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MANATEE COUNTY BOARD OF COUNTY COMMISSIONERS 

WORK SESSION 

BRADENTON AREA CONVENTION CENTER, LONGBOAT KEY ROOM 

One Haben Boulevard 

Palmetto, Florida 

March 3, 2020 

Meeting video link: https://www.youtube.com/channel/UCUlgjuGhS-qV966RU2Z7AtA 

(Due to technical difficulties, the audio recording for this meeting is in MP3 format) 

 

Present were: 

Betsy Benac, Chairman 

Carol Whitmore, First Vice-Chairman 

Misty Servia, Second Vice-Chairman 

Reggie Bellamy, Third Vice-Chairman 

Vanessa Baugh 

Stephen R. Jonsson 

Priscilla Whisenant Trace 

 

Also present were: 

Cheri Coryea, County Administrator 

Mitchell O. Palmer, County Attorney 

Robin Toth, Deputy Clerk, Clerk of the Circuit Court 

 

Chairman Benac called the work session to order at 9:07 a.m. 

 

AGENDA BC20200303DOC001 

 

CORONAVIRUS (COVID-19) SPECIAL REPORT 

Jake Saur, Public Safety Director, presented a special report on the Coronavirus Disease 

(COVID-19).  In December 2019, a new strain of coronavirus emerged in the city of Wahun, 

China.  In the months to follow, the virus rapidly spread, with 88,948 cases now reported in 

over 70 countries around the globe, according to the World Health Organization.  On March 1, 

the Florida Department of Health (FDOH) announced that a patient from Manatee County had 

a laboratory-confirmed case of COVID-19, the disease caused by this particular strain of 

Coronavirus.  The patient is an adult resident, who does not have any travel history to 

countries that have restricted travel protocol being implemented by The Centers for Disease 

Control and Prevention (CDC).  The patient sought health care and was isolated and would 

remain in isolation until cleared by Public Health officials.  Two additional people, who came 

in contact with this patient, have been quarantined out of an abundance of caution. 

 

Yesterday, Manatee County Public Health officials and safety officials met to discuss the latest 

steps in community preparedness, best management practices, and identify any unmet needs 

and communication.  It is important to note the key to managing information and 

communication with the public is to speak the same message from all community leaders.

 BC20200303DOC002 

 

Manatee County’s latest press release was published on the County’s website at 

www.mymanatee.org/Covid-19.  The website has pertinent information, as well as links to 

both the FDOH and CDC for up-to-date, real-time information.  Citizens and the media are 

being directed to this website, as it is important to remember that the information will change 

rapidly as the virus spreads over the weeks and months to come.  Local updates on 

Coronavirus are also posted at www.floridahealth.gov/COVID-19 and 

www.mymanatee.org/coronavirus. 

 

https://www.youtube.com/channel/UCUlgjuGhS-qV966RU2Z7AtA
http://www.mymanatee.org/Covid-19
http://www.floridahealth.gov/COVID-19
http://www.mymanatee.org/coronavirus
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It was recommended that anyone, who believes they may have been exposed to COVID-19, 

traveled to the five hot areas (Italy, Iran, South Korea, China or Japan), and/or is exhibiting 

Coronavirus symptoms, should contact the local health department prior to traveling to a 

doctor’s office or hospital.  County residents or visitors should call the FDOH hotline at (941) 

242-6649.  Questions regarding the Coronavirus can be addressed by calling the FDOH at 

(866) 779-6121, which is published on the County’s website at www.mymanatee.org.  The 

telephone number of the local Health Department would also be added to the website. 

 

There have been no requests for assistance at this time; however, the County is prepared to 

assist, and a shared partnership is in place with local agencies.  At this time, there is no need 

for alarm, no need to cancel travel plans or community gatherings, and the risk of 

transmitting the Coronavirus for Manatee County residents remains low.  At this time, 

Manatee County is treating this as a public safety issue. 

 

Cheri Coryea, County Administrator, stated Manatee County’s News Release on COVID-19 and 

a flyer on the prevention of COVID were available in the Lobby. BC20200303DOC003 

 

1. ALL THINGS TRANSPORTATION 

Clarke Davis, Deputy Director, Traffic Management, stated this work session is to review all 

aspects of Transportation.  He utilized a multi-faceted slide presentation to address planning 

and funding elements, current program emphasis, public perception of needs, legal aspects 

of transportation concurrency, determine willingness to realign funding priorities to capacity 

projects from functional projects for the 2021-2025 Capital Improvement Plan (CIP), and 

move forward with mid-year course corrections 2020. BC20200303DOC004 

 

Planning 

The planning process involves long-range plans, regulations, standards, procedures and 

practices, and mid-range plans and programs.  Plans in development or being updated 

include the Metropolitan Planning Organization (MPO) 2045 Long-Range Transportation Plan 

Update, County Thoroughfare Plan Update, new Mobility Plan Development, and a 

Transportation Impact Fee Update. 

 

Legal Aspects of Transportation and Growth Management 

William Clague, Chief Assistant County Attorney, continued with slides outlining the Legal 

Aspects of Transportation and adoption of growth management laws to address the impacts 

of development on public infrastructure and roads.  These laws include Florida Statute 380.06 

for impacts of Developments of Regional Impact (DRIs) and the Community Planning Act (CPA; 

Part II, Chapter 163, Florida Statutes).  Both laws recognize that development has impacts on 

road infrastructure.  The original CPA required concurrency for roads. 

 

Despite numerous attempts, the State never created a funding mechanism to pay for the 

infrastructure needed for development. Local governments and State agencies developed 

other methods to deal with the problem, among them impact fees and exactions.  In 2009, 

the Legislature made road concurrency optional in the CPA; however, Manatee County 

continues to require it to the extent allowed under the CPA. 

 

Comprehensive Plan 

The County’s Comprehensive Plan projects significant growth and makes assumptions about 

developers building the needed infrastructure as development occurs.  The assumptions are 

difficult in practice, because the law limits what the County can require of development, 

infrastructure costs have increased, and development patterns have changed.  Under the CPA, 

new development must be consistent with the Comprehensive Plan to ensure infrastructure is 

http://www.mymanatee.org/
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available to serve development.  Policies are implemented in the Land Development Code 

(LDC) as criteria for approval of Comprehensive Plan amendments, rezones, site plans, 

permits under timing and trends, and available infrastructure. 

 

Impact Fees 

Impact fees are charged by the government to pay for impacts on public infrastructure caused 

by development, usually at the building permit stage.  The Fees evolved with Developments of 

Regional Impact as a method to fund concurrency-related infrastructure.  The courts have 

upheld them under local government home rule authority, subject to the dual rational nexus 

test.  They are challenging and not an easy revenue source to leverage.  They are politically 

controversial, legally restricted and highly technical, use restricted, trickle in over time, and 

not easily bonded to pay for big projects up front.  Impact fees are still the only major 

revenue source available to fund growth-related infrastructure. 

 

Concurrency 

Concurrency approval is a decision point in the development process where the County 

determines project impacts on road infrastructure and the developer’s responsibility for 

addressing those impacts.  This is handled by issuance of a Certificate of Level of Service 

(CLOS).  Concurrency relies upon a traffic impact analysis (traffic study) to identify any failures 

of LOS that a project will cause, and the needed improvements to correct those failures.  The 

CPA includes details about what can be considered in a traffic study. 

 

Florida is a pay-and-go state in that, as long as developers contribute proportionate shares of 

needed improvements, projects may go forward.  Because of the way traffic studies must be 

conducted under the CPA, proportionate share contributions are usually a small percentage of 

any major road improvement. The County retains the discretion to decide the form of 

contribution (money, land, construction of a road).  The CPA requires developers receive at 

least 80 percent impact fee credit for concurrency contributions (LDC provides 100 percent). 

 

Exactions 

Exactions are conditions placed on development approvals requiring developers to contribute 

something to the government (land, money, public improvements).  Exactions have become a 

common method of addressing development impacts on infrastructure.  Concurrency 

improvements are examples of exactions. 

 

The courts have fashioned a two-pronged test requiring exactions to have a rational nexus 

between the exaction and the development impact, and be roughly proportionate to the 

impact caused by the development.  An exaction must also be based on an individualized 

determination by local government and is distinct from a development restriction.  Requiring 

dedication of right-of-way or conservation easements is considered an exaction, while a right-

of-way setback or wetland buffer is treated as a development restriction.  Exactions receive 

heightened scrutiny by the courts, and local governments are advised to avoid them except 

when expert staff testimony can support them. 

 

Common Elements 

Concurrency, Impact Fees and Exactions are governed by principles that require analysis of 

development impacts and proportionate cost sharing by developers.  The principles are the 

same, though the technical details and terminology vary in important respects.  Concurrency 

and Impact Fees are supported by consultant practices that have evolved over time, while 

exactions are driven by court decisions.  Each has influence on the other, because they 

address the same basic issues. 
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Lengthy discussion occurred on traffic study requirements, a moratorium is not a legal tool to 

address infrastructure, County could require new developments to take access from 

thoroughfare roads and address the impacts to those roads in accordance with the CPA, this 

may require an LDC amendment for a formalized standard, case law regarding right-of-way 

setbacks versus exactions, development restrictions to limit what can be done on property is 

different from requiring conveyance/dedication of property, development restrictions and 

exactions are evaluated under two different bodies of law, how the 1989 Comprehensive Plan 

has changed, amend the current Plan to reduce allowable density, density reduction can 

expose the County to legal challenges by people with vested rights or entitlements under the 

current Plan, much of the land in the County has been entitled for a long time, and this could 

cause investment back expectations, this cannot be done across the board, how two-lane 

roads appear as access but are not built to County standards, current LDC does not require a 

developer to bring these roads up to County standard, the Board can consider adding this 

requirement back into the LDC and engineering standards, but this would shift focus from 

concurrency to access and safety, County began charging impact fees in the late 1980s, 

County relied on taxes prior to impact fees, impact fees are capped at what a traffic study 

justifies and in an amount that can be legally defended, impact fees are the primary tool for 

adding capacity to all LOS, piece-meal construction occurring on Lorraine Road due to various 

development, right-of-way is a huge issue, the hindrances experienced by the County in 

moving forward to work on a road, citizens do not mind the growth but rather the way in 

which the County is responding to accommodate the growth, traffic studies for land 

development applications are done by consultants and reviewed by staff to ensure compliance 

with County regulations, explore more public/private partnerships for road development, 

simplify the process to create more partnerships, developers make road improvements near 

their developments, because the work can be done cheaper, bigger projects (i.e. new bridge 

over Manatee River) that will need to be built by larger government agencies, how County-

owned projects are funded, challenges experienced by the County when acquiring right-of-

way, can the County legally acquire right-of-way as friendly acquisition before a project is in 

the CIP, the County must exercise caution on spending money or impact fee credits to buy 

right-of-way when there are more pressing road projects, a road must be part of the County’s 

thoroughfare plan to be eligible for impact fees, the Burt Harris Act, and changes that can be 

made to move forward. 

 

Mitchell O. Palmer, County Attorney, explained there is no legal requirement in Florida Statute 

for a project to be identified in the CIP in order to exercise eminent domain powers. 

 

Mr. Davis spoke about the long-range transportation plan and explained the difference 

between the Capital Improvements Plan and the Capital Improvements Program.  The Capital 

Improvement Program is a five-year schedule of capital improvements with the first year 

being the budget year to appropriate funds, followed by a four-year plan of appropriations.  

The Program is done as a matter of necessity and required by Florida Statute. 

 

RECESS/RECONVENE:  10:16 a.m. – 10:28 a.m.  All Commissioners were present. 

 

IMPACT FEE UPDATE 

John Osborne, Deputy County Administrator, continued with slides on population projections 

for the unincorporated area of the county, which have changed as well as the nature of the 

marketplace.  New growth and development patterns have resulted in gated community 

developments and cul-de-sacs.  He showed slides of the potable water and sanitary sewer 

service area with entitlement and future land use designation, areas yet to be developed, infill 

areas and areas of new growth, a Development Project and Concurrency (trends) Map of 

projects that have entitlement that does not go away, and a list of approved projects 
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reflecting that the most development is occurring in the Southeast County/Lakewood Ranch 

area where the most impact fees are generated. 

 

The County’s Impact Fee Schedule is being updated with intense data on road improvements.  

Impact Fee Credits are tracked/issued based on residual capacity.  The County’s Dashboard 

Report includes information on the source of Impact Fee revenue, which is consistent with the 

development industry.  An Eligible Improvements Map shows areas with road impact fee 

districts; however, it is difficult to show revenues in areas with little development. 

 

Mr. Davis stated the MPO’s Long-Range Transportation Plan features a Needs Plan for a 20-

year horizon, cost feasible plan, and consistency with the Comprehensive Plan.  The MPO is 

sensitive to changing growth patterns.  The Traffic Circulation Plan is part of the 

Comprehensive Plan (Table 5-1 and Map 5 Series) and includes major roads needed to 

support future land use.  He reviewed characteristics of thoroughfares and referenced Map 5 

Example: Plan by Lanes, highlighting proposed roads.  The County is required under the Plan 

to ensure the adopted LOS is achieved and maintained on thoroughfare roads. 

 

Concurrency is for all facility types, and it is a requirement that the infrastructure needed to 

support new development be in place concurrent with the development requiring it.  The 

transportation aspect is focused on traffic capacity and determined by signalization timing.  

County LOS standard for roads is a Level D.  Mr. Clarke explained LOS versus quality of 

service and that the County’s current transportation concurrency system is focused on LOS 

for highways. 

 

He spoke on the aspects of a traffic study, how the State has changed the way concurrency 

mitigation works, development does not make all improvements, impact fee credit-eligible 

proportionate share is generally an option, hypothetical scenarios on the need for existing 

traffic, existing traffic plus reserved trips, and existing traffic-reserved projects for two-, four- 

and six-lane roads. 

 

He addressed Road Funding (impact fees/fuel taxes/infrastructure surtax), planning process 

data collection, context classification, context-based design, community transect diagram 

from Florida Department of Transportation (FDOT) Complete Street Manual, cross-section 

options of county complete streets, adopted Transportation CIP and Current CIP is greatly 

influenced by the 1) Infrastructure Surtax Plan, 2) at the time of plan development, and 3) 

Plan focused on design standards or functional improvements, road network leading up to 

Surtax Plan, reviewed County roads with functional needs, and the original sales tax road list. 

 

The previously shown Development Projects/Concurrency Map depicts projects that have 

concurrency certificates and projects with an approved concept plan, but have not gone 

through the engineering step to obtain a concurrency certificate. 

 

The Board discussed Level of Service and how far out in time a traffic study is done, staff 

reviews anticipated trips by a new development and uses a five percent rule of impact of total 

trips based on the existing road network if a project was fully funded in the first two years of 

a program, cumulative effects add up, local government must continually monitor cumulative 

background growth, five percent rule was used on former DRI developments, why are there 

no impact fees for the utility system, facility investment fees, the County charges 90 percent 

for impact fees, 100 percent for the School Board, impact fee studies are very data intensive, 

it is not uncommon for cities and counties to charge a percentage, long-range planning, 

sustaining long-term development and the extension of services, areas in constrained rights-

of-way and driveways abutting up to major roadways, limited opportunity to build parallel 
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roads to displace traffic, older subdivisions with old regulations, road conditions on Upper 

Manatee River Road, subdivisions with cul-de-sacs that have paved area that could have been 

extended to a collector road, traffic signals are managed at the regional traffic management 

center, impacts to surface street networks, upcoming projects that will require revisions to 

traffic signalization, automated vehicle environments, motorized scooters are a danger to 

pedestrians, the State is addressing the prohibition of motorized scooters, the county must 

comply with State law, the public is the reason why certain roads do not connect to a planned 

connection, and required road connections. 

 

Ms. Coryea stated that following the lunch recess, two other items would be discussed to 

determine if the Board is willing to re-align funding priorities and to move forward with some 

mid-year course corrections. 

 

Mary Mazza, resident of Windsong Acres Subdivision, spoke on the quality of level of service 

of S.R. 64 and Upper Manatee River Road, voiced concern of the three-lane design of Upper 

Manatee River Road merging to one lane, and the lack of road signs approaching the S.R. 

64/Upper Manatee River Road intersection. She submitted a letter offering potential solutions.

 BC20200303DOC005 

John Rhodes stated that bike lanes on roads over 30MPH is a death trap.  He suggested 

widening sidewalks to accommodate both pedestrians and bicyclists, and the need to four-

lane Lorraine Road between S.R. 64 and S.R. 70. 

 

Walter Mosack, Greyhawk Landing resident, stated Lakewood Ranch is one of the fastest 

growing communities in the United States, the County’s growth projections are not sufficient, 

traffic patterns need to be examined, and the maps in the presentation have no dates. 

 

Mike Meehan commented on the piece-meal improvements to County roads due to new 

development, and about traffic issues on Riverview Boulevard and Third Avenue. 

 

Pat Neal submitted an update on the public/private partnership of the Fort Hamer extension 

construction.  Sections A and B are on budget with $1.8 million of added utilities.  Section C 

has been a struggle due to the challenge in right-of-way acquisition, which has delayed the 

construction schedule.  He requested the County Attorney be directed to give priority to the 

land acquisition.  Construction commencement of Phase C is anticipated by January 2021, 

with completion in the Fall of 2022.  Moccasin Wallow Road Segment 1 appropriation will be 

decided in March and also involves a right-of-way component.  Segment 2 will need to be 

included in the 2020 CIP to be approved this Fall (to be matched 50/50).  Buckeye Road 

serves a similar transportation function, but will never connect to I-75 due to spacing 

standards.   A presentation on Moccasin Wallow Road – the Missing Link in Manatee County 

was also shown. BC20200303DOC006 

 

Karen Simniecki, resident on Upper Manatee River Road, voiced concern of the Fort Hamer 

Bridge crisis, current design of Upper Manatee River Road, the merging of three lanes to one, 

and the turn lanes are not long enough.  There should be a light at Heritage Harbor and a 

crossing zone with a crossing guard.  She suggested adding tolls on the bridges. 

 

RECESS/RECONVENE: 12:14 p.m. – 1:22 p.m.  All Commissioners were present. 

 

ADOPTED TRANSPORTATION CIP 

  Chad Butzow, Public Works Director, continued with Transportation slides, to discuss the 

path taken to implement the one-half-cent sales tax (2016), specifically, a road network map 

of eligible improvements included in the sales tax projects, with primary focus on design 
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standards of County roads with functional needs (highlighted in red).  As budgeted within the 

sales tax, the functional road improvements tally up to an estimated $222.7 million. 

 

He addressed pressures on the CIP and changes since the development of the surtax plan.   

Manatee County has sustained four consecutive years of progressive, sustained growth, but 

this has put pressure on construction prices.  New road connections have increased demand 

on older roads faster than expected, and the highest growth has occurred east of I-75 and 

along the Ellenton-Gillette corridor, west of I-75.   There is public dissatisfaction with current 

conditions and expectations.  Staff suggests a re-evaluation and shift in funding priorities 

involving a balance between needs of existing design standards-based needs and emerging 

capacity needs. 

 

There is a potential need to update for second means of access, inter-neighborhood ties and 

cross-connections, subdivision design (connectivity index, block length), existing roadway 

design and structural standards required to be met for roads providing access to new 

development, and other options for right-of-way dedication or reservation. 

 

Mr. Butzow addressed the next big projects in the CIP (estimated $153.2 million): 

 Canal Road, U.S. 301 to U.S. 41 (2023-2024); 

 Erie Road, North-South, U.S. 301 to 69th Street East (2021); 

 Port Harbor Parkway, opening soon, from Upper Manatee River Road to Heritage 

Harbor (Kay Road; 2020); 

 Moccasin Wallow Road, U.S. 41 to I-75 (2021-2022); 

 44th Avenue East, 45th Street East to Creekwood Boulevard (2020-2021); 

 9th Avenue Northwest, 87th Street Northwest to 99th Street Northwest (2021-2022); 

 Fort Hamer Extension, U.S. 301 to Moccasin Wallow Road (2020-2021); 

 U.S. 301/Erie Road/SR 62 Intersection and Signal (2020-2021); 

 60th Avenue East – Intersection Improvement at U.S. 301 and connection North to 

Buffalo Road (2021-2023); and 

 Reimbursement to School Board for Fort Hamer Extension ($2 million over 2022-2024) 

 

The list of new traffic signals (18) in the CIP are an estimated budget of $37.3 million.  The 

traffic signal at U.S. 301/Canal Road is not seen in the CIP and has been added to the 

assumption of the Canal Road project.  FDOT has agreed the Canal Road traffic signal meets 

warrants, and land issues are being addressed in order to install a temporary or permanent 

signal as soon as possible. 

 

Staff has determined the emerging need of three roundabouts on S.R. 64 that FDOT agreed to 

construct, the priority roundabout of which is 117th Street East (Greyhawk/Pope Road).  The 

signal will be installed as quickly as possible, within the next 12 months. 

 

Mr. Butzow stated the six next, big items resulting from development, involve an estimated 

19 miles of road ($10 million per mile).  He reviewed the list of desired road projects and 

intersection projects of emerging needs not in the current Plan (estimated $6.8 million), the 

connection of Lena Road on S.R.64 and S.R. 70, the Verna/Verna Bethany Road re-alignment 

and a desired plan for increases in the annual resurfacing budget to stop falling behind. 

 

Mid-year course corrections roads involve immediately beginning the design of a four-lane 

Upper Manatee River Road (north/south), amend the scope for existing Ellenton Gillette Road 

functional improvement by changing the design scope to four lane for U.S. 301 to Mendoza 

Road, and review other non-capacity adding sales tax projects for potential shift to other 

priorities, and combine with funds to recommend with the 2021-2025 CIP. 
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In support of the mid-year correction, charts were shown of bad traffic day examples on 

DeSoto and Upper Manatee River Roads and I-75, typical A.M. and P.M. peak-hour traffic, and 

lane management on Upper Manatee River Road and Ellenton Gillette Road, U.S. 301 to 

Mendoza Road.  Two priority, mid-year course corrections intersections are 1) create a project 

and begin design for a Honore/Old Farm Road roundabout, and 2) create a project and begin 

design for a Temporary signal at S.R. 70/Post Road. 

 

Mid-year course corrections special projects involve right-of-way acquisition funding for 

miscellaneous purchases.  The State indicated willingness to add a roundabout at Verna 

Bethany/S.R. 70 if the two roads could be aligned.  There is a proposal for a shell road paving 

program. 

 

In summary, Mr. Butzow stated this concept was brought forward to determine if the Board is 

willing to realign funding priorities to capacity projects from functional improvements, and 

combine funds to move forward with mid-year course corrections.  Desired projects would 

likely require mixed funding sources. 

 

There was discussion that shifting funding priorities and a priority shift of projects, which 

projects would be moved/down in priority, projects of record show existing and emerging 

capacity needs that are not yet fully funded, this would require a modification to the CIP, the 

Verna Bethany/S.R. 70 intersection study warranted the need for a traffic signal, this is a 

crucial area for the safety of residents, estimated completion time of the 44th Avenue 

Extension across Braden River, approximately 18 months of design is involved before the 

project is put out for bid, there are three Lena Road connection design options, but not one 

has been selected because of not knowing the level of commitment, clarification that 44th 

Avenue is a funded project for construction all the way through and over the interstate, it is 

unknown where the intersection of 44th Avenue and Lena Road would be, but it makes sense 

to include the pre-design of Lena Road within the 44th Avenue project plan, there should be 

an exit on Lena Road from the interstate, this seems to be the major delay on permitting, 

moving $2 million (impact fees) from Market Street to the Verna Bethany project, there was a 

concept project to improve the function of Market Street at University; a roundabout would 

improve the function in this area, one of today’s goals is to determine the Board’s willingness 

to reprioritize projects based on the emerging needs, Commissioner Servia is in favor or 

reprioritizing projects in the CIP but not in favor of realigning funding priorities to capacity 

projects from functional improvements, foregoing the complete street model just to build 

more lanes to move more cars, not in favor of changing priorities to be more capacity driven, 

plans for signalization at Tuttle Avenue/Broadway are in the funded CIP but for 2020-2021, 

signalization at Whitfield Avenue/Tuttle Avenue, desire to see the four-laning of 63rd Avenue, 

between U.S. 301 and Whitfield Avenue added to the list, meaning of the concept of mixed 

funding sources, a portion would come from infrastructure sales tax, concern regarding the 

split entrance into Groover Funeral Home on Ellenton Gillette Road, the split entrance does 

not align with the neighborhood to the west and a single conventional entrance would be 

better, request for an update on signalization needed at U.S. 41 and 23rd Street East in 

Palmetto, communicate with the School Board on southbound travel on 17th Street East near 

Lincoln School, Commissioner Trace in favor of changing the one-half-cent sales tax on an 

individual basis, willingness to look at the Plan and re-prioritize if necessary, desire to see a 

four-lane road from Mendoza Road south rather than an improved two-lane road to Moccasin 

Wallow Road, the four-laning of Mendoza Road is needed now, desire to see shell roads 

improved, and staff would like to look at some surtax projects that can be deferred. 
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Mr. Davis stated the limitation on infrastructure on surtax can be used for infrastructure in 

general (adding capacity and improving existing roads), but impact fees must be used on the 

capacity needs associated with new growth.  There is some flexibility on the gas tax. 

 

Discussion continued on the priority of Fort Hamer Road, why a four-lane Fort Hamer bridge 

was not built in the beginning and why the bridge project took so long. 

 

Sia Mollanazar, Deputy Director Public Works, explained that as part of the permitting 

process, staff had to demonstrate thru a study, that the receiving links could accommodate 

the four-laning.  The original concept of a four-lane bridge came to a halt and was changed to 

two lanes and staff proposed to improve upper Manatee and Fort Hamer Road.  Staff also 

showed the traffic network to use Rye Road and Rye Bridge.  Upper Manatee River Road and 

Fort Hamer Bridge were in-house design and were packaged up as one bid.  Port Harbor 

Parkway is slated to open up soon and should relieve some congestion. 

 

Fort Hamer Road will be a major road, extending north/south, from Moccasin Wallow to 

Fruitville Road, and most likely be done using impact fees. 

 

Mr. Clague stated the County Attorney’s office was involved in the building and permitting of 

the Fort Hamer Bridge.  To get a Federal permit to build the bridge, the County received 

intense pressure to go from a four-lane to a two-lane facility.  A Federal permit to create a 

four-lane facility permit will not be obtained unless the County is able to build the roadways 

needed on both ends of the bridge to extend from S.R. 64 to U.S. 301. 

 

Chairman Benac commented about a desired road project not in the current CIP - the Tara 

Bridge.  The right-of-way has been purchased, and it is a project of record in the CIP.  She also 

stated that the Metropolitan Planing Organization’s (MPO) Long-Range Transportation Plan is 

a required policy document by Federal law.  The County must participate to the greatest 

extent possible, which will help to prioritize funding.  One of the roads that should be lobbied 

for in the long-range plan is U.S. 301, from University Parkway north. 

 

(Depart Commissioners Bellamy and Whitmore) 

Chairman Benac questioned the next step for DeSoto Bridge, which is a major choke point. 

 

Mr. Davis explained that the State does not have plans for the Green Bridge at this time, but is 

looking at the DeSoto Bridge and a potential crossing from the bridge to the interstate as part 

of a Bradenton-Palmetto connector study.  The Study would yield a range of possible results, 

one of which includes a replacement solution for the DeSoto Bridge.  If the replacement 

solution does not involve capacity, staff anticipates State recommendations of other 

alternatives including a path from the 9th Street East area in South County to Canal Road on 

the north side of the river, and 27th Street East to 36th Avenue East (Ellenton Gillette Road) in 

North County. 

 

(Enter Commissioners Bellamy and Whitmore) 

Discussion continued on the status of 59th Street West, it is one of the reconstruction and 

improved-type projects in the infrastructure surtax plan, but does not have allocated funding 

at this time, it is imperative to continually re-prioritize in view of activity occurring out east, 

support of the infrastructure sales tax for the 191 projects that were committed to, any 

changes should be taken back to the voters, whether some of the funds committed for Market 

Street could be used for improvements to Upper Manatee River Road, shifting funds from 

Market Street to use on Upper Manatee River Road could result in upset from Myakka 

residents, availability of other funds, the S.R. 70/Verna Bethany Road intersection would be a 
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safety project, some impact fees could be put toward this project, but another primary 

funding source would still be needed, signs going East/West at this intersection were recently 

installed, four-laning Lorraine Road is not on the CIP, Lorraine Road is planned to eventually 

be four lanes, Lorraine Road has not reached the level or urgent priority, Lorraine Road is 

under pressure but has options, and it is a matter of where it falls on the priority list. 

 

Chairman Benac emphasized the need to make sure Manatee County has the best roads, 

roadway connections, sidewalks, bike lanes, and trails. 

 

Ken Bumgarner, resident of Waterlefe, stated the community prefers to see Upper Manatee 

River Road expanded and with signalization.  There is a third access into Waterlefe through 

Mossy Branch Lane connecting to Port Harbor Parkway, giving access to the light at Upper 

Manatee River Road. 

 

Ken Piper stated Mulholland Road could use improvements.  The gas tax was to be used to 

keep stormwater fees at current level, but now appears to be considered a funding source for 

transportation projects.  Too many priorities will result in a tax increase.  He requested a 

decision on these projects not be deferred until after the election. 

 

Walter Wulczak, Greyhawk Landing resident, addressed roundabouts and stated FDOT refuses 

to heed the concerns of citizens regarding the need for traffic signalization at Pope Road. 

 

There being no further public comment, Chairman Benac closed public comment. 

 

Chairman Benac stated roundabouts are the number one priority, because they reduce traffic 

accidents.  Roundabouts slow traffic on roads that were traditionally highways. 

 

Chairman Benac commended staff for the presentation and hoped the public would see that 

the Board is aware of what is occurring in Manatee County and the challenges associated with 

a fast-growing community and vibrant economy. 

 

Commissioner Baugh stated the purpose of this presentation was to determine ways to 

alleviate traffic congestion in the County, provide safer roads, and to convey to citizens that 

transportation is a priority.  She commended Public Works for the presentation. 

 

The County Administrator complimented staff for the presentation. 

 

ADJOURN 

There being no further business, Chairman Benac adjourned the work session at 3:38 p.m. 

 

Minutes Approved:   October 27, 2020 


