MPO plans, actions, 
and activities. Consistent with the adopted public participation plan, the MPO logs, 
evaluates, and, if requested, responds to all comments it receives from the public. This 
public contact information is entered into the MPO' s public information database and is used 
to evaluate overall public involvement efforts on an annual basis. 

Throughout the quarter, staff made the MPO's major plans, studies, and programs available 
for public distribution at a number of outlets, including the Indian River County Main, 
Brackett, and Sebastian Libraries and at the Indian River County Community Development 
Department reception desk. 

Also throughout the quarter, staff maintained the MPO web site. That site is structured as 
part of the County's general web site. Among the regularly updated information items on the 
web site are meeting dates, agenda minutes, staff reports, newsletters, and other information. 
This web site also has MPO staff e-mail addresses. 

During the quarter, MPO staff participated in a number of research projects and surveys. 
One was a survey ofMPO climate change strategies conducted by the National Association 
of Regional Councils, while another was a survey .of Congestion Management Process 
procedures in Florida conducted by the FHW A office in Tallahassee. 
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Throughout the quarter, MPO staff continued to participate in an ongoing local AM talk 
radio program and community access television program. The topics discussed included 
transit funding, proposed transit system improvements and LRTP adoption. 

With respect to Bicycle/Pedestrian outreach, MPO staff engaged in a number of activities 
during the quarter. Those efforts included two bicycle safety roadeos conducted in 
conjunction with the School District and the Health Department. Also during the quarter, 
MPO staff developed and presented safety information to a local Elementary School PTA 
Chapter. 

During the quarter, MPO staff began developing its second MPO Annual Report. That 
report, which contains annual transportation statistics, status updates of key projects, and 
budget information, is expected to be completed in the first quarter of2011/12. 

Finally, MPO staff published and distributed its quarterly MPO newsletter. That newsletter 
addressed a variety of topics in Indian River County. To complete this task, MPO staff added 
to and maintained mailing lists of interested individuals and community representatives; 
wrote a number of articles pertaining to transportation activities in the county; designed a 
layout for the newsletter; and managed publication and mail out. 

• Task 2.1 -Land Use and Socioeconomic Data Analysis 

During the quarter, MPO staff performed a2011 Vac~ntParcel Model run. To complete the 
task, MPO staff updated the shape file depicting existing proposed subdivisions; downloaded 
data from the Property Appraiser's Office; and reviewed model output. This information is 
used in a variety of applications, including population forecasting and travel demand model 
validation. To ensure accurate model output, the MPO coordinated with the County's 
Community Development and GIS Departments to input approved land use changes in the 
areas annexed by the City of Fellsmere. 

Finally, during the quarter, MPO staff completed the process of delineating new 2010 Census 
Traffic Analysis Zones (T AZs ). To delineate the new zones, staff coordinated with officials 
from the Census Bureau and FDOT; reviewed the guidelines governing T AZ delineation; and 
created a shape file of newT AZs using Census Bureau software. The resulting revised T AZ 
boundaries were reviewed with the County's Community Development Department and 
uploaded to the Census Bureau website. 

• Task 2.2 - Traffic Count and Transportation Data Collection and Analysis 

In the fourth quarter of FY 2010/2011, staff undertook several traffic count data collection 
and analysis activities. These included: 

o Conducting 72 24-hour, 15-minute interval, automatic machine classification counts, 
as part of the Indian River County Annual Traffic Count Program 

o Conducting 13 special counts, including approach counts and speed studies 
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o Conducting 29 intersection turning movement counts 

This information was compiled and is maintained in a computer database. 

• Task 2.3 - Geographic Information Systems (GIS) Analysis 

During the quarter, MPO staff created or modified a number of GIS transportation 
geodatabase layers and project shape files. Activities completed during the quarter included 
finalizing several2035 LRTP Shape Files, including Needs and Cost Affordable Roadway 
Networks; adding minor route changes to existing transit routes; and updating the map of 
new residential developments in the county. In addition, a number of administrative tasks, 
such as adding metadata to the existing MPO files, were undertaken. 

Also during the quarter, MPO staff continued to participate in countywide GIS activities. 
These activities included upgrading software and hardware and attending GIS user group 
meetings. 

• Task 3.1 - Long Range Planning 

During the quarter, the MPO developed the 2035 Long Range Transportation Plan final 
report. In so doing, the MPO undertook a number of activities. Those activities included 
editing the draft final report; adding language clarifying the Operating and Maintenance 
component of the LRTP; adding Operating and Maintenance costs to the revenue and 
expense tables; and posting copies of the final report on-line. It is anticipated that the MPO 
will make hardcopies ofthe final report available in the first quarter of2011112. 

MPO staff also continued to coordinate extensively with the Space Coast and St. Lucie TPOs 
and the Martin MPO on their respective LRTPs. In so doing, MPO staff reviewed the final 
2035 LRTP documents of those agencies. Those activities are described in greater detail in 
Task 4.8. 

• Task 3.2 - Transit Planning 

Throughout the quarter, MPO staff coordinated with City, County, Senior Resource 
Association and FDOT staff on a number of intermodal project planning activities. For 
example, MPO staff met with County and SRA staff to coordinate construction of a new 
Administrative and Parking facility in the Gifford area. During those meetings, MPO staff 
discussed grant administration issues as well as the applicability offederal funding guidelines 
to the project. In addition, MPO staff continued to provide assistance to City and County 
staff to obtain grant funding for intermodal projects, including the Aviation Boulevard/43rd 
Avenue intermodal project. 

With respect to grant administration activities, MPO staff coordinated with FDOT staff, 
prepared BCC and MPO agenda items, and took necessary actions to ensure the continuation 
of a number of federal and state grants. Those activities included: 
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• Coordinating with FTA on the 2010/11 5307 Transit Operations and Capital 
grant; 

• Coordinating with the SRA on the 2010111 5311 Grant Application; 
• Completing ARRA Section 1512 and 1209( c) reports; 
• Writing a quarterly status update and invoice for all active transit and intermodal 

grants; 
• Preparing invoices for all active transit arid intermodal grants; 
• Preparing supplemental JP As and agreements for the continuation of FDOT 

grants; and 
• Conducting Quarterly TEAM/ECHO activities. 

As it has in the past, MPO staff participated in a quarterly meeting with County staff and 
Senior Resource Association staff to discuss transit operations and related issues. MPO staff 
also assisted County staff and Senior Resource Association (SRA) staff in administering 
federal and state capital, operating and intermodal grants. As part of the intermodal grant 
administration and development process, MPO staff conducted Technical Advisory Group 
(TAG) meetings to update FDOT on the status of its corridor and intermodal grants. Staff 
also updated its quarterly report on the status of these grants. 

Throughout the quarter, MPO staff coordinated extensively with the County, Senior 
Resource Association, and City of V ero Beach to develop a transit hub in the Vero 
Beach/Central Indian River County area. In so doing, MPO staff identified and evaluated 
possible hub locations; coordinated with local property owners; and developed preliminary 
cost estimates and conceptual layouts. 

In the fourth quarter of 2010/11, MPO staff assisted the SRA in preparing for the Medicaid 
Transportation compliance review conducted by the state Commission for the Transportation 
Disadvantaged. Also, MPO staff assisted the SRA in reviewing its procedures and provided 
the SRA with copies of appropriate MPO plans and programs. 

• Task 3.3 - Transportation Improvement Program (TIP) Development 

During the quarter, MPO staff completed a number of activities associated with adoption of 
the MPO's FY 2011112 Transportation Improvement Program (TIP). One such activity 
involved reviewing the final FDOT five-year work program, the document which forms the 
basis of the TIP, for consistency with MPO priorities and the FDOT tentative work program. 
Another activity involved staff review of the County's local capital improvements program 
and development of the local projects section of the new TIP. 

As part of the TIP document, staff created GIS layers of TIP projects. Finally, the MPO 
developed a draft TIP. To prepare the draft TIP, the MPO updated the background and 
descriptive information contained in the introductory portion of the TIP; developed a listing 
of major project activities since adoption of the previous TIP; updated tables of funding 
source codes and abbreviations used in the TIP; and developed and refined a relational 

i 

Progress Report for Fourth Quarter FY 2010/11 Page 5 



database containing a five-year listing of FDOT projects. Comments from FDOT and the 
Federal Highway Administration (FHW A) were received and incorporated into the draft TIP. 

i 

Once the draft TIP was completed, MPO staff developed a Powerpoint presentation and staff 
report and presented the draft TIP to the TDLCB, TAC, and CAC for a recommendation of 
approval by the MPO. Finally, the TIP was presented to the MPO and approved in June of 
2011. 

Also during the quarter, staff explored automation options for preparation of the TIP. This 
involved extensive coordination with FDOT and the other MPOs in FDOT District Four. As 
part of the coordination efforts, staff attended a software demonstration conducted in the 
Palm Beach MPO office and discussed the project with FDOT. 

• Task 3.4 - Congestion Management Process (CMP) 

During the quarter, MPO staff coordinated with County Public Works staff to review 
previously unfunded Congestion Management Process priorities and to perform a new CMP 
analysis. Specific activities completed included collecting traffic count, turning movement, 
and roadway characteristics data; identifying congested corridors; and screening the corridors 
for appropriate Congestion Mitigation strategies. It is anticipated that the CMP analysis will 
be finalized in the 1st quarter of 2011112. 

• Task 4.1 - Transportation Disadvantaged Program 

MPO staff expenses for the provision of administrative support for the County's 
transportation disadvantaged program are incurred against the County's approved year 2011 
TD grant as indicated in the MPO's UPWP. Those TD activities are reported separately to 
the Commission for the Transportation Disadvantaged. 

• Task 4.2 - Comprehensive Plan Consistency 

During the quarter, MPO staff furnished information and/or reviewed Comprehensive Plans 
and proposed plan amendments of other jurisdictions. Information provided to local 
jurisdictions included Greenways Plan data, roadway level of service data, and updated 
LRTP data. 

Also during the quarter, the MPO furnished information to the Treasure Coast Regional 
Planning Council for use in updating the Strategic Regional Policy Plan (SRPP). 
Information furnished to the TCRPC included bike/ped network data, LR TP data, and 
congested roadway data. 

• Task 4.3 - Bicycle/Pedestrian Planning Program 

During the quarter, MPO staff participated in a number ofbike/ped activities. Those included 
reviewing priorities for grant applications and studies; participating in a number of 
educational outreach activities; and attending a meeting of the Community Traffic Safety 
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Team (CTST). 

Also during the quarter, MPO staff met with County Public Works staff and City of 
Fellsmere staff to discuss possible Safe Routes to School grant applications. To assist in the 
grant application process, MPO staff provided maps, data, and/or letters of support. 

During the quarter, MPO staff participated in the County Health Department's Walking 
School Bus program. That program, which has initiated Walking School Buses at 
Dodgertown and Fellsmere Elementary Schools, encourages children to walk to and from 
school on designated walking routes escorted by parental volunteers, law enforcement and 
school officials. 

In the recently completed Comprehensive Plan Transportation Element, bike/ped safety was 
defined as an ongoing problem in Indian River County. For that reason, staff continued to 
conduct the MPO's bike/ped safety education program. Specific activities undertaken 
included conducting bike/ped safety roadeos and distributing safety equipment and 
information to Elementary Schools throughout the county. 

• Task 4.4 - FDOT Project Coordination 

During the quarter, MPO and County engineering staff met with FDOT staff and consultants 
regarding the resurfacing of SR A 1 A and the widening of US 1. Tasks performed during the 
quarter included assisting with public involvement and notification issues, attending public 
meetings, and/or coordinating with various partner agencies. 

Also during the quarter, MPO staff met with FDOT to discuss the Interchange Justification 
Report consultant selection process and to review IJR forecast travel demand assumptions 
(See Task 4.7). In so doing, MPO staff developed a t11.ble comparing FDOT forecast future 
traffic volumes to current traffic counts. 

• Task 4.5 - Intergovernmental Coordination 

Throughout the quarter, MPO staff coordinated with local governments with respect to the 
Corridor Grant program, Safe Routes to School program, Enhancement program, County 
Incentive Grant program, and other grant programs. In so doing, MPO staff distributed grant 
applications to local jurisdictions, provided technical assistance, and coordinated comments 
from FDOT with respect to the application process. MPO staff also attended a number of 
meetings with local and state agencies, including a meeting of the Community Traffic Safety 
Team (CTST). 

Also during the quarter, MPO staff sent agenda materials, newsletters, and invitations to 
participate in MPO meetings and activities to the St. Lucie, Martin, and Space Coast 
T/MPOs. In addition, MPO staff continued to review technical information and provide 
comments on proposed development projects in otherjurisdictions that impact Indian River 
County. 
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• Task 4.6 -Greenways Planning 

Throughout the quarter, MPO staff coordinated with County Public Works staff and the 
Office of Greenways and Trails (OGT) regarding the MPO's application for Recreational 
Trails Program (RTP) funding. Specific activities undertaken included providing 
environmental data to the St. Johns River Water Management District and reviewing 
preliminary project plans. 

• Task 4. 7 - Corridor Studies 

During the quarter, MPO staff met with the County Public Works Department and the City of 
Sebastian to discuss proposed improvements to the Schumann Drive/661

h A venue corridor 
(CR 510 - Barber Street). For its part, MPO staff assisted City and County staff in 
determining construction schedules for proposed widening and intersection improvements, 
and obtaining new County Incentive Grant Program (CIGP) funding. 

i 

Also during the quarter, MPO staff coordinated with FDOT on the proposed Oslo Road/ I-95 
Interchange Justification Report (IJR) project. This involved MPO staff attending a meeting 
with FDOT officials at FDOT District IV headquarters in Ft. Lauderdale to discuss future 
traffic forecasts and to discuss a Preliminary Interchange Justification Report (PIJR) 
developed by consultants. Staff reviewed the information in the report and provided FDOT 
with comments. 

• Task 4.8 -Regional Long Range Transportation Plan 

During the quarter, MPO staff worked with staff from the St. Lucie TPO and Martin MPO to 
initiate the 2011 Transportation Regional Incentive Program (TRIP) project cycle. In so 
doing, MPO staff identified completed projects from the prioritized list of Regional Long 
Range Projects and updated the list. MPO staff also assisted County Public Works staff in 
developing new TRIP project grant applications. 

Also during the quarter, staff coordinated with the M/TPOs on the status of FDOT's FEC 
Amtrak rail grant application and follow up efforts by FDOT to restore Amtrak service to the 
FEC corridor. 

TASK END PRODUCTS PRODUCED THIS QUARTER 

End Products completed on or ahead of schedule (as indicated in the 201 0111 UPWP) during the 
quarter included: 

• Adoption ofMPO's 2011112-2015116 Transportation Improvement Program (Task 3.1, 
completed on schedule). 

UNCOMPLETED TASK END PRODUCTS 
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There were no uncompleted tasks during the quarter. 

CONCLUSION 

From April I, 2011 to June 30,2011, several UPWP work tasks progressed. MPO staff expects the 
level of activity on programmed work activities to increase during the first quarter ofFY 2011112. 
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