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BPAC AGENDA

Bicycle/Pedestrian Advisory Committee
NOTE: THIS IS AN IN-PERSON MEETING
COLLIER IT Training Room, 5% Floor Collier
Metropolitan Planning Organization County Government Center Administration Building (F)
3299 Tamiami Trail East, Naples, FL, 34112

November 19, 2024
9:00 a.m.

Call to Order B. Bicycle & Pedestrian Master Plan

(BPMP) — Presentation from Capital
Roll Call Consulting Solutions on Changes to
Approval of Agenda Evaluation Criteria and Final
Approval of the October 15, 2024 Meeting g ornrmt‘Fee Comments Before

. reparation of First Draft

Minutes
Open to the Public for Comment on Items not 8. Reports & Presentations (May Require

Committee Action)

on the Agenda
9. Member Comments

Agency Updates
10. Distribution Items
A. FDOT
B. MPO 11. Topics for Future Meetings
Committee Action 12. Next Meeting Date
A. Bicycle and Pedestrian Call for January 21, 2025 —9:00 a.m.
Projects — Endorse 2025 Project Location: Collier County Government Center
Priority Recommendation Admin. Bldg. F. IT Training Rm 5" Floor,
3299 Tamiami Trail East
13. Adjournment
PLEASE NOTE:

The meetings of the advisory committees of the Collier Metropolitan Planning Organization (MPO) are open to the
public and citizen input is encouraged. Any person wishing to speak on any scheduled item may do so upon
recognition of the Chairperson. Any person desiring to have an item placed on the agenda should contact the MPO
Director at least 14 days prior to the meeting date. Any person who decides to appeal a decision of the advisory
committee will need a record of the proceedings pertaining thereto, and therefore may need to ensure that a verbatim
record of the proceeding is made, which record includes the testimony and evidence upon which the appeal is to be
based. In accordance with the Americans with Disabilities Act, any person requiring special accommodations to
participate in this meeting should contact the Collier Metropolitan Planning Organization 72 hours prior to the
meeting by calling (239) 252-5814. The MPO'’s planning process is conducted in accordance with Title VI of the
Civil Rights Act of 1964 and Related Statutes. Any person or beneficiary who believes that within the MPO'’s
planning process they have been discriminated against because of race, color, religion, sex, age, national origin,
disability, or familial status may file a complaint with the Collier MPO Title VI Coordinator, Ms. Suzanne Miceli,
(239) 252-5814 or by email at: Suzanne.Miceli@colliercountyfl.gov, or in writing to the Collier MPO, attention:
Ms. Miceli, at 2885 South Horseshoe Dr., Naples, FL 34104.



mailto:Suzanne.Miceli@colliercountyfl.gov

BICYCLE & PEDESTRIAN ADVISORY COMMITTEE of the
COLLIER METROPOLITAN PLANNING ORGANIZATION
Collier County Government Center, Administration Building (F)
IT Training Room, Fifth Floor
3299 Tamiami Trail East, Naples, FL, 34112
October 15,2024 - 9:00 A.M.

Meeting Minutes

1. Call to Order
Mr. Matonti called the meeting to order at 9:02 a.m.
2. Roll Call
Ms. Miceli called roll and confirmed a quorum was present.

Members Present

Anthony Matonti (Chair)
Michelle Sproviero (Vice-Chair)
Alan Musico

Dayna Fendrick

Kevin Dohm

Mark Komanecky

Patty Huff

Robert Vigorito

Members Absent
Andrea Halman
Joe Bonness
Robert Phelan

MPO Staff Present

Anne McLaughlin, Executive Director

Sean Kingston, Principal Planner

Suzanne Miceli, Administrative Support Specialist 11

Others Present

Michelle Avola-Brown, Naples Pathways Coalition
Kathy Eastley, Collier County Transportation Planning
Kelly McGuinness, TY Lin International (virtual)
Stacey Meekins, TY Lin International (virtual)

Lisa Smith, TY Lin International (virtual)

Rakesh Rangaswamy, TY Lin International (virtual)
Timothy Archer, Public

Matthias Reinhold, Public

3. Approval of the Agenda

Ms. Sproviero moved to approve the agenda. Seconded by Mr. Musico. Carried unanimously.

4. Approval of the Minutes




4.A. Approval of the September 17, 2024 Meeting Minutes

Mpr. Musico moved to approve the September 17, 2024 minutes. Seconded by Mr. Fendrick.

Carried unanimously.

5. Open to the Public for Comment on Items Not on the Agenda
None.

6. Agency Updates
A. FDOT:

A representative from FDOT was not present at the meeting.
B. MPO:

Mr. Kingston reported that the MPO plans in process have upcoming events. The consultants for
the Long Range Transportation Plan (Jacobs), Comprehensive Safety Action Plan (TY Lin), and Bicycle
and Pedestrian Master Plan (Capital Consulting Solutions) will attend outreach meetings with Miccosukee
Tribe on October 17 and Seminole Tribe of Florida on October 18. Chair Matonti will attend these as well.
The first virtual public workshop for the CSAP will be held October 30 and BPMP October 23.

7. Committee Action

A. Propose Time and Location for Spring 2025 Joint Bicycle and Pedestrian Committee
Workshop with Lee MPO

Mr. Matonti asked the Committee to choose their order of priority for date and location
preferences for the Spring of 2025 Collier/Lee MPO Joint Bicycle and Pedestrian Committee Workshop
from the details provided. The committee decided their preference in order, all at 10:00am:

1. April 22, 2025 at the Heritage Bay Meeting Room @ 15450 Collier Blvd., Naples, FL 34120

2. April 22,2025 at the FDOT Southwest Area Office @ 10041 Daniels Pkwy., Ft. Myers, FL
33913

3. March 22, 2025 at the Heritage Bay Meeting Room

4. March 22,2025 at the FDOT Southwest Area Office

Ms. Huff moved to approve the preferred order of joint Lee/Collier MPO Bicycle and Pedestrian

Committee Workshop dates and locations. Seconded by Ms. Sproviero. Carried unanimously.

8. Reports & Presentations (May Require Committee Action)

A. SS4A Safety Action Plan — Presentation on Plan Development and Draft Existing
Conditions and Safety Analysis Memorandum

Mr. Kingston introduced the consultant attending virtually preparing the Comprehensive Safety
Action Plan (CSAP), TY Lin. Ms. McGuinness led the presentation, which covered an introduction to



the project, its purpose, and timeline, an overview of existing conditions, survey results, next steps, and a
question-and-answer session.

Ms. Huff asked whether Environmental Justice areas from the current BPMP were used which
Ms. McLaughlin confirmed they were as they were most accurate with the most recent census and
mapping tools. A group discussion followed, regarding EJ areas and ways to resource the most accurate
numbers based on current conditions.

Mr. Musico suggested that ebikes and corresponding micromobility need to be included in the
plan. Discussions commenced. Recommendations from Mr. Vigorito included regulations on their
license and insurance, weight and maximum speed from Mr. Musico and Ms. Huff. Ms. McGuinness
agreed, however crash reports don’t specify the type of micromobility. Ms. Meekins concurred, however
most critical safety issues were with automobiles.

Ms. Huff remarked that these forms of transportation are affordable and Mr. Matonti that a
license isn’t needed. A group discussion followed, regarding possibly ways to deal with e-bikes (e.g.
getting them off of the sidewalk, better ways for them to be in bike lanes, ways to enforce, and what is
possible). Ms. Avola-Brown mentioned that multi-use pathways can serve ebikes better than sidewalks,
so more multi-use paths would help. A group discussion continued, and it was agreed that when it comes
to safety, policies and infrastructure need to address e-bikes.

Ms. Meekins responded that the questions in the public surveys can be tailored to address these
issues.

Mr. Dohm suggested that the plan adopt some ideas from places with great multi-use systems,
like Amsterdam.

9. Member Comments

Ms. Huff and Ms. Avola-Brown announced they will be attending the statewide Bicycle Summit
in Wintergarden, Florida between November 15-17. They also announced the Florida Greenways and
Trails Summit in Venice, Florida on February 5-6. More information is available at Floridabicycle.org.
Ms. Huff announced and handed out flyers for the Save the Bank of Everglades Building Music Festival
on Saturday, November 2 at the Rod and Gun Club, Everglades City.

10. Distribution Items

None.

11. Topics for Next Meeting

Mr. Musico suggested an item regarding ebikes should be included. Ms. Huff suggested more
information on the Florida Wildlife Corridor. Mr. Kingston mentioned information on the BPMP will be
included.

12. Next Meeting Date

November 19, 2024 — 9:00 a.m. Location: Collier County Government Center, Admin. Bldg. F,
IT Training Room, 5th Floor, 3299 Tamiami Trail East, Naples, 34112

13. Adjournment

Mr. Matonti adjourned the meeting at 10:49 a.m.



EXECUTIVE SUMMARY
REPORTS & PRESENTATIONS
ITEM 7A

Bicycle and Pedestrian Call for Projects — Endorse 2025 Project Priority Recommendation

OBJECTIVE: For the committee to formally endorse the 6™ Avenue - Elkcam Circle Shared Use Path
submitted by the City of Marco Island as its single 2025 Project Priority to recommend to the MPO Board
for 2025.

CONSIDERATIONS: Staff accepted a single application submitted by City of Marco Island as complete
and eligible for funding. The project application is shown in Attachment 1. At the August 20, 2024
committee meeting, Alan Musico presented the Marco Island project submittal in detail and staff distributed
its preliminary scores based on the Bicycle and Pedestrian Master Plan. (Attachment 2)

The committee has not yet taken formal action to endorse the project as a priority for submittal to the MPO
Board. Given that there is only one submittal this year, the committee members can make a motion to vote
to endorse the project as a new priority for submittal to the MPO Board in 2025. The option remains to
score the project with the score sheet provided in Attachment 3.

Next steps:

November 2024 or January 2025: CAC/TAC: review and endorsement

o December 2, 2024 through March 31, 2025: Agencies enter Transportation Alternative (TA)
Program applications in GAP system.
May 2025: Board previews draft project priority lists

e June 2025: MPO Board approves project priorities

STAFF RECOMMENDATION: That the committee endorse the City of Marco Island project as its
single project priority recommendation for 2025.

Prepared By: Anne McLaughlin, MPO Director and Sean Kingston, AICP, PMP, Principal Planner

Attachments:
1. Marco Island 6™ Ave. — Elkcam Cir. Shared Use Path Project Application
2. Staff’s preliminary scoring for Marco Island submittal
3. Blank score sheet



7A Attachment 1
BPAC 11/19/24

MPO PROJECT CONCEPT SHEET — NON-MOTORIZED

Part 1 — Determination of Eligibility —

Applications must sufficiently respond to the timeliness, constructability and funding availability
questions below. MPO staff will review the applications. Applications that do not sufficiently
address these questions will not be considered for further evaluation.

1
2.
3.
4
5

6.

Name of Submitting Jurisdiction: City of Marco Island
Name of Applicant: Justin Martin

Signature of Applicant: M W

Date of Application .
Project Title  6th Ave. - Elkcam Cir. Shared Use Path

Project Category
X _Arterial / Collector Local / Residential
Spine / Pathway Complete Streets / Safety Corridor Study

Project Location, Termini, and Length (Attach Location Map):

The Project proposes an 8’ Shared-Use Path connecting the Marco Lakes Community (an EJ
Area) with the Town Center, which includes many essential services, including Supermarkets,
Pharmacies, Public Transportation, Banks, the Post Office, and Recreational Opportunities
afforded by the newly reconstructed Veteran’s Park.

The Project consists of two primary sections: the first runs along 6th Avenue from East Elkcam
Circle to Barfield Drive and then intersects with the second segment along East Elkcam Circle
from Bald Eagle Drive to Collier Blvd.

The project also contains three short sections of Pathway that will fill in missing gaps so that the
Primary Sections will connect directly to the existing Marco Island Pathways Network without
interruption. These are Park Avenue from Neil Bahr Way to Bald Eagle Drive, West Elkcam Circle
from Park Avenue to North Collier Blvd, and West Elkcam Circle from Veterans Park to Bald

Eagle Drive.
The total Project Length is 1.1 Miles.

Project Description (/nclude information pertaining to programming in the MPO TIP,
such as project type, phasing amount of state/local funding requested, local match, if

any).

The project aims to enhance pedestrian and cyclist safety along 6th Avenue by widening
the existing 5-foot sidewalk to an 8-foot shared-use pathway. This upgrade will better
accommodate foot and bicycle traffic, promoting safer and more efficient travel for non-
motorized users. It aligns with the Marco Island Comprehensive Plan, Transportation
Element (Policy 1.5.6 and 1.5.7), which emphasizes improving pedestrian infrastructure
to ensure a safe, efficient, and convenient system of walkways. Additionally, 6th Avenue
serves as a safer alternative route by bypassing a heavily trafficked section of Collier Blvd,



10.

11.

which is among the most heavily traveled roadways in Marco Island. The City of Marco
Island will budget and oversee the design phase. This request is for construction funds,
which the City will manage under a Local Agency Program (LAP) agreement. The project
has been unanimously approved and incorporated into the 2024 Marco Island Shared
Path Master Plan per resolution 24-10 passed in the open and regular session of the City
of Marco Island on March 18, 2024 (Supporting document is attached).

Timeliness — Verify that the project can and should be designed and constructed
within the time period selected for funding. (Opportunity to describe any special
circumstance involving timing and phasing of project — to piggy-back on another
project, or connect to adjoining project and how schedules relate, for example. Attach
additional pages and documentation if needed.):

The project is structured to be completed within the designated funding period, with no
dependencies on external projects or phases. The project aligns with the current
infrastructure, particularly the interconnecting bike lanes on North Barfield and Collier
Blvd, which are already operational and heavily utilized. The existing framework supports
swift integration and will be planned to avoid conflict with other ongoing local projects.
Additionally, the city conducted three public forums to ensure community support,
gathering 576 signatures, which were instrumental in refining the scope to better meet
the community's needs. This strong backing enhances its feasibility, reinforcing the timely
completion within the planned funding period.

Constructability—Verify that the project is fully scoped, the right-of-way is available,
and cost estimates are complete and accurate (Attach available documentation, such
as construction or planning project cost estimates, the extent to which ROW
availability is confirmed at this stage, photos, etc.).

The project corridor has a 60-foot right-of-way with a 12-foot swale, with ample space for
the expansion. Initial cost estimates have been based on a recent, comparable project
featuring the same sidewalk width and similar scope. The FDOT will review the final cost
estimate to ensure accuracy and compliance with state guidelines.

Funding Availability — Identify funding (source and amount) that is currently available
for programming by the MPO and by the local entity. Funding availability must be
sufficient to meet project costs. (Attach Documentation such as CIP page, AUIR page).

Approximately $1.2 million to 1.8 million is being requested from the MPO-SU Box funds
and other available FDOT funds, which will become available in the next funding cycle.
The project was incorporated into the 2024 Marco Island Master Plan following the
redevelopment of Veteran Park, which now features enhanced recreational facilities and
has seen an uptick in usage along the route. The City of Marco Island is committed to



12.

13.

14.

15.

supporting this project. Section 3 of Resolution 18-30 states, “The City Council will
continue to support funding for additional projects to complete the Master Plan
Program.” Additional funding will be provided through its Capital Improvement Budget.

Project Relationship to Bicycle and Pedestrian Master Plan (BPMP) (Demonstrate
where/how the project is Identified in the Network Needs analysis (Chapter 5) -
provide page number, table, map, appendices if relevant, and/or identified in local
plan adopted by reference, specify which Plan)

Per the BPMP, the City of Marco Island has adopted a Bike Path Master Plan map shown
in Figure 21. The Marco Island Master Plan and supporting City Council resolution are
provided in Appendix 3. The plan is updated annually and automatically incorporated into
the BPMP by reference (p.38). The most recent update to the city’s Bike Path Master Plan
is documented in Resolution 24-10, where the expanded share-use path is marked as
Exhibit A.

If this is a design and/or construction project, describe how it addresses the Design
Guidelines in Chapter 6 of the BPMP. (attach pages or documentation if needed.)

The proposed 8’ shared-use path is consistent with the Design Guidelines specified in
Chapter 6, Table 15 for a C5 urban Center facility with a 35 mph speed limit on page 50.

Describe how this project is consistent with the policies contained in Chapter 7 of the
BPMP. (Attach additional pages or documentation if needed.)

Marco Island annually reviews accident reports involving cyclists, pedestrians, and
vehicles. Notably, a severe accident in 2017 required an emergency medical service
(EMS) intervention, and in 2021, two additional incidents occurred, one requiring
hospital transport via EMS. Currently, the 2023 accident reports are under review, with
three incidents identified along this route. This project’s emphasis on safety aligns with
the policies outlined in Chapter 7 of the MPMP, which prioritizes safe and convenient
multimodal networks for all users.

Optional - attach additional information that will aid in understanding the project.

Census data indicate that Marco Lakes district is an environmental justice area. This
project aims to improve access to essential services for Marco Lakes district residents, a
segment of the community that relies heavily on sustainable transportation options.
Enhancing the shared use path ensures equitable access, supports residents' daily travel
needs, and promotes social equity within the community. This aligns with



environmental justice objectives by actively addressing the needs of underserved
populations and ensuring that all community members benefit from improved
infrastructure.



District One
Priority Project Information Packet

Please fill out this application completely. Please ensure all attachments are LEGIBLE
Applications containing insufficient information will not be reviewed by the FDOT.

Name of Applying Agency: City of Marco Island

Project Name: 6" Avenue Shared-use Path. Project Category:

Congestion Management [J TRIP O CIGP O
SU, TALU Bike/Ped X
Transportation Alternative [J Transit/Modal [J SCOP [ SCRAPL]

For more information on State Grant Programs (CIGP, SCOP, SCRAP, TRIP) please click here.

Is applicant LAP certified? Yes X No O

Is project on State Highway System? Yes [ No X

If the project is off the state system and the applicant is LAP certified the project will be
programmed as a LAP project.

Is the roadway on the Federal Aid Eligible System? Yes O No X
If yes, provide Federal Aid roadway number: Click here to enter text.

If no, give local jurisdiction: Click here to enter text.
http://www.fdot.qov/statistics/fedaid/

Detailed Project Limits/Location:

Describe begin and end points of project, EX., from ABC Rd. to XYZ Ave. Limits run south to
north or west to east. Include jurisdiction (city/county), project length, attach a labeled project,
map.

This 1.1 Mile Project is in the City of Marco Island, Collier County. It consists of two Primary
Sections and Three Connecting Project Segments to provide direct connectivity from the
Primary Project Sections to the existing Marco Island Pathways Network without interruption.
Primary Project Sections:

e 6th Avenue (East Elkcam Circle to Barfield Drive) - Distance .50 Miles

e East Elkcam Circle (Bald Eagle Drive to North Collier Blvd.) — Distance .30 Miles

e Mid-Block Crossing (intersection of 6th Avenue and East Elkcam Circle above)



Connecting Project Segments:
e Park Avenue (Neil Bahr Way lo Bald Eagle Drive) — Distance .07 Miles
o West Elkcam Circle (Park Avenue to North Collier Bivd) — Distance .13 Miles
o West Elkcam Circle (Veterans Park Entrance to Bald Eagle Drive) Distance .10 Miles

Discuss how this project is consistent with the MPO/TPO Long Range Transportation

Plan.
Page Number (attach page from LRTP):

As part of the Marco Island Master Plan, this project is referenced in the appropriate Collier County
Master Plan and LRTP.

Discuss the project in the local jurisdiction’s Capital Improvement Plan.
(Attach page from CIP): Click here to enter text.

Per Resolution 18-30, “The City Council will continue to support funding for additional projects to complete
the Master Plan Program.”

Project Description
Phase(s) requested:

Planning Study [ PD&E [ PE X ROW O CSTX CElJ

Project cost estimates by phase (Please include detailed cost estimate and
documentation in back-up information):

Phase
(PD&E, ROW, PE,

Matching Local Fund Type of Match
Local Funds Source (Cash, in-kind)

Estimated

Total Cost Funds Reguested

csT)
PE $300K S0 $300 Capital Projects Cash
CST $1.6M $1.6M $0 S0 Cash

Total Project Cost:  $ [1.9 Million]

Project Details: Clearly describe the existing conditions and the proposed project and desired
improvements in detail. Please provide studies, documentation, etc., completed to-date to
support or justify the proposed improvements. Include labeled photos and maps. (Add additional

pages if needed):

The current pathway along the project route consists of a four-foot sidewalk that does not adequately
accommodate the volume of pedestrian and cyclist traffic, leading to congestion and pedestrian
hazards.

The project proposes expanding the existing sidewalk into an 8-foot-wide shared-use path. This
expansion will run from the intersection of 6" Avenue and North Barfield Dr. to West Elkcam Circle,
then to the intersection of Bald Eagle Dr. to Collier Bivd, and includes a segment on Park Avenue.
The proposed improvement's main goals are to improve safety by reducing conflicts between
pedestrians and cyclists and decreasing the risk of accidents. This project was requested by the
community and presented to the City Council due to traffic accident concerns.



Constructability Review

For items 2-9, provide labeled and dated photos (add additional pages if needed)

1.

Discuss other projects (e.g., drainage, utility, etc.) programmed (local, state, or
federal) within the limits of this project.

Adjacent to the proposed shared-use path project, another infrastructure project is
programmed on Bald Eagle Dr. This will be a buffered 7-foot bike lane at the two-lane sections,
running from Collier Blvd to San Marco Road. The project is federally funded and projected to
start in 2027. It is anticipated that minor drainage modifications will be required. The
construction timelines differ from our shared-used path project, which allows the city to plan
and execute these projects to minimize inconvenience to the public.

Does the applicant have an adopted ADA transition plan? Yes [ No X

Identify areas within the project limits that will require ADA retrofit. (Include GIS
coordinates for stops and labeled photos and/or maps.)

See attachmeni.

Is there a rail crossing along the
project? Yes [J No X

What is the Rail MP?

N/A

Are there any transit stops/shelters/amenities within the project
limits? Yes [INo X

How many? N/A

Stop ID number: N/A
Is the project within 10 miles of an airport? Yes X No O

Coordinate with local transit and discuss improvements needed or requested

for bus stops.
(add additional pages if needed):

N/A

Are turn lanes being added? Yes [ No X

If yes, provide traffic counts, length, and location of involved turn lanes.
N/A

Drainage structures:

e Number of culverts or pipes currently in place:
There are eight culverts currently in place.

¢ Discuss lengths and locations of each culvert along the roadway:

See attachment.



Discuss the disposition of each culvert and inlet. Which culverts are “to
remain,” and which are to be replaced, upgraded, or extended?

All existing culverts and inlets within the project area currently function within
their intended capacities and will not require replacement, extension, or
upgrading.

Discuss drainage ditches to be filled in? None

(Discuss limits and quantify fill in cubic yards): N/A

Describe the proposed conveyance system (add additional pages if needed.)

Due to the island's unique environmental sensitivity, we propose integrating
exfiltration trenches into the existing conveyance system to maintain and improve
water quality, which is the primary concern for infrastructure projects on Marco
Island. To address this, the project includes implementing exfiltration trenches
along the pathway where feasible, particularly within the swale areas. The
exfiltration trench will be designed using 8 to 12-inch perforated pipes layered with
#57 stone wrapped in filter fabric to prevent sediment intrusion while allowing water
percolation. The proposed exfiltration system represents less than 10% of the
overall project.

Are there any existing permitted stormwater management facilities/ponds within
the project limits? Yes O No X

If yes, provide the location and permit number (add additional pages if needed)
Click here to enter text. N/A

Discuss proposed stormwater management permits needed for the
improvements.

None

List specific utilities within project limits and describe any potential conflicts (add
additional pages if needed): Click here to enter text.

Discuss Bridges within project limits? Click here to enter text.

N/A

Can bridges accommodate proposed improvements? Yes (1 No [
If no, what bridge improvements are proposed? (Offset and dimensions of the
improvements; add additional pages if needed):

N/A



9. Has Right-of-way (ROW), easements, or ROW activity already been
performed/acquired for the proposed improvements? If yes, please provide
documentation

Yes X No O

If ROW or Easements are needed detail expected area of need (acreage needed,
ownership status):

Approximately 1.82 acres of right-of-way are owned by the City of Marco Island.

10. Discuss required permits (ERP, Drainage, Driveway, Right of Way, etc.):

None

If none are needed, state the qualified exemption:
SFWMD Exemption

11. Are there any wetlands within the project limits? Yes O No X

If yes, list the type of wetlands, estimated acreage and if mitigation will be required.
Please note whether the project is within the geographic service area of any approved
mitigation banks. Provide any additional information:

N/A

12. Are there any federal or state-listed/protected species within the project
limits? Yes X No O

If yes, list the species and what, if any, mitigation or coordination will be necessary:

Florida Burrowing Owl (State Protected Species)

If yes, discuss critical habitat within the project limits:

An environmental survey will be conducted before the project starts; an FWC migratory
Bird Burrow/Nest Removal permit will be required if the burrows are found to be nesting.

13. Discuss whether any prior reviews or surveys have been completed for historical and
archaeological resources (include year, project, results)

N/A

14. Are any Recreational, historical properties or resources covered under section 4(f)
property within the project limits? Yes O No X
(Provide details) N/A

15. Discuss whether any prior reviews or surveys have been completed for sites/facilities
which may have potential contamination involvement with the proposed improvements.
This should include a discussion of locations which may directly impact the project
location, or be which may be exacerbated by the construction of the proposed
improvements.

N/A



16.

17.

>

Tmoow

Are lighting improvements requested as part of this project? Yes O No X
Please provide a lighting justification report for the proposed lighting.

Is a mid-block crossing proposed as part of the project? Yes X No O
If yes, please provide the justification for mid-block crossing.

The proposed mid-block crossing at the intersection of 6™ Avenue and E. Elckam Cir. directly
addresses the need for safe pedestrian and cyclist access to significant amenities on the
opposite side of the road. Key facilities such as the post office, bank, and other businesses
are concentrated across the proposed crossing site. This proximity to business on the other
side of the road reduces travel time and enhances convenience, supporting local commerce
and service use. A mid-block crossing can also help distribute crossing activities more evenly
along Elckam Circle, potentially easing traffic congestion by reducing waiting times at Bald
Eagle and Collier Blvd intersections.

Regquired Attachments

Detailed Project Scope with Project Location Map with sufficient level of detail (Please
include typical section of proposed improvements)

Project Photos — dated and labeled (this is important!)

Detailed Cost Estimates including Pay ltems

LRTP and Local CIP page

Survey/As-builts/ROW documentation/Utility/Drainage information.

Detailed breakdown of ROW costs included in estimate (if ROW is needed/included in
request or estimate)



Applicant Contact Information

Agency Name:
Mailing Address: City of Marco Island

Contact Name and Title: Justin Martin, P.E. — Public Works Director
Email: jmartin@cityofmarcoisland.com Phone: 239-389-5184.

Signature: Q’”ﬁ W‘ Date: ©/28/24

Your sighature ihdicates that the information included with this application is accurate.

Maintaining Agency:
Contact Name and Title: Click here to enter text.
Email: Click here to enter text. Phone: Click here to enter text.

Signature: Date:
Your signature serves as a commitment from your agency to maintain the facility requested.

MPO/TPO:

Contact Name and Title: Click here to enter text.

Email: Click here to enter text. Phone: Click here to enter text.
Signature: Date:

Your signature confirms the request project is consistent with all MPO/TPO plans and
documents, is eligible, and indicates MPO/TPO support for the project.
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LLONG FORM

FLORIDA TRAFFIC CRASH REPORT

SHORT FORM [ ] DRIVER EXCHANGE [ ] upbATE [ ]
# OF WITNESSES # OF VEHICLES # OF VIDLATIONS # OF NVPD # OF DRIVERS # OF PASSENGERS [# OF NONMOTORIST
2 1 0 1 0 1
EUBSEQUENT CRASH  [EXEMPT FROM PUBLIC RECORDS  |GRASH DATE TIME OF CRASH  |DATE OF REPORT  |REPORTING AGENCY CASE # HSMV CRASH REPORT #
"o No 04/13/2017 12:38 PM 04/13/2017 LMP17041300012807 G5853204
ICRASH IDENTIFIERS
COUNTY CODE |CITY CODE JCOUNTY OF CRASH PLACE OR CITY OF CRASH WITHIN CITY LIMITS TIME REPORTED TIME DISPATCHED
64 58 COLLIER MARCO ISLAND YES 12:44 PM 12:44 PM
TIME ON SCENE TIME CLEARED SCENE  |COMPLETED REASON {(If Investigation NOT Camplate) NOTIFIED BY
12:50 PM 110 PM YES LAW ENFORCEMENT
DIAGRAM
NOT TO SCALE
I
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INARRATIVE

Officers were dispatched to Bald Eagle Drive/E Elkcam Circle for a report of an injury crash between a motor vehicle and a bicycle. Upon armival, W#2,
Herbert Flores, boyfriend of the bicyclist, Meaghan Fitzpatrick, advised he and Meaghan were riding bicycles eastbound on the sidewalk on the north side of
Bald Eagle Drive approaching E. Elkcam Circle. Herbert advised he looked up and saw the traffic signals for Bald Eagle Drive and E. Elkcam Circle
vehicular traffic were both red. Herbert advised Meaghan started to ride her bicycle into the marked crosswalk on E. East Elkcam Circle and yelled
something to somebody. Herbert advised he could not recall what the crosswalk signal indicated for the right of way when Meaghan began to go through the
crosswalk. The next thing Herbert knew, Meaghan was faying on top of a vehicle hood and then rolied off onto the roadway. W1, William Keim, advised he
was sitting in his vehicle in traffic eastbound in the 600 block of Bald Eagle Drive. William advised he saw the crash and had a recording of it on his in car
camera. William advised the bicycles started to travel through the crosswalk on E. Elkcam Circle and did not have a pedestrian right of way signal indicator
to cross. William advised when V#1 and Meaghan's bicycle made contact, she fell off of her bicycle onto the hood of Vi#1, hopped off, and then sat in the
middle of the roadway calling out "I'm an attorney". William is going to try to make a copy of the video and provide it to MIPD. Driver#1, Antuan Caslillo,
advised he had been stopped southbound in the 600 black of E. Elkcam Circle, near the Bald Eagle Drive intersection, waiting to tumn right onto Bald Eagle
Dr. Driver##1 advised he looked right, left, and right again, as he began to creep up slowly to go into his right tumn. The next thing he knew a bicycle was in
front of his car. The front end of V#1 then made contact with the bicyclist's front tire. The bicyclist fell onto his hood and then hopped off. Antuan advised he
had looked at the pedestrian crossing signal and the blcycllst dld not have a ngh! of way s»gnal indicator. The only damage to V#1 were dents on the hood.
There was no damage to the Island Bike Rental bicycle that Me e Shop came and verified that at the scene and took both
bicycles back to their store. Meaghan was transported At 1329 hours, | made phone contact wrth Herbert Flores,
who was on his way to see Meaghan at the ER. | asked Herbe ave M eaghan call me after she was releasec
on her iniuries. At approximately 1502 hours, Meaghan and Herbert came to the station. Meaghan advised she
ankles and contusions, Photos were taken. Meaghan also provided her own photos taken at the ER. Meaghan a ! rough the
crosswalk, the dnver of V#1 was distracted from being on his cell phone. Due to conflicting verbal statements from all parties, it is undeterrnmed at this time
as to who violated the right of way. Both parties were referred to contact Driver #1°s insurance.

IROADWAY INFORMATION

ROAD SYSTEM IDENTIFIER AT STREET ADDRESS#  |CRASH OCCURRED ON STREET, ROAD. HIGHWAY
LOCAL <00 BLK ELKCAM CIR E
AT FEET OR MILES Direction AT/FROM INTERSECTION WITH STREET, ROAD,HIGHWAY AT LATITUDE AND  LONGITUDE
10 NORTH BALD EAGLE DR
ISTREET LISTUSED? | Locator Used? |OR FROMMILEPOST# [TYPE OF SHOULDER TYPE OF INTERSECTION
Yo No AVED NOT AT INTERSECTION
CRASH INFORMATION {CHECK IF PICTURES TAKEN)
LIGHT CONDITION \WEATHER CONDITION ROADWAY SURFACE CONDITION  |SCHOOL BUS RELATED MANNER OF COLLISIONIMPACT
DAYLIGHT 1- CLEAR DRY 1-NO FRONT TO FRONT
FIRST HARMFLL EVENT FIRST HARMFUL EVENT LOCATION WITHIN INTERCHANGE |7 [T RARMIUL EVENT RELATIONTO
MOTOR VEHICLE IN TRANSPORT ON ROADWAY NO NON-JUNCTION
CONTRIBUTING CIRCUMSTANCES: ROAD GONTRIBUTING CIRCUMSTANCES: ROAD CONTRIBUTING CIRCUMSTANGES: ROAD
NONE
CONTRIBUTING CIRCUMSTANCES: ENVIRONMENT CONTRIBUTING CIRCUMSTANCES: ENVIRONMENT CONTRIBUTING CIRCUMSTANCES: ENVIRONMENT
NONE
WORK ZONE RELATED CRASH IN WORK ZONE TYPE OF WORK ZONE WORKERS IN WORK ZONE LAW ENFORCEMENT IN WORK ZONE
NO
WITNESS
NAME ADDRESS ey STATE z1P copE
WILLLAM EOWAR  KEIM 295 PORTER ST NAPLES FL 34113
SEX RACE WITNESS HOME/WORK PHONE # WITNESS CELL PHONE #
HALE WHITE - W

4/14/2017 2 OF 4 8:09 AM



WITNESS
NAME ADDRESS cITY STATE 7P CODE
HERBERT FLORES 90 LAKE DR MANHASSET HILLS NY 11040
SEX RACE WITNESS HOMEWORK PHONE # WITNESS CELL PHONE #
MALE UNKNOWN - U (516) 6756133
VEHICLE CHECK IF COMMERCIAL D
VEFICLE # T ANDRUN _ JVEMICLE YEAR TERE TATE VEHICLE MAKE  [VEHICLE STYLE EHICLE COLOR
=
IND 2008 Y85FKG FL DOOR SEDAN LACK - BLK
——— PG, EXPIRES JERICLEMODEL  JVEHICLE STATUS |EXTENT OF [TOWED DUE TO [/EFICLE REMOVED BY
VEHICLE IN DAMAGE
hO ba/07/2017 ASSAT  RANSPORT Inor NO DRIVER DRIVER
NSURANCE COMPANY (DRIVER) 'NSURANCE POLICY NUMBER
PROGRESSIVE AMERICAN INS 12767967
NAME OF VEHICLE QWNER (CHECK IF BUSINESS) L CURRENT ADDRESS cirY STATE ZIP CODE
ANTUAN GONZAL - CASTILLO 80 HIBISCUS LN NAPLES FL 4114
FRAILER T: TATE AN FEAR FIAKE ENGTH [XLES
LICENSE #
[TRAILER 2: TATE N EAR [XLES
LICENSE #
PRECTION N STREET. ROAD, HIGHWAY TOTAL LANES
NORTH LKCAM CIR E b
"MV CONFIGURATION ARGO BODY TYPE
AREA OF INITIAL IMPACT MOST DAMAGED AREA
COMM GUWRIGCWR TRAILER TYPE (TRAILER m'FR AILER TYPE (TRAILER : [3]4]5]6 | ) ) |3]4]5]8 .
ONE 0|
T APPLICABLE ) } 7 18 UNDERCARRIAGE 18 7
Az, MAT, [TAZ MAT. PLA  JNUMBER Flass ! @ 16 |[17]8 12 CHERTUENHS 1 @ 16 (1178
RELEASE 14 9 20 WINDSHIELD 20 14 9
- [tals2l11fio ha 1zl
MOTOR CARRIER NAME US DOT NUMBER 21 TRAILER 21
MOTOR CARRIER ADDRESS cITY ZIP CODE PHONE NUMBER
COMM/NON-COMM VEHICLE BODY TYPE .*'E-HICLE DEFECTS (1) VEHICLE DEFEGTS {2) EMERGENCY VEHICLE USE NIT # SPECIAL FUNCTION OF MV
PASSENGER CAR NONE NO NO SPEGIAL FUNCTION
"VERIGLE MANEUVER TRAFFICWAY ROADWAY GRADE ROADWAY ALIGNMENT MOST HARMFUL DETAIL
ACTION
OTHER, EXPLAIN INNAR | - TWO-WAY, NOT DIVIDED | | ey S - STRAIGHT MOTOR VEHICLE IN TRANSPORT
TRAFFIC CONTROL FOR THIS VEHICLE | FIRST SEQUENCE OF EVENTS ECOND SEQUENCE OF EVENTS | THIRD SEQUENCE OF EVENTS FOURTH SEQUENGE OF EVENTS
TRAFFIC CONTROL SIGNAL MOTOR VEHICLE IN TRANSPORT OTHER NON-FIXED OBJECT
IDRIVER
PERSON# |VEHICLE# |NAME DOB SEX PHONE NUMBER Z,E(;\M
1 1 ANTUAN GONZALEZ CASTILLO M (235) 784.8585 NO
ADDRESS cITY STATE 71P GODE
B0 HIBISCUS LN NAPLES £L 34114
DRIVER LICENSE NUMBER STATE EXPIRES DL TYPE REQ. END. INJURY SEVERITY EJECTION
NO REQUIRED NOT
524000983270 FL 71412018 5. CLASS FIOPERATO | toer e s NONE EiEcTED
RESTRAINT SYSTEMS AIR BAG DEPLOYED HELMET USE EYEPROTECTION  |SEAT ROW OTHER
SHOQ-PERANDLAPBELT  |\o7 DEPLOYED NOTAPPLICABLE  |LEFT FRONT NOT APPLICABLE
DRIVERS ACTION AT TIME OF CRASH (FIRST) DRIVERS ACTION AT TIME OF CRASH (SECOND) DRIVER DISTRACTED BY DRIVER VISION OBSTRUCTION
NO CONTRIBUTING ACTION NOT DISTRACTED VISION NOT OBSCURED
DRIVERS ACTIONS AT TIME OF CRASH (THIRD) DRIVER ACTIONS AT TIME OF GRASH (FOURTH) DRIVERS CONDITION AT TIME OF CRASH
APPARENTLY NORMAL
[SUSPECTED ALCOHOL _ |ALCOHOL TEST  |ALCOMQL TEST DRUG TEST
atoonor use [resTen e BESUIT BAC SUSPECTED DRUGUSE  |DRUG TESTED DRUGTESTTYPE  [oEci Y
NO NO
SOURCE OF TRANSPORT TO MEDICAL FACILITY  |EMS AGENCY NAME OR ID EMS RUN NUMBER MEDICAL FACILITY TRANSPORTED TO
NOT TRANSPORTED
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INON-MOTORIST

PERSON # | NAME DOB SEX NJURY SEVERITY PHONE NUMBER

2 MEAGHAN ROSE FITZPATRICK F POSSIBLE (516) 675-6133

ADDRESS ciTy STATE 21P CODE

90 LAKE DR MANHASSET HILLS NY - NEW YORK 11040

NON-MOTORIST DESCRIPTION NON-MOTORIST ACTIONS PRIOR TO CRASH NON-MOTORIST LOCATION AT TIME OF CRASH

BICYCLIST CROSSING ROADWAY OTHER, EXPLAIN IN NARRATIVE

NON.MOTORIST ACTIONS/CIRGUMSTANGES  |NON-MOTORIST ACTIONS/GIRUMSTANCES | NON-MOTORIST SAFETY EQUIPMENT (FIRST) NON-MOTORIST SAFETY EQUIPMENT (SECOND

g"ri:«ssg. EXPLAIN IN NARRATIVE jeEeon) NONE

SUSPECTED  JALCOHOL  |ALCOHOLTEST  JALCOHOL TEST BAC SUSPECTED DRUG USE  |DRUG TESTED DRUGTESTTYPE  |onuG ¥EST

ALCOHOL USE  [TESTED TYPE RESULT RESULT

NO NO

SOURCE OF TRANSPORT TOMEDICAL FACILITY  |EMS AGENCY NAME OR 1D EMS RUN NUMBER MEDICAL FACILITY TRANSPORTED TO

EMS lmemc RESCUE 60 28743 PHYS REGNL COLLIER BLVD

IREPORTING OFFICER

ID/BADGE # RANK OFFICER NAME DEPARTMENT TYPE OF DEPT.

42 POLICE OFFICER PETIT MARCO ISLAND POLICE DEPARTMENT |JPE%l;ICE DEFARTMENT
41412017 4 OF 4 8:09 AM




FLORIDA TRAFFIC CRASH REPORT
upPDATE [ |

LONG FORM [v]

MAIL TO: DEPARTMENT OF HIGHWAY SAFETY & MOTOR VEHICLES
TRAFFIC CRASH RECORDS, NEIL KIRKMAN BUILDING

SHORT FORM [
(Shaded Areas)

TALLAHASSEE, FL 32399-0537

WAS DOT PROPERTY INVOLVED IN THIS CRASH?

TOTAL # OF VEHICLE SECTION{(S) 1

TOTAL # OF PERSON SECTION(S)
TOTAL # OF NARRATIVE SECTION(S)

1

DATE OF FEPORTING AGENCY CASE NUNBER | oMV CIASH REFORT NUMBIER
02/19/2022 9:46 AM 02/19/2022 MiPD 85854455
CRASH IDENTIFIERS
PLACE OR CITY OF CRASH W JE REPORTED DISPATCHED
MARCO ISLAND '] 9:48 AM 9:49 AM
REASON (X ivestigation NOT Compiete) D .
COMPLETED (v -y G s
mmm_'msmmm‘v nmmna?rmr AT LATTTUDE AND LONGITUDE
W ELKCAM CR 25952849 -81.728377
AT FEET MLES . AT TNTERSECTION WITH STREET, ROAD HIGHWAY nmmmn
[_] [_| ] I { ] N COLLIER BLVD
7 Forest Road T S — - = e
Road System ldentifier - Type of Shoulder '{m dt:»f Intersection 2
1 erstate 4 County ° ina Lot " 1 Paved 2 Four-Way Inflersection 7 Five-Pomnt, or More
5 2U8. 5 Local TlOiII gE inin 1 2 Unpaved ] 3 T-infersection 77 Other, Expiain in Narative
3 State 6 Tumpika/Tol Narrative ACub 4 Y-intersection
CRASHINFORWATION [CRECK T lItIUIIE!_IEltEIIi ¥ _
Light Condition We:ﬂ'ner Condition Roadway g?x*fm Condition School Bus Related Manner of Collision/impact
1Dayigt 5 Dark-Not Lighted PRt & Mud, Dirt, Gravel 180 o oo
1 o & DarkUniknown y Mmm L e e, o 5 Sideswipe, Cpposile Direction
a0awn, 6 Blowing Sand, Sol 1 8 Waker 1 | Direciy 6 Rear o Side
4 Dark-Lighted 77 Other, Explain in ; 70,, oo %ﬁlﬁ'lghm'ng)_ 3Yes, SchoolBus | 4 prvine ;TRenmnaar_ " )
G 7 Severe Crosswinds Ofher, Expiain in Indirectly involved Oter, Expiain in Narrative
88 Unknown 2M 77 Other, Expigin in 2wet Narrative 2Frot D From  ga pencen
4 icefFrost B8 Unknown 3 Angle
First Harmful Event | Non-Collision - Colision Hon-Fixed Object cmusionwggnﬁxedom JFirst Harmtul Event
OvertumvRollover 0 Pedestrian lrm:l Cancrete
2 Fire/Explosion 11Pe:ucyue 31 Other Tralfic Barier Location 4 On Roadway
3 immersion 12 Raivway vehicie (frain, mmomwsmm 32 Tree {standing) 2 Off Roadway
18 4 Jackknite engine) 21 Bridge Pier or Support Polal ight Support 3 Shoulder
5 Cargo/Equipment 13 Avmal 22 Bridge Ral 34 Tralic Sign Support 1 4 Modian
Frst Harmtul Event Iéo;:uu'sm N }AWVdideh gw ng%ﬁw gGom
within Interchange ;u:vm 15meumwm 25 Ditch ™ 8 in Parking Lane or
Thrown or F: 16 ZoneMaintainance Embankment Fonce
1o Object . Equipment 27 Guardrad Face 38 Maibox 9 Oulside Right-of-way
1 | 2Yes 8 Ran int Water/Canal 17 Swuck By Faling, Shiftng 28 Guardrall End 39 Other Fixed Object (wall, 10 Roadeide
£8 Unknown 9 Other Collision Cargo ZQCaHeBm'H building, tunnel, edc.) 88 Uninown
First Harmiul Event Refation to g Circimstances: Road 9 Worn, Travei-Polished Surface Contributing Circumstances: Environment
Junction 10 Road Surtace Condiion (wet,
2 5 Raiiway Grade Crossing 1 icy, snow, slush, etc.) 1
1 Nom-Aunclion Crossover - Relaled 1 None . B
16 Shared-Use of Path or Trail " 13 Trafic Control Device 1 None 5 Animai(s) in Roaoway
3"‘““’?"" 17 Acosleraton/Dcslraon Lane 4 Work Zone {conskuction/ = , Missing or Obscured | 2 wealher Condéions 77 Other, Explain in
intersection-Retated 8 Through Roadway manisnancehstiity Non-Highway . " ~ing
4 DrivewaylAlley ACCess 77 Other, Explain in Narmative & Shoutders {none, low, soft, high) 77 Ofher, Explain in Naratwve 3ﬁmmm) gmve
Related 88 Unknown 7 Rut, Holes, Bumps Linknown
Work Zone Related resh in Work Type of Work Zone Workers in Work Zone Law Enforcament in Work
L..,s.m i T .
89 Unknown ;Achlymnm n"h“m_ i " 88 Unknown 3 Law Enforcement Vehice
Tormination Other, Expiain i Narratve Only Present
WITHESSES
NAME ADDRESS CITY & STATE ZPCODE
SAMUEL LADDIE PAPD 2499 DONNA DR RICHRELD OH 44288
NAME ADDRESS CITY & STATE Z P CODE
PAULA JUNE ERJAVEC 601 TIGERTAR. CT MARCO ISLAND FL 34148
NAME ADDRESS CITY & STATE Z P CODE
NONVERICLE PROPERTY DAMAGE
DAMAGE - OTHER THANVEH.  |EST AMT | OWNER'S NAME D {CHECK I BUS NESS) ADDRESS CITY & STATE Z1P CODE
DAMAGE - OTHER THAN VEH.  [EST. AMT. | DWNER'S NAME D (CHECK S BUS NESS) ADDRESS CITY & STATE ZIP CODE
HSMV 90010 S 1 &




VEHICLE# !

Reporiing Agency Case Number

Check if Commercial_| |mipD

1 Vehicle in Transport

VEHICLE LICENSE NUMBER TATE [ REGISTRATION EXPIRES

YEAR [MAKE LENGTH ANES
YEAR MAKE LENGTH AMES
VEHICLE N S E W OfRoad Unimoan [ONSTREET, ROAD, HIGHWAY AT EST. SPEED TEDSPEED | TOTAL LANES
! [ LKCAM CIR W 3
NUMBER CLASS Area of infial Impact | Wost Damaged Area
713]”567/ 18 Undercamiage 18 213141581,
1 1 128 19 Overlum 19 1 16 |[47(8
MOTOR CARRIER NAME US DOT NUMBER - 5~ 20 ‘Wndshied 20
‘ 21 Trailor 2 4 9
hia -zl o 1 | halr2lithe
MOTOR CARRIER ADDRESS cnyY STATE [|ZP CODE PHONE NUMBER
Vehicle Body T ; Trafficw Commercial Motor Vehicle Conti uation i
e LT i 1 Vehicie 10,000 is of less Placarded raciorfTriple
16 (Sport) Uity Vehicle 4 |1 Twoway, Not Divided o el Fas it 9Tnumm1umouusas
1 17 Cargo Van {10,000 bs 2 Two-Way, Not Divided, with a 2 Single-Unit Truck (2-aie and GYWR kg), Canrol Classtly g
4,536 kg) or less) Continuous Left Tum Lans
(4, more than 10,000 kbs (4,536 kg)) 10 BusLarge van (seats for 9-15
1 Passenger Car 18 Motor Coach 3 Two-Way, Diviced, Unprolecied Py Truck (3 or more ) occupants, including driver)
2 Passenger Van 19 Other Light Trucks {10,000 ibs (painted >4 feet) Median A Ts-myemua Trallents) des,
3 Pickup (4,536 kg) or less) 4 TwoWay, Divided, Posiive pil il iy 11 Bus (seats for more than 15
7 Molor Home 20 Medium/Heavy Trucks (more Median Barrier ey el S Y occupants, Including driver)
9Bus than 10,000 &s (4,536 kg)) 5 One-Way Traflcway 7 Truck TractorDoxbie Truck 77 Other, Explain in Narative
11 Molarcycle 21 Farm Labor Vehicle 88 Unknown ——— — 88 Unknown
12 77 Other, Explain in Narrative rait I
R Vet (ATY) o ) | Srgie Somi Traler 8 Pole Trailr
2 Tandem Semi Traler 9 Towad Vehicle Cargo Body Type T
Comm/Non-Cormmercial TRALER1 TRAHER2 4 yory friter 10 Auto Transport :
4 o/ Trailer 77 Other, Explanin 3VanEnciosed Bax  Container Chassis
1 interstale Carrier 5MWTW : 4 Hoppes 14 Vehicle Towing
2 infrastale Carrier it el 'ae“"""“ 5 Pole-Trailer Ancther Vehicie
3 Notin Commerce/Govemment 7‘“" el Unknown T 6 Cargo Tank 15 Not Applicable
4 Not in Commerca/Other Truck House: 2&:"‘” 7 Fatbed {vehicie 10,000 Ibs
1 10,000 15 (4,536 ko) or less 8 Dump {4,536 kg) or less not
e T R CVWRIGCWR | 4 | 21000726000 bs (4536 11793k 9 Concrvie Momr - disckaing M plcard
2 £ 3 More ian 26,000 Ibs (11,793kg) 10 Auto Tranaport 77 Other, Expiain in
FreExplosion 4 Not Appicable 11 Garbago/efuse  Narraive
3 immersion 12 88
4 Jackuite CoRision with Non-Fixed Object Cofision Fixad Object Log “"“‘""E'
5 Cargo/Equipment Loss or Shit 10 Pedestrian . 29 Cable Bamer mergeicy
14 6 Felumped From Motor Vehicle 11 Pedalcyce gmmm 30 Concrele Traffc Barrier Vehicle Use
7 Thown or Falling Object 12 Radway Vehicie (¥ain, engine) 219'3"'“” Plquorlws Stucture 31 Other Traffic Barier
Sequence of Events 6 Ran inio Watar/Canal 13 Animat 2 Biidge Rall 32 Tree (standing)
8 Othar Non-Cotision 14 Molor Vehicle in Transport T e gmpg;_mam 1
1st 2nd 15 Parked Molor Vehide Support
[40-46 Sequence of Events only} 16 Work Zone/Mainienance 24 cub 35 Traffc Signal Support -
14 40 equipment Faikae (biowr: tre, Equipment ) 25 Ditch 36 Other Post, Pole, or SWpport | 5 yae
braike fallure, etc.) 17 Struck By Falling, Shifing Cargo or 26 Embarkment 37 Fence 88 Unknown
3 - 41 Separation of Units Arything Set in Molion by Motor 27 Guardrad Face 38 Maibox
42 Ran O Roadwey, Right Vehide 28 Guardrai End 39 Other Fixed Object (wal,
43 Ran Off Roadway, Left | 18 Other Non-Fieed Chiject buiicing. el etc.)
44 Cross Median Vehicle Maneuver Action [Traffic Control Device For Vehicle Defects
| 45 Cross Centerine 1 Straight Ahead 13 Siopped in Trafic This Vehicle
mwaygm; 46 Downhill Runaway 3 Tuming Left 14 Siowing 10 1
1 Level 8 4 Backing 15 Negotiaing a Curve 1 8 Flashing Signat 1 Nane
2 llcrad Roadway Alignment 5Tunmg Right 16 Leaving TrafSc Lane 1 NS Cortrols 9 RanrayCmasng 2 Brakes 13 Wheels
4 | 3Uphit 6 Changing Lanas 17 Enlering Traffic Lane 4de2mesaw°“°° 3Ties 14 Windows/
4 Dowrhit 1 Straght 8 Parked 77 Other, Explain in Narvative 10 Person (ncluding |
5 Sag (botiom) 1] 2cuveRgn 10MakingU-Tum 88 Unknown SD"T'M“W Flagman, Officer, mw“w('m 1'5"'m"’""”
3Curve Laft 11 Overtaking/Passing s Guard, etc) P -
Signal 77 Oter, Expinin |5 See9 16 Truck Coupling
Special Function 1 No Special Function 8 Ambulance 14 intercity Bus 6 Slop Sign Narrative 7 Wipers Trader Hitch/
aile 2 Farm Vehicie 10 Fire Truck 15 Charter/Tour Bus 7 Yield Sign 2= 9 Exhaust System  Sallety Chains
1 | of Motor Vehicle  3pogce 11 FarmLabor Transport. 16 Shutie Bus L 10Body, Doors 77 Other, Explain in
7 Taxi 12 School Bus 17 Fam Labor Bus 11Power Trin  Narrative
8 Mitltary 13 Transit/Comenuter Bus 88 Unknown 12 Suspension ___ 88 Unknown
VIOLATIONS —
PERSON¥ NAME OF VIOLATOR FL STATUTE NUMBER CHARGE CIATION NUMBER |
[PERSON# NAME OF VIOLATOR FLSTATUTE NUMBER CARGE CIATIONNOMEER |
PERSON® | NAME OF VIOLATOR FL STATUTE NUMBER THARGE TITATION NUMBER |
HSMV 80010 § 2 6
Page of




PERSON# 1

Reporiing Agency Case Number
MIPD

Crash
1 Apparently Normal
3 Asieep or Fatigued
5 N {sick) or Fainted
6 Sefzure, Epitespsy, Blackout
7 Physicalty impaired
1 | e s 5 Extamal Disiraction fid fiRmRedignt 30 Swerved ar Avcided - Due B Sige ones
outside the venide, Drove Conditions 10 Wind, Siippery Surface, MV, gy,
mw(umm.m . Enm) explas 13 Ran Stop Sign s 9 Under the influance of
(rvon cevwce, VD plyer) 3 pesamive 17 Exoosded Posked i ETC. 77 Other, Exptan i Naative
88 Unknown 21 Wrong Side of Wrong Way Reciess or Agreeasive Manner
25 Failed 10 Keep in Proper Lane 77 Other Contributing Acion
1 Vision Not Qbscured 5 Load on Vehice
1 2 cement Wodkher e © BUSINOITERd Otfoct 10 Giare e DRIVER OR PASSENGER
77 Al Other, Explain
4 Trees/Crops/Bushes g Fog in Narralive Helmet Use (HU) Eye Protection (EF) 3 (%T“W
DRIVER OR PASSENGER 1 DOT-Complant 1 ‘N’?
Motor Vehicle Seating Position: %C(:'*)Tm gg\emama 3 Not Applicable ; W( ;
Seat Row Other Heimet 3 gm%m%“ Occupant
1Left 1Not ! e el
1t o iy T o M-
b 3Thid SGHror L gl Bagosoa 1 NotApplicatle o ot ic) 1 7 Crid System - Forward Facing
{opiainin 4 Fourth 4 Usenciosec Carp Area INOt Doploged.  crevloped 8 G Resiraint Sysism - Rear Facing
rarabv) 77 Othor Row ¢ il " e Vebicie Exoror (non- 3 Dopioyed Font 7 DekoyeaCutan [ SB00serSed L
88 Unknown  ga (jnknown g oot 4 Deployed-Side 88 Deployment 77 Othex, Explain in Narative
88 Unknown

=
3 Farure t0 Yiekd Right-oF Way

T Action Priof 1o Crash
sland 5

1‘“?2“3[-”‘77_ , Exphait

HSMV 200108




HSMV Crash Repart Number

Reporing Agency Case Number
PERSON# 2 D 86854455
PHONE NUMBER Check § ]
Driver Re-exam
- CHY& SIATE
Y EXP RES m_sevmm"(w;4 :
5 Fatal (within 0 days) | 3
2 Nomnespactatng 6 Non-Tralic Faiaity
DL Required Endorsements 1st . Drivers Actions at Time of Crash d =
1A283¢C 1 No Contribution Action Ran off Roacway m
4 DiChaufieur P I:I 20peraind MV inCarelss or 27 Disregarded oher Trallc D me
5 2N Negiigent Maner L 1 Apparently Normal
6 E/Oper-Rest 3 No Req. Endorsement 2anmw 28 Disregarded Other Road b
—— ; 6 Improper Tum 29 Over-Comecing/Over 5l(sd()anm
1 Not Disracied (amﬂ\mm) and 10 Folowed 100 Closely ammy
—— 5 Extermat Distraclion 11 Ran Red Light _ 20 Swerved or Avoided - Due & tﬁut(:u:letc
2 Electronic Comminicaton (outsice the vehicie, explain 12 Drove 1Do Fast for Condiions. 4, wind, Siippery Surace, MV, gy, , eic.)
Devices (call phone. olc. n narmative) 13 Ran Stop Sign Obict Non Mokort 9 Under the influence of
3 Other Bleckonic Device ot 15 nphopes Paseing ey D Medicaions/Drugs/lcohal
{navigation devics, VD plaver) 7 ymatonbive 17 Exconded Pusted Speed 21 Opersied MV in Eratic. T OMes EXpin ) Narate
88 Uninown 21Wong Sde ol WongWay  Raechless or Agreessive anner 88 Unknown
25 Failed %0 Keep in Proper Laneé 77 Other Contributing Action
3mm_ 7Blciw : Ouad;ggae DRIVER OR PASSENGER
4 Troes/Crops/Bushes 8 Fog L Holmet Use (HU) Eve Protection (EP) ID nawaimsmus
DRIVER OR PASSENGER D 1 DOT-Compliant D 1Yes
Motorcycle Hedmat 2No
Motor Vehicle Seating Position: OCATION: 2 Omer Heimet 3 NotAppicable | 1 Not Applicatie C
oc) 3 No Helmet 2 None Uisad - Molor Vehicle Occupant
I ol ™
2Mce 1Fromt | 2 Sleeper Secton of Truck Cab o — AirBagDeployed 5Lap ek oy Usad
: 3 Other Area Resiraint Used - Type
770mer 3 Thind N E"d“edllc’,i’r:a 1 Not Ejected D,mw {ince, ar el elc.} | 7 Crud Restraint System - Forward Facing
(mqﬂm:l 4 Fourth & Trad w:“gu gaemawy 2 Not Depioyed SWWW-MFW
ramsive) 77 Other Row 0 1aed . m Egected, 3 Deployec-Front 7 Deployed-Curtain | 9 Booster
£8 Unknown 6 Riding on Motor Vehicle Exterior (non- Partially 4 Deployed-Side 10 Chikd Restraint Unknawn
88 UnkRown 4o nit) 4 Not Appiicable 88 Deployment 77 i, Expiain I reaTaie
88 Unknown 88 Unknown
Desciiption it Location Al Time of Crash 8 Sidewalk Action Prior to Craeh ]
1 Infersection - Marked Crosswalk on Sidewalk
3 .Gt Podestion twhosicharperson 12 i . Ui Croewal sy tand  In Roacway — Other (working,
mu.m pedesirian conveyance, 3 ctian - Other4 & - Marked Crosswalk 11 Shared-Use Paih or Tral 1 Grossing Roadway )
'4 Midblock - Marked Crosswalk 12 Non-Tralfioway Area Waiing ¥ Cross Roadway TAmmibl?an)M(e.u.
5 ot of Motor Vericie No in Transpor gmﬁmm 77 Ofher, Explain in Narrative |3 Walking/Cyding Along 8“6,,9""“”":‘“.“' School (612)
(parked, eic) > 838 Uninown :ih‘n?‘e()na 2 Working in Tt
6 Occupant of a Non-Motor Viehicle travel e
T on Device 4 WorngCyig Ay e
Uninown Type of Non-Molorist o o vavel oy 77 Other, Explain n Narative
3anvwmtm
HNone  Safety tquipment \
Siipms e e, Tt s 7 EntringExiing PartefSandng {0 Iprper Turere
Protective Pads Used Other, Explain 2 5 In Roadway Improperly (standing,  Yehide . Improper Passing
elbows, knees, shins, eic.) ZNmave ling, working, pkrying) ¢ 8 Inattentive (tallking, ealing, etc) 12m\g-mymluurm

3 S
1mm=uﬁ:mmnc~qa¢mr

HSMV 90010 S




Reporting Agency Case Number HSMV Crash Report Number
85854455

NARRATIVE i
V1 WAS MAKING A LEFT TURN FROM N COLLIER BLVD INTO W ELKCAM CIR. D1 STATED SHE SAW MULTIPLE PEOPLE WAITING ON THE SIDEWALK.
HAVING THE RIGHT OF WAY SHE TURNED INTO W ELKCAM CIR. THE NON-MOTORIST FAILED TO STOP AND CROSSING W ELKCAM CIR. NON-
MOTORIST WAS STRUGK WITH THE FRONT OF V1. NON-MOTORIST IS AT FAULT FOR FAILING TO STOP AT THE CROSSWALK AND NOT HAVING THE
RIGHT OF WAY. WITNESS STATED DRIVER HAD THE RIGHT OF WAY AND THE NON-MOTORIST FAILED TO STOP AT THE CROSSWALK.

ADDITIONAL PASSENGERS

TE OF BIRTH JiNJ SEX |LOC:S |R 0 EJECT HU EP ABD |RS

PERSON # [VEHICLE # JIAME

STATE ZIP CODE

CURRENT ADDRESS {Number and Street) CITY

MEDICAL FACILITY TRANSPORTED TO

COURCE OF TRANSPORT TO MEDICAL FAC LITY MS AGENCY NAME OR ID EMS RUN NUMBER

1 Not Transportad 2 EMS 3 Law Enforcament 77 Other, Explain in

Narrative 85 Unknown

ERSON # DATE OF BIRTH | INJ SEX |JLOC:S |R o] EJECT HU EP ABD | RS

VEHICLE # [HAME

CURRENT ADDRESS (Number and Street) cITy STATE ZIP CODE

MS AGENCY NAME OR ID EMS RUN NUMBER MEDICAL FACILITY TRANSPORTED TC

ISOURCE OF TRANSPORT TO MEDICAL FAC LITY
1 Mo Trmesgisrtend 2 £455 1 Law Enforosment 77 Other, Explain in
Faerswen B Linknown

ADDITIONAL VIOLATIONS

PERSON # NAME OF VIOLATOR FLSTATUTEN CITATION NUMBER

PERSON # NAME OF VIOLATOR FL STATUTE NUMBER CHARGE CITATION NUMBER
REPORTING OFFICER

D/BADGE # RANK IOFFICER NAME DEPARTMENT [T'YPE OF DEPT.
IPOLICE DEPARTMENT
120 OFFICER MORENO MARCO ISLAND POLICE DEPART |PD)
HSMV 90010 S 5 6
Page of



DIAGRAM

REPORT NG AGENCY CASE NUMBER

HSMV CRASH REPORT NUMBER
85854455

N COLLIER BLVD

HSMV 80010 S

&

W ELKCAM CIR

AREA OF IMPACT




FLORIDA TRAFFIC CRASH REPORT

LONG FORM [v] uPDATE [ |

MAIL TO: DEPARTMENT OF HIGHWAY SAFETY & MOTOR VEHICLES
TRAFFIC CRASH RECORDS, NEIL KIRKMAN BUILDING

SHORT FORM [_]
{Shaded Areas)

TALLAHASSEE, FL 3239905637

WAS DOT PROPERTY INVOLVED IN THIS CRASH?

TOTAL # OF VEHICLE SECTION(S)

1
TOTAL # OF PERSON SECTION(S) 4
TOTAL # OF NARRATIVE SECTION(S) 1

1111412022 MP20221114-00131606 25854648
PLACE OR CITY OF CRASH o v WE REPORTED TIME DISPATCHED
MARCO ISLAND 1:02 PM 1:02 PM
REASON (K investigation NOT Compiote) Nolifisd By: 1 Mokorist
2 Law Endorcemant
n.«rsrm"monsss: n AT LATITUDE AND LONGITUDE
25952004 81723707
AT FEET MLES N s E w -Armmemecrmwrmsm&tm.mm nm
| 1] W ELKCAM CIR
Rosad System Identifier ;FMF 7ype of Shouider fwﬂhtersecﬂon g Taillic Circle
1 Imerstale 4 County 9 Parking Lol ¥ 1 Paved 2 Four-Way Intersection 7 Five-Point, or More
s |2us. 5 Local i " 1 2 Unpaved 3 T-intersection 77 Other, Explain in Narrative
3 Stale 6 Tumpikel Toit ey Ofher, Expiain 3cub 4 Y-intersection
CHASHNEORMATION [CHECK IF PICTURES TAREN]
Light Condition Woather Condition Roadway Suriace Condition School Bus Related Manner of Collision/impact
1Dayight 5 Dark-Not Lighted & Do, Sog, Stecke WA, O, Geavel o 4 Sxteswipe, same direckon
1 | 2busk 6 Dark-Unknown 4 | Freezing Ran 7 Sand 2 Yes, Schoo Bus 5 Sideswipe, Opposite Direction
3 Dawn Liomna 6 Biowing Sand, Sol 1 8 Water 1 | Directy iwotved 6 Rear to Side
4 Dark-Lighted er, Explain in ; 9,, = %W ) 3Yes, SchootBs | 4 v 1o Roar %mnm__
Severe Crosswinds Other, Expiain In indiractly ivoived Olher, Explain in Narraiive
88 Urknown 2 Choudy 77 Otrer, Explain in 2wet Narrative 2Fon o ot gg Goanown
Narralive 4icafFrost 88 Unknown 3 Angle
Fiwst Harmful Event p Non.Collision ColhsionNon Fixed Object Eollislon with F{xedObject Fist Harmtul Event
Overtum/Roliover 0 Pedestrian h'm
2 Fire/Explosion 11Pethlcyde 31omermmcm Location 1 on Roadway
3 immersion 12 Raiway vehicle {tain, zomomwm 32 Tree (standing) 2 O Roadway
18 4 Jackknile enging) 21 Bridge Pier or Support Pole/Uight Support 3 Shoulder
§ Cargo/Equipment 13 Arima 22 Bridge Rail 34 Trathc Sign Support 1 4 Median
Fost Harmful Event tLso.ssursm i }mmrvumm gw grmps&ﬁ&g;m (_;th
within laterchange !Iunrvaid% 15mﬂmm 25 Ditch 8 In Parking Lane of
Theown Or 16 ZoneMaintainance Embankment 37 Fence
1No = Equipment 27 Guardrail Face 38 Maibox 9 Outsice Right-oF-way
q | 2Yes 8 Ran int Water/Canal 17 Shuck By Faling, Shifing 28 Guardrall End 30 Other Fixed Otject 10 Roadside
88 Unknown 9 Other Collision Caro 29 Cable Batier buitding, tunnel, eic.) 88 Unimown
Tiwst Harmful Event Refstion to orl cumstances: Road 9 Wom, Travel-Polished Surface Contribuling Clfcumstances: Environmant
Junction 10 Road Surface Conditon (wet,
17 5Ra'i'ucnyaaua0rm 1 icy, snow, shish, eic.) 1
1 Non-Junction 1 None: _
1sstned-llsedﬁnormi 2 13 Tradfic Control Devico 1 None 5 Animal(s) in Roadway
§‘“‘”‘°"‘?"“ 17 Acceleration/Desleration Lana “’!"’"‘z"“",‘m"""”ﬂ X , Missingor Obscwed | > weather Condiions 77 Other, Explainin
4 DrivewayiABey Access Tgmusmnmm 6 Shouldess {none, low, o, high) %wsmnm 3 Physical Obstruction(s)  Narrative
o= , low, ' 4 Glare 88 Unknown
Related 88 Unknown 7 Rut, Holes, Bumps Unimown
j =T = = —— e ——————— ey
Work Zone Related ?E'h nw’__t:t!j( mes Type of Work Zone Workers in Work Zone Law Enior?."m:m in Work
g 3 Cane SaCrossover
88 Unknown Activity Idermiient of foving 88 Unknown 3 Law Enforcermant Vehicle
& Termination Area 77 Other, Explain in Narmalive Only P
WITHESSES
NAME ADDRESS CITY & STATE ZPCODE
== ¥ [ s} o =) !
NAME ADDRESS CITY & STATE Z P CODE
NAME ADDRESS CITY & STATE Z P CODE
HNONVERICTE PROPERTY DAMAGE
DAMAGE - OTHER THANVEH.  |[EST. AMT. [OWNER'S NAME D (CHECK IF BUS NESS) ADDRESS CITY & STATE 21 CODE
DAMAGE - OTHER THANVEH  [EST AMI | OWNER'S NAME D (CHECK IF BUS NESS) ADDRESS CITY & STATE ZIP CODE
HSMV 90010 S 4 7




VEHICLE# 1

Check if Commercial[_

Reporiing Agancy Case Number
MP20221114-00131608

HSMYV Crash Report Number

1 Vehide in Transport
2 Parked Molor Yehicle
3 Working Vehicie

EST. AMOUNT
4
§00.00
.-_Wm
. Owner Request 3
'&‘S.Ewmhm
ZP
LENGTH AXLES
LENGTH AXLES
AT EST. SPEED SPEED | TOTALLANES
TRAVELNG ] g [ [ [ [”; |poo BLK BALD EAGLE DR b 5
NUMBER CLASS Area of el mpaa EI
231458, 18 Undercamiage 18 2]3|4!557
19 Overum 19
MOTOR CARRIER NAME US DOT NUMBER 1'4 I@: i & 20 Wndshed 20 1’4(‘?(‘55 |":
FaTzF ho My s B 3Tzl fo
MOTOR CARRIER ADDRESS 3 STATE |2 P CODE Imousmmea
Vehicle Body Type Trafficw: Commercial Motor Vehicle C uration
15 Low Speed Vehidee rafficway VRO b or o PatArced TraciorTrigle
16 (Sport) Utlity Vehicle 4 |1 Ywo-Way, Not Divided for Hazardous Matertals 9 Truck than 10,000 bs (4,53
= 17 Cago Van (10,000 bs 2{Two ey, hot naded (wiiva 2 Single-Unit Truck (2-ad8 and GVWR Kg), Cannot Classty - “
(4,536 1g) or less) Coninuous Left Tumn Lane more $ran 10,000 1S {4,526 ko)) 10 Bus/ arge van (seals for 9-15
1 Passenger Car 18 Molor Coach 3 Two-Way, Drvided, Unprotected 2 58 it Truck (3 or more ades) ocapants, Incuding driver)
2 Passenger Van 19 Other Light Trucks (16,000 s (painted >4 feet) Median nﬁmmm '!‘Tmﬂ
3 Pickup (4,536 ko) or less) ATm-\my,_Di\nded,Pnﬁve 5 Truck Tracior (bobtal) 11&n(se¢_shrm_llm15
7 Mator Home 20 MediumyHeavy Trucks (more Median Barrier il sl i oo occupants, inchuding driver)
Stum than 10,000 &8 (4.536 kg)) 5 One-Way Trafioay 7 Truek TractorDouble Truck T1\08%, Explainin Narrative
11 Molorcycle 21 Farm Labor Vehicle 88 Uninown Teaner T . 88 Unknown
12 77 Ofher, Explain in Narrative £ ]
15 A8 Parrain Vericie (ATV) 83 Unkndwn . § Stuge Shemi Trader 8 Pole Traller
- 2 Tandem Semi Trader 9 Towed Vehice Cargo Body Type 20 inbeirodes
CommMon-Commercial TRALERY  TRAILER2 3 yory Troiter 10 Autio Transport
- Mo Traer 77 Ofer, Explamin 3VanEnciosed Box  Container Chassis
1 interstate Carrier Sadde . 4 Hopper 14 Vehicke Towing
2 Inkrastate Carries 5B raller N 5 Pole-Trallar Ancther Vehicle
. 6 Uaitity Traller 88 Unknown
3 Not in Commerce/Govemmant 3 T - 6 Cargo Tank 15 Not Applicable
4 Not in Commerce/Othes Truck jHcksse. Toer, 2&:'9" 7 Fatbed (vehicie 10,000 tbs
MostHarmulEvent_ NonCotsion Comm L] iREREmUSaL ., Bowe | Usmokemm
20‘“"“""'“"‘”‘ VWR/ 3 More than 26,000 Ibs (11,793k0) 10AuD Transport 77 Other, Explain in
SRM“EM‘ 4 Not Appiicable 11 Gabagaffiehme  Namalive
. o 12tog 88 Unknown
4 Jackiknile Collision with Non.Fixed Object Cotlision Fixed Object
5 CargofEquipment Loss or Shift 10 Pedestrian 20 Cable Bamer Emergency
14 6 Folumped From Mor Vehicle 11 Pedakycie gmmm 30 Concrete Traffc Baer Vehicle Use
7 Thrown or Faliing Object 12 Rafiway Vehicle (irain, engine) 219'8.“"“, mo."'m"‘“s s‘“""‘ ° 31 Other Traffic Barrier
Sequence of Events 8 Ran into WateriCanal 13 Arimat 22 ioge Rad 32 Tree (standing)
 Other Non-Collision 14 Molor Vehicle in Transport P i g‘alTxr;ﬁ%Pg;.mw 1
18t 2nd 15 Parked Mokor Vehicie ign Support
(4045 Saquance of Events oniy) 16 Work Zone/Maintenance 24cub 35 Traffc Signal Support e
14 40 equipment Falure (blown tire, Equipment 25 Dikch 35 Other Post, Pole, or Suppot | 5 yes
brake failure, elc.) 17 Siruck By Falling, Shifting Cargo of 26 Embankment 37 Fence 88 Unknown
- - 41 Separation of Units Arryithing Set in Mofion by Molor 27 Guanrad Face 38 Mallhax
42 Ran Off Roadway, Right Vehicle 28 Guardral End 39 Other Fixed Object (wal
43 Ran Off Roadway, Le 18 Other Non-Fced Ot unnal. elc.
44 Cross Median Vehicle Maneuver Action [Traffic Controt Device For Vehicle Dalects
45 Crose Centerdine 1Simight Anead 13 Stopped in Trafic Y
[Hoadway Grade | | 45 Downhil Runaway 3 Tuming Laft 14 Siowing 10 1
1 Laved n 4 Backing 15 Negotiaing a Curve 7 8 Flashing Signal e
2 Hilicrest = - 5 Toming Right 16 Lesving Trafic Lane 9 Raiway Crossing
4 | 3upm y Allg 6ChangingLanes 17 Enflering Traffic Lane 1&?‘2’;‘;&‘, " i i
4 Dowohit 1 Siraight 8 Parked 77 Other, Explain in Narrative . 10 Person (nchuding |4
5 Sag (boltiom) 1 | 2cuveright 1DMakingU-Tum 88 Unknown SDET"I*“W Flagman, Officer, Lots (head,  Windshield
Left : - signal, ta} 15 MiTors
3 Curve 11 Overtaking/Passing Guard, elc.) -
— Signal e nin |©Steemo 16 Truck Coupling
Special Function 1Mo Spedal Funcion 9 Ambulance 14 intercity Bus 6 Siop Sign WO“""E"’"' 7 Wipers Traller HilchY
£ Motor Vohicle 2 F3m veride 10 Fire Truck 15 Chaster/Towr Bus 7 Yiekd Sign - 9 Exhaust System  Salety Chains
1 | of Motor Vehic 3 Poiice 11 Farm Labor Transport 16 Shultle Bus o 1080dy, Doors 77 Other, Explain in
7 Tani 12 School Bus 17 Farm Labor Bus 11 Power Train  Namative
8 Military 13 Transit/Commuster Bus 88 Unknown 12 Suspension 88 Unknown
VIOLATIONS —y
[PERSON# NANE OF VIGLATOR L “FL STATUTE NUMBER CHARGE CITATIONNOWBER |
1 _ 16.185 ECIAL HAZARD - FARL FD TO USE DUE CARE AGOSSAE
PERSON # NAME OF VIOLATOR CRARGE CATTON NUMBER |
PEROONE | NAMEOF VIOLATOR FLSTATUTE NUMBER THARGE CIATION NOWEER |
HSMY 900108 2 7



Reporiing Agency Case Number HSMV Crash Report Number
PERSON # MP20221114-00131606 83854648
PHONE NUMBER Check i T
Recommend
e ) e
| CIY & STAIE
DRIVERS LICENSE NUMBER [&FrReS mms&vemv(w)
12l B P e 0y | 1
3Nmm  Non-Traffic Fataity
Required Endorsements Drivers Actions at Time of Crash xd Condition At
19&‘1’T 3C L 1 No Conribution Action 26 Ran off Roadway Time of 14
4 3 [ 1ves 77 | 2Oporatlod MV in Carelss o 27 Disregardad olher Trafic Crash
41 Ne Negfigent Mannes Sign 1 Apparentty Normal
6 EfOper-Rest 3 No Req. Endorsement 3 Falled 10 Yield Right ot Way 28 Disreganded Other Road 3 ASkeep or Fatigued
7 None ;W_?::W m ) 5 W (sick) or Fainied
By X = improper ver-Comecting/Over g&mwm
(mh'nmmme) o 10 Foflowed too Closaly s amﬁm(w_
4 | 1NotDisiaced - 5 Extermal Distraction 11 Ran Red Light . 30 Swerved or Avoided : Due Ath angry, diskrbed, tc )
2B (ouc“""“‘g"‘ (alsdeln;vdideexplm :gglmm;:g'“m 10 Wi, Sigpery Surace, M. 9 Under the Infiuence of
3 Other Blectronic D Q';‘Tm 15 improper , ekC. 77 Other, Explain in Narative
{nawigalion device, DVD player) 7 jatientive 17 Exceeded Posted Speed 31 Operated MV in Emabc, 88 .
88 Unknown 21 Wrong Side of Wrong Way Rackess or Agreessive Manner
25 Failad b0 Keep in Proper Lane 77 Other Contributing Action
1Vison Nt Obsawed  SioadonVehice O Smoke
1 2 Inclement Weather 6 Buldng/Fixed 10 Glare DRIVER OR PASSENGER
ngamsmmedw gs;;mmus 77 Al Other, Explan Eve Protection (EP) Restraint Sysiems
rees/Crops/Bushes i
= = 3
DRIVER OR PASSENGER 1oy =
. OCATION: 3NotAppiicable | 1 Not Applicable i
Motor Vehicle Seating Position: oc) 2 None Used - Mokor Vehicle Occupant
Seat Row Other 3mg%ﬂ&lrﬂ
1 Lot INat i Shouider
1 Front 3 5 Lap Bekt Only Used
2 Midde 3 y 2 Sleeper Section of Truck Cab 5 Resirai o
%m gThuﬂ > go Area {fsoy o box, ek} swwwmm - Forward Facing
(explanin 4 Fourth sy il o 8 Chikd Restraint Systom - Rear Facng
e e [ Other Row ¢ oo on Motor Vehicke Exterior (non- 3Depovedront 7 DeplovedCutan | 308 EE et Type Uriknown
B8UNNOMN 53 Unknown i o) e oo 77 Other, Explain in
88 Unknown
1 X . D1k cion - Markad C Wmm
2wmmmna ZM'WM Ghmy—a’u(m.
bullding, skater, pedestiian comveyance, eic. 3 Intersection - Other4 Midblock - Marked Crosswalk 11 Shared Use Path or Trall et By fa..
median)

34

R TTor i8] ALGOTE L]
o D 1NO improper Action

3Fat.lehMﬁQt—d—Wav
4 Failure fo Obey Traflic Signs

8 Going 1o or from School (K-12)
9 Working in Trafhoway
{incident response)

None
77 Other, Explain in Narrative
88 Unknown

7T O, Explan

0 JSEX JLoC:S R 0 ]E.Jec'r 0

STAIE 1z
e =
EMS RUN NUMBER MEDICAL FACILITY TRANSPORTED TO




Reporiing Agancy Cass Number HSMV Crash Raport Number
PERSON# 2 MP20221114-00131606 85854648
PHONE NUMBER Check 8 0l
- Driver Re-exam
CITY& STATE
—— N
DRIVERS LICENSE NUMBER A EXPRES TRRY SEVERITY (L)
5 Fatal (Wthin 30 days) | 3
TS iy Sy
Drivers Actions at Time of Crash
8 1 No Contritution Acon 26 Roadway 5 Condition AL
2 Operated MY in Carelss or 27 Disregarded olher Tralic D Time of Crash
Negligont Manner Sign 1 Normal
3Faledto id Right oFWay 28 Distugarded Other Road e L
4 Improper Markings 5 8 (sick) or Fainted
6 mproper Tum 29 Over-Cofecing/Over o (o .
nd 3?mm$: Ew( .
30 Swerved or Avoided : Due 4&h
12 Drove 100 Fast for Condsions angry, disawbed, elc.)
D:ngS&m&m e aon, Y. D 9 Under the Infience of
tmproper Passing , efc. g
17 Exceeded Posied Speed 31 Operated MV in Erratic, gmﬂ.EMnm
21 Wrong Side of Wong Way  Rackleas or Agreessive Manner
25 Falled 1o Keopin Proper Lane 77 Oher Contrbuting Acion
TVison Not Obscured 5 Lgad on Vefece 0 Smoke 1
2 inclement Wealher 5 Bullding/Fixad Object 10 Giare 1 DRIVER OR PAS:
D 3 Parked/Stopped Vehicle 7 SignsBilboards 77 All Gthes, Explain : SENGER
4 Tress/Crops/Bushes g Fog n i Helmet Use (HU) Eye Protection (EP) Restraint Systems
DRIVER OR PASSENGER 1 DOT-Complant 1¥es (Rs)
Motorcyce Helmet 2No
Motor Vehicle Sesting Position: OCATION: 2 Other Helmet 3NotAppicable | 1 Not Appiicable ist)
oc) 3 No Helmet 2 Nane Used - Molor Vehice Occupant
S Raw v ol 3 Shoukdor and Lap Bekt Used
1l 1Not H Beit
amige 1T ) Sieaper Section of Truck Cab _ A Bag Deployed ey foediid
o 3Thed D s oruea (Rt oacia . {knoe, i boi, etc. ) ?mm‘ba:ldém-mmrm
(©plinin 4 Fourth 4 Unendlosed Cargo Area 2 Elected, Tolally D;ﬁw” £ Depi 8 Chikd Restraint Systern - Rear Fachg
rarste) 77 OterRow 2 il M L ovicie Exteior (non- D 3 Eeced 3 Deployed-Font 7 Deployed-Curtain | 9 Booster Seat
Riding of i 4 Deployed-Side 10 Chiki Restraint Type Unknown
B8 Unknown 4 oiend unit) 4 Not Applicable 88 Deployment 77 Other, Explain In Narrative
88 Unknown 88 Unimown
1 Non-Motorist Location At Time of Crash 8 Sidowalk mniorto(:ruhs ]
& 1 inkersection - Marked Crosswalk leydiumsm
3 2mmmm,mr; 2 Imersection - Unmarked Crosswalk 2Wmmm " 6 In Roadway — Other (working,
ol v 3 inorsection - Other4 Miciock - Marked Crosswalk 11 Stared-Use Paih or Trai Roadway ) 0
4 Other Cycist : & Teaver Lane. Oupex Locaton %o"‘:*,;'m"‘"?’,,m Waling b Cross Roacway 1, 8ckcsrr 0 oy (6.
m?'mmthm 6 Bicycle Lane 88 Unkno with Trafic Gnor 8 Song o or fom School (12)
s shoulderRoadside Working in Traficway
6 Ocrupan o a Nor Molor Velsce 7 o traveiane) o W0 B O
Device 1 ; 10 None
7 Uniknown Type of Non-Motorist 1No lmpropes Action Roacway Against Trafic (in ) .
e 2| 1 |2 Datash or acjacent 10 travel lane) gwu:n&,mhm
fNane . Safety Equipment 215“&!:%“7 mwm
5 Lighti :
s %mm or Officer TWW ;I?humsr'l’mﬂhge
@lbows, knaas, shins, eic.) nw' gﬁmm&mr:c) 12 Wrong-Way Riding or Wakking
elc.) lighting, eic.)

RCE OF TRANSPOR
1 Mot Tranuporied 2 WS 3 Law Eisrcerment 77 O, Bxplin
Mavalve 88 Univween

EMS RUN NUMBER

MEDICAL FACLITY TRANSPORTED TO

HSMY 90010 S




Reporting Agency Gase Number HSMV Crash Report Number
NARRATIVE MP20221114-00131606 85854648

V1 was at the intersection waiting for the green light. Once the light had turned green in V1's favor, the pedestrian cross walk also received the pedestrian cross walk
go head. The pedestrians on bicycles were crossing at the same time V1 was accelerating through the intersection. V1 did not see the pedestrian at the time of
contactimpact. V1 made contact with the male bicyclist and knocked him to the ground. The male sustained what appears to be minor injuries on scene. The second
pedestrian on bicycle abruptly hit the brakes forcing her to lose balance and falling to the ground as well. Both parties were fransported to Physician Regional Hospital
for further treatment. V1 sustained minor body damage. V1 was ciled for failure to use due care for the incident. Nothing further.

ADDITIONAL PASSENGERS
RSON # VEHICLE # JAME TE OF BIRTH |iNJ SEX |LOC:S |R a EJECT HU EP ABD |RS
CURRENT ADDRESS (Number and Street) cny STATE ZIP CODE
|SOURCE OF TRANSPORT TQ MEDICAL FAC LITY rMS AGENCY NAME OR ID EMS RUN NUMBER MEDICAL FACILITY TRANSPORTED TO
1 Not Transported 2 EMS 3 Law Enforcemant 77 Other, Explein in
Narrativa 88 Unknown
PERSON # VEHICLE # HAME DATE OF BIRTH | INJ SEX JLOC:S R o} |esECT HU EP ABD |RS
CURRENT ADDRESS (Number and Street) clty STATE ZIP CODE
ISOURCE OF TRANSPORT TO MEDICAL FAC LITY MS AGENGY NAME OR (D EMS RUN NUMBER MEDICAL FACILITY TRANSPORT_ED TO

ADDITIONAL VIOLATIONS

NAME OF VIOLATOR FL STATUTE NUMBER CITATION NUMBER
PERSON # NAME OF VIOLATOR FL STATUTE NUMBER CHARGE CITATION NUMBER
REPORTING OFFICER
D/BADGE # RANK [OFFICER NAME DEPARTMENT TYPE OF DEPT,
POLICE DEPARTMENT
M116 IOFC. H. SCHMID MARCO ISLAND POLICE DEPART  |PD)
HSMV 90010 S 5 7

Page of




REPORT NG AGENCY CASE NUMBER HSMV CRASH REPORT NUMBER
DIAGRAM MP20221114-00131606 85354648

NOT TO SCALE
" |
5 H |
£ |
1}
; .
5 | |
I =
—
—
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—
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E’ Bald Eagle Drive
|
HSMV 80010 S 6 7
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Reporting Agency Case Numbes HSMV Crash Raport Number
PERSON# 3 P20221114-00131608 85854648

1 Dviver NAME PHONE NUMBER The®
2 Non-Molorist E] Recommend ...
3 - Diiver Re-exam
m‘“—‘ CITY& STAIE 2 COOE

Speed
88 Unknown gwgmumm Reckess or Agreessive Manner 88
ml\ﬁm
DRIVER VISION OBSTRUCTIONS {0t Conrieating Aedn
Vision Nt Obscred 5| padon Vehide O Smoke 1
s e IO & EBAE T Ctjoct 10 Gitve _ ' DRIVER OR PASSENGER
4 Treea/Crops/Bushes g Fog o Helmet Use (HU) Eye Protection (EP) [:I Restraint Systems
DRIVER OR PASSENGER I:I 1 DOT-Compant D 1Yes (RS)
_——wr—m—mm— mm 2No
Motor Vehicle Seating Position: L OCATION: 2 Other Helmet 3NotAppicable | 1 Not Applicable (non-motorist)
LOC) I:I D 3 No Helmet 2 Nane Used - Mokor Viehicle Ocoupant
s Rew Oas 3 Shouder and Lap Bet Used
1Left 1Not Applicable 4 Shoulder Bet Only Used
amage 1Pt 2 Sieaper Section of Truck Cab i ArBagDeployed |\ eqOmer | 5Lap Sl Oniy Lsed
3 Rigt A 3 Other Enclosed Cargo Area Ejection {EJECT) {knoe, air bet, elc) | © Restraint Used - Type Unknown
770ther 3 Third 4 Unenclosed Cargo Area 1 Not Ezected D1mw 6 Deployed- 7 Child Restraint System - Forward Facing
foekiyn 4 Fourth 5 Trailing Unit D ZRiucled ity 2 Not Dapioyad  Combination 8 Ghi] Restain System - Rear Faciy
88 Unknown o oy <o 6 Ricing on Motor Vehicle Exterior (nor- Partialy 2 Doplovod Goan saepkoyedOurtan | 10 Chi Restraint Type Unknown
trailing unit) 4 Not Applicable Unknown 77 Other, Explain in Namative
88 Unknown 88 Unknawn
” — Nom Wotorst Locaton Al Time of Crash g Sidewalk Action Priot 1o Crastt
ﬂtnechm Marked Crosswalk £ 5 Walking/Cyding on
2 Other Pedesirian (wheelchari, person in a Unimarked Crosswak 2;‘0&%19““ 1 Ghm Olﬂm
B e DO Corioy e ok 3msmm  Ottord Nacblock - Marked Crosswalk 10 Soeant e elc)
D s Maikad Crosswak i i B v acioey B art o Raooway (8.
W“mewm gmmmmm 17 Oer. Expan nNarave | wakiOrtng Aong & o &5 o o School(6:12)
shouklerRoadiside " ok Working
6 Occupant of 2 Nor-Molor Vetick L ‘oravellae) 9 Working n Tracuay
7 Urkinown Type o Nor Moorst 1No improper Action Roaway AEnst Traifie (n 100000 & e
tt| 1 |2DarDash or acgacent 1o ravel BNB) g4 nkcrown
— 3 Faslure to Yield Right-of Way
iNone  Safety Eipmont 5 Lighing 4 Falure Yo Obey Trafic Signs
Helmet 6 Not Appiicable Signais, or Officer 7 Entering/Exiting Parked/Standing mhm:perTum
Protective Pas Used 77 Other, Explain 2n 5 in Roadeay improperty (sianding,  Yehicle 11 lmproper Passing
albows, knees, shins, 6lc) in Narralive ying, working, plaving) 8 inatiertive (talking, eating, efic) 12 Wrong-Way Riding or Waking
Reflective Clothing (jacket, g9 Unknown 6 Disabled Vehicle Retated (working 3 Not Visible (dark clothing, no 77 Other, Explain in Namvative
on, pushing, leavinglapproaching)  Sahing, elc) ol
ALCOHOLIDRUG/EMS
[SUSPECIED TESTED 3 BAC 3
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RESOLUTION 18-30

A RESOLUTION OF THE CITY COUNCIL OF THE CITY OF MARCO
ISLAND, FLORIDA, ENDORSING THE MARCO ISLAND BIKE
PATHWAYS COMMITTEE MASTER BIKE PATH PLAN AND TO
CONTINUE TO SUPPORT FUNDING THOUGH THE BUDGET
PROCESS, AND PROVIDING AN EFFECTIVE DATE.

WHEREAS, the City of Marco Island provides for continuous citizen input and
advice through a wide variety of boards and committees; and

WHEREAS, the Marco Island Bike Pathways (ad-hoc) Committee has worked with
staff to create a Bike Pathways Master Plan, which was originally adopted by the City
Council in 2009; and

~ WHEREAS, this Master Plan has identified Bike Lanes and Shared-Use Pathway
Projects to allow both expert and novice riders to get around to most parts of the City by

bicycle.

NOW, THEREFORE, BE IT RESOLVED by the City Council of the City of Marco
Island, Florida that:

Section 1.

Section 2.

Section 3.

Section 4.

The above recitals are true and correct and incorporated herein.

The Marco Island City Council endorses the 2018 Marco Island Bike Path
Master Plan shown in attached “Exhibit A.”

The City Council will continue to support funding for additional projects to
complete the Master Plan program.

This resolution shall take effect immediately upon its adoption.

Passed in open and regular session of the City Council of the City of Marco Island, Florida,
this 16t day of April 2018.

]
ATTEST: , 7 CITY.OF MARCO ISLAND, FLORIDA
- /)‘ By: [ 7K B
ot M Litzan, CRS/CIerk Jar‘ed/,Gi‘ifon’i,‘G\ha\irxnan
/

Appm\ved as to form ar)d Iega)l sufficiency:

( N Mon

N ’ \,1 tn—x

Alan L. Gabriel, Clty Attorney



EXHIBIT “A”

Marco Island Bike Path Master Plan
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RESOLUTION 24-10

A RESOLUTION OF TH™ CITY CC°V™" ~= TH™ ~TY OF
MARCO ISLAND, FLORIDA, ADOPTING THE 2024 MARCO
ISLAND BIKE AND SHARED PATH MASTER PATH PLAN
UPDATE; AND PROVIDING AN EFFECTIVE DATE.

WHEREAS, the City of Marco Island provides for continuous citizen input and
advice through a wide variety of boards and commiitees; and

WHEREAS, the Marco Island Bike and Shared Path {ad-hoc) Committee
(hereinafter referred to as the “Committee) and City staff have developed

the Bike and Shared Path Master Plan, which was originally adopted by the City
Council in 2009; and

WHEREAS, the Committee and City staff have updated the Master Plan
for the calendar year 2024.

NOW, THEREFORE, BE IT RESOLVED by the City Council of the City of Marco Island,
Florida that;

Section 1. The above recitals are frue and correct and incorporated herein.

Section 2. The Marco Island City Council adopts the 2024 Marco Island Bike and
Shared Path Master Plan shown in the attached “Exhibit A.”

Section 3. This resolution shall take effect immediately upon its adoption.

Passed in open and regular session of the City Council of the City of Marco Island,
Florida, this 18" day of March 2024.

A CI couDA

By —

Ticiency:

Alan L. Gabriel, City Attorney



EXHIBIT "A"

2024 Marco Island Bike and Shared Path Master Plan
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2024/25 CALL FOR BIKE-PED PROJECTS

MPO STAFF PRELIMINARY PROJECT SCORING

7A Attachment 2
BPAC 11/19/24

Length in Requested SU, TA Funding Scoring Criteria
itting Agency Project Name From To Miles Phase Amount Safety Equity Connecti Total RANK Notes
PE $ 300,000 replace existing 5' sidewalk with 8' SUP connecting
Marco Island Shared Use Path 6th Ave Elkcam Cl. Barfield Dr 11 . 3 5 9 1 Marco Lakes Community (EJ Area) with Town Center
& filling in gaps. In adopted Marco Island Pathways
Master Plan as a priority
East Elkcam CI. Bald Eagle Dr Collier Blvd. CsT/CEl $ 1,600,000
Marco Island Project Total $ 1,900,000
| TOTAL

Scoring Criteria Detail* Points Maximum BPMP Reference Notes
Safety Recommended in RSA 5 Bike-Ped RSAs described p13
FDOT Top 5 High Crash Corridors Fig 6 p11&Complete Sts/Safety
BPMP Severe Inj/Fatality 3 Corridor Study Priorities Table 8 p28 & SRTS
Safety Concern - Crash Data 2 5 Crash data documented
Public Safety Concern in BPMP Fig 13 p29, public comment
Any Public Safety Concern 1 generally (ie perception of safety versus stats)
Equity BPMP EJ HIGH -VERY HIGH 5 Fig. 2 p4
BPMP EJ LOW-MED 3 5
BPMP Need - Public Input 1
Connectivity BPMP Prioritized Infra. Gap 5 5 Fig.5 p 9, Figure 13 p 29, Fig. 17 p 36; Local Roads - Appendix 11 &
BPMP Public Input 2 p37-44
Maximum Total Score 15

*See BPMP Goals pp22-23 re- Safety, Equity and Connectivity




2024/25 CALL FOR BIKE-PED PROJECTS

MPO STAFF PRELIMINARY PROJECT SCORING

7A Attachment 3
BPAC 11/19/24

Length in Requested SU, TA Funding Scoring Criteria
itting Agency Project Name From To Miles Phase Amount Safety Equity Connecti Total RANK Notes
PE $ 300,000 replace existing 5' sidewalk with 8' SUP connecting
Marco Island Shared Use Path 6th Ave Elkcam Cl. Barfield Dr 11 Marco Lakes Community (EJ Area) with Town Center
- & filling in gaps. In adopted Marco Island Pathways
Master Plan as a priority
East Elkcam CI. Bald Eagle Dr Collier Blvd. CsT/CEl $ 1,600,000
Marco Island Project Total $ 1,900,000
| TOTAL

Scoring Criteria Detail* Points Maximum BPMP Reference Notes
Safety Recommended in RSA 5 Bike-Ped RSAs described p13
FDOT Top 5 High Crash Corridors Fig 6 p11&Complete Sts/Safety
BPMP Severe Inj/Fatality 3 Corridor Study Priorities Table 8 p28 & SRTS
Safety Concern - Crash Data 2 5 Crash data documented
Public Safety Concern in BPMP Fig 13 p29, public comment
Any Public Safety Concern 1 generally (ie perception of safety versus stats)
Equity BPMP EJ HIGH -VERY HIGH 5 Fig. 2 p4
BPMP EJ LOW-MED 3 5
BPMP Need - Public Input 1
Connectivity BPMP Prioritized Infra. Gap 5 5 Fig.5 p 9, Figure 13 p 29, Fig. 17 p 36; Local Roads - Appendix 11 &
BPMP Public Input 2 p37-44
Maximum Total Score 15

*See BPMP Goals pp22-23 re- Safety, Equity and Connectivity




EXECUTIVE SUMMARY
COMMITTEE ACTION
ITEM 7B

Bicycle and Pedestrian Master Plan (BPMP) — Presentation from Capital Consulting Solutions on
Changes to Evaluation Criteria and Final Committee Comments Before Preparation of First Draft

OBJECTIVE: For the committee to provide input on the revised draft evaluation criteria and scoring
matrices for local and regional projects.

CONSIDERATIONS: Capital has updated their drafts for BPMP project prioritization. Criteria for
Regional Projects on the SUN (Shared-Use Non-motorized) Trail network and Local Projects (non-SUN
Trail) have been revised after review by BPAC at their September meeting, outreach meetings with The
Miccosukee Tribe held on October 17", and The Seminole Tribe of Florida on October 18™, and the first
virtual public BPMP workshop held on October 29,

The revised Regional Project Scoring Matrix is shown in Attachment 1; and the Local Project Scoring is
shown in Attachment 2. Capital’s presentation is shown in Attachment 3.

This is the last opportunity for the committee to provide comments before the draft is written and submitted
for their review next January. A presentation will be provided by Capital followed by discussion.

Next Steps:

e The draft BPMP update will be submitted for BPAC review at the January 21, 2025 meeting,
followed by Citizens and Technical Advisory Committees on January 27, 2025, and The MPO
Board on Valentine’s Day.

o The second public workshop is scheduled for February of 2025.

STAFF RECOMMENDATION: Provided for committee review and comment.

Prepared By: Sean Kingston, AICP, PMP, Principal Planner

ATTACHMENTS:

1) Regional Projects scoring matrix
2) Local Projects scoring matrix
3) Presentation



7B Attachment 1
BPAC 11/19/24

CAPITAL

Collier County Bicycle-Pedestrian Master Plan 2024 Update
Updated Scoring Matrix [DRAFT v4]

Capital Consulting Solutions, LLC

November 4, 2024

*Revisions Made*

Regional Projects (Collier to Polk & Gulf Coast Trails)

Criteria and Weights (Summed to 100%)
Safety: 30%

Cost: 25%

Connectivity: 20%

Equity: 15%

Economic Development: 5%

Project Phase: 5%

Criterion Descriptions:

Project Eligibility — To be considered for SUN Trail funding, the proposed project must meet the following
eligibility requirements. Projects that fulfill these criteria may proceed to evaluation against the scoring
criteria below:

1. Design Criteria — Assesses the quality and compliance of the trail design with current
standards, ensuring it is a separate, paved, two-lane, non-motorized path.

2. Maintaining Agency — Evaluates the capacity and commitment of the agency responsible for
the ongoing maintenance and operation of the proposed improvements.

*Note: The final determination of project eligibility will be made by FDOT.

Safety — Evaluates the project’s potential to enhance trail user safety by reducing conflicts with vehicles,
addressing high-risk areas for bicycle and pedestrian injuries, and correcting existing safety deficiencies
along the trail.

Cost — Assesses the cost-effectiveness of the project by considering the expenses for the PD&E (Project
Development and Environment) Study, planning, initial construction, and long-term maintenance.
Additionally, the evaluation includes the cost in relation to the population benefiting from the proposed
improvement, particularly those residing within approximately 5 miles of the trail corridor.

Connectivity — Evaluates how effectively the project links to existing trails, transportation networks, or
key destinations, and whether it creates a new connection between areas or populations that were
previously disconnected.

Equity — Evaluates how the project benefits underserved communities along the SUN Trail Network,
including low-income, minority, and transit-dependent populations. Projects that enhance access to safe
and affordable transportation options or connect these communities to essential services—such as
schools, jobs, and healthcare—will be prioritized and scored higher.



CAPITAL

Economic Development - Analyzes the potential for the project to promote local economic growth,
including tourism and business opportunities.

Project Phase — Prioritizes projects that are construction-ready, with all necessary documents and plans
approved and slated for construction. Projects in advanced phases will be ranked higher, especially when
funding is limited, compared to projects that are still in the planning or pre-construction stages.

Scoring System
e Safety

o Proposed Improvement address a safety concern that has been identified and raised by
the public but lacks detailed analysis — 1 Point
o Proposed Improvement address a less severe safety concern without a safety audit
measuring the potential effectiveness of the improvement — 3 Points
o Proposed Improvement addresses a serious concern, supported by statistical and crash
data showing the proposed improvements need along with a safety audit showing the
success of the implementation of the improvement — 5 Points
e Cost
o Proposed improvement costs exceed $1 million, or the population benefiting is fewer
then 500 people within 5-miles of the trail corridor — 1 Point
o Proposed improvement costs between $500,000 and $1 million, or the population
benefiting is between 500 and 1,000 people within 5 miles of the trail corridor —3
Points
o Proposed improvement costs less then $500,000, or the population benefiting more
then 1,000 people within 5-miles of the trail corridor — 5 Points
e Connectivity
o Proposed improvement provides improvements and adds to the overall trail alignment
but does not close any gaps and or provides linkage to areas that have been previously
disconnected — 1 Point
o Proposed improvement adds to the overall trail alignment and provides connection to
existing trails — 3 Points
o Proposed improvement adds to the overall trail alignment and provides connection to
existing trails and completes a gap to connect a population that were once recently
disconnected — 5 Points
e Equity
o Proposed improvement limited or no direct access to low-income, minority, or transit-
dependent populations, benefiting fewer then 25% of these groups in the project area —
1 Point
o Proposed improvements moderately enhance the access for underserved populations,
benefiting 25-50% of low income, minority, or transit-dependent individuals in the
project area, with some connection to essential services (e.g., schools or healthcare) — 3
Points



CAPITAL

o Proposed improvement directly serves over 50% of low income, minority, or transit-
dependent populations in the project area and provides strong connections to essential
services such as schools, employment, and healthcare — 5 Points

e Economic Development

o Proposed improvements have limited or no potential to promote local growth, with little
to no impact on tourism or business opportunities. Projected local revenue is less than
$100,000 annually — 1 Point

o Proposed improvements are expected to moderately contribute to local economic
growth, attracting some tourism or business activity. Projected increase in local revenue
is expected to be between $100,000 and $500,000 annually — 3 Points

o Proposed improvements are expected to significantly boost local economic growth,
attracting substantial tourism or business opportunities. Projected increase in local
revenue is expected to exceed $500,000 annually — 5 Points

e Project Phase

o The proposed improvement is currently in the planning stage and awaiting approval
from the necessary authorities to move forward to the construction phase — 1 Point

o The proposed improvement has completed all required planning and design phases,
obtained all approvals and permits, and is ready for construction — 5 Points

Example
Economic
. Safety A Connectivity . 0 Project Phase
Project (30%) Cost (25%) (20%) Equity (15%) Deve(l;);;nent (5%)
Project 1 3 2 5 3 3 5

Project 1 Example:

Safety: (3) * 0.30=0.90

Cost: (2) * 0.25=0.50

Connectivity: (5) * 0.20 = 1.00

Equity: (3) * 0.15 = 0.45

Economic Development: (3) *0.05 =0.15
Project Phase: (5) * 0.05 =0.25

Total Weighted Score = 0.90 + 0.50 + 1.00 + 0.45 + 0.15 + 0.25 =3.25



CAPITAL " PLANNING *ENGINEERING « CONSTRUCTION

Project Prioritization Ranking & Ordering

Projects are ranked in descending order, with the highest total scores given priority as they offer the
greatest overall value based on the selected criteria. The top-ranked project should be prioritized first, as
it has shown the most significant impact across key areas, ensuring that resources are allocated to the
most beneficial projects for the community. Flexibility is important, as changes in funding, community
needs, or other factors may require adjustments to priorities. Regular reviews will help ensure that the
SUN Trail Network continues to meet its goals effectively

® Phone: 239.273.8894 | @ 9010 Strada
info@capitalengr.com Suite 108,

@ Capitalengr.com Naples, Florida 3




7B Attachment 2
BPAC 11/19/24

CAPITAL

Collier County Bicycle-Pedestrian Master Plan 2024 Update
Updated Scoring Matrix [DRAFT v4]

Capital Consulting Solutions, LLC

November 4, 2024

*Revisions Made*

Local Projects

Criteria and Weights (Summed to 100%)

Cost: 15%

Equity: 15%

Multimodal and Regional Connections: 25%

Public Involvement and Support: 5%

Safety: 30%

Micromobility: 5%

Economic Development, Revitalization, Tourism: 5%

Criterion Descriptions:

Cost — Evaluates the financial feasibility of the project, including both initial construction costs, long-term
maintenance expenses, and the cost per capita. Projects that demonstrate cost-effectiveness, efficient
use of available funds, and provide a reasonable cost per person impacted will score higher.

Equity — Assesses the extent to which the project provides equal access to nonmotorized facilities for all
users, with a particular focus on underserved and marginalized communities. Projects that eliminate
barriers, enhance ADA accessibility, and promote inclusivity for individuals of all abilities will receive
higher scores.

Multimodal and Regional Connection — Assesses the project's integration with other modes of
transportation (e.g., transit, biking, walking) and its ability to enhance regional connectivity. Projects that
create seamless links between different transportation modes and improve regional mobility will score
higher.

Public Involvement and Support — Evaluates the level of community engagement and support for the
project. Projects with strong public involvement, transparent processes, and demonstrated community
backing will receive higher scores.

Safety — Evaluates the project's potential to enhance safety for all users. This includes the analysis of high-
risk areas using crash data and fatality statistics, the implementation of Safe Routes to Schools, the
incorporation of targeted safety improvements, the adoption of a Safe System Approach, and the
inclusion of public education initiatives aimed at promoting safe behaviors.

Micromobility — Evaluates the project's support for micromobility options such as e-scooters, e-bikes, and
other small, lightweight transportation devices. Projects that integrate infrastructure and policies to
promote micromobility will score higher.
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Economic Development, Revitalization, Tourism — Assesses the project's potential to stimulate economic
growth, revitalize communities, and attract tourism. Projects that demonstrate clear economic benefits
and support local revitalization efforts will score higher.

Scoring System

e Cost

o O O

e Equity

Proposed Costs are 25% above budget; cost per capita is over $500 — 1 Point
Proposed Costs are 10-25% above budget; cost per capita is $300-$500 — 2 Points
Proposed Costs are within budget; cost per capita is $150-$300 — 3 Points
Proposed Costs are 10% under budget; cost per capita is $75-5150 — 5 Points

Addresses a need in an area lacking adequate access to nonmotorized transportation
facilities and ADA compliance, as identified through public input — 1 Point

Addresses a need in an area that partially meets the criteria for an Environmental Justice
(EJ) community and has some ADA considerations, but does not fulfill all requirements
for identifying E) communities — 3 Points

Fully addresses the needs and concerns of an Environmental Justice community,
achieving complete ADA compliance — 5 Points

e Multimodal and Regional Connections

O

Proposed improvement does not address any connectivity needs identified by public
input—1 Point

Proposed improvement fills a need in an area lacking connectivity based on public input
and addresses some prioritized infrastructure gaps — 3 Points

Proposed improvement completely fills a prioritized infrastructure gap identified in this
plan, significantly enhancing connectivity — 5 Points

e Public Involvement and Support

O

Proposed improvement has not been presented or discussed with the public in a formal
setting — 1 Point

Proposed improvement has shown moderate community engagement and has been
discussed in a formal setting through committee and public meetings - 3 Points
Proposed improvement has strong public support and has been identified as a priority in
this plan — 5 Points

Proposed improvement addresses a safety concern that has been raised by the public
but lacks detailed analysis — 1 Point

Proposed improvement addresses a less severe safety concern without a safety audit to
measure the effectiveness of the improvement — 2 Points

Proposed improvement addresses a serious safety concern, supported by statistical and
crash data — 3 Points



CAPITAL

o Proposed improvement addresses safety concerns involving accidents with serious to
fatal outcomes and is backed by statistical data along with a safety audit to measure
effectiveness — 5 Points

e  Micromobility
o Proposed improvements provide no support for micromobility options or related policies
—1 Point
o Proposed improvement fully supports micromobility by integrating relevant
infrastructure and policies — 5 Points

e Economic Development, Revitalization, Tourism
o The proposed improvements address a local need but will have minimal impact on
tourism or the overall appearance of the area — 1 Point
o The proposed improvements are in an area with moderate tourist traffic, offering some
benefit but with less impact on tourism — 3 Points
o The proposed improvements target key infrastructure in high-traffic tourism areas,
significantly enhancing the area's appearance and attractiveness to visitors — 5 Points

Example
Multimodal Public Economic
. Equity & Regional Involvement Safety Micromobility
0,
Project Cost (15%) (15%) Connections  and support (30%) (5%) Deve(l:;;’nent
(25%) (5%) ’
Project 1 4 3 1 2 3 5 3

Project 1 Example:

Cost: (4) * 0.15 = 0.60

Equity: (3) * 0.15 = 0.45

Regional Connections: (1) * 0.25 = 0.25

Public Involvement and Support: (2) * 0.05 =0.10
Safety: (3) * 0.30 = 0.90

Micromobility: (5) * 0.05 = 0.25

Economic Development: (3) *0.05 =0.15

Total Weighted Score = 0.60 + 0.45 + 0.25 + 0.10 + 0.90 + 0.25 + 0.15 = 2.7
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Project Prioritization Ranking & Ordering

The prioritization Process will include the following Steps:

1. Scoring — Each Proposed project will be scored against the above criteria using the scoring matrix.
The scores will then be multiplied by the assigned weights to calculate the total score for each
project.

2. Ranking — Proposed projects will be ranked based on their total score, with the highest-scoring
project receiving the highest priority.

3. Agency Distribution — To ensure equitable distribution of resources and benefits across the
County, the ranked projects will be categorized for each agency. This process will ensure that each
municipality, as well as the unincorporated areas of Collier County, including distinct communities
such as Immokalee and Golden Gate City, receive a proportionate share of proposed
improvements. These unincorporated areas, with their unique needs and characteristics, will be
valued as distinct entities, ensuring they receive fair consideration in the allocation of resources.
MPO Staff will track and analyze whether there has been an equitable distribution over a period
of 5-10 years to ensure that improvements are being made fairly and consistently.

4. Review and Adjustment — The initial ranking and distribution will be reviewed by the appropriate
committees to ensure that all municipalities are fairly represented. Adjustment to the ranking may
be made to balance equity considerations, ensuring that underserved and high-need areas are
prioritized where appropriate.

5. Final Order —The final list of projects will reflect both the scoring and equitable distribution across
the county. Projects will be ordered within each municipality based on their score, and the overall
prioritization system will be designed to maximize impact and benefit for all resident of Collier
County.

I TAL



7B Attachment 3
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Collier MPO BPMP
Evaluation Criteria

Updates /74 1 S\\\N

Collier MPO

Prepared by:
Capital Consulting Solutions, LLC
November 19, 2024

SAFER STREETS, BETTER PATHS: JOIN THE CONVERSATION!
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Metropolitan Planning Organization

e Review and discuss modifications to the evaluation criteria for local projects
e Review and discuss modifications to the evaluation criteria for regional projects

e Seek BPAC approval to proceed with implementing the proposed evaluation criteria in the Master Plan
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Evaluation Criteria [Local Projects] - Criteria Weights

Original: Criteria and Weights (Summed to 100%)
Cost: 15%
Equity: 15%
Multimodal and Regional Connections: 20%
Public Involvement and Support: 10%
Safety: 25%
Micromobility: 5%
Economic Development, Revitalization, Tourism: 10%

Proposed (Changes in Blue): criteria and Weights (Summed to 100%)
Cost: 15%
Equity: 15%
Multimodal and Regional Connections: 25%
Public Involvement and Support: 5%
Safety: 30%
Micromobility: 5%
Economic Development, Revitalization, Tourism: 5%

Metropolitan Planning Organization

Safety &
Connectivity
Increased by 5%

Economic Development & Public
Involvement
Decreased by 5%

L
\ 4
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Metropolitan Planning Organization

Evaluation Criteria [Local Projects] — Criteria Descriptions

Original:

Cost — Evaluates the financial feasibility of the project. This includes both initial construction costs and

long-term maintenance expenses. Projects that demonstrate cost-effectiveness and efficient use of
available funds will score higher.

Proposed (Changes in Blue):

Cost — Evaluates the financial feasibility of the project, including both initial construction costs, long-term

maintenance expenses, and the cost per capita. Projects that demonstrate cost-effectiveness, efficient
use of available funds, and provide a reasonable cost per person impacted will score higher.
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MASTER PLAN

Evaluation Criteria [Local Projects] — Scoring System

Original:

Scoring System

Each criterion can be scored on a scale 0-5

Does not address criterion (0 Points): The proposed project does not make any improvements or has
negative impact on this criterion.

Poorly addresses the criterion (1 Point): The proposed project makes minimal improvements or
addresses the criterion in a limited capacity.

Adequately addresses the criterion (2 Points): The proposed project meets basic requirements but lacks
significant impact or innovation.

Moderately addresses the criterion (3 Points): The proposed project demonstrates moderate
improvements and shows a clear understanding and application of the criterion.

Well addresses the criterion (4 Points): The proposed project element makes substantial improvements
and shows a strong, positive impact on this criterion.

Excellently addresses the criterion (5 Points): The proposed project excels in this area, demonstrating
outstanding improvements and a significant, positive impact.

+ Cost
(=]
o
o
o

* Equity
o

Proposed (Changes in Blue):

Scoring System

Proposed Costs are 25% above budget; cost per capita is over $500 — 1 Point
Proposed Costs are 10-25% above budget; cost per capita is $300-$500 - 2 Points
Proposed Costs are within budget; cost per capita is 5$150-5300— 3 Points
Proposed Costs are 10% under budget; cost per capita is $75-5150— 5 Points

Addresses a need in an area lacking adequate access to nonmotorized transportation
facilities and ADA compliance, as identified through public input— 1 Point

Addresses a need in an area that partially meets the criteria for an Environmental Justice
{EJ) community and has some ADA considerations, but does not fulfill all requirements
for identifying El communities — 3 Points

Fully addresses the needs and concerns of an Environmental Justice community,
achieving complete ADA compliance — 5 Points

+ Multimodal and Regional Connections

o

Proposed improvement does not address any connectivity needs identified by public
input=1 Point

Proposed improvement fills a need in an area lacking connectivity based on public input
and addresses some prioritized infrastructure gaps — 3 Points

Proposed improvement completely fills a prioritized infrastructure gap identified in this
plan, significantly enhancing connectivity — 5 Points

+  Public Involvement and Support

o

Proposed improvement has not been presented or discussed with the public in a formal
setting — 1 Point

Proposed improvement has shown moderate community engagement and has been
discussed in a formal setting through committee and public meetings - 3 Points
Proposed improvement has strong public support and has been identified as a priority in
this plan = 5 Points

Proposed improvement addresses a safety concern that has been raised by the public
but lacks detailed analysis — 1 Point

Proposed improvement addresses a less severe safety concern without a safety audit to
measure the effectiveness of the improvement — 2 Points

Proposed improvement addresses a serious safety concern, supported by statistical and
crash data — 3 Points

Metropolitan Planning Organization

o Proposed improvement addresses safety concerns involving accidents with serious to
fatal outcomes and is backed by statistical data along with a safety audit to measure
effectiveness — 5 Points

Micromobility
o Proposed improvements provide no support for micromobility options or related policies
=1 Point
o Proposed improvement fully supports micromobility by integrating relevant
infrastructure and policies — 5 Points

Economic Development, Revitalization, Tourism
o The proposed improvements address a local need but will have minimal impact on
tourism or the overall appearance of the area — 1 Point
o The proposed improvements are in an area with moderate tourist traffic, offering some
benefit but with less impact on tourism — 3 Points
o The proposed improvements target key infrastructure in high-traffic tourism areas,
significantly enhancing the area's appearance and attractiveness to visitors — 5 Points
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Evaluation Criteria [Local Projects] - Project Prioritization & Ranking

Original:

Project Prioritization Ranking & Ordering

The prioritization Process will include the following Steps:

1.

Scoring — Each Proposed project will be scored against the above criteria using the scoring matrix.
The scores will then be multiplied by the assigned weights to calculate the total score for each
project.

Ranking — Proposed projects will be ranked based on their total score, with the highest-scoring
project receiving the highest priority.

Agency Distribution — To ensure equitable distribution of resources and benefits across the
County, the ranked projects will be categorized for each agency. This will ensure that each
municipality and unincorporated Collier County receives a proportionate share of proposed
improvements.

Review and Adjustment — The initial ranking and distribution will be reviewed by the appropriate
committees to ensure that all municipalities are fairly represented. Adjustment to the ranking may
be made to balance equity considerations, ensuring that underserved and high-need areas are
prioritized where appropriate.

Final Order — The final list of projects will reflect both the scoring and equitable distribution across
the county. Projects will be ordered within each municipality based on their score, and the overall
prioritization system will be designed to maximize impact and benefit for all resident of Collier
Countw.

P

Proposed (Changes in Blue):

roject Prioritization Ranking & Orderin

The prioritization Process will include the following Steps:

1. Scoring — Each Proposed project will be scored against the above criteria using the scoring matrix.

The scores will then be multiplied by the assigned weights to calculate the total score for each
project.

Ranking — Proposed projects will be ranked based on their total score, with the highest-scoring
project receiving the highest priority.

Agency Distribution — To ensure equitable distribution of resources and benefits across the
County, the ranked projects will be categorized for each agency. This process will ensure that each
municipality, as well as the unincorporated areas of Collier County, including distinct communities
such as Immokalee and Golden Gate City, receive a proportionate share of proposed
improvements. These unincorporated areas, with their unique needs and characteristics, will be
valued as distinct entities, ensuring they receive fair consideration in the allocation of resources.
MPO Staff will track and analyze whether there has been an equitable distribution over a period
of 5-10 years to ensure that improvements are being made fairly and consistently.

Review and Adjustment — The initial ranking and distribution will be reviewed by the appropriate
committees to ensure that all municipalities are fairly represented. Adjustment to the ranking may
be made to balance equity considerations, ensuring that underserved and high-need areas are
prioritized where appropriate.

Final Order —The final list of projects will reflect both the scoring and equitable distribution across
the county. Projects will be ordered within each municipality based on their score, and the overall
prioritization system will be designed to maximize impact and benefit for all resident of Collier
County.
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Original:

Proposed (Changes in Blue):

Criteria and Weights (Summed to 100%)

Safety: 25%

Cost: 25%

Connectivity: 20%

Design Criteria: 15%
Maintaining Agency: 5%
Economic Development: 10%

Criteria and Weights (Summed to 100%)
Safety: 20%

Cost: 25%

Connectivity: 20%

Equity: 15%

Economic Development: 5%

Project Phase: 5%

Metropolitan Planning Organization

Safety
Increased by 5%

Economic Development
Decreased by 5%

*
\ 4
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Original:

Safety — Assesses the potential of the project to improve safety for trail users, including reducing conflicts
with vehicles.

Cost — Evaluates the cost-effectiveness of the project, including the cost for the PD&E (Project
Development and Environment) Study as well as the planning cost, along with initial construction and
long-term maintenance costs.

Connectivity — Measures how well the project connects to existing trails, transportation networks, or key
destinations.

Design Criteria — Considers the quality and compliance of the trail design to current design standards,
ensuring it is a separate, paved, two-lane, non-motorized path.

Maintaining Agency — Considers the capacity and commitment of the agency responsible for ongoing
maintenance and operations.

Economic Development - Analyzes the potential for the project to promote local economic growth,
including tourism and business opportunities.

Proposed (Changes in Blue):

Project Eligibility — To be considered for SUN Trail funding, the proposed project must meet the following
eligibility requirements. Projects that fulfill these criteria may proceed to evaluation against the scoring
criteria below:

1. Design Criteria — Assesses the quality and compliance of the trail design with current
standards, ensuring it is a separate, paved, two-lane, non-motorized path.

2.  Maintaining Agency — Evaluates the capacity and commitment of the agency responsible for
the ongoing maintenance and operation of the proposed improvements.

*Mote: The final determination of project eligibility will be made by FDOT.

Safety — Evaluates the project’'s potential to enhance trail user safety by reducing conflicts with vehicles,
addressing high-risk areas for bicycle and pedestrian injuries, and correcting existing safety deficiencies
along the trail.

Cost — Assesses the cost-effectiveness of the project by considering the expenses for the PD&E (Project
Development and Environment) Study, planning, initial construction, and long-term maintenance.
Additionally, the evaluation includes the cost in relation to the population benefiting from the proposed
improvement, particularly those residing within approximately 5 miles of the trail corridor.

Connectivity — Evaluates how effectively the project links to existing trails, transportation networks, or
key destinations, and whether it creates a new connection between areas or populations that were
previously disconnected.

Equity — Evaluates how the project benefits underserved communities along the SUN Trail Metwork,
including low-income, minority, and transit-dependent populations. Projects that enhance access to safe
and affordable transportation options or connect these communities to essential services—such as
schools, jobs, and healthcare—will be prioritized and scored higher.

Economic Development - Analyzes the potential for the project to promote local economic growth,
including tourism and business opportunities.

Project Phase — Prioritizes projects that are construction-ready, with all necessary documents and plans
approved and slated for construction. Projects in advanced phases will be ranked higher, especially when
funding is limited, compared to projects that are still in the planning or pre-construction stages.
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Evaluation Criteria [Regional Projects] — Scoring System

Original:

Scoring System
Each criterion can be scored on a scale 0-5:

Does not address criterion (0 Points): The proposed project does not make any improvements or has
negative impact on this criterion.

Poorly addresses the criterion (1 Point): The proposed project makes minimal improvements or
addresses the criterion in a limited capacity.

Adequately addresses the criterion (2 Points): The proposed project meets basic requirements but lacks
significant impact or innovation.

Moderately addresses the criterion (3 Points): The proposed project demonstrates moderate
improvements and shows a clear understanding and application of the criterion.

Well addresses the criterion (4 Points): The proposed project element makes substantial improvements
and shows a strong, positive impact on this criterion.

Excellently addresses the criterion (5 Points): The proposed project excels in this area, demonstrating
outstanding improvements and a significant, positive impact.

Scoring System

Proposed (Changes in Blue):

Proposed improvement directly serves over 50% of low income, minority, or transit-
dependent populations in the project area and provides strong connections to essential
services such as schools, employment, and healthcare — 5 Points

Economic Development

Proposed improvements have limited or no potential to promote local growth, with little
to no impact on tourism or business opportunities. Projected local revenue is less than
$100,000 annually — 1 Point

Proposed improvements are expected to moderately contribute to local economic
growth, attracting some tourism or business activity. Projected increase in local revenue
is expected to be between $100,000 and $500,000 annually — 3 Points

Proposed improvements are expected to significantly boost local economic growth,
attracting substantial tourism or business opportunities. Projected increase in local
revenue is expected to exceed 5500,000 annually — 5 Points

Project Phase

Safety
o Proposed Improvement address a safety concern that has been identified and raised by
the public but lacks detailed analysis — 1 Point
o Proposed Improvement address a less severe safety concern without a safety audit
measuring the potential effectiveness of the improvement — 3 Points
o Proposed Improvement addresses a serious concern, supported by statistical and crash
data showing the proposed improvements need along with a safety audit showing the
success of the implementation of the improvement — 5 Points
Cost
o Proposed improvement costs exceed $1 million, or the population benefiting is fewer
then 500 people within 5-miles of the trail corridor — 1 Point
o Proposed improvement costs between $500,000 and $1 million, or the population
benefiting is between 500 and 1,000 people within ¥ mile of the trail corridor — 3 Points o
o Proposed improvement costs less then $500,000, or the population benefiting more
then 1,000 people within 5-miles of the trail corridor — 5 Points
Connectivity
o Proposed improvement provides improvements and adds to the overall trail alignment o
but does not close any gaps and or provides linkage to areas that have been previously
disconnected — 1 Point
o Proposed improvement adds to the overall trail alignment and provides connection to °
existing trails — 3 Points
o Proposed improvement adds to the overall trail alignment and provides connection to o
existing trails and completes a gap to connect a population that were once recently
disconnected — 5 Points
Equity
o Proposed improvement limited or no direct access to low-income, minority, or transit- o
dependent populations, benefiting fewer then 25% of these groups in the project area —
1 Point a
o Proposed improvements moderately enhance the access for underserved populations,

benefiting 25-50% of low income, minority, or transit-dependent individuals in the
project area, with some connection to essential services (e.g., schools or healthcare) —3
Points

The proposed improvement is currently in the planning stage and awaiting approval
from the necessary authorities to move forward to the construction phase — 1 Point
The proposed improvement has completed all required planning and design phases,
obtained all approvals and permits, and is ready for construction — 5 Points
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